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The fedewal gcverrment became involved in the
deveIOpment cf public schcol curriculum in order to pursue brcadly
accepted naticnal goals. During the first two decades of federal
curriculum activity, however. the ccurntry became increasingly
fragmented sccially and politically, making the federal role morg
cowplex and ccntreversial. Federal attempts zt curriculum revision
havé affected materiale and teaching dctivities, but have often

* dgnored the wishes, habits, and needs cf users. Still, am

unprecedented degree cf intrusiveness c¢f federal regulation into the

‘teachina prctess has kecome acceptatle. Federal educaticn policy
tends to te a melange of -the cften conflic%ting policies of different
special interest groups and gcvernmental bureaus. In most cases these
interests hcpe t¢ develep curriculum changes at, dlffuse them from,
and evaluate them by a central agency--the federal <.
government--without encouraging develcgmernt of new policies in the:
field. Federal involvement in curriculum can be understcod and
interpreted from three analytical. percpectives‘ the technoelogical
rerspective was moit important when there was.a high, ccnsensus on
rational goails: pclitical 'and cultural gerspectives have become
important as the society has divided. Consideration suggests favoring
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reet varied, ccmplex, and =ometime= ccrtradic+ory demands.
(Author/PGEL) N

¢

A

'ﬁtji "t ‘ | | ) ) . '&.

4
]

*#t*#******t#*******************#*********#****************************.

UL Reproductions surprlied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* . K from the original document. *
‘***********#*i*************f*********;*#********************#*********

¥
~




3 J e ) ; R e - | N
b o , , -
e i ) ‘ w 1 u 5EDDEPARI'ME NY OF HEALTN,
e S T | Edeenswerias
. o ) ) a0 . EDUCATION
¢ . T Mt
VRN G eSS e st ncono
. » THE PERSON QR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
. . . . o, R 0 . “ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIDNS
_ e s A 0 A0 NECE ALy nEed
m N , . LT . s . Fomﬁn(m 9%:?;52Nc?;; ;NOerlncr‘.:nE OF
— . ' .
] . . . ' -~
QO THE FEDERAL ROLE IN CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT, 1950-80
.o—d . . a . ’
’ ~ L . . P .
'Q' J. Myrou Atkin .- ) ' ) ~
‘School of Education : '
. o St&nfofghUniversity : '
. Stanford, CA 94305
. S C Cand s e .
' Ernest R. House Lt .
College of Education .
) . University of Mlinois-at Urbana-Champalgn .o .
- Urbana, IL 61801 e ) .
\ - \ S . - ')
. . b
) .
LY ’ 1
\ . R
. \ : a .
b C . ' £ .
o ! , . - , s .
. : Prepared pursuant to Contract No. NIE-P-79Z0065_.' . .
. N . . . , ~
Cs for i ' ’
- . > “ ’ ‘i . vlf-'. . .
- Education Policy and Organizatiom . (. o
: . - - National:Institute of Education v ' ;
) ' . . Department of Health, Educatxon, and Welfare o ' ]
- - (. 1200 19th St.f MW . : . o
' o Washington, D’ C 20208 . ) } &3 . :
A . . B * .
R e - -
A I - | ‘ .
. .- N . . . A ¢ 1
. :S‘ C . .
. e - ) g
- . ' SR
m £ . K .
- k‘ v ¢ & -'4 ' )
- . \ xy .
» ‘ Q




 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT'S
¢

\ )‘. .
ring the early stages of preparing this monograph, the plan and

r themes were discussed with-Baéry'MécDohaId and, separately, with
ry Sykes. We are grateful for their excellent;suggestions during this
critical, formative pertod. Im the course of the-projegt, interviews
wefe éond&cted’with;Eleanor Farrar, Maurice Kogan, and Wade Robinson.
Each one provided rich anecdotal detail that heiped us relate our "1 -
observations and ‘recommendations to complek practices in the éield of
curriculum policy . Flnally, Gene Glass and Gordon Hdke were generous
enough to offer suggestions on the basis of the completed lnltlal draft.
We acknowledge with gratitude the assistance prov1ded by these peoplegé
without attrlbutzng to any of them the particular viewpoints that are

advanced . .

- ) N . .

In a docﬁ&ent that spans as broad a topic as ‘this one ‘does, and over
so long‘a peTtiod of time, there are intellectual debts of which we are
ohly éimly‘édaré that were developed during thousands ‘of hours of reading .
and hundreds of hours'of conversatiin. We apologize for omitting acknowledg-

ment to many people who helped to e rgfh and clarify our thinking about

B -
the issues we have addressed.
’ -
\; a
: ' ) [ ] l‘
I. Myden Atkia
+ N ) )
e . . . " Ernest R. Mouse . . ‘ R
A .
' {
A
- L M "
~ .’ . X .
. . ) . ) . ‘
[4 ‘ - .
* ' )
L ] 1Y
- - A \ .
1 « )
1 ' .
] ’ b ) "
> - LY - * 4 R .
L 1 s . Y

o T L PO > T P .




Fil '

oo

K3
~

- d /.

An Overview - LN
B ——— .

hculum development

in the elementary and secondary schools to pursue tain national. goals

i

about which there was broad agreement. The first‘dection of the momograph

_ ¢ - ,
traces the history of that ifivolvement and represents an attempt to put it
p LY ,
K . °
in. social and palitical perspective. During the course of®he first two

. e

- AN u
decddes of federal curricylum activity, however, the country became in-

.

¢reasingly frggmented soéially and politically. A senge of pational purpose

began to fade, and spec%ﬁltinterest groups.increasingly determined policy;

- S . .
As a result, the federal role became more complex and controversial. -

. . . i :
<

L . L '
The second sectign of this monograph outlines some of the effects

of the policies and ﬁ&ograms developed during this period. The overall -

impact of federal,qfforts has been modest but measurable. Materials, and

to a certain degree teachiﬂg;activity, have been affected, but to a far
L : _ :

lesser extent than many had hoped, expected, an& promised.. Much of the.

influence was ekercised indirectly through publishers, testing aéencieé,

and the mass-media ~-= each.of which exerts a stronger influence than

o

éurri;uﬁum;davelcgient strategies would suggest. )
PS ' L4 )

~ . . . <.
A - .
.

ThHe third section of the paper asks, What k]st of policies were

¢

formulated in this period? Generally, in acégrd_w{Eh the ideal of

nationally detéfhined(purposq, most policies. have been of the.'"center-
. * . 7
periphery”. type, and they have not been particularly successful. As
society has become increasingly fragmented and the ideal more illusory, *

.

the ascendency of special-interest groups served to highlight the

.
:
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" role and try to focus attentiﬁp and achiave

.

._2_ o
'S LN

~g . LY -

uncoordinated, sometimes chaotic, nature of federal activity. Unwarranted

"assumptions seém to have undergirded basic federal strategies. ’ i

-y

How are’ these events understood and interpreted? Asséciated with an

overview of change and innovation' in the schools, we pogit three analytic

PérSPectiéés: the technological, political, and cultur&l. When thexible: - -&
. . ,

of the federal government was to accomplish gational concerns ab‘ﬂf which i

[
4

there was high consensus, the technological perspective seemed most relevent.

‘qowever, as the society has appeared more dividéd, the political,énd cultural -

-~

perspectives.have become increasingly powerful. The perspectivedﬁére dis= ]
\ ‘ ]
. | N /-
cussed in part four of the paper. ‘ - s

e

Finally, assuming. that there will continue to be a strong federal

- ?

- [

. T . P :
presence in curriculum development.Xa certainty 1t seems to us), what .
should be the federal role? Should it act only in areas where there is

[] .
9 '& .

broad agregment? Should it assume only a responsive po;%ure'towérds

policies initiated by’special groups? S uldvﬁf take a more active

onsensus and direction on

in the final section of

N " N
1 4

various issues? These questions are explor

- A}

tﬁe‘monogqaph..

* . ‘ .
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" THE SOCIAL CONTEXT FOR FEDERAL.CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

ACTIVITY 'IN THE 1950s.and 1960s .

» AY

*

‘. ° . i - .
In analyzing the federal curr&culuméSE;Ldopmentiﬁfforta that began
. ~ = g .
imithe 1950s and continure through the "{970s as a guﬁ(? for policy in . - ’
{ ’ .o

- & -3 s ) -

~— o
the 1980s, the examination must rest in considerabla measure on an under-

-

standing of the particular context in which the activities occurred. - What

-.

: P
motivated federal involvement? Who did the work? What were some salient
- ¢ - \
13 . . . T . .
‘charactemst!cs of the education systef®at that time?, To develop strategies

3

for the 80s hith?ut agkfng how the 80s age different from the 50s would be as

_ Y ; ) \ .

much an error in formulating education pokicy as it would be in technology policy,
/ I’

’ 4
or defegse polql‘.cy, er health policy. , . ot \

; ‘ - . . ) j
¢
Before the mid 1950s, there was virtually no governé;ntal effort at
‘ :

'yhe n;kional level dipigned to produce curriculum materials.” There was,

however, a lively education debate,.and it was a curriculum debate. It

. ‘J' . .
was centered on the decades-old battle between professors in liberal arts .

eolleges and professors in fchools in education. . This heated internecine

- -

conflict- over who trains teachers and what they should learn had been“kn {

-

pragress at least since the late 1800s, but while it was a commagding ;

- * ' - - - . - . . . - ¢
issue at' most universities, the ramifigations in the nation's elgmentary

el . " ¢
and secondary schools were. indirect and relatively subtle. One could

v - P . .
argue that people of only. modest ability were choosing teaching as a

- -

. . . '
career or that,professors of education were working in a poorly understood

'
field of study, -but it was difficult to relate these viewq/and the campus

T - .
battles to actual school practice -- in part, because¢£66/systematic studies

were undertqken\tozdetermine, for example, exactl}ly who chose teaching as a

“

N
.

>

. M -
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profession, - what it iy they had learned, and who'taugﬂE}them.

“

[

: . t However Warld War II, and pifticularly the development of the atom

- bowmb, greatly strengthened both the self-confidence of university-based

academic sc?glars and their political power. The development of the
. ) , -

practical application of atomic energy waé seen as a triumph of theoretical,

- . ) ._} . a v )

intellectual effort. Furthermore it was considered university-basedfqnd
R Rl

an achievement 6f profesiors. The fruits of research were seen by the

-
-

American peopley, as never before, as having an impact on daily.life.
¥ ’ &\ . 8

. -, * -

The United States had been increasingly enamored of technology during - *
N ! '

the preceding decades, but the developments were seen as a result

¢ . .. : L

of inventiveness and industry, rather than of science and theoretical

' -
h

X . inquiry. Edison. and ‘Ford had been the popular embodiments of American

prdgre%s in the decades before World War II.

‘a . s -
) ?ith the Allied victory over Germapy and Japan, Eingtein becamg a

cultural hero. This quintessential professor '-- pipe smoking, unkempt,
abparently unworldly -- had deveioped as an act of mind the basis for

- ' :fffeating the Axis 55wer¥Q~Pe0p1e like him had worked intensely
. T . <, i
-during the war to translate theory to an awesome weapon that had saved
. * . . - '
: the world from enslavement. ' Professors captured the respect of the

. ‘
i .American public, and the academic life for the first time perhaps was -

seen as crycial to our natiomal survival. This development was to be

underscored by the policy decision that led to the GI Bill and hundfeds
. . " ‘ o = .
of thousands of war.veterans flocking to the universities,. There was
) . .
< % boost to professors-and the import#fice of a university education

] - .
- that’ had never been seen before and, many people think, is unlikely

!'( ‘_ < (\ >

+
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. to be seen againl‘.Higher educativa was to-expand enormously. Less

-

\directly, the focus on higher education emphasized the impportance of .
* ’ - 4

]

v education generally in achW\eving nationdl! aims, including elementary
‘ ) * o
¥ and' secondar$ education.

- . ' : o f a RV AR
One of the major results of these developments, for<our purposes

»

here, was the fact thar;{he positioﬁ of uqiversity-baéed scholars in \

influencing education p ici?%,vaé enhanced. Univeksity.professors

\. ad long been Yamenting the quality of Pre{college education.in the - -
Ve . - . .‘ ) 4 -
battles over teacher education pollcy.é‘They had been saying for fifty

years that stuﬂéﬁgs were;arriving at the univegsity.without necessary .
grepar?tion. The ‘information high school gxaduates posséssed was

’ - *

f ~ ' .
. What .,

. insufficient, inaccurate, or unimportant -- sometimes all three

¢ [ J
the education- system needed was more invelvement by university professors &

in the créetion pf curricul&m\fhf’the.schoolgj.mbr?iinvolvément, that ii"‘.‘
o . by professor? in the academic discipliﬁes that conétitﬁted ﬁhe high scho;i
. ) | ‘
/ 1 - P L
-, -In this climate, in 1951, a prgject'was startis at the ‘Univefsity
) ' Y 5

Py of Illinois that, while it did not have\governmegg financial 'support

curriculum.

initially,was to embody ‘Hrtuall# all the features to be found later in »
. ‘9
. the most widely accepted and influential of the federal efforts in

curriculum. Under the leadership of Max Bebeyman, a gréup was created
N .-t . . . CN. ?

3
at’' the University to influence the mathematics taught’#n high schools.

H . .
¢ - Y \

R L, . e :
It was called the Univergity of Illinois Commlgtee on Schgo} Mathematics,

and it included professors from the Department of MTthematics and the

Y '

~

© g College of Engiheering,‘as well as Beberman himsgkﬁi The qnly feature

: . Y . )
of the UICSM effort that was not to be duplicated widely ad the §deral

. - N \ .
‘2D government became involvea\in curriculum dévelopm@gnt activities was the
-~ - ! : -
v

8 ¢ . : o . . .. )
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~ . {
fact that Beberman himself was a mathematics teacher at the Campus

- . -
' L

Universxty High SchJol ahd 4 professor of education.

-

-t

h . . ‘ : . . . »
UICSM professors analyzed se:anary—school mathematics coursey and
[ ] “~ r !

concluded that they selﬁom included concepts developed after the year
AN

}700 and almost never focused\ én the mathematxcal ideas professors

¢

cansidered important. At Mniversity High School, Beberman, an

-
[

o i . . .o
extraordinary teapher,.demonstrates that a toplc such as sg; theory

-
[3

could be tinght effectively to sepondafy school youngséers. Instructional

. 1)
.

materials Yor use by other teachers began to be developed, aml at about

this.time,;f952, a grant was received by 'UICSM from the Carnegie Corpora-

. : . >
tion which served , to involve even more mathematicians and expand the

number of schools in which the expefimentaf books could be tried. The

project also began to receive national attention, in part because.of

he publicity associated'with receiving a foundatjion grant.

By the mid 19505, a group of professors at MIT and 'Harvard under

the leadershlp of -Jerrold Zacharias was forming fo-examine the secondary
3 . . - ' ’. - . . .
school physicsrcnrrlculum. Precisely the same criticism had been
leveled_here.' The phyeics taught in high school did not reflect the
A . , l' - ">. - ) .
topics ,considered of greatest importance by professors of physics.
/ : ‘ -‘
-Rafger, high school physics textbooks emphasized how physical principles
operated  in everyday devices like refrigerators and automobile engines.

In the Cambridge sefting, Zacharias, himeelf involved in defense work

during World War 'II and emboldened by successes to be achieved by

. Y
. C. ~ \ . ’ . »
well-mobilized minds, attracted a group of outstanding physicists to
r . _ ' . . <
work on high school curriculum. Several of these physicists also had
- ¢ ~

beeg involved. in weapons Qevelopment just a few years earlier.

"/:_' * . ) !

'
1
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By- 1956, the six-year-old National Scienge Foundation, which in
its charter had been given responsibility for improving the statg of .

. American science education as well as science, began to fund Zgcharias'

v

, Physical Science Study Committee. The verve, motivation, optimism,
’

-

and esprit g; PSSC seemed to many obseryers to be reminiscent of the

organization that developed \he atom bomb, and by this time Americans
‘were convinced that great minds and plenty of monﬁircould do almost

anything -~ even change the secondary school curriculum.
. .

1

It probably is no coincidence that these early nationally g&iented‘

attempts ‘to change the curriculum were in the fields of mathematicsYand

S ; _ . S, . .
. sciencé. It°was these subjects that were associated with success in

the war effort. It was these fields that repregented increasingly

~ .

for the American people an unqualified good. UICSM and PSSC received

-~

.considerable publicity in the Nation's education press. There were
¢

feature stories in magazines like Time. The tenor of the publicity,
. )] -~
as might: be imagined, was that the outstanding scholars associated with

these new projects were in the process of remedying gxtraordinary
- )

Al
.

