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;HE\LQGIC,OF CUBRICULUM POLICY DELIBERATION:

! , ® .
AN 'ANALYTIC STUDY FROM SCIENCE’EﬁUCATION ’ .o

v . o, .

¢« 4 Graham W.F. Orpwood T

'
- N . ¥y

. This study is aimed at. improving our understanding of qertain aspectd
»

of the process of curriculum mahing in schools. Every sch001 has what
\ <

it calls its curriculum, ies plans for teaching its students. And ~ - }
N . S ‘
- - : * ‘A' ' S
M. K curriculum theory, is the body of knowledge by‘which the curriculum and

N

. the process of ite ‘development can be understgod. At.is thef argument .

A3

v [

. of this thesis, however, in respect of certain features of the o~ -
) curriculum making progess—-the ways in which alternatives are -
Ay [ AS
deliberated over,<$he types; of reasons entertained for preferring one ' -

N P e . g wemieae

. -
alternative over andther, and the basis on which some proposalsg are

ultimdtely accepted and others rejected~-that curriculum theory is

A

: . unable at present to prbvide the basis for such an understanding. The * 1
g task of the study 1is, then, the develmeent and" appraisal of a fresh

. ‘ 'cgnceptualisation of these asgects of the curriculum deliberation

A RS g - - o ) - . \

>

process. ?

’

e , - Two cdnceptual features form the theoretical foundation.of

this study. First, curricula are cqnceptuaiised as 'a type of policy--

3 o
. . rdles, plans, or guides for determining what shall- be taught in
> v . \‘ :




spetific situations. - As such, they'pos;ess both rational content and

bolifi?ai *force, and the process of curriculum making must‘be seen in \

. the'light of this duality. Second,, the deldiberative brocess of o

durriculum policymaking is considered to possess a logic—-at once, an
° o T rf‘*’.
account of what currigulqm policymakers do and an idealisation of that .

M toy © . 4

agtivity.

‘
[3 ‘. . v

. " On the basis of these concepts, and using philosophical '

analyses of rational argument -(by Toulmin) and of the deliberative

process (by Baier),, a‘framework is developed for the analysis of the

A discourse of cdrr{culum policy deliberation. This framework is tested -

- through the analysis of transcribed samples of deliberatidn.nbtaiped

from a science curriculum committee at which the investigator was a
. -

participant-observer. This analysis enables both the identification of°
——

[}

- ! .
logical elements of deliberative discourse and also a discussion of
their relattonship. Followipg this trial analysis, the framework is

appraised and ‘refined in the‘light of thgrzapraisal. The srudy . .

L concludes with a discussion of the :heoretical and practical ~

significance of this research.
? . -
] ) : Cvog
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Chapter 1

UNDERSTANDING CURRICULUM DELLBERATION: A GOAL FOR RESEARCH

- [
.
L

¢

- . .
.

’

Every scheol has what it calls its curriculum, plans for teaching its

-

students. And, given the overall educational purposes of schools, what
. .

is\contained in the. curriculum is a matter of obvious importance.

Important too is the process used to*determine the curriculum. Now it
; . . .

‘v 1is reasonable to éxpect that the body of knowledge known as “"curriculum

theory” will provide the terms and, concepts with which this process can

be understodd. Lf it should fail to do so, or if its conceptualisation

-

is inadequate, then not only does the process of curriculum making

remain inadeéquately ‘understood but, more importantly, educational
L}
practitioners concerned with changing-and improving the curriculum are

-

unable to reflect systematicallf and critically on their own

experience. -
! -

M 4
This study is concerned with certain features of the

curriculum making process,vincluding'the’Ways in which alternatives are

-

argued over, tke types of reasond entertalned for preferring one option

e

-

_~over another, and the basis on which some propdsals’ are ultimately

e

) . o ‘
accepted and others rejected. I shall argue that,'in respect of these

features at least, curriculum theory in its present state appears

unable to provide the basis for an adequate understanding of the

N

process. * The task of the study can then be seen as an attempt to

’ redress this lack of adequate curriculum theory by developing a fresh

L

conceptualisation of one aspect’, of the process of curriculym making,\\

But first, the area of practice on which the study is ¥ocusged must be

-
-

outlined more precisely.
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.Currichlum,Debiberation . - ' ' .

[ @ *

;. . Teaching is a sufficiently compléx and important activity that the need

P ‘e prepare and plan for it carefully is generally acknowledged. Of .
. - 7 :

course, the curriculum actually experienced by students in'a classroom

.
@ L 4 L4 ®

is not always exactly the one that was plannéd._ But nevertheless the

expectation is that, by making wcertain strategic decisions in .advance, _
- __classroom events-will have an overall shape apd purpose which they
R .

T would lack in the 'absence of such planning; The ultimate curriculum

planner is clearly the individual teacher who must plan-specifically‘

s

/fof each lesson in the Lighﬂ'of the specific c%rcumstances of his

situation. i
But the substance of a teacher's leséin plan is not created .

