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U 5. DEPAATMENTOF HEALTH,

EDUCATION A WELFARE . L. . o o

= . HATIONAL INSTITUTE OF "PEAMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
- - EDUCATION : o MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN WEPRO: School Curricula: A Social-Psychological View ; \ .2 o .
OUCED EXACTLY AS HECEIVED ¥ HOM ; . ) y BLee FY\\?\?@ \QQ‘(T\TT\CLQ?
THE FEHS0H OF ORGANIZATION ORIGIN- | k}"l Phl "F’ é“’glkﬂ ﬂ"?f"jf‘ \

AHHG (R} Fﬁl‘dTS OF VIEW ﬁR UF‘INIEHE

SENTOFFICIAL NATIGNAL INSTITUTE OF TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY INFORMATION CENTER (ERICY”
Schoallng is con:erned \\'lth tnms:mttmg what society believes should be

learned. Its main purpose is to "exchange 1ded5, resources and people through
network of communication systems. The curriculum as taught is an example of

such a communication system’ (Skilbeck. 1976). But, as everyone knows, schooling

is also used as a form of social control, a distributor of life-chances. Added to

ED191545

which, as Silberman (1970) said, the teacher is concerned with much that does not
exist in .hard concrete forms: with procedures, with attitudes and feelings which

act as mediators in ths moving and changing process of socialization.

F

The socialization of the yaﬁng, however, is not é'oneﬁway_pracess, and |
eﬂuéaﬁian -~ as one part of the sacializaﬁian Pr@cessr—e is interpreted, sele cted
from, adj;st%d to and internalized on the basis of the expirience of the learner.
Thatsisg one not Only,teashés saﬁe thing but some one. What ié piesenﬁeé,:the '
’curriéﬁlum, has a. transactional ﬁature; |

Curriculum arises fram=a'history of ﬁergeptiaﬁs erchildéreariﬁg and of

culture; it operates within partlc:ular institutions which have real. pe:)ple as ™

staff; it operates with todays chlldren; not yasterday's; and it is institutionalized

and ritualized as an artifact of the culture. Sccia},psiéhclogy focuses on' the

interactions between individual psychology andrsgqgal systems. It is the purpose

RS

of this paper to bring the perceptions of a social psychologist to bear on

.curricula as currently taught;tb individuals and by individuals within the school

7 system. _E ! 7

W Much of what is tAaﬁght: in sqhoé}s nay strike one as hardly worth k'ﬂf]i;?ing és

a éhii&; lét aléng as an adult. Once, whgn-I wa5 a éixth-former, one of my ffiéndﬁ

studying ecénnm§c§ estimated that 90% of what hé was learning and had been learning

over the pagt;twc years either'wgé out gf date, in strict ﬁtilitarian terms, or was

gﬁ:::s-, related ta-the_immédiate gcal of passing éSaminations‘ Now, of ccurse;_hg could
haVé-bEEﬁ wrong - and children"s viewé of what is usefullare né£ the oniy

T ’ - : : I
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;c:iteria to employ by any means. Indeed, I would wiéh-tq strongly assert
that a2 curriculum shauld always include gpﬂartun1ty to study the "useless!
as well as the usefulﬁ

Many people take an extremely "meén; to-ends" v1ew of the curriculum.
They see the curriculum in the same.way that they view an assembly Iiné
process in a factory. They apply the same criteria. Does the!"prcduct"
sell; is it good value for the money? Thév '%ke the view that education is

.of llttle or no value in itself. It leads sémewhere; it gets you something.
‘It makes you ricﬁer; it gives you pfestiga;/ér ithat vefytleast)_meets an