@eficiencies in the existing education system. -Indeed, they werxe about
' N
to “reform" the curriculum. The ¢lear inference for the public was that’

schools had been mismanaged, the curriculum was antiquated, and. all this

. 2 . D e s .« .
was, -in an almost criminal fashion, depriving youngsters and the society

~

of a rightful education.  The education "establishment" was seen increasingly

[ ' . - .
"by the public as it haq.ﬁeen seen for decades by academics -— as self-servingj’

unrespbngivé,-énd probablypre bit‘du11~zitted. 0f course, this perception

) . - - »
did not go unngticed by teachers, school administrators, or professors of

~ ¢ A & - N -
education, One or two of these people aven objected to the 1nvolvement

' g

- - - . :“““ o . - - * - . .
by sc1entlsts,_mathematlcla‘Tt$and*eng1neers in a field in which they
N * ' . :‘q‘ N . 3 ’ . N .’- .
had little or no¢ ‘preparation. But these mutterings received little . . P

e s 10
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'

-~ attention, and when they were noticed, they were viewed as'%urther'

. ~ . . ~ ) . L ! ‘l 2

. ' evidence -of an unresponsive and .self-interested cadre. that should be
. ) ' .

ignored . ] _ \ _
. o , )
- “ . Cre . \ . ) :\ ) N .
" All the activity described to this pdin was fully in gvidence ‘and
1 commanding considerable attention before Séutnlk I was launched by the _

~ .
. -~ & '

Soviet Union on 4 October 1957:. That dramatic event profoundly afféétéd

. - oL - . ‘
. thei‘cale if not the character of f al effort in curriculum. -The
. . - . .

- . - ¢ T
defense of the United States suddenly was seen ag threatened . .

>

A sense of crisis permeated-the niation. Professors testified in the
? . . . ) ' . ' .
- Congress, and their testimony was believed. Epey said that our naticnal
quality pre-caliege science educa-
) ) . S S B
tion.. Some of the most eloquent remarks Were presented by Edward Teller -

e YU well-being depended, in part, on high.

in advocating a strong role for the government 'not only in science teaching

at the university level but in elementary and secondary schools as well.

* .
?

'Therg is, said he, not only the need for highly trained sgientists and

engineers, but also for a general populatioéLthat understands what these

specialists do. Scientific ﬁopk would not progress gdéquately unless
, L e
there was a supportive climate. He drew the analogy with sports in

. - a 3
America. A relatively small number of people are involved in professggnagd.

athletics.. The enterprise thrives because there are hundreds of thousands

'y
-

.- >
of fans.  [The country needs science "fans". With sych supporters, science

and- technology would thrive. The place to educate such people is in the

common schools, angd it is 'a national responsibility to do so, .
a N . .

-

This argumenf and others like it yef! persvasive. The Congress “passed

.

¢ ‘ . the National -Defense Education Act of 1958 that called for increased emphasis
. ?

¥ . 4 . \

N "y "~ - on science, mathematics, and foreign language in the' elementary and

- - -
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.0.3"\\' by ’ e T :
A - .éongress also 1ncreased the science education "
. W f apgrpg&ldtlons to-tlﬁe National Sc1ence Foundatlon to erdable NSF to- X
. . -o& - .
L}te efforts 1n chenustry,. blology,\mathematlcs, and earth R .

~ e

! ) ~~

: . ',,enxef.pejy/ as well as physics . .' oot , -~
. i - L . ‘ T

. .,
. Q’ehe federal pr@grams to influence curriculum in the schools were
‘p ‘ . , .

v ﬁ.a&néhed with lxttle understandmg of how schools change -and, in‘ fact,
J & .{ there(-was not even much d1ect’15510n of the su‘b‘]ect From the tactics -
L employed, hewevé_;{;-‘, clear picture ,.'__x'nei-’ges of some ef' the assumptions .o @
: impl‘icir:’t' in federal ;;rograms. First, it ‘Q.r‘as believed that_school |
s admin";.stratore and teachets are ‘)'&nfi.nitely {oli_able . Second, it was
f\\.,'[:’:{%\&’ as,sux;xed that if a progran; cqgéidered iound were to be devfel.oped by N
/’pv% authox_:ities' in scieh‘ce and mathematics, .‘chese programs would- find. their - [

- .

-
w way 1nto the schools. . there was in fact basus for bcy:h beliefs. Cm:rlculum

.4).
S develoyers at the time.thought they saw teacl&ers usmg whatever curri=

culum materxals were prov1ded by comerc1a1 pul'xllshers with little ettempt
7 , R
N l

t . .

e exther to create’ their own programs or modxgy that whlch had been provxded

e 3

. é o
} _ "Furthenﬁore, setondary school teachers, partlcularly in science and math-.

.

A t1c1ans durmg the precedmg f1fteeu_1e\rs. Many of these teachere\
R _ .

e T 1dem:1f1ed with’ the university-based sc1entlsts and basked in the’ reflected

N me.tat!cs_(llke everyone else), admir‘he achievement of SCientists agd . e

. . + . -~ .
o~ . N B .. 'x . N\ .

".glo_ry.' After Sputpik, they too were viewed by the general,pubhc as key

S A f].gureg\ 1n 1mprov1ng the a""fense pown'e of the Um.ted States .
I > ? ‘ i N ; LY 4 . - R
Vool ! . . . , . .-‘. “ N - . -
v - . 1 - - ~
SO ‘ This" was ‘a heady tlme for sc1ence teachers . New _programs were funded - . .«
: R¥) . "‘ ot - " . P “
o = . -
LT e by the Natl.onal 8c1ence Foundatron that enabled h1gh school teache'rs of '
. hY . .
. h“/. ." "!x.’. 'b.'. , N * - “’ . .- . ~“'
."' .a . ’ - , -y ,.* . _ - [y . ¢
) 1 A - : ¢ 3 ’ ¢ s .
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. o« ' .
- changes of the type advocated by the scientists and matljematicians to

.. seldom gfbse.

- initiative.

LI 1 . * 4

- 10.- M ‘f‘\ . .. “

L)

- -~
L] . .

. 2

" . ' A { .
svience and mathematics to attend summer classes &t qnlversxtxe?‘to_"

) o S . o . | Rk S

-~ K

.Ieﬁrn about'néw’courses and'modErn content. Stﬁpends Qere Provided by

- L . . S

- -

tpe gdvernment that even 1nclqded allqwances for dependents. hnpliéit

1n thé eurr1Culum development polxcy of the t1me was the bellef’that the

new currlculum d@ﬁek9pers ‘had goals that nox ;nly were ldentlcal to thogL

Y 'A,

'sof the general popdlatlon but to the gbals of'hxgh schoolnteachers and

R : §

adﬁinistrators as‘jyl\. To the degree‘th&t such assumptions were béll

rfonnded and by and large they weﬂh, there was lxttle questxonxng of

Ve . -
the- strategy- chosen-.for cyrriculum change. The 305131 ckimate fh}rore:d &

., . : .

.

such a quree'thﬁt the topic of mechanism for éducational change

. .
) ’ . . ’
»

N ~

In retrospect as one views the hastorxc excluszon of the federal

- -

& national concern and tRe schools ah instrument for’achieVing nationally

defined purposes that the new initiatives met with little but enthusiasm

hd . -

I ..
from legislators, teachers, school administrators, and the public at
f .

large. There was virtually no talk ébout'idcal autonomy or the fact

that education is a field constitutionally reserved for state-level .

4

I3

The only significant objection to. strong federal invalvement in
hY

’

curriculum activities in the late 1950s, in fact, was voiced not on

legal or historical grounds but on grounds of feasibility:. These

. - [y

-

de
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- reservations, voiced .largely by one person though a powerful ore, is one

l 3 ¢ -
of. the ‘only signs that there was any serious consideration in the.garly
P ] . - - r . * .
stages .of the curriculum development md&emedt about how schools actually

James Conant,.by theo a'féfmer Harvard Presidents;and a pbwerfﬁl

.

.

figure in sciende policy, warned the National Science Foundation against

gy
moving into the elementéry-é@aol‘ field. He f‘élt that the elemeptary

schools\ﬁé%e t3o_large_and diffuse .an enterprise for the federal government'

to have much impact od practice.. He noted that there were féw teachers

‘§: the elementary schodl who tdught only science. The common pattern was
£

¢

g "éach teacher to take fesﬁonsibility for all subjects. Though he’
L N\ , — Y o
recognized the importance of effegtive .science teaching in the elementary

school," he wondered how the gove gﬁ nt could reach one milliorp elementary

A ¢

school teachers (im 1959). The scile was significantly different for'
secopdary school teéchers of‘scienc' and mathematics, only about 30,000.

Furthermore, secondary school ;eggharé of science and mathematicds re-

* presented a relatively permanent %Eghp._ Elementary school teachers,

la:gely' female, constitutqd a rapidly shifting population. By some

‘estiimates at that tipe, there was a turnover of half of the group of

eleménta:iiﬁéﬁbol teachers every three years. -Conant argued that the
. _ L \ '
effects on actual science teaching in the classroom of even a mpassive

4

—

federal effort would be minimal. He ‘was concerned also that a major

.program at the elementary school 1éye1'wou1d detract from efforts tb’
-~ : .

h by

improve high-school teaching. 1

&

" The pr;vailing view ‘on the National Science Bodrd, the goverqﬂng.

body of NSF, and in the'scientific community was that science and

\
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N .mathematics education should be improved with federal help beginning
‘l'. ‘ v 'E.- . ) : ‘e - LI . “ ‘ . .
. in the eleméntary school grades. To ayeréome the objections of Mr. e
e ) ' . : ' ‘ .
Conant, NSF commissioned a study. that was conducted by the American ° .
“* N . o . . - -
* . . e RS . ’ iy e s .s )
Association for. the Advancement of Science of the feasibility of moving } .

.
.. ' . e . . -

. . - ,. . . » -
1nto elementary—school science . The AAss conduqte&/ several
) . . - .
\ - : ? . AN .

‘regional conferences to which outstanding. scxenfists apd many phblic-schooll R
* . e I . .
. . administrators were invited. The résult was a recommendatiqn that NSF
. . . . .

- -

-

"

.. . . N . . ‘ .. l -8 N
R became involved in the improvemernt of elementaryfschool/sgxence and
* . \ L . T ‘ ’ AN ) V- .7 . -
’ sigthematics. ' et o, o L T

. . » . R -

N . . . ‘.

. ‘ «Coneht‘s oSf&ctiéns served tg delay the entry oE the ﬁat'onal ' %

Scxence Foundatlon into the elementary school field by abOut one year
S . \ }

By the start of the 19605, two féderal agenc1es , the Nationai Bciénce B
- . - N ’ .

Foundation and the Office of Education,'wezé stppngly commi%;ed.to

- f - N * B
.. . modifying schgol curriculum natiogally, and there.was no lomnger a .‘\'
. , .
dissenting voice. Teachers, particularly science and mathematics teachers,
~ . - N v

* welcomed the new federal interest; national attention was drawm to their

’ - ;. '

* : . centrality in addressing a major problem, improving the country's space

‘and defense posture. Teachers were paid during.the summer to study R

- » . ’ R s "

- the new methods at universities' across the codntry. In oo

L " . .
many summers éhfre were several hquréd institutes from which science and
. ) . . . X .

. mathematics teachers could choose.

] .
. ‘ [ .

National Sciencé Foundation activities in curriculum development

? -, . -~ N .

during the early years did not receive searching attention from political
: . _ 0 ’ : .
figures either. Rather, since the NSF enabling Iegislatign: stipulated

. that the Foundation had. responsibilities for improving science ’ 4
. - * ' IS R .
> ¥ education, primary initiative was allowed to remain almost exclusively

. .
. X RN

L - .15 -- ~
- . . i'
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with the,Natﬁoéal Sciencé ﬁbard, with only preemptory review by the

P -
'

Congress'. . A . . .

.
. . .
* . .

-
L]

-

. 6n thé'oéhg: kand, the passage of the National Defense Education. -

. "Act of 1958 cé@e'on1f~aféer thﬁroqgh Ccngres@ional-study.- As indicated .

earlier, there’ were well-publicized congressional hearings that servéd
- ¢ [N Co . . . ) L. N
as 'a platform fpr advocates of an enhanced. governmental role in 4ocal
~ * . . & RIS s '

© ¢ education affairs. Whije the Act did not mandate directly.a curriculum

.

&

*

K

3 -

function for ﬁhe,ﬁgde?ﬁl government, its pgésagg left no question that
local gducation matters were of national concern. The name .of the Adct.

. suggests ciearly that the Congress saw a‘powerful relationship between
X . a o

. v . : J ' A ’
.a stréng education system and an adequate national-defengse. The 1958
- ‘ .

legislatio§)was the strongest §&gnai yet that there are occasions for

'QOngressional attention to matteqpxof elementary and secondary educatiom.
- - .. Y _

. [ﬁ T . ’

The early and mid 1960s, the Kennedy and’ early Johnson years,

.

reflected’a high degree of consensus about natidnal aims as well as

[ 3

' -

sense of optimish regarding the ability of government to modify. social
' " \ .

institutions. However, by this time ngﬁibnél priorities had begun to
ghift. Relatively rapidly, Americans began.turning their attention ¥

away from issues directly focused on the Cold War™and toward pressing
Ny 1 ] - .
o . o . »

domestic problems. In particular, the countr$ was becoming inc%easingly

sensitive to problems associated with racial friction and poverty. iThe

§bace race still commanded interest, but'domestic issues now dominated

~

'the political scenre. The civil rights movement won a number of

. .

important court victories in matters like segregation, educational

~access, and ;oting. ' The 1954 Brown decisien had served as 'af special impetu:

2
% ¢ :

to press for progress. Civil rights leaders gradually became m effective
. . ‘

LI . s

‘a strong
&

-.

-

-

P



- - . . * - .- \ . - ooy
- S I S P A .
¢ ) ) . . - . :. L /_.- ) ‘.// . : * R
" ot . f 1% N : e : Al
. y C o . .. ) ’ ;/" . ' .
C - / /.'?4 U A S
. - . v . _ ‘ / “
'l- ¢ . ‘.~ - \ - : N ‘/ : ‘ '.
- *  with the electorate, #bo. Accompllihments seemed substantial, and

. / .
Jwar&/équalltg/appeared feasxble Amerlcans vere

‘>

\. . N “J “
dramdtxc\gpogress
’ PR

. . N ’talkiu&.gbqut : Soﬁgety, a nation characterlzed by health.and
' e . / R

e ks

@n;ry‘&ove&-toward raelqlﬁjustlcg. .

’ . « . ’ . 4 - IS

. » .

hnéon relyshed the attentlon to domegtic 1ssues His specxal

4 - ‘ . b

the sd%oof;, and he liked belng cdlled the "Educatlon PreSLdent"

» j . -
'~‘en with his 7ffort to emulate Franklln Roosevelt and 1mprove the
\
pf American§, he devoted monumental personal effort to assure
/R -

age/ of the E&ementary and Secondary Educatlon Act of 1965. A major

;A At

{ .
thﬁ% Legislation, Title 1, established a "compeﬁsatory education”

K

m7gove schoollng 1n debllltated urban areas. It was thoughL '

a the/c u7t{y s worst problems were in’ the cities beqpuse of the influx .

§

Jof ° Optﬁ% aqk from the rural South.’  Curriculum development was~part of

and it was to affect virtually every metropolitan area in

;hy the end of the Johnson pre51dency, then, there was major federal

ed éatﬂon_éﬁfort directed toward two broad goals " Oge. was de31gned to

]

naktiion meet its: needs for highly skilled specialiéts. These progfams .
. , ) -

[N

welne really a legacy of the Eisenhower years. The other waé intended

.

!

. ' - . /
; o in"both quallty and equallty in education.’ ’ _ -

)
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?
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- : . 8o strong was the optimism about the potential of schools in meeting
" . . ' ‘_ g !"'_‘ . ) L8 \ , : \ ) " ‘.‘
national aims that somé of América's 1§rgést.%orpora;ions, sensing-a. .

. . *

huge"matket, .began to move fnto the education field by acquiring textbook

~ .

3

s . firms and education equipmént compaﬁies,_Raytheon, Xetbx, General Electric;
. . . . ) . ‘.

Westxnghouse;and_Iiyei;lfg all saw.potential profit in the
. . t- / S . : . T
e . : [ 3 .

. . business .and moved to position thehseiyes to take fulk advantage. In

-

¢

o
t L} -

" short, theQ§.was littlé question{ng of the nation's capability or unity.

.o .. . The hodd was bullish. Progress seemed natural id education and in
o . ) ' ‘ . b

. virtually all other spheres of gocial policy. The problems were severe

. s ’
but manageable. The country was strong and united.” - o .
. . . .
“ ) ., . 6 w

-
. ’

But with President Richard Nixon's first term came an increasing

. . inclination” to examine the results oftgocial policy iﬂitiativeg that had been
N olaunched?during'the preceding decade. The economy was«tutniqg sour. Thé ins

8 + : ' . - .
lfri?sénéiy cosfiy and uhpopular~Vieth§m War had fqrced Ppeqi&ent Johnson ;Qtv£°
. .. run for a Sec?nd term.  There was a'gvéwing'%tehdency to examime ‘ \

‘v . A

& e, \
e¢ritically the effects of government policy in a variety of fields.