~ .

' . - de Hbvo for each sgpératq occasion by the teacher working‘indepéndentlyz‘
from scratch; The decision by téacher X Yo .teach éubject*matter Loﬁic \ﬁ

L

.  Arusing strategy B on a particular day is simply. the last in a chain or

. network of decisions ihe.rest of .which ﬁave'been madg on previous

occasions. ‘Some of these egrlier decisions may have been the teacher's

N .
Iy ~

‘own, made, for example, in course of planning work for the year, _ term,

°

\ or Week. But others are likely to have been made elsewhere: at school
, lev l,'at school board level, or even at the level of the Mihistry of

Education. But whatever the fe*él at which the decisions are made,

\ .

they-tombiné go fprm’a context which sets limits within which the

. t
.

teacher conducte his ‘own planning for his specific situation. v

. But still the question rémains: how are such context~forming

decisions made? By what type>of process .using what mechanlsms? The

varieties ‘of both curriculum practice and prescription provide ample
. , % . < R ®

rJ

¢
=
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. « evidence that curriculum policies are not self-ev}dently correct; they

.

3,

. : must, in some way, be determined. Furthermore, ‘they cannot be

4 discovered or deduced scientifically either. This fact of currigulum

life has often oceen ignored by 1nve§§igators who have nevertheless

) . A\

' attempted.to discover® “valid"” educational goals through empirical
. "\
‘research. A re=ent review (Orpwood 1980a) documents attempts of this
sort irr the field of stience education anﬁ criticiseé theiy underf&ing‘g

reasoning. Schwab (1970) describes the .propensity of curriculum

N workers to look to Lheoretical science for answers to their practical
- *~ N

s problems as an “inveterate, unexamined and mistaken reliance on theory”
/ (p. 1). He goes on to point out that Lheory "by its very characte;,

does not and cannot take accoumt of all the matters which are crucial—

)
) - .

to questions of what, who and how to Leayh, that is, theories cannot be

-

applied, as principles, to the solution of problems gonyerning what to
\ ' do with or for\real individuals, small groups, or real institutions
locateb in L%me and space——the subjects and clients of schooling and
"§cﬂool§”.(pp. 1-2). Curricula—-by their- nature; specific and practical
- . responges to real and unique situations--thus cannot)be\obJectively
de@PCed. They must be “determined through some process of-social\
. . decision making. - '

~ ¢ \

O‘—_‘~T\AW Brian Barry (1965), in an analysis of the types of procedure

by which social decisions can be made, identifies seven: combat; -
“ S,
-bargaining (involving real or 1mplied Lhrgats), discussion on merits,‘

voting; cﬁance, contest; and authoritative determination (pp. 85+ 90)

He goes on to point out that these afg‘"ideal Lypes and that, in .

i

practice, "mixed processes” involving more than one of the. basic

.
S
-~




-~

,Kéi deliberation is provided later in this dissertation. For the°present,

.

- .

L 4 ¢ .
s F .

procedures are often,uged to reach actual decisions. In determining

curricula, it would appear. that several of these might play a part. At .
first sight, "d‘scussion on merits” would appear to be the principal

. .

method but it is quite possible also that elements of several others }

»

(e.ge. “bargaining, 'voting," ad "a'uthor afive determination™) could

LI

— also play a role. ?learIy, this is an empiricalfquestion and only one
somewhat genera] assumption is made about it here. It is assumed that,'
i H

in a social democracy where the schipols and school officials are held

A publicly accountable, any process used to'determﬂne the curriculum

v
.

must involve, to a significant extent, consideration of its
defensibility, .or of Feasons why;it is.appropriate. And the'hame we

, glve to the processfﬁn which decisions are made taking,xeasons into

- - .
L. -

"account is “deliberation™. Further analysis' of the concept of

l

hd

Y
this informal definition is adequate for indicating,the focus of this

‘research. . - . .
. ; * ey =T
P s . : ' 4 _
' CN
‘ The Purpose of Curriculum Theory -~ :
o} ' P —
The area of* practice called curriculum deliberation has, then; been

e -

identified as problematic,(cf. Dewey 1938, p. 107) for the purposes of

‘. -

this studye. Ié should be noted that this desighation does not imply

A

R

that curriculum delibération is’, in actuality, practised badly (hbr, of

&

cButse, that it istbractised well either). What is implied is that theb

Y : —
area 1is confused or obscure, that it is not well ynderstoged in a formal

~ or systematic way. And in not udderstanding it, neither the’

practitioner,nor the theorist ‘can reflect on the practic€ of it in *a.

-4

’

oA
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-disciplined'or cbjecfivg'mannef.