éxpreésed societal néadi If it doesn't me§é any of thésa requirements, you
scrap it.. Such views are aften_"héady" ané persuasive stuff. ﬁbéenvér;

they fall into place with many an adolescent's views of relevance. Of

- / :
themselves these views can lend great weight in the shaping of a turriculum.
. If II
But of themselves they can easily become materialistic, shallow and mis-
/ N ) f

educative. I believe the'curriculum in/ most schools represents at best an
uneasy compromise between on one hand; the "cultural repository," traditianal”

and ritualistic time-filling, utilitarian possil v ani, on the othér’hand

: . . R i H - ,
idiosyncratic, teacher-originated acaﬁemic habbiési _ : |
1]
A téachér walklnﬁ into the ”lESSIDDm is usually grgdlted with kn%hlng

what ideas she or he hopeg to deal with in the ensuing session. EXPETIEHEEd
teachers will probably be acutely aware of the prablems and pltfalls likely

-to occur in the sequénclng of ideas. Such teachers w;ll be aware Qf the

: : /
constant need to be monitoring th%—resp nse Df PuPllS in ‘order.to alter and

madlfy the. 1eve1 anﬁ "flt" of th%/materlal Experienced teachers will be

well aware that the shaping of T%:h,of the curriculum lies outside their
hands. There are constraints uﬁén teachers, upon their presentation and

upon their pupils’ reception-ogitheir ideas. No matter how varied the

|
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pedagégical style, how attractiye the packagiﬂg of knowledge, the
content will be to a large extént.dgtefmined by many factors totasi:.
beyond the teacher's control. For instance, the kﬂ@tfledgé the .= s
deals in will clearly be, at least in part, a portion of some es. . i
cultural repository. It will have been shaped, altered, explored au -
redeﬁined by mény ﬁinds and rany social processes. Neither a particulai
subject nor the ﬁaﬁélzs;hnal curriculum just "happens." ‘Bath depend vpon
a conplex mixture of factors which interact in any given society. Thouwe
factors whighrinfluence the peécher‘s transactions with his or her pupils
can be théugﬁt of simﬁlistically'in terms of relative immédiaﬁy in impuct
or af-diééamce. Mr. Jones, in teaching‘classics on aeFriday gfterﬂoan to

a class of bored fifteen-year-olds, is likely to be most immeéiatély

of the subject Gi simply of the importance of ''meal tickets' earned by
paésing exéminatéﬂnsﬁ He may'wish to focus enthusiasm and encourage
interest in aésthéticifgrm for its own sake, but unless hé.is extfemely
iucky; the immadiaté ccnétfaints ﬁill dcm@nate; and the lessons will be
valued for pragmatic consideracions rather than as part of lang-terﬁ
learning. ahiditi@ﬁaily; anﬁ as is well kﬁawn, any é&haql curriculum as a
whole will have beenisubjécteé to manipulation aﬁd reshaging as scciaily(
validated kﬁgwiedge. Mr. Jones' Létiu lessons, whilé still regarded as
uséfﬁl bas?s for further edugatiaﬁ,,wili f@r.the most part be disregaided
and only endured és prerequisite to professicnal entry ér,gcéesé to further
educaticn: In short, hiéglatin lessons wili be considered by pupils, as well
as by society ;t large, a% having less immediate Gr_pbvigusivélidity thén,
:*éay, physiecs: or mathemétics,!since théggpparent instrémeﬁtal use of the
vsubjacfkmatter usﬁally has some considerable beagingrupén;attitudes gngted

towards that- subject.




I think that any curr;culum must combine hard-nosed analysis
(apropos of soclietal ICIQVAHQS] with utégian imagination. Indeed, it is
precisely the balance between thase two extremes which is at the heart of

mqst Statements of educatio 1 It is this balance too, which; in

" U’]\

non-acthoritarian societies, can so depend upon teacher skills and imagination.
As Shipman (1972) has said, eventually the curriculum cousists of "accommodation

and compromise, a mixture of horse trading and horse sense

As a large number of educationists have pointed out, even where there

O
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~ a system of Lelief and values. When such a system is not in harmony with

-ago as 1946, - -~

is Substgntlai agrsement on the core of "teachable units" in a glven
curriculum, those elements taught are as much affected by the interaction
(the transaction between teacher and taught) as they are by the actual content.