- Nixof came to office hot only ideologically coiyitted.to a reduced role
p ;
.*| . . -

-er,governﬁént in alleviating social problems but, alse at a time when [

. ‘e ‘ t ,” T

the national mood was turning towafd self-erjticism, tinged, in the cafe / '
\ . . e . * o ) . ‘ k
( -+ of Vietnam, with guilt. _ : . '/ T

"y P . ¢ N . . . : . ' ~ - >

Y . . A , . . - . / . ) ‘ ‘

¢ ‘ «  One began to vead about the ¢normous invesgéents made in improving;

. . ’ N {

-
s

v Y N . s i
housing- for the pdor, but also about a resultaﬁé loss of a sense of -f“

s
i

+ * community. Unemployment had been.attaqked directly by governﬁent, but«

’

" it seemed the problem was still severg. Cpngress and the courts often

. -
AR LI . -

took the lead in tryjng to ease race relationms, but conflict between

. . " - -

-«

* black and.white seemed to most readgts‘SE the daily newspaper to be

« . y v 5

. . . f ! -
o o . _ ] A ) | S
- . o - . \e N

-
> JRSp——

It
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" optimism that ;haraFngized soéiglfpolﬁpywformula&i@n just a few years

.hecame more- prominent . Traditionally stTong’ groups, . like political

. C .. =16 - . e
N - ) oo ! ‘ \
> . <, . . oL ‘&‘ = .
unQ}minished. The poor were very much with us despite ambitious social
welf&ré,progrdms that had|chaneled many millions 6f dollars toward SPE
\ ) ® - ! . : ‘
alleviating problems hf“povertyn-VSuddenly,.it seemed the buoyancy and
. . : . K. 3 . , \ '

o~
.

earlier had,disaépshred. Tt
v , . s ‘ ‘\ - ] ‘, M ). \. ’| - ﬁi

Much of-the overt and mos;.vioéent protest about the was was |

-
-

centered on caméuses, and it was 1&d ngt_only by students but.by some

faéulty. The fact that the university was a strong base of political

- 5
To.

unrest probably contributed to somé_loss of lustre associated with

academlc activity . Professors no longer seemed the dispasSsionate and

~

objectxve source of 1nte11ectual energy they had appeared to be Just

L3 N

a ‘few years earlier.. They were like the rest of us. They‘ too, had

politfical interests. They; too, mqag mistakes.‘ .{
) * ) l’k‘ ", ' ‘ ’
AU ax

a . . ~

"As consensus diminished about éﬁdﬁd national purposes, ‘the United

States moved gradually into a period in which special-interest groups

= - . .-

.

partiés, began to lose some of their power. During the 1970s unlike the -

1960s, government came to reflect not a nego;iated national consensus

. . ,~' h ' e
but rather the ascendancy of special groups. Of course interestAgrohp
p@lltlcs had always been a feature of the Amerxcan scene, 'but the effects
of %hese groups ebbs and flows dependxng_upon é%e sénse of national unity. \

The 197bs came to be a decade whe;e each group —- and there now were many

E:re than there ha& been heretofore —-- advancgd .1ts own causes with little

d . P -
) . .
. . * . " RN x-
. S
. - b

. . .
- q}
DN .
‘ ~
'

~ . - _19

-
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L} .
regard for the general welfare. After a time, it was not necessary

. in advancing the political fortunes of a single group to c&nim that the
. . .
~

Cw general welfare was thereby advanced also. ' Special-interest grést for the .
— N . | v " .
‘ ' handicapped, for wom%EL/for minority ethnic groups; for homosexua}s, and
< . for the aged were just a(f;w of thdse that moved to new aggressive -

» - .- | S ’ \‘;‘ j

activity during this period. Organizatians representing these “interests

were strengfhened considerably By decisions of the courts that ‘broadened
‘ » )

the applicability of civil rights legislation and ipllegislatjkes that

. moved toward the same goal.

‘ \ < | -
: ' Teachers, too, began to act hore as a special-interest group. 'They
- [ . B

became unionized rap%dly from 1965 to 1975. Thls mllltancy weakgned

* »

the 1dent;flcat10 of teachers, especially at the high school level

with scholars ré‘the various dlsc1p11nes who were based at unlvgrSLtles.
‘ It also strenéthened the sgn&e of*independence that helpqg'naka teachers
‘ resistant to.extern;l initiat;vst from any quarter,-innlu&iné government .
) Science teacheré,‘for'e;ample, tended lesg.to.see themselves as physicists

N
. .

or bio more-as teachers with interests allied with. those of

. . 3
other feachers. eir relgtionships with many external groups gradually
became adversarial.ig tﬂex-attenpted to assert their own prerogatives as

. . ) ’ . . . . !
teachers, not on}y in advancing conditions of employment as unionized

* .
N

’workers always ha? done,. “but in ‘establishitg professmonal lndependence
s . .

y with refgard to J.ssuec -like currlculum develo*nent a&d teaching methods.

. : - ‘. ;e

s . ) . :
CO : - Paradoxically, while governmental initiatives were falling under a

.

e

T~

”

. ) : cloud and people were gesisting government programs because they felt

_such programs were lneffectlve or unnecessarxly intrusive, the same

people often were trying to use government to advaffce €heir own causes. ’

e : o : . : ¢

Lo

-
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' j" By the middle and late 1970s, extraordinary fragmentation of the
. < .. 3 L4 . i n~ 3 . -
. American society seemed obvious ’to most observers. A major indicator (J
" . ¢

in education was the establishment of new, often non-sectarian, ’
. . ' X .

privately supported gchools. While many of, these schools were created

i - as a reaction to government d[recg}ves that required busing of public-

.

N - : - : - '
school children to achieve racial integration and were a reflection of

racial prejudicé, other schools were started by middle-class parents;

P -
- N .
~

o black and white, who bégan to see the schools as progressively/ less
atitentive -to the needs of their own children because, without new resources,

schwols yere.;équired to respond to the demands of special-interest groups.

. . For ex&mple, the courts often sent delinquent children back to classrooms h
- ' N L h .
5 where~they\pad been (and where.they would continue to be) highly disruptive

and commanded disapproportionate amounts of feacher time. Similarly, handi-

- capped chjldren were placed in regular classroofas without additional
resources. being provided for the teacher, thus ‘forcing the teacher to

. redirect attention .from "average'" youngsters to a new group. - N

! . ° .
- . .
. o
- . N

\ . gederal curriculum Qeveﬁopment.activities in the 1950s and 1960s

K F seems to have cleared the path for a broad pfesgnce by the . .

national gOVernment in education. In the eafly days OAf federal inv01vemént N
. ] o« o - .
R - - D .

! government action was seen as beneficial, or at least Ppenign. Less so in

the 1970s, but by this time few ﬁeople vere questioning the role of
. ,géverhment in the schools. A particularly vociferous public outcry - / N

about: federal activity in the curriculum field‘gignaled. the exiséche
SR

of serious problemé in the mid 1978s.  An NSF-supported curficulum project

..
) ™o titled "Man-A Course of Study" _{MACOS), with its anthropologicaliyvdtienggd' ‘
* . » . St : o ' .
' descriptions ‘of non-Western societies, éeemed_to some’ groups to challenge
« . ) LN S ‘ . ) . >

|
Y

'43‘

LK ) PR 2




o . .
R V- S - S s N .
av L
. . . . .
BT A B - f .
) * 4 .‘ _. R - 9 - 4 v-‘;‘ﬁ )
-~ . o - | g U . ‘ :
- -T - 4 - . o . . * . 1
. Y . . '_ Ny ~
' 1 . 7 é S S T { : .
; traditionally accepted yalues.of* familyugity! and séxual behavior.
. \ : . > :i‘ ! “', “N ®
. NSF activity in curriculum was slowed déwn somewhat as a result of -
f . . ' .
N congressional. object:‘gﬁ. _As\the lgTOS progressed, it was becoming
e . clearer that federal involvement in curriculum develbpment gould be
" ¢ .ot -, i ‘. # N e L S ' ’
.controversial, and the issues were complex -- thoygh g«ivernment was
\ / unlikely to get out Gf the classrodm. -
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. B SOME EFFECTS OF FEDERAL EFFORTS

- . e - Py
1 ‘ . b ‘
Curriculum development activities can.be classdfied into three

v ] +

N . . . . .. .
categories: generic development, curriculum policy-making, and

.

site-specific deQelopment. The vast majofityiof federal efforts -

. -
-

“x * fall into the first two catégories. (Walker, ¥976). Generic

development is characterized by the idqsign and production of curriculum

- . \ .

plans and ‘materials that are viewed as brpadly applicable in certain

s~ schodls or grade levels. Such‘devq&opment‘igﬁlgﬂes creation and

¢

-

testing of pildt versions of a curriculum, as well as marketing it . The n

earliest curriculum'efforts of the National Science Eoundation;.subh as

~

. the Biological Science Curriculum Study materials, were of this type. ,

Almost, most of the activities of the federally supported regional laboratories

- .

<\\}/jnd research and development centers: fell into this‘category, though the

— - N . _

M ' -, . 4 ’ . . . . - ] ) . .
H___,435§';;d centers have tried other approaches as well. Another example is
. . . N \
< u )

the national Follow Through progranm™which attempted to deavelop entire

;- . . . ' . . . re C . /
Va generic curricula for'disadvantaged children in kindergarten through .
) third grade. ) ) . . : ‘ .
. . - » . N ‘4
-~ - > ” ‘ - ’ i 0.
’ ) The second type of activity, curriculum poiicy*making, consists-of

establishing ground rules, criteria, and limits with which parti‘glar
l"- ’. ) . . .

programs must’' comply. State laws and -court reulings are examples. The
federal "categorical" programs -- efforts that earmark funds for certain
carefully specified purposes -- are in this category . School districts

) receive federal funds if they conform to certain rules and regulﬁFions.

Exampies indlude compensatory education programs, Title III of the

- ) Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Right—to-Read program, and

t &’ '
most bilingual education programs.

-
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The third approach is site-3pecific development which is directed

. . -toward modifying the curriculum of a particular school or school district.
i, This approach ingludes identifying local needs or problems, adapting.generic

materials to lod\al conditions or éeveloPing ;ew ma&erials.

Site-gpecific development requires intricate knowledge of local conditionms
ot and is relatively rare agong federal efforts. One example is the Experimental
® Schools Project in which a few districts were given funds to change their

. L S ~
. * Y o ‘
curricula as they saw-£it.

-
Oy,

Prior to federal involvement in curriculum development, generic materials
were almost exclusively the responsibility of commercial publishers; and a.

. - few textbooks dominated the field in almost any subject area. A single

v

. tethpok,.for-example, captured half the market in tenth-grade biolééy.
Only publishers with large shares of the markkt earned sufficient revenue .

to undertake development, and these companies had little incentive to v
» 5

EN

‘make changes. Teachers were highly dependent on these waterials. In

. effect, a standardize?,national curriculum existed in most fields. The

pattern was intensified by state-wide textbook adoption agencies. In the

~

Southeastand in the State of California books were purchased
for use throughdéut a state. Therefore publishers directed their activities

: . e 3 . ,
. toward winning sales from the large purchasers. In other parts of the
country, where there was less state-level dominat{kn of the text-selection

. : process, purchasers had little choice but to use the materials produced by

the commercial publishers for the states where there was a single adoption.

Some investigators (Wirt and Quick) have condluded that the, NSF-sponsored

curriculum development activities altered this pattern of conformity, at

N - least in scignce and mathematics education. The Biological Sciences

- . . . )
Curriculum Study materials were markedly different in both content and

L Y e »
oo,
- -~
LS
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teaching method from existing textbooks. In a relatively short seven ° -
L . : oy . 5
»

_years ‘aftér initiation of the project, the BSCS materials held 30% of-

the market. Of greater significaﬁce, perhaps, was the fact that the main-

-

.line publish;d mateqial in biology was altered sjgnificanfly to incldde -
topigs in;roduced by BSCS. On the gther hand, there was a major empiélisi!r
during ﬁh; curriculum reform movement og altering teaching stylés. J .
Youngsters were expected to engage in first:handlinAUiry using approachés
similar to those employed by scieﬁtists, as well #s to learn about topics

donsidered important. There is little evidence, howeber, that this feature

~ -

of the curriculum development movement ever had much impact .~ b

The Biological Sciences Curri;ulum Study is usually considered the;
. \
most succassful of the curriculum dévelopment p:ojects in influencing
practice. A;tempts to partial out cégts'suggest that after five years.qf.
dgvel&pment, intensive efforts:to "disse;inaté" the program, and major ?
atlgntion to teacher.- education, QeVelopmené costs were only about 50 cents

: < {
- per student affected. It must be noted, however, that the‘cuhience was -

<

small (fewer than 20,000 high school bioltogy teachers), and it was a

relatively stable group. “The Physical Science Study Committee pfojéct;
’ .

captured a much smaller fraction of high school physics instruction,

though there were (and. are) many fewer physics teachers than biology égéstgﬁj{ﬂ

o~
- .

A contributing factor in the differential rate of adoptién-may have been

s &

the fact that BSQ§ pr;huced three different versions of a high school

biology course, thus giving the interested teacher some choice.

~ o
In the late 1970s, the National Science Foundation commissioned three -
# -
studies designed, in part, to ascertain the effects of. their efforts in

y [}

~
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curriculum development .. .It was found ‘that the science textbook was still .
- - . . -, . "“~ ~ - AN

- . ] ~ : . - - . T . R
'learning .  (Stake and Easley, 1978) . Cléssroég Eééﬁi}ng styles in .

- early 1970s ‘as Americans‘began to hear about informal methods in Britain

-~ . — : - 23 - v S ; -
. & - . o .o R S =
r) ) - . . . N . w . .‘ N -.

-~ “
v . ! —

considgredsﬁpe %ey to‘fnfo&matipn gnd the‘instrdﬁeﬁt'og'teaching and'. L .
SRR . N _ _
. o L ' . _ ‘ L0 .
sc}enc§-c1§§se§‘(as gogtrg;ted ?éth topics'Fo be itu@iéd)‘wefg.unaffectedké )
by fé&é%ai ;ufricﬁlém efferts.;‘Thg standard méde-qf::;échiﬁg yéﬁ,t& agéigh.-: .
sé;tions of’the_téQ}book, fe&ite in class,” test, and-d;scuss. Not a siﬁéié .-
2 ' ' M . oo Lo
stisupbqrégd_sciencé or mathematics curriculum project advanced this f' ) #
&nstéuctionalﬁ;ethod; in fact, most of-th;m,wére designed to cbunteract ) -

the recitation method by placing more responsibility far Inquiry in the

.

hands of' the studenat. It was clear that th§ ciaSsroom teachér was a /}.
. * ’ * ’ > 5‘: - ’

key determiner to teaching style. They vere influenced by external
' . &
factors only to the extewt that it suited them to be so influenced and

their cizcumstamces allowed. ' «
Y | | ] - " '
The NSP-supported _curriculum developers advocated relafively informal

teaching styles that wguld enable youngszer§ to identify: key problems and
undertake serious inveasigsefions. : At the elementary school level, it 'was ..
'g';fl_ . o : .

thought that there wa able educational.advantage in being opportunistic:

.

Scientific events were to be studied as they céptured the attention of the
S . A Lo »

teacher and children. Such an app:oach to teaching requires considerable .

skill on the part

e’ ~ .

of the teacher to avoid.tq§ appearance of chaos and

lack of ‘direction~but interest in such methods peaked sharply in the R

L} o

o - )

at the ptiﬁaf&-schooi level that seemed to lead to wqrthwhi1e~educationafn N

“ends. Enamdred of reports from England (usually by Americans), education

1 < «

e LY

journalists began to tell the public about'joylessnesq.in the claésroom,

about tite fact that American teachers were entirely too formal’.

. ] hd .

: : : .
. - R .l . 9 . ‘., . 1
. . ‘e
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However thik development was quickly submergeéd by the ovérwhélming

. VP

pressure to create a well-defined and tightly structured carriculum at

{

the elementary-school level. Inasmuch as financial constraints were

-

becoming an increasingly important factor in decisions about education

'(policy as the country began to fall on hard times, the pressures for
. .

greater explicitness in ‘the accomplishments of the schools became"
intense. Student achievement was declining' as measured by test scores

(though it was seldom noted that a higher percentage of the 4ge cohort

was taking the tests). The solution seemed to be to clarify the objectives
..\'f -

o: the" schocl, develop tests to measure progress toward meeting thq\i

.

objectives, and standardize instructiondl procedures to enable teachef&w_

to achieve the goals efficiently.
.‘ M ) ’ » 1 - .
The-ﬁgvement to emphasize the technmological features of instruction
%

r

drew sustenance, in part, from a national attraction to the virtues of

business and industry. It is an article of faith in America that business

~

procedures are a major qpntributing factor to American progress, and if.

(a1

only these procedures were used more broadly -- in the schools, for '

example -- progress would be faster. Teachers and school administrators did
! . .
not seem to object stromngly to the introdug:@i’ of objectives~oriented
‘. . . ¥ - .

"1nstrﬁcti9n. While there was some apprehénsiveness about these trends,

" many teachers appreciated the apparent order and assurarnce brought to the

classroom. They may have appreciated even tmore the fact that they could -

~ L]

,speak with parents and others in the community with gteater clarity and

confidence. . \ .