@

. . 5 ‘
It is the task of curriculum theory
to. provide such understanding and discipline. -Dewey expressed the sare

idea most clearly: ' ’ .
. ) , ) ‘ - © .
Education is a mode of life, of action. As an act it is
wider than Science. The latter, however, renders those who
engage in .the éc; more intelligent, more thoughtful, more
aware of what they are about, and thus rectify and enrich
in the future what they have been doing in the past. (Dewey-
1929, pp. 75-76). . S "

1

Through examining, in general, how theory fn,educationlmight fulfill -~

this role, I shall identify three criteria by which existing cdrriéulum
— ’/

-

thgory may be assessed. -

There are, it would appear, three tasks which educational

-

theory should fulfill in relation to educational practice. It should

enable the observation of the practical phenomena,lit*shogld render

them c0mppéhénsiblé or coherent, and it should provide the basis for
their critical evaluation. Each of these three tasks 1is of
~ e - . e v

significance to both practitioner and theorist. and each warrants ‘some

further explication. .

Any form of obéervation,'as Hanson (1958) and others remind

N

us, is a "theory~laden” business. A teacher; an ;ducational !

“~
]

psychologist, and a parent may all watch a lesson being taught in a
classroom, but they will not necessarily report the same observations.

What one is trained to see, another will miss. And the difference

resides in the different tmﬁlicit conéeptualisations of the classroom

that each brings to the eiperience. In order that observation be

systematic, objective, and disciplined, an explicit and shared

conceptualisation of the phenomena must exiét. It is this fgsgtion of

*

I3

-




¢
s

.. correspondence\to the empirical phenomena of practice.

. -
. . 6 . " T,
.

theory that allows ane to talk of "seeing practice with theqry (Munby
/‘}

theoretical leﬁses.‘ The .

1980, p. 1) ‘and then to compare alternative

~ -

notion of theory as a prerequisite to observation has been discussed at. « |

@

length by philosophers of science and need not be>ﬁﬁrther expanded

If theory is indr:d intended =~ --

However, one point is important.
\ <!
to facilitate observathon, its concepts must have clear and direct

* This criterion

here.

C‘\

may appear to be ob

°

vious but it,is one on the basis of which some

- his The Nature of Physical Reality (1950).
*  "gorrespondence” 1s not, however, intended to

theoretical formulat{ons appear to fail. Observation, in summary, lies :>'

at the basis of any, descggptive-account of educational practice, ) ,

-~
~ N

whether by. participant ‘dr outsider. Thedry: provides both the | L '

theoretical categories and the linguistic tools with whtch descriptions . v_
. - ¢ g o -

can be formed. e ' : ‘\

. But ‘observation*and description of educational phenomena are
4 -

not enough: We wan%’to know what the phenomena are like, but we also

&want to knoWw why they are that way. A’nd- theory can aid im ' -
‘ understaﬁding and explaining the ¢ompléx phenomena of practice. An _f
o “ g

' adequateitheory cgn do this because its concepts are not just randomly

' selEcged intellectual 'abstractions but individual components in &

4 - - . .
nétwork of coherent thought. They hang together, as it were. This

©

. . L4
characteristic of coherence within a complete theorétical_frameWork is
* what permits the process of theoretical extrapolation leading to

[ * o

-

It also enables theories -from different areas to

practical prediction.

v

o | , . . . o '

-

’

- °

* This notion, of cprrespondence and (later) that of coherence are drawn

from Margenau's analysis of the formal requirements“of constructs in .
. The use of the term ~, .
imply a positivistic view

of the relationship between theory and observation.
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*

RN S . : .
' 7 . N =

. i
be iéhked’to eanh other thtough the recognition of common conceptual

- ~ ~

patterns. This is of particulay interest to the theoretician and

+

philosopheg of knowledge because it enables speculation on the nature

L

. of the theoretical field itself. While such speculation- (as Schwab

~ -

potnts out in relationpto curriculum theory)‘represents a "flight

from the subject of the field" (1970, ps 17), it can also contribute

' ‘much,to_Qun_undﬂrstanding of the nature 'of the enterprise and thus,

’

indirectly, to our coﬁduct-pf #t. The criterion for adequate theory

»

that is identified. here 1is, then;‘internai coherences _
* %
Finally, the ultimate purpose of understanding the phenOmena

’ /

of education practice better is that practice may thereby be improved.

-

Add a key component in the aycle of practice and improvement is the

§ .. I

. - 1) . ’ <.
.assessment or evaluation of the practitioner's efforts, either by the

practitioner himself, or by a: expert observer. From this assessment,

mistakes can be identified which, in turn, can’ form the basis of a

’

change in future performance. Without the evaluation, no specific’

Y

mistakes are identified, and the experiénce is, as it were, flat and

featureless., And for the: evaluative assessment to. be based on more

- s

“than just personal }ntuition, either of the observer or oBtthe .