One important element in the interaction is the teacher's understanding of

‘the ;ﬁildren’s beliefs and values. Any system of schooling is embedded in o

the beliefs and .values of the children, or not able to draw upén some of /

L= ;,’,,!VV—,,A{x,,,; S . - s o s o= - s /
their concerns, the curriculum is in danger of becoming at best ineffective

and at'worst almost usel,s Thus knowledge of the values and attitudes of

the zhildren;-while not the only information to be heeded, hasllgng been

considered essential for devisiﬂg an effective curriculum.

One of the more di'sturbin balaﬁces in curriculum studies which I

‘have noticed over recent years is the tendency for the field to becnmé

dominated by sociologists and administrators. In_Eﬁgléﬁ&; the recent thirty or

jsaAﬂPen University units on curriculum design and development (E.203 Educatioaal

Studles) réflected this deiﬂatIGﬁ AIﬁ that second lével degree course. only

five percent Gf the c@ntrlbutlfns empha51zed psychological issues (Gammage, 1976).
0f course, 'to understand the zurr;:ulumnene must assuredly look =zt the

surfoundiﬁg cultural, economic and idelogical circusmstances. éut one must

. 1 o .
also look at the "recipients'" and "actors" in the learning process. As long

=
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Jersild (1948) was attempting %o apply many of the findings of human
development and developmental psychology to specific curriculum problems.
Mﬁny discussions of the school curriculum hln@e upon three closely

intérrelated questions. Some writers have seen them as a sort of aducatlcn

Merinity."

Figure 1. Basic Questions of the Curriculum.

' Cleariy,'the "what!' is extremely complex. Moreover, it is commdnl}
discussed at. two quite fundamentally different levels.  Level A(l)- concerns
the culture as a whole: the purpose of schooling, the role of the school and

0

Iy

© the teacher in a given society, as well as political and ideological views

 that society's stru:ture-r Textbooks abound iﬁ this=field'=$§me with an

o

o:
avowedly palltlcal flavor, such-as Dale (1976); some more QEV1nu51y neutral
in tone, such as Lawtanﬁ{lg?sj; some truly zeminal in my opinion, such as |
Warn@ck C1977) But,sugh-EQGES; while often extremely stimulating, tend, in
 ‘my exper,e ice, to have. little effect upon tﬁaée-éngaged at the ﬁchalk fécef"

| This mayvi’é pity, bu€~the practitianers are mjreiééncerﬁed with level A(2),
that is, with the "what" Iega:dlng the content of a particular program or’
serles of prﬂgréms in a glven type Df school. This 1ev31 is ma;E aften dealt
-‘?1th by adm1n15tratursi 1earn1ng theorlsts SHbJECt speclallsts aﬁd cusriculum
| thaﬁriétsn “Rézipe“ b@éks apound and appear to be well used CWaIw1éR; 397
Nicholls and Nicholls, 1978). While there is an obvious igterfelatianszﬁp |
between A, 1) and A(E}, as demcﬁﬂtrated far ekamﬁle in Nyrere'f?c1@é7)

famaus pape: or in Eranfenbrunner TWO Worlds of Chlldhaod (1970}, practiglng




teachers can rarely afford the luxury of dwelling for too long on such
connections, -and they tend to move rapidly from content to timing, to the
"when'" of the curriculum process.

Indeed, when one makes even the most simplistic analysis of a

curriculum in regard to content, one realizes that, for all the many and

complex analyses of 'what," it is the "when'" which has oftcn been the

most fruitful factor guiding teachers. Let us examine this iﬁ ﬁgré detaii.
Although the "when" inevitably hag;avertonés‘af both ﬁwhat“ and %hcw}“
it is generally discussed_in'tarms af éppropriate timing, Indeed, for maﬁy
teachers of young childrgn this hasrﬁe:ame the central feature vatheir
curriculum;planning;:Eften prc#idiﬁé, in limited terms, tﬁg‘rltianale and
justificaiién for both content anéfégggggggggg} fradiéianally;:psychaiﬁgists
have hai a considerable amount t@itoﬁtribute here and have attemp;ed to