. In the 1960s, the attempt to improve éducation for the poor and
, otherwise disadvantaged did not seem to conflict with.policies to improve

~ R

‘\ ’
education for the talented. But by the 1970s, ‘the harmoniousness

v R 1 ~ o
: . >~ :

A\
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of thgﬁgégfé was in doubt . . Egalitarian, pressures, reflected in ‘parg by

A

the actSﬁ;tJ@s of sPecxal interest groups é%d f1nanc1al stringencies,

seem to have blunted the maJor thrust of early, NSF -supported curriculum
deveYopment activities in training a scientific elite plus supporting

"fans". Back-to-basics and "minimum-competency" commanded attention .
.y

Laboratory work translated poorly ‘into gains on test scores and tended.
. L

to disappear. Reading came even more to dominante the elementary-school -

'Y

- .
curriculum,

A somewhat altered view of federal curriculum development activity

from that which prevailed in NSF projécts was evidenced in the Follow

-

Through project, the largest education experiment ever conducted in the
. ~ . ES

" United States. More than twenty djfferent approaches to educating poor
,) PP 8P

_childreq from kindergarten .through Ehird grade were funded at a cost of

¢

$500 million over a ten~year period. The program was designed to" follow

{

the popular Head Start effort which was focused on the pre-school years.
5

-

An evaluation effort was commissioned to compare the standardized
. L N

-

tests results of the various approaches in order to determine which one

~

was "best". (Stebbins et al, 1972}. Pfesumablz the gowernment would
endorse and.dissemingte the, programs considered most successful, aﬁ ‘
entirely new role for Wagk;ﬁgton {n education . The.evaluators coné¢luded
that "basic-skills" app;oacﬁes were best, and this finding was seized
upou_ﬁy_the’mass media and headiined across the Ebuntry, thus fueling
the back-to-basics movement, which had not existed when the Follow
Through program had bgen initiated:ten yeérs eérlier. In faqt, the

evaluation findings were strongly contested as being misleading and

mistaken. Gains recorded on the standardized tests were minor.

Of considerable potential policy significance, the test gains if the

LA ¥ '
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they have‘sucpéeded" (Rbbinsqn, 1970) .=,

- 26 -

- : “

/]

_ Follow Through evaluatlon varied substantxally from one communlty to

N ¥y

. \

another. The.'same approach, appareantly, would do well in one ‘town and poorly

"in another. It was difficult to justify the government intent, namely

t S N L 3

certifying one program as beihg best. .Furthermore, few scﬂoé&s‘adopted
any of the Follow fhrqugh approaches in pure form,. though che existence
of the clearly d13t1ngu1shed approaches seemed to have influenced thlnklng

- L] ~

significantly abOuE early ¢hildhood education and the materlals produced
by_pommercial pﬁblisherg. Thus, this governmént effort resulted in |
sharper diversitf of appioacﬁg;, qeferia}s, and training than had existed,
before the project, eveﬁ though the valuation did not resolve th; issue‘

of which approach was best. . Perhaps the more visible diversity did underscore
) b

the point, however, that professionals in the field of education are not

. , } ) i
certain abo%ich programs are most effective. If professionals seem

not to be sure of thémseilves, then perhap§ politicians and lay groups

-

think themselveSImere justified in advancing their own preferences.

. ? . - .
¥ ] R . 3 3

{n the mid-sixties the federhl government created and funded thirty or so

regional educational laboratories and research and dévelopment centers. The
vt . N - .

change stri:egy they followed was the developmentgyof generic materials similar

~

to ,the NSF pattern. Fifteen years later one of ghe original lab directors

, a L}

assessed the lab efforts; "If sales are the measure of success, then you can

. ' .
say they failed. If program qualigy developed over time is thg measure, then

) / . -
In developing and dissemifating new materials, the labs and centers

ran afoul of commercial publishing. The linear development of materials

envisioned by the federal government did not include publishers, and

s ’ :
'publishers were auccessful-in preventing large sums of money from being

spent in dissemination (Robinson 1979) The labs encountered difficulties

in gettxng their materxalj into use.

’
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Those project materials that were marketed by commercial publishers also
had problems. For example, materials from,an aesthetic education project

were marketed in large, expensive, multi-media kits. No one in the central

A -

office particularly cared about the méterials, and many elementary teachers
were éhreatened by them. 'Commercigl salesmen, who were used to selling
convéﬁtional textbooks, had a problem in ﬁakiﬁg their'sales pitch. In

the fiis; year of dissemination, the lab itseif‘gccounted for $300,000 of

the $350,000 in total sales gnd was stuck with an.exﬁensive inéentory of

- *

' according to the lab director.

unsold materials. "The whole scheme was'wrong,'

R
¢ -4 .

In shor?, the labs and centetfs produced voluminous materiale for which

there was no market. On the one hand, national development was funded by ‘

3
’

the federal government (rather than consumers), which insisted that the

-

< ‘materials fulfill an important '"need." One the, other hgnd, dissemination

~

-~

EY

and use of the materials dépended on what the consumerS; the teachers and
' * o .
administrators wanted and could affoxd. The government wanted something

* new, but the educators wanted something they knew how to use (Robinson, 1979).

’v&

. . -

The lead time for material developmgnt was seven or eight years, which
meant that the developers were trying to anticipate use of the materials
fifteen years hence, ah uncertain business in a society in which educational

fads last only a few years. Long-range development was high risk, and there

-

® was "no orchestrationﬁnesﬁﬁeen development and demarid. On the other hand,

commercial materials were often not well conceivep, developed, or field-tested . _

D

In the face of such an unstable market, a mixed strategy often makes sense.

- : b

. The government might support a limited number of long-term, high risk projects
(which migﬁf succeed through indirect influence on commerical publishers) and
§ also develop open-ended materials that teachers could change and more likely

use. 'Small, free-standing units of materials are dﬂﬁé likely to fit into the

J ' ;
-
.
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existing school structure. Early fedéral policies prohibited this type of

development since it was not different enough from current practice a
' i

&

(Robinsén, 1979) . .

- }/ . : '
One such program which seems to have been successful was the Experience-+
3 . N ' -
. - ‘*"

Based Career Educcation program developed by four regional isbbratqriés

(Farrar et al,-1979). Each lab developed a model of education for its

region, complete with extensive materials. During implementation, the

, -

local schools frely adapted-the materials, to their own preferencés'and '

circumstaﬁges, deleting and revising without hesition. In some sites
s L] .
entirely new cobponents were added.

Q

3
*

The schools also made changes in the. way they operated to accommodate the
EBCE program, but far more extensive changes were made in the program itself.

Often*the EBCE materials (disseminated with vocational education funds) were

-

-

used in totally unexpected wéys. The EBCE.program-was voluntary, rather than

categorical, and depended on incentives such as recognition, free training, and

materials. Researchers characterized the develdpmeﬁt of "local programs as .
. X ) . v
evolutionary (Farrar et al., .1979). ‘ : Y
! - ¢

Several . federal curriculum development efforts sought to f ster cate gfical
pment g 9 8 _

development:” Title III (innovative projects) of the Elementary and . }

!

SecoMa@aucat'o Agt of 1965, Right-to-Read, Title VII (bilingtf‘alﬂptoj‘ects), .

and the vocatigdnalseducation exemplary projects. These initiatives, which

L]

generally involved work directly with local schoo}'districts, provided

. ] - .
funding /for a three to five year period with -the expectation that the

programs would be continued withriocal support .
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The Rand Corporation was commissioned by the Office of Education to. B
. stu effeats of these programs. The conclusion reached was that N .
. - ‘ N N -

there seemed to be no class of educational interventions that ‘had been

found éohsistently to lead to improved student achievement, that success ful

- projects had difficulty sustaining their momentum for more than a year or

L}
¢ . AN

two, and ‘that individual projects were not easily replicated or disseminated.
In the Rand study, perceptions of success were viewed as the outcome measure .-
) I3

The availability of external funds often led to the adoptiom of projects

A Y
but did not insure successful implementation. The Rand” investigators
™~ . " ] RIS ' ' :
found that '"the net return" to the federal.investment was the adoption,
of many innmovations, the successful implementation of few, and the long v
; - . a ' \
.EL Yun contintation of still fewer..." (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978, page 6). "
[ . N . . . .
ﬁﬂg ) .

A Ford Foundation study had reached similar conclusions. .

- A

%
.
‘ Y

The difference between success and failure usually depended on how
the school districts implemented their projects, not on federal guidelines.
Local copcerrds and characteristics‘o;érshadowed federal strategies, and

. . . ‘ * * )
this result was evident regardless of educaitonal methods or cost of the , v

project.

In several studies it also was noted that'the principal's role was

L ]
N »
@
N

critical. The principal Rad not only to approve but alse cacfivély

promote the project for it to succeed. Success was also enhanced e

by systematic teacher education, teacher participation in dgcision:yaking,
the participation of the principal in special training programs, 'local
n - . ) - . . . A )
development of materials; regular project meetings and practical problems, -
« i .

classroom assistance from project and district staff, and teacher observa-
p 3 : :

-

tion of similar projects -- all methods ®f engaging attention and participation.

- " 'y
Y -

i ‘\ | . o 3 . | . 32
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Another federal effort to develop site-specific curricula was the
. K N R A . < . 4" ) B '
Experimental School Prqgram (ESP). In the early seventies, the ESP

, - . " S . )
) sought comprehensive change at the local level that would not emanate

: . . ‘. ’
from the "top". It attempted to elicit local commitment to the change

~

" effort by allowing teachers and administrators more control over the

: devgiopmeng and managemént of the local ESPxpréiﬁif. ;Localxautonomy

- -.ywa$ the policy. SR . .

[l : - LIS

2

"The ESP gtaff reasoned that .previous federal change efforts had
failed because of a, lack of site-level commitment and a resultant

frhgmentation of}éffort. Truly ébmptehensive'change in the local

*
¢

: . | - _
gschool district would include change. in curriculum development, community.

- particjpation, staff development, administration, and organization.,

-

Although the ESP staff allowed each school district to develop its own.
plan around a central theme of the digtrict's choosing, they did expect
. . )

X B
the/plan to be characterized by these five major elements. (Cowden and -

.or

Cohen, 1979).

Relatively few local. districts applied fBr the subgtantial funds
available. In ;hose that did, local administrators were unable to

devise élane.that-satisfied the ESP staff. The school administrators \

. ' o, ..
.could not provide the degree of coordiqgtion<that the ESP staff expected.

!

Local principals were interested only in their own schools, and local

P teachers had little knowledge of the programs 3}/‘,

ESP. staffers attributed this reaction to local resistance to federal

N -

. plans and inten;idns.- Federal officials continued cOgBéfieve that change

A
.
»

w

¥
[
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could be.managed in a centralized way by the administration of the
local school district, failing to comprehend the loosely structured,

decentralized nature of school distriﬁts (Cowden and Coﬁén, 1979).
L

[

. ‘ Federal preconceptions .sometimes conflicted with local values.

- » . . :
Many local administrators saw more community participation in school
: A S 5

: - . , .
affair¥, which the ESP staff wanted, as leading to.even less coordina;ed
. - control, which the ESP staff also wanted. For failures in the program

») the fedéral-monitors held the local administrators accountablé, in-
B N

. o terpreting the absence of tight local coordination’as lack of widl«or
lack of‘i&??lligence, or both. Local administritors saw ?he.federal
officials as thick-witted, heavy-handed, and undermining of local

.
. -

authority. ‘. - o

-
-

Federal reformers also thought that coherenﬁ chang: could be

facilitated by new knowledge generated by .research and evaluation.

Local practitiomers had little use for such social science knowledge .
The ESP staff assumed that social science knowledge was superior to
ordinary and pr&feséional knowledge . In fact, the new knowledge

. -
was perceived by local practitioners as either irrelevant or

[y

threatening. The federal staff wanted a "holistic" picture of

-

" educational change, but none of the evaluators was able to_ provide

-
.

? . it. ’

]

In their analysis of why ESP failed, Covdeﬁ'and Cohen (1979) contended .

that the federal staff had a naive view of how school districts function.

a?

v

. .
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projects depended Saw the primary task as one of maintenance.

!
Iy

|

‘
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~

admipistration.

Looking beyond adopcion of spécific'projects in gauging the impact of °

N : . \: .
In: fact, local schools are semi-autonomous from the district's céntral

Whereas® federal officials saw the primary task as onme

T -

N of.xeforming the local schools,

,the federal role in curriculum development, it' is possible to d

b

the lgcel practibioners on whom the

¢t a range

‘Afof changes,' some of which may be more profoynd than modification 'of a

particular course in biology or 'a particular second-grade program_designed

to improve the teaching of reading.

[N

Conceivably the major legacy of

curricu{um activity by thé-federal government in the 1950s and 1960s is

the federal presence itself in this field.

A

~

Because there was such a high

degree of cousensus about natlonal goals and becauge the first federal

currxculum activities were in science and mathematics whlch were fields

1n1t1a11y assoclated unambiguously wlth progress, a monumentsal

change in the country's educational traditions took place with'hardly a

.

,Furmur of dissent.

i

i
!

{
but

Whil

prot

*

-

In the late 1970s, as consensus diminished and coﬁtroverdy inéreased

fFed ral role.

?&in ncial pressure.

essential.

Q. . . . . .
é#qbout the purposes of schooling, it was.difficult to reorient the terms

jof the debate to focus on the comstitutional question of a legitimate
! * -

Also, by this time, schools were unégf extraordinary

[y

{

The_eight\ﬁ; nine percent of the local education

lbud et provided by the federal govegnment turned out not to be marginal"

i ’ AN
School districts had learned to depend on federal money.

.

e there are frcquent and loud Congressional as well as state-level

estations affirming the principle of local autonomy in education, f

LN

/

#
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!
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" the federal role in any aspect of.education,'including 9urriculpm.'
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as on the occasion of Congressional debate ‘surroundiag,establish- .

»

) . : . -
ment of the new Department of Education or in the MACOS furor, such,

= .

“rhetorical flourishes show little sign of .leading te a dipinution of

K3

~

. . . 'S ‘. ° . .
One of the more salutary résults of federal involvement in curriculum

’ . .

development may have been the power of the model that was preserted to

textbook publishers and ‘teachers. Especially in the ﬁSF-supported projects,

. tee o -
experts in ‘the subject matter fields were involved in itne preparation of

.4 . . . - L
curriculum mfterxals. Also, field .trials of potential text material were
employed .extensively. These features of ipstructional-materials production

are now commonplace. Field trials are often required, in ‘fact, by state
4

textbook-adoption agencies. While there are no s%udies of the matter, . ’

N
it seems reasonable to assume that as a result of participation by

.

specialists textbooks are more accurate than they were before the advent *

(]
-

of fedegal activity.

Oné way that government becomes an influential participant in

- -

education-related decisions is by requiring that certain procedures be

<

edbloyed even if there is no direct ‘suggestion about the curriculum to
be used. The major rubric whereby the federal government becowes involved

in such matters is to assure fairness for all groups under the civil rights
- _

provisions of various lgws and the Constitution. For example, a key

reﬁuirementfof the Education of All Handicapped Children Act is that \,

-

there be "Individual Education . Plans" for youngster;_and'thai parents °
be involved in g&e formulation and approval of these plans. This federal .

law, intended by-the Congress to/;esure that the riggfs of the handicapped

are protected, represents one of the sharpest intrusions ‘of the federal

«
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govern&ent into‘;he detéils ofzteachiné praé;ice. Professional ob}iga-
. Eicnslare é}ecifiéﬂ in‘eléborate detail. The péssage of this law had |
. ;he full support of the épecial—educatién community in the United SFates.
Oge searches long and hard éhrough the bearing record for even a hiﬁt h
'tﬁaf the ;;qui:emené.of an individually pfepcfibed progr;m gf a’ particular

-

\EL; type would represent a precedent-setting infringement not only -on pro-

fessional aufonomy but on state-held prerogatives. . W

N

)

o , - This particular law reflects, perhaps, a culmination in

v > specifying precise teacher behavior that may,in retros%ect, be. seen as
: , ) ) . . o .
an inevitable result of federal activity, particularly in a time of
o N . : ~

-~

dimming consenisus. - When everyone agrees on general goals and there is

)
\ »

. at least implicit cokfidence in the ability of teachers or any other
. , .

ta

professional, there iigconsiderable latitude for the specialist inasmuch

o

, as it is assumed that he or she shares in the consensus. However, if
s ) ¢
consensus is in doubt, there is’ accompanying uncertainty about the values
. Lo . M . .

and practices that guide profeséional activity. ‘Government becomes a
. \ ¢ : . .

A}

ma jor instrument. in holding professionals to acc%‘{t in weeting goals

: . A . . . :
; and adhering to practices that are determined more overtly in the .