U \

practitioner, there hust be standards or criteria, by which the conduct

of each part~of the process can be objectively assessed, and from which

4
’

. N .
suggestions for improvement can be derived.

b3

In the absence of theory no such standardd¢ are available and
I . ‘ -
_practitiongrs are therefore obliged to rely on the personal assessments
. 3 ' : 4
of other, more experienced, practitioners. And where differences of

opinion arise, there is no basig for choosing one over another except

. - ” N L]
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° i

on the basis of ome's confidence’ in their authors. No basis exists for
a discussion or :esqutioiigf differences. Dewey ‘suggests that ‘ .
disciplined reflection on experience is the professional duty of . .

educators, and recently Wise (1979)$rei£erated the suggestion.
Sifting through personal experience to pick out its lesson R
) is essential to improving professiomal competence; those
. : ’ who are getting better at their work are already doing - .
ite..s When we are involved in clirrigulum development, we ) P
are thinking within deliberation about what the curriculum
shouli contain, But as professionals, we also -take time . .
to think on a second level about the general conduct of
- ‘deliberation. It i{s this second level==of thinking about | -
’ deliberation-~that is the .source of our professional growth. ) »
(p."25) ' . X R

It is in prov}ding some order and discipline to this second level of

thought that ‘the educetional theory can be of value to the . 'ﬂ
practitioner. This iéads then to the third criterion of an adequate .
lheory of eduéationai phenomena. it-must‘embody an ideal from which
criteria or standards‘for the assessment’ of practical perfocmance\can

’ be deduced. It must be emphasized that this does not mean -that

=
- -

educational theory shizldfcomprise prescriptive recipes for the conduct

3

of practice. . Kather, neideai should be implicit in the concepts and

N

relations that make up the _theory in such a way that criteria or

standards == pot injunctions for actual practices -- can be brought to

-
[

e bear on the particular case.’

A .
-
. s

v We .now have three criteria, empirical cotrespondence,

internal coherence, and implicit ideais, by which the -ddequacy of

- . - 3
<theoretical formulations concerning educational practice may be

’

assessed. If all of these criteria are met, then there is a strong

N ’ N 3
A likelihood that the‘theory in qﬁestion can be both practically,usefui

" ‘

and,, at Ehe same time, a significant contribution to knowledge. C1f

. any one criterion is’ not, satisfied, then that indicates a corresponding .

° € . ’ . ‘ y

o .1(; :%‘ | )




B
N . .« N - . -

- » ! ¢ N &
r . . . . ': \ ‘. . 9 . ] L - M
weakness 1in the theory, and a less than adequate understanding of the |
v X —~ . * . . |
. . . practical phenbmena. L
e N € ' '
# . R ' i )
. o ' > A Preview of the Study. g

I argue in this di88ertation that curriculum theory; in its present

state, lacks an adequate conceptualisation of, the process of curriculum Y

« deliberation, that none of tbe\theoreticai formulations in the -

~ 1iterature succeed" in meeting a&l three of the criteria just outlined,
//—\ -
and that therefore, in respect o the practice of curriculum

- Kl

deliberation, educators are unable either to reflect in a disciplined
; way od their experience or, in De ey ‘s words, 'jo enrdcl in the future
|, »

> . _what they have.been doing in the past." The problem of the study then

— becomes that of developing such.congepts and relations among these

(>3

concepteLthat are required to enable an improved understanding of the

practical phenomena. In addition,'the conceptual framework that 1s
. developed ‘mist withstand .critical assessment #in terms of the same .
. * )
. thrée criteria. N ' ' "
. A . v

The dissertation itself ¢omprises eight chapters. In the

@

"

next chapter, the literature of curriculnm theory 1s reviewed with a

.

view to assessing its ‘adequacy. Following a more specifié analysis of

. the substantive inadequacies of existing theories, the research problem

- s 14
.can be restated in a more precise form. The thi%) chapter describes
the methodology of the research, while chapter 4 contains the
theoretical core of the thedis, the developmeny of a scheme for

analyaing the discourse of curriculum deliberation\ Chapter 5 and 6

< . .describe-the trial wuse of the scheme in an analysis)of 8pecif c ' ‘ .

“ -
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instances of curriculum deliberation and chapter 7 tontains an
_ ' assessment of the scheme in the light of this ap;ﬂ.cation. Finally,
Y ) . <\ .
. . S
r the conclusions of the research are set out in an eighth chapter.
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: . . Chapter 2
\ { - . “

&TTEMPTS AT UNDERSTANDING: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
L] 1

i

The theoretical literature relating to the practice of

) )

curriculum

making is so diverse that an exhaustiv

e réview’is beyond the scope of

this study. Furthermore, very few theoretical formulations have been ~

) developed‘that expressly address the
means ‘for curriculum determination.
has beenr diwidéd for review purposes
maJor, representativn,

authors, whose

practice of deliberation as the

For;these reasons, the_literature

into two major clusters, in which
pieces only are cited, and two ind%ytdual

*
work has dealt explicitly with curriculum deliberation.

In each of the following four sections, therefore, the thrust of the

3

theoretical WOrk is first described,

then a summary account of ‘the

‘eriticisms by other authors is. set out, and finally the area is

: ]

critically examined ‘from the'persﬁect
*

L]

theoretical adequacy identified in the first chapter.

examination will enable a clear asses
fresh conceptual development.