identify key issues.- Evans (1975) and others have described such issues in

" B(1) ‘§§q§§nci§gr§h§ stages of human deyg}ggmgntvangr}garningf

Psychologists of/ very different orientations have a lot to
/’ ST
_ / L 7 L o
: say here. Indeed, this might be regarded as the most fruitful
i o / : S T
/ strand in curticulum theory. Its effects on content have been

considerable! One thinkﬁ'immediafely of Piaget, Kohlberg,

A _ Erkison, or Bruner, and tEeir thécziés of child learning
/ . and saciaiizatién which appear to have had a direct effect
. / . . = =
upon the/curriéulum=Ce.g;;'Nuffield Maths, Science 5-13,

The Middlc Years Project, Heaith_EducatiQn Project, Ypsilanti’

Languggé Curriculum, M,AEC;O;S;,SﬂgéhﬁigiS;;Qjéct; to mention

but a few). Clearly,'magyféﬁch curricular packages or
pfqﬁosals:héfe been based on theories of human develapméﬁt
;gq}rentlyjfashienablé and employed as blueprints by the

/ " g . .
curriculum architects. -




B(2)

B(3)

--;English/Humaﬂities work s clearly also relevant.

B(4)

Idgntifyiﬁg»apprgé;igte 1§ﬁrniﬁg75;;agegie§, Referred to

here are those theories relating the cognitive style of the '
learner to whét is being learned. Notions of timing are not
so appropriate here but tend to be ém?loyei as a part of the
total explanation, sometimes with reference to d.velopmental

sequences. Though one may find evidence to suggest a considerable

~ amount of research work in this atea, I would assert that there

has been little direct spin-off for the curriculum as yet.

Eusgginipgvg@g§v§;ian,andvanhagcingife§§5§;kf There is much

diverse work by psychologists here. The principal theorists
have been behaviorists; - hut among’ﬂther majﬂr contributors -
have been- some ver§ differenZIY oriented social psychologists,
anﬁ even somezpsyghadynamitally orientated edu;atianists,
notably Morris (1972). . Here, Scmekgf the Schools Councii

gl ) Sevgral

English Local Educaticnal Authorities have recently concentrated-

~on the issue, proposing revised systems of diagnosis and

recording in the primafy’school Ccﬁrfently of the profile or

log type).

14

Isolating logical sequénces of hieraichies within the

stru::trprgpg‘the sg’bjégt;jis;ig’line, ,g;’-ia;:g:é@ ,tﬁﬁj:e learned.

Gagné (1962) is @ne éf the noted ih;@risté here. His ideas

concerning task analysis-taxonomy approaches to instruction
(and it should be emphasized that Gagnéfsees instruction as

only one aspect of education) center upon the arrangement of

conditions which facilitate learning in regard to both vertical -
and lateral transfer. There. are other theorists (particularly

7



in the U.S.) Hh@vhéld that task analysis yields suggestions
.concerning tﬁe épprépriate séqu§ncing and structuring of
the material to be 1éarr.e3d?" As- Gagne (1969) has pclnted
‘out, this is not a new idea. ILS bases go back to Herbart

. ‘ and earlier. It is én eclectic theory drawing on work as
diverse as that of Thorndike, Piaget ahd Paviov.

Closely connected with the "what" and "wheﬁ' is the question of '"how"
one carries out the transactions ﬁith the child. This does, of course;
throw cée back to éonsidératioﬁs”uf the child's levels of cognitive develop-
meni and‘saphistication. 'Teaching methods which aﬁpear suitable at one
stage maf not neceSsarily be-suiféble at the next} In this respect it may‘
strike one as somewhat strznge that, in Englanl one is likely to QbSETVE
young children choosing, or'ganlzlng, and selet:tlng LhElI‘ leaﬁlng EAPEI‘I.ETXCES
and sometimes even the material to be emplayed WhllE at secondary and
hlgP*tziévgls dlctactlc exposition and limited student choice are often the
‘DIdéT of the day. Overall thié is éﬂ aspect of the curficulum in which
relationships and the quality of fhe transaetioﬁs are ccming'mmre_aﬁd more
under scrutiny, an area where mutuality (to usé Morris's térm) has become
’af'majai interest to curriculum theofists‘and educationists in general.”