._\' ¥

political arema. By such a line of .reasoning, federal curriculum

. \ . i ~ : ~
development efforts can be seen as a step in the link to greater federal
\ ‘ . ¢
control because it challenges rather than buttresses confidence, in teachers

&
. and school administrators.
. b2 ' -
\ . ' h .., - \ ‘
‘Continuing in a speculative vein, the curricd{um development movement
Pl 4

. may have contributed not only .to a loss of teacher autonomy but also to

. &, -
a narrowing of their range of responmsibilities. New specialized roles

-~

N
4

were dgfined in curriculum development: projects: teﬁt 6}i£er,
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subject-matter expe:L, test developer, classroom manager, progran}
. .
evaluator,;curriculum'planner. Before the curriculum development movement,

. the teacher considered it part of his or her professional responsibility
to assume each of these roles. To a significant deg}ee, teachers designed
a curriculum and certainly their teaching styles: to Mt their own sense

! of prlorities and abilities. They often constructed their own tests.
( .
They worked with small groups and large ones. They played a strong counseling

- > .
-

role. They often devised their own equipment. Now each of these functions -~

1 3 3 . - dl .
perhaps necessarily -- was seen as requiring the skills 6f a specialist,
c !
and the teacher's responSibilities tended to become more directly associated
[y * -
with didactic instruction. Thus the curriculum development movement, with

.

its attendant proliferation of specialties, may have contributed to

"deskilling" and ' deprofeSSionalizing. Versatility is associated with
. .

autonomy; autonomy is ynnecessary if the act of teaching is not seen as ‘\.'

" requiring skilled selections from a broad repertoire of possible actions.
. . | o
The craft-like elements of teaching are thereby emphasized leading to a / ‘

.

loss of opportunities for professional initiative. . )

LY

- Such develgfments are seldom the result of direct redefinition of €

1 .
& teacher's responsibilities. Rather they are a side effect of an
< » . . .

1 attdmpt to introduce greater-precision and productivity in the classroom.

Such a trend need not necessarily deprofessionalize a field, but if the

- [} i
tasks that remainm for the professional are seen as largely ' »
mechanical and capable of mastery by virtually anyone, the image of the-

<

‘ u 3 - . 3 . - ) » £
well-trained expert exercising semsitive and sopg?ﬁclcaced judgment

is séverely damaged. N

6\
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Another point: While it would be an oversimplification to attribute
¢ - . : . N
. to the curriculum development movement a gemeral reduction in the amount .
+ . & .-"‘. .
. of time téacherg’gbgpd in direct association with children, it* seems to be
’
. ¢ . ) ’ " . * .
R - the case that professionals in teaching are called upon increasingly to

participate in conferences, committee meetings, and other planning
. exercises. Even if it is not demonstrable that the hours spent with
children have been reduced, it is fairly clear-that the percentage of

work—related time that teachers spend with children has decreased We .

would argue the possibility that some loss of teachér effectiveness may

be associated with the fact that a greater 'share of theierOrking day

N

is outside the classroom and ,that federal involvement in education

-

* ‘
. at the local level has been a contributing factor beth gdirectly Nl

and indirectly -- .directly in the case -of indiviifally prescribed N~

instructional plans.required by the Education of All Handicapped

Children Act 4nd -indirectly in focusing attention on the extra-classroom

{
-

‘ aspects of a teacher's responsibilities. .

. o«

— All this haviné Qeen said, it must be emphasized that the specific
effects of discrete fedetal.activities probably have been errwhelmed

by other #mfluences, primariiy demographié, cultural, legsl, political,
and ecoﬁomic. I; is difficglt and unwise to try to seek simple or single
.causes for changes qhat are detected in schools. As just one example of
a demographic shift that pfobagly has had a strongfinfluence on public

Ld

attitudes towards schools' that in turn have led to a greater demand for T

»

-

explicitness; teachers become a dramatically younger group in the decade

~a

£

from 1960 to 1970. There was a magked teacher shortage as schools expanded
and nev graduates from teacher education institutions filled the ‘breach.

o They were hired in large numbers directly out of collége.//Being younger,

) 35
-y
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they reflected the attitudes of a younger cohort. They were mor informal.
N
“They "dressed down" ,. They seemed to identify more strongly with students .
\ ; , -
This relatively rapid Ehange on a large scale probably was disquieting to

many parénts~because it suggested instaﬁ}lity in what had seemed a solid

institution. The new instability seemed to demand more systematic
- &

-~ ~ ¥

attention from authorities external to the schools.
——
At the same time, as has been indic¢ated, both courts and the legislature

A ‘ .

were attempting to use the schools as a primary vehicle for effecting social

change . The schools became a front-line agency in the attack on racial
& .

prejudice starting with the Brown decision 0f'1954 and continuing to the

LS e . . . .
present day. Particularly when courts (rather than legislatures) require
. &

2
N

sigqificgn; changes and people do .not generally support the new_s |

policies, there is a tendency to strike at the institutions themselves

-

that are used by the coﬁrts to effect the unpopular chahge. _Thus, as a

_result of initiatives of the federal judiciary, considerable resentment.

-

was directed against the schools"because people objected to their newly

assigned role in attempting to eliminate racial segregation. Judges are
_ . : K : .

remote . ‘Schools are not. While the, federal judiciary is quite dif-

.ferént, of .course, from~the National Science Foundation or the Office of

-
LY

«/ . . ‘e - . " » .
EduCation, it is amothgr manifestation of a federal presente in a field

that just two decades earlier had been left largely to local pdlicy
- Y

initiatives.

It 'is possible to view two decades of increasing federal involvement
: : g '

in the schools, then, as having produced relatively few changes  in the’

™
curriculum. Despite a strong attempt to change teaching methods, they

remain essentially simila; to what they have been for decades. Topics

Vo | | 4 (j | a

™

AT
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of study have been modified somewhat and modernized,. and there probably
is greater accuracy.in the text materials produced for children. However,

/ . . .
federal activity has altered bop the perception of teaching held by

Al

profeésiouals and the role to be played in' determining education policy by
the body politic.' It i3 now acceptable in a fashion unimaginable twenty
years ago for the Congress of the United States to specify the details

- of a teacher's behavior in meeting his or her r;sponsibilities. While

- 8

it probably would be an error to attribute such a development to federal

curriculum development efforts alone, we have tried to establish the case

-

that the curriculum activities ~-- because they were uncontroversial in

-

~*  .the early years -- helped to create a climate in which suchvintrusivene:s
Ce 4 _ .
" seemed natural.
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FEDERAL POLIGY

In 1971, Kirst and Walker outlined some major features of curriculum

. &,
policy-mak#ng in the United States. _They portrayed a system in which

ultimate decigions about curricul tters were made at the local leVel
Teachers had autbndmy in- their c1:3§§:oms but selectgd from materials
provided to them and operated within fairly narrow limits of acceptabilit§.
Much of the external power for determining the curriculum resided in
nongovernmental agenbies‘like'acérediting organizations; téx;book

publishers, and testing agencies. -

¢

Traditionally, conflict over the curriculum was perceived j} a. -
conflict of idcas,'not as a conflict of interests or competing factions.

Within this configuration’of local, state, and private influencei over
i

currxculum, it was apparent that federal influence was expandlng rapidly,
Y

:nd that decisions on curriculum matters were -be¢oming 1ncrea31ngly
polltxclaed with frequent factxonal differences appearlng at a11 levels

of *decision’.

]

- -

. By the late seventies control of the school program had become more
cent:aligeg,chan ever- (van Geel, 1979; Boy&, 1979}‘br1ich; &979)5‘ There -

was a strong centralizing trend toward the national level, of which the

-

federal government was one part. Private national organizatiohs, ‘such as
« A * -

testing agencies, also had comsiderable influence. In pérticular,'gére

. . .
- - [

control was vested in the federal'Congresi and courts and in state -

. e ‘
lggislatures and state courts. The loser: in this lhlft of dbntrol vere

e ~

local schools, partzcularly local parents and teachers {van Geel 1979).
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The sourdé of federal'powér was the ability of the éongress\to tax and
sﬁend'for educational pﬁéposes and to attach conditions Tor receipt of the
}féderal funds. Most of the changes instiéuted by the fe@eral government
after 1965 were justified by an appeal. to equal ;ights for.raci;l
minorities, the handicapped, and the noq-English-speaking grSups. Yet
it was also true that federal initiatives were by no means heutral.
. ' regarding the types of programs supported. The furor in .the Congress

over the NSF-sﬁpported MACOS project was the most dramatic example of

particular ideas aging favored over others..:

[

.

This national trend towird centralizhtiqn was also apparent in
educational research and development.“ In i965,colleges and universities
received seventy~s§ven percent of the federal educational awards . Bf
1974 this had declined to twenty-niné percent. Most of the federal
research and development funds were conceﬁtrated in seyenﬁeen féderal
. laboratories ard centers, in twenty-two mﬁjor contractors, and in ten

'-;chonl districts (Orlichr 1979) .

- Yet these céntrglizing trends were only trends. Control of the
curriculum was still diffused in numerous agencies. On the one hand,
‘there wgﬁidecreasing consensus on spéial and educgtionalzgoals and, on
the other hand,.t;ére was.an.increasing concentration of curriculum
influence at the national Ie;el. It was perh#pq not surprising, aé

- Schaffarzick (1979) notes in a survey of sixty professional and lay

organizations, that the classical curriculum questions were overshadowed
. 3 . «

~
by a desire to be invol;ed, a desire motiéatgd by the view
_that someone else was in‘control. Participation of interested
< ) groups, dissgtisfaction ;ith experts and rational ﬁodgls, and issues of
.‘ ~
*\) . . 43 : ) éj&}“@ .
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legitimacy and control of decision making dominated the concerns of

professional and lay groups (Schaffarzick, 1979).

In an organization as massive as the federal government, and one

Ay

segmerited into several semi-autonomous parts, there is no single pélicy
e . AL .

regarding curriculum development. There are, in fact, policies for .

different agencies thdt change over time. So any characterizatiom of

federal policy is always a little inaccurate. Nonetheless, the general

-

At oufline of federal policy is consistent with the "center-periphery"” model

S (Schon, 1971). '
e . ) s

a

In innovation diffusiong the center-pefiphery model poaits that

¢

the innovation exists fully realized prior to its diffusion; that

+ ~ <

"diffusion 1is the movemént of the inmngvation fro?/the center outward to
its user, and that directed diffusion is a centrally managed process of
, . dissemination, training, and provfgion of'resoqtces and incentives. 1In

other words, this is a centralized view. This view of innovation has
' ‘ ¢ <

. prevailed in education as the "research, development, diffusion" (RD and D)

”

model of educational change. (See Chapter 9 in House, 197a,forﬁ§p
_ exposition and criticism of such a poliey.)

4

Policy formulation and implementation may be similarly viewed froﬁ

- such a center-periphery model. Issues are taken as given, development
‘ & . -, , . -
is separate from implementation, and implementation is seen as the

imposition of poli¢¥y on the locals. Evaluation is for the purpose of

' efficiency, and?‘nquiry is the responsibility of the center, in this

14

case the federa] government (Schom, ;971).
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“In policy formulation, ideas in "good currency' .merge into the

main stream, mediated by certain sdgial roles. Disruptive events --

L]

crises~-precipitate the new ideas. Before a crisis, novel ideas which
- ‘ .

-

are incompatible with prevailing conceptions are likely to be repressed
or suppressed within the social system. These incompatible ideas are

formulated and kept alive b& people in marginal, vanguard roies (Schon, 1971).

-

- 4
During a crisis, these ideas may be released. Their diffusion depends

on information networks and the mass media. These ideas become the focus

of controversy, conflict, and debate, bqt‘they cannot be.recognized_

-

publicly until they are diffused to large numbers of people. In this
M *

. . ,
diffusion process, the media and the brokers in networks are critical.
s - : » .

4 -
"Back-to-basics" is & good example in education. It was propagated by

.

the mass media and by key officials.

.

Before they are accepted, though, .the ideas become issues in power
struggles. _That is, the ideas gain acceptance through the energiés of
those who "fide" them to power. According to Schon, there are only so
many "slots" for new ideas bgcause the ideas are attached to their
advocates, who are in turn eompeting'for powér positions. Only a few:

leicy\ggeas can Be promitient at,a given time. Inquiry afound the ideas

becomes political and is linked to dominance of some §kople over others.

Still there is one more step. The ideas must become legitimated

»

by‘beﬁediction from powerfulhahd authoritative people. Only then can

x.
-

the ideas become public policy .- By the time the ideas came into good

currency, they have become "obvious” to everyone.

‘,I ’ ' _ " ' f 1
. _}_r
-

a . . 1

2=
4
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. Again, according to Schon, this process of formulation can display
serious pathologies. The best ideas, especially ideas opposed to entrenched
interests, do not always emerge. Schon suggested increasing public attention

to the process by which ideas come into good currency, the deliberate

support of vanguard and marginal roles and of brokers of ideas | .Evalua-

tion must also be reformed since much evaluation practice inhibits the
’

A 4

¢

emeygence of novel ideas. .

a

Once these ideas come into good currency and arg accepted as public

policy, the question of implementation arises. In the center-periphery ?

¢
~ «

conception of implemehtation, it is assumed that the policy exists prior
to its implementation, that it will be applied informally, and that its
management will be centralized. There are several strategies available.

First, the center may simply promulgate the policy and expect people

——

to execute it. Or the center may seed demonstrations to convince, . 9

-

provide trainers to teach, or provide resources necessary for implementation.

All these strategies assume that only learning is required for the policy

L]

N to §e imﬁiemented. .
Alternatively, ‘he center haylpﬁforce the ruled, feg#lations, or )
lau: by ;urveilance. Or Zhe center mny extend contrél i?to the per%phefy
e b} attempting to supe:vise_théipolic& dirdcﬁfy. The last two strategies
‘ a;sﬁhe that some coercion i8 required far successful {mplementati;ﬁ of fﬁe .
| o : policy. « ’ |
. R

. & .
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v A common system of central control over local innovation is the )
Mpropose-dispose" approach in'whigh the locals write proposals, usually” =

i under iysttuctions from the center, and submit them td_the center for

-y

approval. _If the center judges these favorably, resourggs are granted to
the locals. This approach assumes that the central policy is applicable
to all locals, that central specification of guidelines and promise of

monetary resourceg are adequate to stimulate local conformity,.that it-

~
-

= . . : .. . ~\

is feasible to monitor local behavior, and that leocal Qehavior will

v -

ﬁont%pﬁe to conform after the monitoring has ended. Most of the -

categorical aid programs in education are of this type.

Under these circumstances the interaction between the central authorities

and the locals becomes something~3¥ a game with the federals trying to

r

‘ inculcate behavior consistent with federal policy and the locals performing

ritually in order to obtain the money and pursu eir own objectiﬁes. The.

L |

federal authorities look for better ways to _arforce compliance, and the locals

-

f look for ways to aveid strict compliance. The moves of the game become

t

A'highly sophisticated, as in the desegreation tontroversies.

Y -

Only when there is a negotiated innovation in which the in:efests of

both parties are truly represented doe; the prospect seem to result in °
results dCceptabie to both sides. The Rand studies refer to.this as’

. "mutual adaptation" of the federal;progr#ms to the local situation.
Since the locals are the agents who must 1mp1emen; the policy, the
ultlmate dlSpOSltlDﬂ falls in their hands, and there is a sense in which
"the federal authorltxes are powerless to change this. This is true even
in highly_centralized‘systekaqf education. Under thége circumstances,

H

evaluation is limited to tbeﬁréie of retrospective justification Qf the «

s
N
Ky

~ 3
Q . " : . R .' A i V
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lower system to the higher (Schom, p 157). .

» . ~ .

. AN
.

-In their analysis of the Experimental Schools Pgogram, Cowden and

Cohen (1979), also see the federal agencies as dependent on the local agencies

—_—

- 1f they wish to\produce leocal school reform. They see the potential resources

g

for pursuing.sﬁ reform as being money, power, and knowledge. The federal

agencies are quite short on money, at least compafe o total educational,
q A
. I

. éxpenditures, and also lack the political po#er,nepess;ry to enforcé compliance
. ’ . \
with federal policies. ' ]

——

.

Co uently, federal agencies have relied heavily on knowledgg,
particularly social science knowledge, to produce chénge in local schooils.
This approach, according to Cowden and €ohen, has not been particularly

effective because social science has not produced eonvincing argumen%, _f

and conclusions about school practices, at least not arguments persuasive

to schoiiﬂijjsfitioners, : .
. . . * N « : F N

‘They believe that there is an imbalgnce between federal resources and
federal aspiratioms for local school reform. Fdderal officials need local
performance for the success of their programs mucﬁ more than local \

- practitioners need federal officials for the success of theirs. Cowden

and Cohen advance the posaibilityffhat federal agencies should act more
L like foundations*iﬁfgranting funds to local schools through a propose-

digspose system but not expecting too.much of the local schools in
- f ) : -
' return. o, S ©

&
3

\

Our own interpretstion is that Cowden and Cohen have events turned

around. Originally, the 'federal agencies thought® that knowledge -- a very
. * ) ) L “
particular type of knowledge produced by government experiments -- would

-

be sufficient to stimulate reforms. It was only after this approach
_ ' L %

\ . ) ' ’
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- seemed torfail ox fall short that government a;;REXQHJﬁéd polﬁcy aﬁalyssai\

) )
Jned serloust to monetary inducements and coercive power. This shift

) . »

~

) in federal perSpectva\accompanxed he spllntetxng of consensus.