*

I. Rational Planning Models

There are a large number of conceptualizations of the process of
’ L

curriculum making

. e .

ive o the three criteria for

This latter

Y

sment pf the areas in need of -

}.

k2

L

S

which are based on clear logical distinction between

4

two curricular =lements: the intended effects of the curriculum on

the

learner (y!idously expressed as ailms, objectives, goals) images,

intended learning outcomes, and 80 on
i

vdesigned to briag about these effects

e

L 19

) and the programme of activitiesl

T
SEND’

(teaching straf\gies, N\
)<

~

r

A
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lnstruétlonal methods, -learning experiences, etc.). The relationship
t

e

. between these two elements is seen in terms of “means” and “ends", the

- - Leachlng'belng Lhe means fp the ends of student learning. Although this v

. . view of the curriculum has a history of over slxty~years, many of its
modern proponents claim it is based on Tyler's (1949) Basic Principles

of Curriculum aiad Instruction, though lt is lnerJéLive to note how
. B NV \ - . .
_ Tyler hlmself regarded his bodE> He describes it as "a raLioeale for

) viewing, analyzing, and interpreting the curriculum and instructional
program of an educational lnstltutlon.... It is not a manual 'for

curriculum constrcztioﬁ" (p. 1). Later, at the end of the book, he

@ " -

reiterates tﬂis point. ‘“Another questlon arising ... is whether the -

1 sequence of steps to be followed should be the same as the order of

o

presentation ig this syllabus. The answer is clearly 'No'" ( 128)

Thus, TylA?'dlsclalms any inLenLlon of settlng out a method of’

.

“currlculum maklgg. .

> _*© While Tyler is cautious about the status of the rational

prlnc{pfes he sets out, others‘followlng after him have been less so.
. ol

\ .
& Not only do som2 writers see the obth{Ives of the ~urrlculuﬁ'as ( .
~ ogicallz prior to the methods for their attainment, bhey also assert

,wthat objectives should actually be determined first. On this point),.

- . most advocates of rational planning in Currlculhd’are quite speclflc

’

(see for example, Bobbltt 1924, Taba 1962 Mager 1962, Gagne 1963

‘ Popham 1970, amongst many others). This move from an analysls of

. . ’ >
\

v . logical features of "a curriculum (as conducted by Tyler) to a

o?
prescription for procedure (ae contained in most ratiomal ‘planning

o v - :
B _ models) is rarely argued for, if it is even recognized as a "move” at.

» 'l\ TN - . ~ x

X

e
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all; (An exception to this 4s Hirst (1973) who, after.insisting,:at -
length, that rational planning must uean putting first things girst"

concedes that the appropriateness of rational planning ‘as’ an ideal for

“* N

.
.

curriculgm is an arguable matter.)

t t -

Indeed, rational planning as a means for curriculum
e

determination has not lagked for critics. Among the criticisms that

i

have appeared in the litérature, three sets would appear to be
especiallp;ept These raise questions abont. (r) the’possibility of
being able to state or-predict desirable outcomes of education (e.g.,,
Eisner 1967, Doll 1972), (2) the possibility of being able to-plan
means independently from ends (e.g., Dewey 1922, Maodonald 1965 Olson
1976 Wisé\1976), (3) the assumption that rationally planned curricula

are the necessary prgrequisites to defensible teaching or worthwhile '

learning (e.ge., ‘Oakeshott 1962, Doll 1 Yo Tn addition to these
"philosophical" objections to the\usé/of rational planning, another set
of so-called objections is deriVed from the increaring quantfty of

empirical evidence that teaéhers, even good tedchers, do not, in
,- ‘4w

practice, follow such rational planning grinciples when they plan their"

P

_teaching. Clark and Yinger (1977), for instance, cite nine studies all

of which suppprt this conclusians That,this kind of evidence can - .

constitute ah “objectlon" to rational planning at;all is itsélf..

problematic and 1s discussed in more detail later.
o Guttchen (1969) provides a helpful perspective on this means-

ends rationality by recalling its origins in the work: of Jéhn Stuart

My
et

Mill. Twd. points, in particular, emerge from Guttchen 8 critique °f§s%

Mill that are illuminating‘in coming to an assessment of the rational
. % - -

°

Fe

-
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- planning model in relatioﬁ to curriculum making. The first is that, as

-~

4

*

Guttchen explains, Miii s -means—ends categories are primﬁriiy

applicable to the pvoces& of fabrication, of the making of things" (p»