Often, the most fm.ldamental of all quastmns ;about the currlcuium.——
-"why?" is ¢eft unasked and unanswered. thably,/it‘ls omitted ‘in most -
,nfficlal pronouncements because it is so difficult to answer. Why teach

this or that? Why this canteﬁt as,@ppssei to that? Why this fiming as

Dpposéd to thae? Why this method as opposed to that? Furthermore,  the
_ "why" of théAcurricqlum underscores one of the major conflicts in the: -

rati@nale for edugatiaﬁ with ‘respect to bath'content and method. The two

conflic g ationales are pefhaps best set out as. follows.




A@tording'to one view, education, and hEﬁCé-by implication the
zurri:ulum;iis primirily concerned with prepariﬁg children to serve the -
future soéiety, chce, the immediate ﬁeeds and interests of children must
recieve secondary cansidé?acian to projected societal needs. Put in its
extreme forﬁ; as Stalin is fEPOTtEd to ﬁaﬁe‘said to H. G. .Wells, education
is a ﬁweapon" and te§chers hold the front line in the battle for the mind
and thus for the supéorf of a certain sorﬁ of societal structure. Clearly,
the 11ne between indoctrination and education beg@mes very tenuous here.  It- - -
is hard not to seavthe fﬂrgé of such views when reading the educational
pronouncements of devaloping natioﬁs, or even when reading, for instance,
the preambles to English Education Acts.

Opposing such a perspectlve are those who believe that educatlon should
be based on the immediate needs and iﬁtereSts-of children; tha£ iéf that
subsequent responsibilities and societal needs should b ‘ubardinatéd to
the :hild's'naeési For the curriculum to be effective, they a:gﬁé, both

content and transaction must be in tune with the paientlallti es of the

ind;VLdualf"

Clearly the first view, in its extreme form, underlies a curriculum

based upon an analysis of what a society réquires generally in order to

succeed or to provide for 'satisfactory" adult role- playlng- Such views
are often, though by no means always, ccnccmltant w1th overt politicization.

Sometimes, as géigﬁe‘casé of;Freire's methgds in Brazil in the early 1960*5;

educaticn and particular curricula are used as tools for the expansion of

£
il

political cOnsclcusness, for what Fr31re termed concientizacao or "consciousness

ralslng," (Stress=upon group identity, allag;aﬁ;e and duty are, however,
; _

the more usual forms of politicization; see Bronfenbrenner, "1970, op. cit.).

A
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The'secand‘view is bascd-upén the assumption that a "full” and
"complete' daily existence during childhood is the best insurance for
successful adultheood Ca,view!with which I hayeAéggg sympathy and one which
gains a meésure of support from various branches of psychology and even from =
_ biograﬁﬁy)i Great pfoblems lie beneath such child centered assumptions,
= howevar. Wﬁat are the real 'needs' of children? Who assesses then? How
are they perceived?
Inall and Put‘!:i_-ygésiﬂs the bulk ot currlculum theory, any practical
consideration of the social psychological constraiﬁts upon the curricuium
would lead me to, believe that the prime iﬁfluences upon the curri:uium are -
thésé depicted in the falléwing diagram.
Flgure 2, Primary_Fa s Affecting the Curriculum
LS : - S — - - _—
- | the nature of the suéjec; .

-t . i e L matnrial or of the ldeas ]
concernad . ..