Yoo
_.>n ' N : "A \ "
: P ! ) .
~ \Esﬂéj)worth distingui}?ing betseen the kinds of knowledge that the
s T . ' )
{;;Jf federal and local agencies f%ag relevant. Central-periphery syséems
[ N o BN H
’ \ hegthd ont stable’, slmple messages spread unlformly over the perlphery

¥y
¥ A . Thxs is the kind of information ascertalned through social scxence experiments.
)

[

0‘\

. Fot example, ’?ﬁe Follow Through evaluat1on attempted to answer tHe
Y

-

quest1olfof whlch early childhood approach to teaching dxsa?vantnged

N i

. . youngsters was "best" —- aézxmple message The evaluation results were
" I{F . . v\\/ ’
) more complxca:ed ~= some,approaches worked best in one town, some in

another. “Thé results were distorted into the simple message that
“basics are better" and purveyed througheut the country. This was a

> distorted message even to the evaluators themselves.

*

The fact is that many.local circumstances and factors determiné which

. ¢

program works best within g particular town or even school, but it is very
. "o ' .

difficult for the center to transmit or act upon that infdrmatéén Op!ortunxty

"

e for know1ng usually exists in the periphery, in the situation 1tself not

‘1n the center, and this knowledge is likely to be of a dxfﬁ;rent nature

-

,  than that of the center. The locals are also 11ke1y to know their own

needs far better than those at the center and to recognize those needs
¢ - - ' \

b faster. .
' . Lo

A different role for the center to play is to detect shifts at the

- v ' [}

periphery and to pay diligent attention to the emergence of new ideas.
. . . ’ ~ B
It ¥an arrive at themes for central policies by inducing them from local .

=9
O
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. . concerns. It can facilitate the flow of knowledge by facilitating

local learning rather” than by always being the trainer itself. Effective

- t

social iéarniqg may occur from periphery to periphery rather than from
w periphery to center to periphery (Schon, 1971). Central authorities

can act more as initiators, facilitators, organizers, and entrepeneurs.

We would label such &n appreoach "meta policy".. Rather than centrally
- defining 7/policy and trying to spread it uniformly throughout the
periphery, meta poliéy would consist of discerning ideas among the -locals

and building on these ideé:f;:3\the themes of federal policy. Meta
L4 pélicy would include negotiating the changes with local authorities.

\ ¢

~

In order to act effectively at a national level, the central organizer

needs to bring together diffuse groups whose interests impinge on a

\

. particular area. Schon (1971) suggested‘that for an intervention to be
effective,.it must organize the following groups:
a. e legislators at the state and national leyels
ST o--administratOt; of agencies, at all levelg
. pa;ents' organizations

. L o
e middle-level bureaucrats in relevant agencies

*

e .officials of regulating agencies

. innov&tors and entrepeneurs of new services *
o o%fici;lg of éi;y and state governments
. ® Lo .
'.f ‘ e 'key figures in ptofessional associationms'
- N . . ,
" e 4 . e journalist gnd media regreseptétives

a h

. . ) _ ‘

- To this‘lf&t, we woﬁld add the researchers and proféssional schools
. & 8 - o

\ ' ' . connected with the.particular area of social service. The organizer must >

bring togethér and -coordinate these groups in some'way. Perhaps the gfbup

i . p
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most successful in affecting.the classroom behavior of teachers has been

¢ the special educators. All over the country, for petter or'fof quée,
sﬁecial education teachers are writiné prescriptions -- individualized. .
eaueational plans - for each child in their ;lésses. Whether thiil
practice facilitates or impedes instrugtion is still unclear, but éhe
teachers classroom behavior has been dramatically changedl Special =

- : education is one area where all these ggdups have been broug‘t together.

L [l ’ - .
The most recent federal legislation in special education, The -

Education of All ﬁandicapped Children Act, was the result of years of . oA

‘organizing and entrepreneurial effort. The federal budget for educatiéﬁ

-

-

, of the handicapped increased from $75 million in 1964 to $1.2 billion
. in 1980. Within éwgh branch of Congress is a group of legislators who
identify with and champion the handicapped ‘egislation. Special education

qﬁministrators and bureaucrats at all levels of government and {;lagl

. 3 . “ i3 .
parts of the country are actively organized to promotg the interests of
3 special education programs . e

*
L] ¢

Federal and state judges have decided favorably on cases brought before
them on the rights of handicapped childéen. Regulating ‘agencies have been
responsive to the ngéds of é%e handicapped in areas such as building

construction. Innovators and entreprenuers have been especially‘active

in developing new techniques and equipment for training the handicapped

*

and in promoting their techniques throughout the country. Cd}leges_and
a . * -

universities have established highly specialized programs for training

teachers of the handjcapped. School districts have been quick to hire

8special education teachers and to establish special education classes.
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v State education agencies have defined categories of teaching
§

‘cqrtificates and special requirements for special education teachers.

| Many researchers work exclusively in the specidl education area. Almost

all the thousands of studies focus on the effectiveness of programs for

-

the handicapped. Few or none examine possible deleterious effects of

education policy for the handicapped on other students. Néwspgpers and

mass media provide generous coverage for events relating to the handicapped.

Id A

Most of .this activity is coordinated by an extremely active professional
oréanizatibnf—- the Council on Exceptional Children. All the various parties

and participants in the special education establishment belong to or are
) . e < <

involved in CEG. Unlike most professional organizations, teachérs and we-
— : \ :

searchers andlpagents all attend the annual CEC-convention. All in all, the

professional organlzatxon is' a mirror of the various groups It works

' closely with its federal counterpart, the Bureau for Educatxon of the

ﬁyzcapped (BEH) " Directly .or indirectly most of the money comes from

BEﬁ,lqd in turn CEC and its partiﬁipants provide intellectual and political

support for BEH operations.

To say simply that special education has acquired political support

is to miss much of the point. The political support is partially dépendent -

-

on a definedﬁﬁechnblogy, supportive reaearch, and organized lay support.
At Cong:easional hearings it is possxble to draw upon any'of a number of

researchers to provxde favornble commentary. Iu-turn,-the reseaﬁg&er 8

activxtzea are supported by federal funds. All thése various' segments are -

organized info a mutually reinforcing system that acts in concert,

It is also significant that'SPecial education . is brganized as a
special interest group. As we indicated earlier, the eroding social
vy ) .

52
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consensus in American Society has resulted in special interest groups

, \
capturing policy in the area of particular concern. There is litg‘

overriding natiomal or pﬁgzic concern to which those interests are
- subordinated. Hence, in a partilular area, like truckinglgg medicine
or even oil, the groups comcermed with those particular issues dominate

policy making in ®hat area. The special interests are organized on a
. ;

. . . . r . * .
zgpctional or industry basis rather than on a regiomal or territorial

’ . = . [ 3
asis. They look to centralized government, particularly federal ,

government, to provide resources)for problégg\they feel should:be

addressed. Special education 15 perhaps the most successful of these

X

groups in education, but other education groups dspire to such success. -

Overall, as we have suggested, the federal government seems to be operating

[

*

as an assortment of such special interests.

-~

This fragmenfation leads to some areas expanding at the expense of
- others. Public schodl districts have been spending twice as much on-
eacg handicagped student as on students in regular programs, énd the rate
of igére;sg*in expeﬁditure has been twice as gfeaé for the handicappe¢;n
This trend has elicited a sharp protest from the Naé?onal Association of

School Boards. The NASB said it was concerned. about the use of the goal
of educating the handicapped "to disguise policies to wear away the

ability of local communities to govern ﬁhemsg}Ves" (Maefbff,<1979).
This ‘report, in.tqrn,.brought'a sharp rejoinder from the Council
on Exceptional Children, which pointed to other legislative mandates that -
affected the ability of local school districts to set their own funding:
IR .. ) I A ,
priorities. The solution, the Council said, was to pers&hde Congress

to increase the financing level of laws for the handicapped. At: least
. .4—*""-—"

-
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- . . ’ . / . .
. - one educator predicted that the mandating of such laws in the/pmea of the

« . handicapped meant the end of '"local cortrol” for small rural districts,

» -

: which were necessarily .included in ever larger service units (Hoke, 1979). -
t . IS
4 , .

_ \\\\There was a sense in which occupational specialization, special knowledge,

L]

and special interests worked against the older territorial boundaries.

These were subsumed under the name of professiopalism. Federal policy

M

L . .
was the result of these trends and contributed heavily to them.

& | ‘ ' eﬁ

N
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" POLICY, RESEARCH, AND ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES
. . _ ) , &
Ong key .determinant of the extent of federal impact on curriculum
. . - . . Y . -

~development is the reiétionship among research, analysis, andxpolicy.

&

An indirect method by which federal influence is extended is gigsugh

‘resedrch and analysis, in which the federal government has almost a

N

monopoly . .But the relationship between research, analysis, and policy

is complex. C . ‘ f/

» d /
-

Prdfessional researclers and analysts seem to think about gurriculum
'3 . . ¥ . ) X [} . . . . * ) . v
;nnavatxogKfrow only a few basic, usually implicit, conceptual perspectives

N 3

* .
that we will call technological, political, and cultural. Each of these

'perspeqtiyes is a. framework for tﬁinking about educational change, a

framework that provides the basis ‘gth for comprehension and for policy

formulation. By framing the social phenomena, the interpretive framework

-, ' . '3
sexves as a guide to what is important and as ® guide to action. In

-

. research, it sets limits to whai f% considered useful inquiry, and in ‘ ‘

policy it limits the very language, concgpts: and arguments that one.

R 4 _
uses to formulate policy . Choices thus are defined, justified, and

legitimized, but they rest on tacit assumptions about what is ratiémal _
. s : .

[}

and acceptable, 4nd are partly the result of professional and.public

‘consensus on these matters. P

- £
The research on innovation can be considared in the light of these
three prospectives. _ (For a fuller account see.House, J980) . Policies
» Y .
on curriculum development and change were partly derived from them.

- ) R
The three perspectives affected events in curriculum development

55
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and were significantly altered by larger social trends, such as the
— | »

erosion of social consensus.

The technovbgicél perspectiﬁe emerged in the early sixties as both

_teach1ng and the process of innovation came to be seen as technologles

rather than as ctaf;s based on.implicit knowledge. The focus was on the
ignovation and its expected results. As the social consensus around
education began to weaken in the early seventies, there emerged a
ﬁoizzzzjf‘perspective, which interpreted events as the interaction of

. compet%ng factions‘whose interests were not necessarily synonomous.
- : The focus Qas_on the irdnovation-in-context. More_récently, in the
mid-seventies, with the further erosion‘of;social consensusg aﬁd thg‘ -
increased fragmentation of society into special interest groups, there
has ;merged a cultural perspective which parceives society as comprlsed
of separate groups8 or subcultures who not only have thelr 1nterests in

%" .
conflict but perhaps differ on fundamental values. Diﬁferent subcultures,
such ;s teachers, not only have different interests but also different
A N .

o sets of beliefs. The focus.is on the context itself, ratherlthan the

- N ) c
innovation. _ a

&3 " . As outlined here, the'initiil period of curriculuﬁ development

o beginniﬁg in the early fifties wai marked by a strong degree of consensus
‘ . _as to the purpose.of education. After Sputnik the fed;;al government
began.its'sérong interveﬁtion in the name of national defense, and, this

® ) . ‘intennxfled the bel1ef that the students, teache%é, parents, and public

shared common valuen common 1interests, and comm&n goals. Only the

-

. > /
means for achxevxng these were at issue. :

During the initial period‘:here was "a discernible shift in authority

. - 56
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in curriculum development from the classroom teacher to the university
N .

scholar, particularly the scientist. Increasingly, curriculum content

A was .defined by recognized subject matterﬁetpe;ts, rather than the
' ; teaching profession. Still, teaching was perceived as a craft, as a
. . /
. profession learned by apprenticeship and seasoned by experience, a craft

-

N N . .
residing in tacit knowledge. ThHe means for improving education were

through developing curriculum materials that teachers might use in the
clgssroomand training teachers in their use. Retraining 30,000 secondary
. science teachers- through workshops did not seem out of reach for the

National Science Fgundation.

]

In the late sixties, however, faced with a more massive problem of
educationél change, teaching came to be perceived by maﬁy as a technology.

\ Many educational materials began to be used on specific learning objectives,
‘and it was :advocated by many th.at: teaching &hould be too. Teaching was
conceived as a technical proceduré, a techﬁique in which thére'was a

- specificroBBective and a means of meeting that objective. Teaching could
be analyzed into a series of separate tasks (as could an industrial job),

. and the.achievement of these specific tasks couldhbe ensured by spkcially-
designed mat;rials, and by measu;ing the results. Teaching was envisioned:
as a géecifiable tgchgology,‘; technica%ly rational act, based on explicit «
kngwledge, rather than a cra}t based on tacit knowledge derived from

experience and ‘tradition. Education was being modernized.
/

In,this transformation there was another shift in authority. The

university scholar, the charismatic project leader, was not

1

. authority, as was technical rationality itself. Presumably, curriculu
’ TR . -~ -
. T
A NN
N .
I ‘ “3 5 P" ]
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materials could be based on scientifically verifiable principles rather

than on professional opinion. Behavioral psychology, manifested in such
things as programmed materials and teaching machines, could modarnize
and revolutionize education,. just as technology had revolutionized other

industries. Educational research joined the search for this technology.

\\_/S -

The technological perspective was also employed to interpret the
process of innovation itself. The modernization ﬁrocess’Waé analyzed

into separate sequences and tasks, and presumed to proceed from am
v
authoritative technology. Proper technology was conceived to comsist of

research,'wbich established the principles of teachiqg\and learning; i

i development, which converted these findings into appropriate materiais; .\7
diffusion, in which the @3&@&%815 were systematically d{stributed to
potenﬁiallusers; and adoptioq}‘which saw the actual implemeptacion and
institutionalization of these materials in the school curriculum. Not

o~ only was teaching conceived as a technology, but.the process of innovation

itself was technically rationalized. ;ﬁ .

The emergence of the technological perspective coincide® with large-
scale involvement in education. Federal involvement itself was predicated

upart*the pursuit of national purpose. If education was to strengthen

the national defense, it .was reasopable that educatiomal research and

-

development be targeted to specific national purposes. Agencies of the

federal governmént would both fund and direct the enterprises. The ;éope of
. . N . . ] .
the problem itself suggested a technological solution. Here were not

< ) 30,000 science teachers, but 3,000,000 teachers of all types. Workshops

s 5 * for each one would be horrendously expensive. Technigues and materials
s T _
|
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that were reproducible and transferable,.that could be used in any

‘setting, were necessary.

Based on' the technofbgicai)perspective in general, and the research,
development, diffusion paradigm in particular, the federal government -
fdhdeq a network of thirty or so régional laﬁoratqfies and research and
_developmentfceﬁters, the purpose of which was to produce the techniques

3y

L ¥
and materials- that would modernize educationm. Thousands of specialist
. - : L i
jobs were created to perform the tasks necessary to the production and

utilization of new knowledge and 'techniques.

The technological perspective portrays society as a place in which
there -are common goals, inferests, and values. The task is to define the
desired objective and achieve it. It is assumed that its achievement

will benefit everyone, or at least insofar as that can be dome. Action can

proceed assuredly, even aggressively. Confidence is‘nogmg problem. }/.

~

\; k4 L4 ’
Most government approaches to developing materials and techniques ar

still based, explicitly or implicitly, on the technologica}/ tive,

as is much gévernmenf-sponsored research.. For example, the focus of much

research on implementation®is usually on "fidelity" -- the degree to which

Y

the implemented inmovation meets the criteria of the developers (Fullan
s C -
. and Pomfret, 1977). Research methods are usually narrowly focussed and

highly prespecified, and collected by tests, obseryation scheduleé, or
highly structured questionnaires. J
. :

A

Another government program which reflected the technological perspective

_“ was the Follow Through Project . Faced with the problem of how to address
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- the sﬁecial needs of disadvantaged chi}dren in kindergarten through third
N . .

grade,’ government planners decided to fund a massive "planned variation"

experiment . THé: purpose was defined as improving tghe &ducatiomal performande
A U
~ [

of these children, and to this end more than twenty different approaches

~were funded over a ten-year period. These weﬂz-the means to the given end.

@

These programs were then evaluated to determine which worked best,

~

vi.e., maximize educational performance (operationally defined as gain on

ol -~
the third year Metropolitan Achievement Test). The results of this évalua-

tion, in itself a highly technical affair, were used to determine which
épproacﬁes were success@l and should be disseminated by theffgovernment.

N e
Sxmllarly, for the past fifteen years, the évaluation,of Tifle 1

(dgough not the structure of the ,program 1tse1f) has taken shape from
the tedhnological perspective (McLaughlin, 1975). Currently, Title I

evaluator#ﬁmust use one of three special evaluation 'models" developed

2 -

by Research Management Corporation at Office of Education expense

(Barnes and thsberg, 1979) : Each model requires that students be

b .
administered a standardxzed achievement test which can be converted to

"normal curve equivalents" and the results agregated at the state and

naEiQpalwlevels. Title I pfograﬁs can then belk compared on costs

as well as effectiveness. In fact, most“federal evaluation is conducted ;_,J
Y ’ ' .

[N

from a technological perspective, and generally the technological view-
" > - . . . . *

point remains the dominant view of educational research, -development,

and innovation at the federal level.
' N

At the state level the technological perspective is reflected in

objectives~based statewide testing programs. Presumably by specég;;ng

N ’
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in behavioral terms'whgt students shOuld.know'hnd‘by testing for this
knowledge, education wil} be.improved. Special programs, materials, and
@ . eff;rt caﬁ be directed~c;w§;h these particular learning objeétives, and _
pérhaps the tests thémselQes. Many of the state testing programs were
N - ;trqngly stimulatéd by federal funds, but the technologicél perspective

is by no means confined to the federal level.