34Y. The ease of this application gives rise to the tendency
(discussed at %reater Length by Arendt (1958, pp. 136tf )) to treat all
N - . [N

ends "as'iﬁ they were things that eap be made” (Guttchen, p. 34), The - |

¥

second feature of Mill's iogic fdentified by.Guttchen is a

o
preoccupation with the proof and justificdtion of .the products ot
. A

inquiry rather than with the methods of uiry or discovery

themselves, Mitl's logic "sdpplies canons for the eriticism of results
. N H

- ot (PN

‘already achieved or, in, the realm ?f practtce, ot goals, proposed and . .
. wlh
caourses of action aiready fixed” (b. 36 ). Thu fesue tor Gutichen, ol .
for us as weit, is the ranpe ot‘reitvance of MiLLl's model rather ihnn t
iLs fundamental vaiidity., And on, this malter, bhllchun rnnc??lus thal
its applicability apptdrs to be lhu prealcsl tn donnucilnn wlth the
cosstruction of things and least in'mnllers ofgmnful cholce and | e
- ' . * R ‘
.Hefision J.eadino to acLion. //)ﬁi?éz . . |
Implications of this critique of rationa[ piannihg are .
deveioped later in the chapter. For the present, the criticisms_of the )
»’ : s . )
rational planning group of theories may be summarised using the \three v .
griteria of empiricai torrespondence, internai coherence, and implicit - :
% s . .
~ideals. It*is clear that this group is strongest In respefi of the . -
implict ideal and internal soherence ‘and - weakest in respect of its
' correspondence to empirical practice; Several authors have noted the :
difficulty with which they have attempted to observe the actuai - ~ ' ' j
ey . -
practices of curriculum makers using the categories of rationai o~

2
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planning models. Theories of this type naye persisted however because

of their tight internal logic and the dfeal for practice this implies.

However, as Guttchen suggests, the inadequate conceptions of curriculum

a . .

. ) !
and currieulum making implicit in these models arp responsible for the

’

_ lack of correspondence to the realities of practice.
¥

.* 5 4

” . N

I1. Empirically Grounded Models \ .

1
B

3 X . .
The fact Lhat teachers do not, in practice, usé Lhehprinciples of
rational planning when planning curricula is'noL, in itself, an

important or recent discovery. One must assume.that the advocates of

“

rational planning would not have needed to promote Lhelr cauge [so

w

vigorously if i¢ had already had a strong fpllowing. In Lhis respect,

empirical sLudies which document the "non-use" of rational

-

planning models (e.g., Ammons 1964, Joyce and Harootunian 1964 Jackson

and Belford 1965, Zahorik 1970, Goodlad et al. 1974) merely confirm an

existing sense of the situation. - HOWever, as evidence of this type has

accumulated, increasing doubt has been expressed about the -value of

-

such models at all. Eisner (1967)~sums up these doubts succinctly.

If educational objectives were really useful Lools; Leachers,\”
I submit, would use them. If they do dot, perhaps it is not -
because there is something wrong with the teachers but ,
~ becauce there might be. something wrong with the theory. (p-
, - 253) »

N
When one recalls that one of the criferia, discussed earlier, of an
adequate theory of a practical enterprise is 'its correspondence to

empirical‘practice, Lhen ohe is obliged to concur with Eisner's

. conclusion. s

-




B

T

ot

: deveiopment of empirically—based “models” ‘o “theories” of such a

Accordingly, researchers have, in recent years, begun to °
- . ’ - . ., . .
. conduct desctiptive “or "naturalistic° studies of how curriculum

planming is'a-tualiy carriedgout in practice, with a view to the

process. Taylor (1970), Zahorik (1975), Morine (1976), Peterson et al.~
(1978), and Yinger (1978) are amongst those who are recorded in a .

. recent review (Clark and Yinger 1977) .as having pubiished studies of
this type. However, as,I shall endeavour’ to show, these diudies, while N

_informative accounts of.an important aspect oE educational p:a-tice, 2

are inadequate as theories of-eurriculum deiiberation. " The podnt is

-

importXnt, and to clarify this assessment ‘of such studies, it is

helpful to'recail the criteria of theotretical adequacy that were
A

4

discussed eaglier.

I

It has already been pointed out that while a theory of an

enterprise must have the capacity for being uysed to observe and

describe an instance of the enterprise, it must also have more “than
that. As a statement of an ideal Eor the conduct of the enterprise, it ) a"

. must also have normative content, making it usable for the evaluation

~

of instances. This means that the categories which it incorporates )

must have more than empiricai valfﬂity, they must be justifiable ‘

analyticalby,on the basis of a systematic coneeption of the nature of )
the enterprise. Such categories cannot be expected to emerge from data -
nor be selected arbitr, ly from other models or theories. There are ik o

many examples of the appropriate derivation of analytical categories of . ¢ ;o
£ . » '

this kind particularly in the writings of analytical philosophers.o

For example, in relation to the concept of teaching, Scheffler (1965),

Komisar (1968), and Hirst (1971) provide such analysess ’ , - ~ -

.t . -
~e

- - . . se

" 4 * g
,2 . ~
\ . . - \
. . ~
. . - . =Y
. . , . . R
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.In noue of the studies of curriculum planning"cited above 1s

there any sustalned'argument in support of the categories used for
. ‘\ .
observatjon and interpretation. In some inStances (e.g., Zahorik 1975,

Petersen et al+ 1978) "the use of objectives (as a category) ghows thevr

.