1 . 2 -
E"érterlng charzoter— . i l " ' - \ : 3
istics of ths learnars oy \, ,;‘,,”, U
111(11 1&3 al dlff'ﬁéeng‘—s 1 I ey ‘CUP;RT;C-UL A8 R .
lev2lopmental, psycho= R i I —
gical and 592131}; k 7 ¥ - :

]

LO

i rlnrrnwmnW

“Iha ﬁfganlzatlﬁn of i : Personality variables of | , -
plant and pe fsanpﬁl K o teacher (enthusizams,
(comzunication” .- - | =ptitudes end teaching
structures and social-. . _ styles)
‘psychology of, the . R .
institution) - . S

Natg .
Erﬂken lines" represent possible 1ntaract13n
" Solid lines represent major pressures




In England, and to a small extent_iﬁ North America, it would seem
that primary/elementary schools have? by and large, been fairly successful
in gccommodating influences one and five. This is partly because such schools
aie relatiﬁelyAsmall and intimate . (the average English urban ﬁrimary school

has about ten to twelve staff members); partly it is an outcome of the long

 traditions of nonspecialist and polymathic teaching in such schools. . Both

factors have contributed to leési?é}ééhiaiiéﬁ:iﬁ”iﬁaffidﬁéi”aféééméf’fhé”*"""

Qurriculum than. is usually poszible at later, more specialized Stages af.
education. In such small schcols the communication structure is much mare
jnformal than in secondary schools. If decisions conceirning zhangés in
Pedégagy, style and content are requifed,,theéé can be effected quickly and

simply. Diffemént class groupings, team teaching, the sharing of common
: /

- core "subject" concerns, all combine to produce less protective attitudes

on the part of the teachers towards every particular curriculum subject.

Added to this "looser framing" (see Bernstein, 1971) are what many infant

.and kindergarten teachers quld,describe as the "facts of 1ife, ¥ that

children come to recept i n classes or first grades at suéh:abvibusly;diYETSE
ability levels within a given curriculum. All this invites and indeed
campels ‘the prlmary teacher to comcentrate Eantlnually upan the fazllltatlan

of dlfferentlal access to the currlculum far dlfferEﬁt chlldren w1th1n the

same class or group. Additionally, and. especially in English Prlmarr‘52h3015;

traditions af"learnlﬂg alangs;de the Ehlld" affect th§ role af the teacher

so that his or her 9551t10n is not that of the "fountainhezd," sprlnkllng

£

’dlmlnlshed by exploratlon or. admissions of Unﬂertalﬂtya Rather, the primary

teacher's talentsg as Wllsgn (1962) put 1t, aré spread pretty thlﬂlX}Eﬂd

modern teaching styles cgnstantly tend to reinforce an awareness of width

u
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faﬁd ahallawneés rﬂther than af depth. U .

It zauld be said, however that primary schoals haVE not done partic 1ar1y

'WEil'iniTE;pect ta 1nf1uences two.-and thre&.. Frequently there has been weak or -
,;ﬂéffec tive aﬂaly51s nf the dlSClPllﬁe or kngwledge area b31ﬂg taught There have
_been some suﬁgestlgnsr taa,‘that-certaln aspezts of the curriculum=are not as |

_Ssyst matlcally developed as they mlght be -- math geauraghy and history b31ng

iith the more
\\, v

particular there is evidence, as shown in Land's (1963) early work and through the

more recent work of Griffiths (1974), that the subject is not particularly well
handled in the primary schools. Often, too, aims and ohjectives are expressed
in vagué and general terms such that translation to the day-to-day "system
maintenance'" of the school becomer well nigh impossible.

By 1979, all English Local Education Authorities, throug:. their Advisory or
Inspectorate services, had instituted working parties to carry out more careful
analysis and evaluation with respect to influences one, two and threce, and
cumulative core subject profiles were already beginning to bear upon the shaping
of basic skills curricula more directly (noticeably in Oxfordshire, in the Inner
London Education Authority, in the counties of Avon, Wiltshire and Sorersetshire,
as well as in many others.) Even in the "ad hoc¢" and highly differentiated
Prav%sion of pre=school curricula {ages Z to 5 years) the British Association of
Early Childhood Education r%comﬁended (August, 1979) that their organization take
steps to fund projects focusing research on more systematic early childhood
curricula. The Department of Education Assessment and Performance Unit (A.P.U.,
established by the Department of Education and Science, 1975), somewhat akin to
the American N.A.E.P., is likewise seriously occupied in the feuasibility of more
careful guidance and monitoring of the curriculum in middle childhood and
adolescence. Norm- and cr'terlion-refercnced asscssment are under active