Before the end of the sixties, however, the appropriateness of the
technological pérsgective for educational development and- improvement was

4 called into question. In particular, it appeared that the techniques.
and‘materials developed by\the R, D, and D process were not being used .-

widely in schools. The R, D, and D paradigm assumed that “teachers would

r

adopt the superior materials, that the teacherxg were, in fact, fairly ’
passive recipients of techniques and materials produced at the other

end of the chain.” There were various explggétion for lack of success
\

. s i '
from within the technological perspectives, e.g., the materials were not

& - .
good enough, were poorly disseminated, or "linkers" were needed to help

the teachers use the materials. But also a different explanatory

framework emerged: the political perspective.

- M L]
~
—

Many of the problems surrounding the new makerials and programs

appeared to be political ones. The political perspective did not assume
that there was an identity of interests among those involved in development &
and innovation. For example, the interests of the teachers who had to

implement thé materials might be quite different from those of the

v

developers. And the interests of the parents and children might be quité_
. -

different from either.

—
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. - Some analysts began to see innovation as a stage for competing -
factions to secure their own ‘interests or promote particular ideas. ' ‘EL.

Innovation was conceived as intgrest-group politics, not only at the
point of legislationm, but’ also in formulatioti, implementation, and
evaludtion of programs within schools, school districts,‘states, and
entire systems of education. The interaction é} loéﬁl, state, and

federal goverhments was often interpreted this way'.

Several analyses empioying this perbpective Qere published in the
early sevengies, but perhaps the study that gave the political perspective
its widest circulation was the Rand Corporation study of thé effects of
several government programs (Berman and McLaughlin, 1975). The Rand study
interpreted successful programs. as having éﬁérged from a process of

"mutual adaptatior’ in which the local implementing districts identified problems

» they wanted to solve, and used the federal money to address tge problems.
. ; In this conception both the local district and the federal program had tg
’ "mutual}y adapt'" to one another. ‘. .
P ) . ‘ ’ -

'Underlying.the political perspective are the ideas of negotiation and

1
compromise. The political perspective does not assume an identity of interests

v « -

e . o ! .
but doeg assume that there are enough common interests or shared values
that a compromise can be successfully reached by the contending parties.

Pluralist politics is an examplé of this conception of change.

’ ~
N

D

- rring this period-of time the political perspective was stimulated,’
and¥gz:haps made relevant, by the eroding consensus within the society as
a whole. Both national politics and educatiorfal politics were marked by a
iack of common purpose and the‘emergence of strong special interests.
Educational matters were increasinglylpoliticized.over diSputés about

. £
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desegregation, teacher militancy, and the puréui; of ﬂilingual, handicapped,

3 .

vocational, and other special interests. - &

Studies conducted from a poliFical perspective investigated who

gained éi;ét frém ar’ innova.t.i-oﬁ. Which faction opposed? Which advocated?
What were the Eerms of compromise? Who were the kéy influentials? The
_passage of educational programs in the legislatufe, like ESEA, had alwéys'
been seen as political, as an extension of pluralist politics‘on a grané
séale. Now gpe administration, implémentation, and é}aluacion of the

programs began to be seen as political as well. Many specific policies,

like parent advisory bo‘;ds, were written into legislation and administrative

guidelines in order to increase sensitivity to relevant interest groups

by increasing public participation. The pelitical perspective became a

~major framework for viewing e%rca;ional change and development .

- B . . A i o - . .
/ The third perspective is the cultural perspective. If ong, envisions

— subgroups, such as teachers and innovators, as'being so different that

Ay

! they can be considered separate subcultures, then one has adopted the
( 4 ) v' - .
cultural perspective. Perhaps the most intense analysis of this type

has been Wolcott's Teachers versus Technocrats (1977). In studying the

2 " . -
A introduétion of a programming, planning, and budgeting system into a
l ' ¢
local school disgrict,-ﬂolqott protrayed teachers and \innovators (technocrats)
as members of distinctly &iffgreﬂt subcultures. The teachers had a belief

system duite different from that of the technocrats, and this difference ~

was so great that it led to misunderstanding and conflict. The same

evenizﬁzzzsﬂigferpreted differentdy within the traditional teacher
’ L ]
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culture and the rationalistic technocratie culture. To this.analysis
 Wolcott brought-anthropological concepts, like moiety and reciprocity,

and anthropological study methods, like participant observation. Most
a - 3 .

. v, .
studies conducted from a cultural perspective are not\ii/heav1ly

DN

anthropological. ~

Unlike the technological or political perspective, the cultural
perspective is based on the idea that differéﬁces in‘values may be
more significant than the similarities. The politicalipetspective assuées
that there are differences of intérésts that can be negotiated and

compromised, but the cultural perspective suggests that the differences

may be deep value differences not so susceptible to compromise. At the
. ) . ) - -

extreme ,different groups may interpret thciieJe events differently, so

-

that social exchange may become problematic. The society is seen as
’ \

«

fragmented into many subcultures.

- . o’ "
In cultural studies a major focus is to understand the viewpoipit of
,
. 2
participants. Researchers try to elicit "indigenous definitions' of the

1

situation from participants. ''Meanihg" is‘a primary concern. Policies

-

?nd programs based on the cultural perspective will somehow take account

of the diverse meanings as construed by participants. They must be based

on the values of the people involved. Change itself is seen as far more

gradual. Concepts like cultural evolution and ecology apply.

The ethics of change are also different fromaghe other two perspectives.

[ kL * ] -~ ! - [ 3
As in introducing a steel axe into a stome agg/culture, it is not always

[ 4

possiblé to predict the consequences of a given innovation, program, or

policy. Actioh becomes far more tenuous. If the ethics of Kim

-
—~ .
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technologiipl ‘perspective can be construed as authoritative, and that of

.the political perspective as contractudl, the ethics of the cultural

s
4

perspective are relativistic.

‘The cultural perspective is perhaps most strongly manifested in

resurgent regionalism and localism in education. The strong anti-Washington

-
.

outbursts can be interpreted not only as the protection of local and regional
interests, but also as thi preservation -of cherished cultural values '

against modernism and the encroachments of corporate and federal

frequency,

bureaucr\k <§§: deep-seated value base accounts for their strenmgth,
Tnd transigence. Basic value differences are not easy to /

~

compromise. analf‘gi;regional control. are often pefceived as the mechanis?ij

" of protection.

.Although some studies have béen conducted from a cultural p;rspective,;
few fedérai policies have been so criginated,‘perhaps because of the very
nature of-:the cultural perspective. In its purest ferm a multicultural
perspective would simply grant money to different groups and permit them
to use it as they saw fit. .This is noﬁ likely to happéu in a fedefal
capital, though it is sometimes suggested. .Such a view of change is .
fat too slow and uncerta1n from the technolog1ca1 and p011t1ca1 perspectlves.
A federal.cap1tal is not in the business of granting full autonomy to

-

its constituent parts. U

+

Some federal programs, such as Title III, ESEA, have offered incentive g
money to local districts to develop thein,own programs, subject to substan-

tial federal guidelines and regulatioms, of course. In the area of curriculum

6o
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conception, it was clear that different localities

.
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development perhaps the program that has comeé closest to the cultural

1)

perspective is the Experimental Schools Program. ihis program granted

a very substantial sum of money to a few local school districts to develop

.

. ?
whatever type of alternative school program they chose. Within this

N A\

dif%erent prégrams. Also each evaluation could be t# ore
o £

particular local pr&gram. The evaluations themselves were meant to be

relatively.autonomous. In other words, in conception at dea’t, the

Exéerimental School Prograq emphasized the v;iue of autonomy, which -

lies ;t the heart of the.cult@rgl perspective.

~
-

To a certain extent, the .feﬁerally funded feac@er Centér effort
reflects 5 cultural perspective. It is assuméd Fhat teachers share a
value‘orientaticn.such that interaction in a speciai cgﬁter wéuld be
helpful. On the other hand, teacher centers also originated in part

from a political* perspective in that teacher unions saw the centers as

‘being in their interest and were given a strong role in governing them.

Often it is difficult to separate values from interests, as with the

teachers, but it is sometimes critical to do so inaorder to ascertain

where' the public interest residds.

. »

~

4

As this example indicates, it is not always possible to attribute an

action entirely to one perspective. Although. the discussion has been ig
o \ ,
terms of pure types, and people do often seem to assume one perspective

Y

rather than another, the perspectives are not mutually exclusive. For

*

.example, it is possible to conceive teaching as a technology and also

perceive a conflict of interest among participants. In fact, this seems

- 86
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to be the direction in which many early technologists have moved.

. ' . . 2
The proliferation of minimum competency testing programs seems to

reflect a technologiéal-bolitical perspective in‘which teaching is a
'éechnology based gan obﬁective; and tests but in‘wbich it is ancicipate&,
that there is a conflict of interests between .the public and the teachers.
Minimum competency.testing Korces the teachers to attend ta'fhé proper
tasks, in Fhis view. General y, many of those holding a‘teéhnological =

perspéctive have become more palitical in orientation in recent years.

\

\‘ t 3
It is even possible to hold 'a tlchnologicalﬁculﬁural perspective.

< . hand

One can believe that teaching is a tethnology based on behavioral objectives

‘ o .
and tests, but that the objectives an&_tests should be locally developed

. tr
and interpreted, thereby based on local valies. Such a position leads

. | .
away from the centralizing tendencies. This would seem to be the position

The technological perspﬁgtive seems most attractive to executive

that Ralph Tyler holds.

planners in its simplicity and . accessibility . Reasoning can be based on

[y

1l person to do, i.e., which alternative

a single actor would choos ximize pursuit of a goal. The politicfl

perspective is most natural to legislative politics and the cultural

perspective to local and regional concerns. Since each perspective

'concentrates on a differnt set’ of explanatory variables, each complements

- »

the other in the sense that an event is not fully explained by any one.
The:empIQYment'oﬁ all thtee;pérspectives can stimulate a reexamination of
policies and programs . Iﬁsightful analyses probably draw on aspects

‘ -

of all tﬁree.
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1

No perspective 1§ in itself superior to the others, although one may
offer a more appropriate explanatory framewor, under certain conditions. .

There is a need to examine existing explanatioms, to articulate conceptual’
~ . -~ 2]
S b

fgameworks, and to identify the questions being asked in policy analysis
‘and research’. There is also a need to do studies which are focused on

the factors identified by the three perspectives.
2

@ ; .

For example, the Follow Through project wmay be analyzed from |any . one

" of three perspectives. Originally it was formulated within the technolegicai—

-

perspective. As such the lessons to be learned are that the early choldhood

N -

models chould have been more carefully developed, and Ehe“ggg}uatioq design
sjould have been properly conductédii The fact that there were variations
in results from site.to site within a given mbdel was ta&gn as a sign
that the models were improperly implemented .

~ More gareful monjgoring of_ipplementatign would result in fidelity

of treatment. If the control groups had been éroperly randéﬁized and

.

] .

the outcome measures appropriately selected, the project would have produced

convincing results. That is, the project was supposed rove Which early

childhood approach to training disadvantaggd youngsters was best, but the

evidence proved to be highly equivocal, if not conﬁfoversial. R

.
L

Policies based on the Follow Through experience, as interpreted

Ll

thtough the t;chnq}bgical perspective, would likely consist of'ptécedures

for closer momitoring of projects, for conducting "trué'' randomized
; projec! &

» -
experiments, and for constructing better psychometric instruments and

statistical techniques. (For ‘such an analysis, see Rivlin and Timpane,

LB

S
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From the political perspective the Follow Through.project was a

political enterprise from the begiﬁnjag. The project was conducted as
: : L
\\\ an experiﬁent rather than a sérvige program like Head Start because there

were insufficient funds. Yet, because of political pressures, the admin-
istration had to institute some kind of program for disadvantaged youths.
- The initial weak political and financial position led the original director

. to fund many sites all over the country, thus increasing %he legislat;%e

—

suﬁport for the program significantly. The.total funding quadrupled,
T - however, adding politically expedient sites seriously comprised the -
* " experimental design of th¥ evaluation, Some sponsors operated primarily
. . & K )

A in large cities, some in small towns, some in only one section”of the

country, and so on. Yet, the sponsors had to be compared to each other.

'.. Be . » .
: ~ .
‘ In additiom, various groups, such as the blacks, complained that

é

B none of.the'models were sponsored by the. New models were added.

. . ®
Throughout the ten’‘year course of the project,,the sponsors as a group

protested against the nature of the evaluation, but tMe Office of

Education more or less succeeded in insulating theevaluation from these
g

&

pressurés . Eventually the sponsors turned to direct support in the

=

_ Congress. When the evaluation concluded, the Follow Through program

. ot . € . ’
, continued to be .funded at the same level as before,,eveﬂ though the
original purpose of the program had been completed. S

Y

- - . e‘ - - 4 - .
In developing policies from a political pergpective, one triles
*
to recognize the pplitical nature of the enténptise and take'adﬁgntage .

of it. For example, one might accept the premise that various groups .
o i . _ _

-
a -

will have conflicting interests and try to involve them from the beginning

\ .
*




" as a maﬁter of policy. One might establish procedures through which the

varieus groups bargain for their interests. Involving groups like
parents or unions is a poli;ical strategy. Alternately, one might
recognize ‘that Tthese interests exist gand try to devise policies

for reducing their influence.

One couli{tlsa.analyze the Follow Through program from a cultural
pérspective. One might view ;he sponsors as developing models of eagiy
childhood éducat;on based on the ‘ideas of various ethnic,. scientific,
professional, techno};gical, and regional subculéures; Tﬁese models

4 . . '
are then grafted onto a traditional subculture of the local school and

t

region. The tribulation of Man: A Course of Study, although not an -
. *»

early childhood model, is an example of the possibilities of misfit

¢

between the developer and receiving subculture. Variations in results

can be interpreted not as lack of implementation on the part of the

| —

sponsor or as a vested interest on the part of the school but as

mismatches between the subculture of the model and the locdl school .

In this fit between two subcultures, the beliefs of the teachers,

parents, and students play a large role.- Regardlesg of common interests,

.

values significantly affedt the reception of new programs. Federal

programs tend to incorporate particular values and-not 6thé§s. Policies

+

based upon & cultural perspective might grant considerable autonomy to
localities in working through their own programs. In the case of Follow

Ky - .
Through, one would expect some communities to embrace certain of the

early achildhooi approaches much more enthusiastically than others;

Pl . . ) . «
. ’ . » ) . '



possibly even rejecting parts of gemeric mod;}s

The three perspectives also account in different ways for the

P s
penetratxon of special education programs 1pto the classroom. One may

attribute this to the technology of the IEﬁ and the spec1alxzed traxnlng

L

of special education teachers. Research and development have been more

integrated in special education than in other areas. Similarly one may
\ .

point to strong political factors -- tE; highly organized parent's

, groups, the special educaiton lobby in the federal Congress, the pressure

of court, cases, etc. These have been orchestrated into a strong :

movement .

- I3

Or one may point to a culture in which life is conceived as a race

» 14
*ég;ards success, in which everyone is expected to have an equal chance

&

" for an aspect of "reality.”

at the starting ling. Aid ta the handicapped is -supported by a stfong~

system of belief. Other cultural beliefs point to "individualizing"
>

~

instruction as a particular way of helping and a written prescription
as a manifestation and documentation of the effort of help. Other
cultures provide help differently. Each of the three perspectiwzes

emphasizes different elements in the situation, and each accounts -
h.

. :
. “
Having a partitular perspective does not automatically produce a

particular kind of program or policy. The situation is analoguous to

the difference between a policy and its implementation. There is a

H
L)

sense in which a plan or a concept cannot define the conditions of

its implementation’.’ Implementation of-a policy is not a unique

function of therpolicy itself. Rather a policy implies a wide rangé

. ) | : '?Ti | ~?#,



. of possible actions and behaviors. "Worlds of possible practice are
(
packed into a policy idea,. as many as the combinations of its
potentiality times the actual conditions under which it is transformed"

L

(Majone and Wildavsky, n.d.). ) .

The same is true of the perspectives. They reduce or limit the

.

element of contingency but desnot totally determine action. People
adopting.the same perspectives do not necessarily formulate che’
same policies or iotplement the same programs. It is conceivable that
two people holding different pe;spectives might support the same
policy. Im its actualization a policy or program has only a fgmiiy.
resemblance to the anlytic perspective to which it is related.

. Our view of how social policy s affected by social research and

- policy analy;is’is somewhgt similar to that of Cohen and Garet (1975).

The Crgditional view of the relationship is that social policies involve
discrete decisions derived froﬁ individual pieces of work. It is

assumed that rasearch is more authoritative tha&n commonsense and leads

to a convergence of opinion. Scientific methodology brings futhority.

v Cohen and Garet (1975) contend that social policy is a system
of knowledge and belief. "A policy., then, might be described as a
grand story; a large an&ﬂiooae set of ideas about how the society

-
works, why it goes wrong and how it can be set right" 21).