continuing influence of thg rational planning model on the researchers
despite fheir own evidengof its absence in \schools. In another '
(Yinger 1@78) the invéstigat%r at one point expected that categories
would emerge frOm the data ("Concepts, methods, and, processes graduall;

surfaced in the daté after 1 spent extended periods observing and

des*ribing the teacher s decision behavior” (p. 121)). At another

\point, he hoped that a general mod2l of the teacher planning process”

could be'based”_in part, on "theory translation, . the process of

borrowing a theory or part‘of a theory from one situation and applying
Jzit to another baseg‘on gimilarities betwe n the two situations” (pe.
©25). On this basis, he "borrowed with 1litfle further ado from s}udies
of mathematical problem solving, chess playing, musical composition,g
art, and<ﬁ}chitecturai design. Such a smorgasbord of wndefended

theoretical constructs “is unlikely, I submit, to contribute to an

adequate,theory of curriéulum deliberation. Nor, in any of the other -
. ' i )
4 N

studies cited, were the categories argued for on the basis of an

-
analysis of the nature of the process being observed. At present,

.

’\
therefore, none of this group ‘of empirically grounded studﬁes ~.an\@t:e
LW
consgidered ds .an adequate theory of curriculum deliberation. -

It is important also to distinguish the. present study, &

\
\ o N

directed at understanding&cutriculum de}iberation, from yeﬂ another
mode of reséarch designed. to idedtdfy the features of "effective
, \ y .

¥

.-

at




curriculum change. Lei

number of studies direc

. purpose are importanu.

appropriate ‘for use by

-personnel" (1%]9, p. 1)

I
spddies "informally jud
$ K3 ’ -

in change agent ‘roles a

thwood et al. ale (1976}/1919) have conducted a

ted toward @hts-end’énd the differences in

LeithWood s concern ‘ts with "strategies most -

university—hased research and development (R&D) ’

. To this end he reports a ser&es of ;dse

ged to be- reasonably-successful' by both those

nd a significant proportion of the client

-

population” (p. 2). The key to the difference betmeen such research

L

and that described here

is in these notions of‘”successﬁ_and .

’ ¢

"effectiveness' which are central to Leithwood's argument . In the

pres¢ht study .no cléims
successful or effective

is how, in detail;. edue

are made that the deliberation process be o
--by any definition. What is under exambaaljon
. . N Iy

dr%}s reason about curricula and about changes

- .

infcurriculum. There are no guarantees implicit here=-nor, as far as 1

can see, in Leithwood's

- e

Lk . .
work==that logica;ly reasoned policies will

result in successful change, nor that effective change.{s evidence of

sound reasoning in deli

further empirical inves

beration. These are clearly quest ons‘ﬁor L

~ . -

tigation,.

Thus, while the rational planning models score well on their

implicit 1deals and internal coherencé?pihey fail on the criterion of

empirical correspondence. By contrast, the empirically grohnded

L~

models,. while valid emp

irically and coherent 1nternally, contadn no

ideals by which standards_ for evaluating the practice of curriculum

’

. T

deliberation can be deduced. More constructively, this analysis has .

<N

underlined the importance of a systematic analysis of the concepts 5%

]

L)
e

curriculum and curriculum deliberation as thé route towards an adequate

conceptualization of the” deliberative process.

”2‘6,_ - — - = )
A .

1
v

Q
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III. Walker's 'Naturalistic Model"”

The research of Decker Walker intg the processes oé curriculum
del;beration is both sufficien}ly distinet and also sufficiently
closely related to the concern of this study that its separate‘ -
‘considefétion is‘y@rranted. in a series of reports (1970, 1971a,

1971b, 1971c, 1975), Walker set out first, a model of curriculum

dgvelopment ‘(his "naturalistic model®), and second, dts application in

the description of the deliberations of several curriculum development
A

projects with which he was associated.

-~ .

Tﬁe categories in Walker's moiel are radically different from
any previously appearing in-the literatufe. Furthermore, they are

argued for on the basis of a systematic consideration of the

@

development processe. His model comprises three elements: "the -
- ’ .

. - . N — i -
curriculum’'s platform, its design; and the deliberation associated with "

-

.it" (1971a, p. 52). He argues that the process of curriculum

development consists of moving from a project's platform, "the system

of beliéfs and values -that the curxiculum developer brings to his

task," (p. 52) By means of deliberation to a curriculum design, ‘"the

. -

set. of abstract relationships embodied in the designed object
Q

4

4

(materials for classroom use)"” {p. 53)s Thus emerges the beginning of

a conceptualisatian of deliberations leading to the prodﬁet;on of

.$*£II1CU1um materials. Walker goes on to uge analyses of deliberation ‘ -

-

(Schwab)}:practical reasoniné (Gauthier), and pattérns of argument ,

‘.

- . ~
(Toulmin) in the construction poth of his model and of the associat%ﬂ

"sttem for Adalyzing Curriculum Deliberations.” Finally he
R . o 1 . ..