consideration. Both the Schools Council and the Regional Boards have alse set

up inquiries into, or courses on, assessment techniques (Macintosh, 1978).
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Acé@unﬁabilityé cantinﬁiﬁy, and transfer from one stage of education té another
.have been serlous concerns of both the recent Department of Education and
-'.SEIEHQE majcr reports (D.E.S., 1978 1979) and the earller repart underl;nes
that one of the prlme aim5 of the primary schools must be to ensure thdt
curricula form a'fiImAbasis for succeeding stages, particularly in!régard to

o

basic skills. Articulation of the curriculum therefore becomes .an especially

- dominant theme in math,, functional ‘literacy and science.

Eﬁr’lh?&iié’,tﬁ!ﬂ A iJTX;QCIlI:il-]]\' TRNCEeaning L g ali b T At araraessaeh (r"f\nu_',ﬂr\vn;r\%'ln

such traditions, when combined with greater specialist knowlec f the teachers

—

e
o]
o

and the preoccupation with accreditation in terms of examinations (the "tickets"
to success in most advanced technological wocietics), have led to greater
success in the curriculum when del;nL with influinees two and three. However,

in my limited expericnce in o varicty of count tcs (the U.S., Cunada, the U.K.,

favcens to the currsicoelus, "Helling” timet. fles, vaciable

time/subject commitments, free choice and curricular "width" are not commonly
experiencad hy the thirteen o aivioon vear ald daloucent . Freanently ) such

a child 1s still Ygrouped,” "scet" or "streamed' accordire to ability, or ac: srding
to a restricted choice of specialization and combination of subjects. Indecd, in
the large comprehensive, collegiate ot high school, there are many factors
operating within the organizati«a which make curiiculum flexi ility and differential

impossible to achieve. Communication st-ucturcs tccome channelled

and hierarchized, traditions amd subiect validation hacden, aed sost stadents
=
ert Fliwmmgiml SdamEl s T mamElame o siee Mol il e o117 [ S T 1.1« - et I T S I

entering characteristics of the many students from a variety of primary institutions

are not acknowledged except in the c-udest of groapings.  Those of us vwho are

familiar with the problems of resource and remedial teachers, with the difficullies

encountered by tecachers of new subject arcas (such as consumer educiation, a. - well
awarc that the introduct v of a difterent aspect of the urriculum into o already

frozen, crowded and competitive situation may .cll lead to despair and conflict

ERIC
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.amcng the staff, : . :
Tﬁase omnibus features grouped under influence four 51111 need a’ great dealn h
‘mors research before even the ‘crudest of general z"tlﬂ, can be made about %héif
1 effect upon the :urrlculum_ Mutualltyé ccncern involvement, chéfisma; styles
and agpz’_faaches, all affect the ciassracm climate to a great Extént_ We kﬁcw
thét théy can be imgqrtéﬁt, but to what degree and in what caﬂtext we kﬁQJ less:

report, beyond the rather trite reiteration that, in the last resort, what

miradiglonwof-gescanehg '

teachers teach is themselves, not th:z subject. It is interesting to note that
(after a period of apparent disenchantment with psychodynamics and ego-psychology)
college courses -- at least those which I examined in England and some of those

I obscrved in-North America -- are beginning to focus on the models of healthy
personality as discussed in the theories of Allport, Maslbw, Rogers, Fromm and
others. Maslow's theories, in particular, seem tc form a2 prominent part of
educational and social psychology courses for teachers. BMost teachers are at
least minimally aware of the work of Coopersmith (1967), Gordon (1966), and

Gergen 7"H971), ond possibly of Rosenthal and Jicobson (1968). If the self concept
is as irportant as such writers would have us believe, then it clecarly has great
mp it ation for learning and for curriculum planning. Certainly a major aim in
any wurrivuium constrocrion should be to provide chances of success for the child.
How can children feel able unless they succeed. How will they go on learning in
the face of repeates failure? If children develop the self concept through
interaction with those around them, then clearly teachers are needed who are
capable o understanding and perceiving both their own and the child's views

of the w -1d.