Empiricaiéﬁgsearch is relevant but is held together by larger ideas

.
-
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and assumptions not empirical in nature. In curriculum innovation

part of these assumptions are the perspectives.

Y

Empirical research may erode the policy assumptions but this

\

occurs through a research tradition, not necessarily through indiwvidual
studies (Cohen and Garet, 1975). The relationship between research

and policy is "undiscipiined.ﬁ There is a loose and elusive interaction
amoﬁ§ applied research, climates of knowledge and belief and public

action" (p. 24). Policies and policy assumptions are shaped by

A

{
fragmentary -eficence.

N

The Follow Through project provides an example of this interaction.

~-

3
The evaluation contributed to the popularly devéloping belief that
¢ R
"basics are better' even eh:tgh the evaluation wa¥ limited to highly

selected disadvantaged youngsters in grades K-3 in stréngly atypical

gites. The evaluation, begun ten years before, was not designed to

answer the question al all. The concept of "basics" was introduced

N
into the stydy by the analysts in the last year or so of the evaluatim\ib

v .

_in an attempt to categorize and generalize about the Follow Through
&

approaches .

. \

]

N

The concept of "basics'" was taken from the public and professional
social climate.and applied to certaiﬁ_early childhood approaches after

the fatt. The "basics" concept was then seized upon by the media and

pu@hig&sg_iifpr6aﬁ that '"basics are beti;r." The generalization was

73
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applied to eéenghing and not simply to the Follow Through approaches.

~

Similarly Cohen and Weiss (1977) have shown that in the issue of
race within the schools, 5oth‘§ocial research and policf followed the _ ‘?%
"social sea changes" as different 'social enthusiasms" came into fashion.
Research and policy both‘contributedfto and responded to the larger social
* trends. The strong interaction between reséarch and public opinion is

not well understood.

Goirig beyond the argument that research affects policy in an undisciplined
way, we contend that the interpretive frameworks manifested in the perspec-
*
tives significantly gffect the research in turm. The Follow Through

- project itself was conceived within the framework of the technological &

perspective, though it may be understood from the other.two perspectives.

The traditional view of ssciaf research is that its purpose’is tok S)

ot clariﬁy\$oals and ptov#?e objective evidence for choosing alternative

means to given ends. It 'is assumed that there is broad agreement on the

goals of social policy in which there is a separatisn of the determ%nation

of ends (which is political) from the determination of means (which is
technical) in the Weberian tradition. The justification for applied

gocial inquiry is that it is instrumental in reducing conflict (Cohen

and Garet, 1975). This conception of policy and policy amalysis is itself

[N

derived from a tebhnological perspective.

J& o

. . . z

Cohen and Garet (1975) suggestad alternative assumptions about the

relaG}onship. They contended that policy-orjented research influences
¢ ~ , .

* [ “\ . . .
broad assumptions and beliefs, rather than particular decisions, ¢nd

- ¢
/

. l/
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that research is more likely to result in public controversy and debate than
rd

in convergent findings. Social inquiry is as much an attempt to interpret
the wo¥ld as it is .an attempt to predict and explain. As sucl{ it affects

H

the policy climate.

To a considerable degree .the federal government has a mofopoly on
social inquiry. It.sponsors an enormous amount of applied resea}-ch and
is. partially responsible for shaping él(e policy climate, .éven though often
government agencies are not fully aware of the effects of the inquiry ‘and
the loose.process by which‘ 1\ occurs. Consequently, the dis‘t‘ribution of
analytic resources is a -serious matter. Both prudence and pluralism‘ argue
for funding research and analyzing policy from all major perspectives,

because by affecting underlyiflg assumptions, federally sponsored

inquiry significantly affects s&hools.



- SOME CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMM%NDATIONS

1f there is a single theme that cha}aEterizes this monograph, it
can be sta:éd as faﬁlows: It is unrealistic to expecF that curriculum-
development policy can be formulated effectively in isolation from economic,
cultural, and political influemnces. That is, strategy based .on ali that
is- known today about curriculum development could easily prove ineffective
' tomorrow becAuse of unbfedictable events such as a major depression,
broad-sc#le domestic violence; the rise or fall of particular special-interest
groups, a new consensus bred of a rapid decline in the American standarﬁ.ok
living, or a ﬁew period'of American isolationism. Few people predicted }hat
- the Sovieé Union would be first in §pace, yet the launching of Sputnik I was
probably the .single most dramatic influence on_federal p&licy in the
curriculum field in the 1950s and 1960s. Similarly, if not quite as
dramatically or unpredictably, rising concerm about civil rights and the
growing power of special-interest groups had deep’effects‘on federal
education policy, as we have tri;d to poipf out, though few commentators
saw the{e events coming. The difficulty of wmaking predictioﬁs with
confiden;e is compounded by the suddenness with which influential ewvents
can transpire. A nuclear accident, an agsassination, the discovery Qs
. large~scale government (or private) fraud, a hostage incident, or a
shortage of a major commodity cJuld all have political and econogic

- ‘impact that would be felt quickly in the schools.

&
Furthermore, thete are many actors on the curriculum scene: teachers’

, : o
and their unions, local school board members, textbook pub11she%s and
writers, teicQ:keri. writers for the ma$s media, university professors, Ef

tharismatic politie%l leaders, and the‘gpecial—interest groups. It is not
. t
&
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clear that evem a wéll-articulated federal policy, by itself, would be
seen to have much|of an effect. With the school of thinking currently

? :
evident in governTentaI bureaus, there is a premium on direct, quick,

\

and obvious results. No doubt this demand is itself a reflection of

loss of confidence in our educational institutions, but congressmen, as
- N

- well as legislators at the state level,demand direct evidence of beneficial
results of public expenditure. Federal stra;egies‘that'recognize the

complexity of curriculum development and that therefore operate in a fashion

that is subtle or indirect may not be politically acceptable. Nevertheless,’

o e Since we see schools and edifational policy formulation as.diffuse and
- - " complex despite the cémtralizing trends we have tried to point out, we
. have no choice but to couch our conclusions and formulate our few recom=

-, mendations in this light. - >

First, however, we will summarize some of the conclusions we have

-

reached -- both those already described and a few in addition. ' Possibly
. » -
the main result of federal curriculum develoémeé;\activities during the

last two and a half decades is the fact that the Congress has become an

’ - - . [ . - . N b .
. : _ active participant in attempting toulnfluence the school curriculum. The
. ' entry by the federal government initial\ly seemed beneficial, and so
‘e ) . .
- wet little or no resigtance. Now, 59e federal presence is
- -

_more controversial, but it 'is unlikely to diminish. Under the broad banner

of improving national defense or protegting civil rights, the national

government is likely to continue responding to special-interest groups

depending on their power, or, if it emerges, to natjonal consensus about

. _some issue that suddenly seems clear to. the American public because af

. _ .
. - . »

.
. -
o>
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an unanticipated crisis.

Al

#Federal policy to date has resulted in programs that have ffected

-

the curriculum measurably, but modestly. There is some change in the

biology content now taught at the secondary~school level that can be
C ll? .
undation-supported projects,

though there has been little discernable change in the manﬁér in'yhich
teachers organize classrooms or présent ;éw materials,'hnd these latter
elements represénﬁgd a major gofl of the curriculum reformers. Some of
the change in content.has been effected through influence on the major

publishers and, to a lesser degree, on state-level textbook”adoption

3
\

agencies. - !

The mass media have used evaluation of federally supported prpjécts
-

to advance cg{?&in ideas about a desirable curriculum, such as the use
. . ' @
T\\of Follow Through data to create support for a 'basics' curriculum.

As we have tried to point out, the Follow Through project was not
inaugurated for the purposes it later was required to meet. The

A
federally supforted evaluation examined factors that loomed as importamt

only after the project had been in }Jrogress for many years. Herein lies

another potentially important lgefon. The time scale for public interest

-
-

in various education issues is not long. For a while, people are im-

"

. - | »
-~ terested in education of talented youngsters. 'A bit’ later, the focus may

shift to racial confljct ard the poor. Still later, the mass media feature

o .-\*&

stories about "joylessness" in classrooms, and later still the same writers

and reporters are talking about the need to return to fundamentals.



whipsawed, disaffected, and even resentful. Teachers, we think, have

AN
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‘f In such a climate, the teacher might be forgiven if he or she feels

been highly desirous of responding to educatiom&l concerns featured in

the mass media, and

sometimes-valiantly
singie time for the
of the rapid chanée
pressure becomes so

result of federal activit

[

they see themselves as having tried earnestly and

to meet the objectives that seem important at any

e

schools, but as they become confused and angry because

\

neducational priorities, their resistance to.external

mewhat strqpger.

We believe that one unanticipated

rriculum field has been a diminution

of confidence in teachers because wof public has‘heard'continually about

how the schools fall short, and weﬁl-publicized federal programs

P
are

o

developed with a crusading, reform mentality that questions the ability
1

(and sometimes the integrity) of practitiomers. In turn, teachers
N N .

-

become more resistantito external pressure.

what knowledge is gemer

*

. . ! . .
Furthermore, gve have tried to point out that federal activity has

A

.

.created new, specialized roles in educaiton like evaluator, counselor,

and curriculum developer that have tended to limit the professional

<

range of the classroom teacher and therefore, in a sense, deprofessionalize
L]

the traditional role by limiting the area for teacher judgment. The

result, to date, has<been to stress the didactic factors in the role

of a teacher. '
- >
LY v .
: While’t?e role of the federal government in classroom practice is

~

limited and indirect, the influence of the government on research is

profound. The federal gévernment has a strong influence indeed in deciding

»

A
«

‘o ?‘g P -s.

o

ated and how it should be propagated. However,

“-~-hecause education priorities seem to shift rapidly and resegfch and

NYAN

L)
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"+ studies that hel% to increase understanding of educational events.

S : -77 -
£

‘development activities take many years, there often is a mismatch

between research results and the alleviation of pressing educational
, 5 >
problems. This problem may be getting worse. As the Congress demands
W
‘research that "makes a difference", there is a tendency to suppprt

activities that show promise of rapid payoff. If the expected results

in ever-shorter periods of time are not forthcoming, %oliticians increase
. I )

- their preséuie._ There is less opportun%ty for careful and reflective

3

It seems to us, in thinking about future federal policy, that it
. ’ \

.

might be well to examipe more carefully the po:eﬁtial of the federal

~

government in influencing agencies that currently have responsibility
for curriéulum,. specifically textbook publishers and state-level

textbook adoption ageﬁbies and that studies ‘wmight be commissioned to
? . .
provide additional knowledge about how selection committees operate
ZEER .
and how textbook publishers design programs: Who serves on text-selection

committees? Who is chosen tofdévelop textbooks? Why? How do commercial,
pubif&hers view the mark¢t? What changes do state education agencies expect

as a result of textbook adoptions?

% f

Further, might there not be direct associations between federal

H

~

agencies and these groups to provide analytic support for the eritical

decisions that are made? What are the legal and ethical dimensions of

such relationships? Textbook houses exist to make a profit. What are;:?

- the prdhlems, then,,in using public funds to make their products more

suitable in meeting nationally determined needs? )

What about teachers? We hold to the view that biological imagery

é

-

80
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may be more useful in thinking about educational change than metaphors

»

drawn from factory production. There is enormous natural variat%on in

the American edgcatiodal~system. At any instant, some teachers seem
relatively effective in responding to the currently perceived priorities.
Other teachers seem less successful. What are the faq}gzé/;hat seem to .

characterize the more "adaptive” program? How might other teachers

become aware of and perhaps be influenced by such developments?

This view of educational change contrasts sharply with a fentality
that requires freSh and time-consuming development, then promolgaeion

of the results at a time when priorities might have shifted, It suggests

-
\ .

instead a reasonably comprehensive moﬁitaring of the educational system
such that practices that seem effective can be identifﬁed'directly

“and attempts iﬁitiated tb understand them. In turn, this approach suggests.
'a federal role that is relatfvely passive, one of sustaining co'ntins
description of existing practice, not exclusi&e.y or even primarily

4
~in teigs of test scores thatt§end to mask as giuch as they reveal, but

-

also detailed portrayals of téaching practice and classroom events from
which can be drawn information of considerable potential use to other

teachers. 49

To accompany such a sensing system, there might be consideration
given to periodic examinations of curriculum issues by specially selected

)

experts. Every five years, say; there might be an examination of the
matheﬁatics curriculum wiéh a view toward developing recommendations,

as was the case with the Cambridge Conference og Séienée and Mathematics.
For this purpose, some appropriate federal agency might work with the

$:elevant professional association -- say, the National Council of Teachers

of Mathematics -- augmenting the gfoup with prestigious individuals seen

a 81 | S
'.’q,:n‘ . . c .
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B

P . as representing public concerns.
-

Such a plan has the virtue of assuring regular review of the relation--

*

ship among national priorities, subject matter knowledge, and current

classroom practice. Depending on the accéggaggf of reports by such blue-
k: :
< : :

1
.

ribbon groups, commercial publishers, teacher organizations, and other -
‘- ' ¢ Iy
influential people might then strive to make modifications in their

-~

' programs -- perhaps drawing on ‘federal funds to be used as incentives.
.“ -

i
. -

This type of approach to curriculum deve lopment seems to honor both)

$ legitimate national interests and kacal'prerogatives.

) - . b 3 .
Another approach -that m;gbt be suggestive is the one inaugurated.with

support from the Carnegie Corporation to study lssues in higher educabion.

3 el

A distinguished national commission under the chairmanship of Clark Rerr
A embarked on‘an ambitious series of studies designed to illuminate issues -
’ : ) . Y o s

-in the~rapid1y changing field of higher education in ‘the 1960s and early

-

.
§m, 709. The regorts had no official standlng, yet many of thém proved hlghly
#suggegtxve as colleges and unxverslﬁigp facxng probléms associated with ”x’

"open eurollmentﬁ", financing, accreditation, ete. It may be desxrable

>

5; to consider the pOsSlblllty of creating national commissions that would . -

a - N

examxne educatloq/z issues beyond the appropriate curriculum in partlcular
' a .7 -

. subject matter-fxelds What about the goals of vocational education 1n

.

Amerlcan gecondary eduﬁ‘tlon ‘for example? Or g%relgn language education?
— . '3

Or the arts? . : , SR

w 14 s

’ hd ?
The Swedes dhve prided themselves®on the use of\zﬁgclal commissions \. .

2 . ~.,
i to deveIOp consensus. A d&sadvantage is thgt such commissions reflect * :
K
- _ professmnal and escabhshment: ratl&tham public viewpoints. It is a :

. ' . ¢
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*

LR

L RS .
.stablizing and focusing effect. «

. e
A
S
. & ’ Des
Y. ~ « v
. N
L]

» . : ' N : .
devic% by which elites shape public views (Kogan, 1979; Kogan and \
. . 0 .
Packwood, 1974). The reports also can tend to be evangelical rather
" than analytic. o \ ~

»
-

In Britain critics of national commissions, such as the Plowden

S - - . o .
report, cofftend that such\reports can‘only 'aggregate and articulate.

what the best schqols are oing . If successful, they may create ﬁew

. 4 .. ’ R .
orthodoxies that supp® s__ih1t1at1ves. Alse, they often dre direct

-
-

- , . . . .
projections of governmment views. On the other hand, in times of great

C e . . : ' .
fragmeatation, these disadyantages may be outweighed by the commission's

.. «

.

* . . Y,

re

« Conceivably a regularized process might minimize the dangers of -
. “’ 4
_ frenetic attempts to address serious problems during periods of rapidly
. . N *'

~

shifting values. Even if_s&Eh a procedure were not effective, it might
.in itself inject a staffT{;ing element il American educational policy.
Currently, policy makers simply react to crisis. Perhaps such behavior .

is an inevitable feature of our political systew’. But perhaps, too, at

. ! Tl ' : _

relatively small cost, gévernmental agencies can experimept with approaches
~ ce . l& -« - - :

that hgvé'less the characteristic of accusation and reform and more that

. » -

of ;gflection,}study, and adaptatién.' ' .-

It is clear .that we favor ‘strategies for edgﬁagion change that are
bas% to. the n;axi'.muin degree possible on teacher initiatives, appropriatelyg
1" 3 * -
. . ¥ - : - . . * v . ve .
infofmés?by considerations OQ\EEEE}C interest and naticnal goals. We .

A ) . @

are-gttracted*also-to‘approqches that show greatest promise .of en- : . ¢

# 7y ]

_ hancing ®he stabi]:ity ofwa'camplex system designeg] to megt many

Ty i .
. goalls,. some of whith, under analysis, are contradictory. . While we

- - .
! -8 :
[ S : :
.- @ . . -
. B N 1 . ]
" Fs .
‘ . . ' - ' *
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- - , ' - .
recognize our social policy preferences and the ideology that undergirds

them,. like most advocates of stability we see the conclusions drawn in

®

this monograph and our recommendations a$ realistic. Cycles of educational

reform seem neither to have produced many of{;he intended changes nor

have they.enhanced the strength of the system. Modest initiatives
L ] R v

~
.

illuminated by evolutionary iga§ery may be mo#fe effective in a large

and complex system than strategies that are directly interventionist.
£ . - - .
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