It all, any social-psychological approach must serve to remind us of the

context and provess of intcraction, of the competing forces in the socializing

of the child. It must emphasize that school 1s concerned with socialization, and
it must ro. d us that socialization is about the attitudes, feelings and emotions
~f the person, as well as about the individual's cognitive construction of the

warld, But such as approach must also serve to remind us that socialization

ERIC 15
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*__Q\ Knawledgé traﬁsmitfeﬁ i's not necessar z knawled e

£

" tends towards conservation and the gcnfirmaticﬁ_of existing norms, values, and

-

social roles.- By implication, 1earh1ng and hence the curr1cu1um in schaéls :

is not merély the prﬂcess of absorbing and StDTlng facts; it is a Part of human

"develapment the dévelapment of the léarners as persons. .Thus, one returns to

the pai, of.emphasis in any §OEi§l=PSYEh,1Cgi al cbnsidargtiar nf Ehe curriculum:

Tc undertake
; T

T =
transm1551on w1thout IeflELtan on and attempting to ascertain the perceptions

of the learner 1s to engage in grossly incomplete forms of curriculum planning.
Image and perception are not necessarily congruent. The entering characteristics
of the learners are vital ingredients, possibly the most vital ingredients, in
the production of meaningful, well matched, well designed school learning. I

would be happier if current tomes on curriculum theory expressed this more clearly.
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~ NOTES

. f.-.“:,

1. Far instance, and to pursue ‘the example given earller, it is
’ ' common ior people to dscribe like or dislike for particular
subgect areas and for their associated success or failure
in. terms c@nc31n1ng their perceptions of the teacher:

i.e., %I didn't get on with Latin because,.the teacher didn' t

ol

i |
L 1lke me,/was unpleasant etc."

TN 2. It has always sgzgck me a; rather curious that currigulum
W"tmthe most part —enti.c—:-s upon schodl rather ‘han
' " upon institutions of further and higher education. Is this
part of the tradition that teachers of students over the
age of eighteen need no pedagogical training, while teachers
of young children and adolescents do? ' ' :

3. D.E.S. (The Buliock Report) A Language for Life, H.M.S.0.
1975, ' -

Society makes its most conscious and concerted attempt at
developing children's attitudes and beliefs. through the

schoul curriculum. These are made through policy documents
centrally inspired "guide lines" and discussion papers (such
as D.E.S5. paper on the Curriculum, Four Subjects for Debate
H.M.5.0. 1977), through systems of license and inspection,
through local or provincial advisory systems, through public
and externally validated examinations, through teacher . :
training courses and text-books, throuﬂh research and develop-
ment bodies (such as the Schools Council in the U K.).

4. In North America there_is“much greater emphasis on vocational
aspects of education, particularly for age groups of sixteen
years onward in the Collegiate and Senidr High Schools.

5. A pfocess of'SPrinkling from a fouﬁtainhéad, or of attempting
to "wet each child equally," as a colleague put it.

6. See especially the work of Gonod, L., Biddle, B. and Brophy, J.

Teachers Make a Difference, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1975,
_where, in referring to various studies'of teacher effectiveness,
they report work showing that different styles, methodologies
and structures are required for different types of pupils at
different age levels. And say "in general it appears that’
indirect teaching is probably effective, but only after
students have mastered the fundamental tool skills and work
habits required to assure responsibility for undertaking

and maintaining their own learning efforts" (Ibid p.76).

And I quote:'the findings suggest that low SES students with
minimal skills will progress most rapidly in the early grades
in a calﬂfully planned and teacher structured learning enviorn-
ment..... It should be noted, however, that although this -
appears the best initial strategy fex teaching such students,
the strategy becomes less effe;tlve to the extent that 1t
succeeds!' (p. 78) '
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