-~ .

demonstrateg the emp}rical*correapondeﬁ%e of his ahalytical scheme

*
-
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& 9 ’
through the systematic analysis of transcriptions of deliberations from ) .

three curriculum projects (1971b). a ? )

»

El

Walke:'s work thus nﬁ all three of the criteria for an
\. _ ’ ~.

adequate theory. It has empif cal correspondence, internal coherence,

and implicit ideals (although this aspect is not develoPed by Walker)

Furthermore, in examining logical features of deliberations, Walker' s .

. e

work broke new ground in the field of curriculum research and has had

considerable influence on the development of the present study. There. -
is, however, an important difference between Walker's research and that

“«

reported here. His attention was focussed on the work of curriculum .,

,

projects whose goal was the development of curriculum materials for h

general use. Cunriculum defiberation at,school oryschool- board levels, .

by contrast, is concerned with the course of actign to be followed in a

specific situation. This distinction, explained in morexdetail later;
. . ,

places a severe limitation‘gn the ﬁgglicability of Walker's model, and,
s ‘ <

in‘particular, prevents its direct use here. Of“course, it 1is.
possible--even likely‘- at a theory of deliberations for specific - .
curricula will have features in common with Walker's, theory of )

v

.

deliberations for curriculum materials developmenth but this cannot be -

assumed in advance.

. ' . ~ : - . a ! . N v
| N
IV., Schwab's "The Practical: A Language for Curriculum” . . N o
Schwab, also, is concerned for the logical features of curriculum :
making and in his series of articles entitled "The Practical® (1970 ' i

1971 1973), he outlines what almost amounts to a theory of curriculum

3

deliberation. His argument stems from his conception of curriculum

[y

. ’ A h

-




%

as a “practical™ as distinct froma "theoretic” enterprise. Curtously

)
perhaps, he mekes no mention Qere of. Aristotle's third calegory, “the -

productive,"'por of Yhe consequences of an excessive preoccupation with

that conception of clrriculum making. As regards the prgcess of

curriculum making, he stresses the importance of deliberation: as "the

A . o

method ‘of the pcaetioei." o . - -
. | s ¢
Deliberation is complex and arduous. It treats both ends and
. meand and must treat them as mutually determining one

. . another. - It must try to identify, with respect to both, what
facts may be relevant. It must try to ascertain. the relevaiit
facts in the concrete case. LIt must try to identify the
desiderata-in the case. It muyst generate alternative -°
solutions. It must make every effort to trace the branching
bathways of consequences- which may flow from each alternative

_and aﬁtect desiderata. It msst then weigh alternattves and
their costs and consequences against one another, and choose,
not the right alternative, for there is no such Lhing, but
the best one. (Schwab 1970, p. 36) ° .

« At this point, ﬁtustratingly for the reader anxious to have this notion

further develop2d and applied, Schwab moves on to explain how effective

N

deliberation requires attention to the arts of eeleqtic.(1971) and the
participation of a variety of "bodies of eiberienbe" (1973). As a

result of this move, alternative moyesflebding toward a theory of
z"‘\'

deliberation are not pursued. . Co e Ol

°

s .

The writings of Schwab, therefore, are considered not as a

~

developed theory of curriculum deliberation, but a starting point for
. ) y

the developmenL;QQ such a theory. As such, his analysis of curriculum
- Voo .

deliberation is.discussed in more detail in ohapter 4.

- 14

.
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Towards a New Conception of Curriculum Deliberation

] A .

Befofe leaving thi’s review.of the literature, I want to turn some of

» - .

the criticisms of existing’ curriculum theory to a constructive purpose:

\

.

* the outlining of twc concepts having the pdtent;al both of resolving

the problems of existing theory and of enabling a' more precise

.

statement of ‘the objective of the present .study.

-~

¢ R
o0

%

Curriculum Policies . y
‘.3t {s clear, from the discussion both of the rational planning models
-of curriculum making and of Walker's analysis of curriculum

deliberations, that theorists have traditiqnally conceived a curriculum

1

as an "artifact’ to be assembled. The rational planning models then

specify ; systénatic means fdr coﬁétructing a'curriculdm and Walker
concelves of'the cogitruction process as a deliberat?ve.one. wﬁile
their models fér the procéss thus ‘differ radically, the nature of the
pEoduct is éggn as being simila;g Yet, as was noggd earlier, there is .

no reason to ,suppcse that a deliberative process leading to the
develdpment of curriculum materials for general use must be similar to *

one leadirdg to.decisioms for éct}on in a.specific context. It is,:

[

~

therefore, impertant to consider carefully the nature of the curriculum

4

. - - ‘=
that emerges from the deliberative process.to ensure that the process

d‘éf-its development is adequatglx conceptualised. »

In this study, curricula, at whatever level they are

E

" formulated, are conceptialised as a type of policy, and are therefore

(-]

. described. as curriculum policiésf* ,Thus, curriéulum guidelines ‘from

»

+
< - . »

-
’

" v

-

* No distinction is thus intended between *ourriculum” and "curriculum
policy.” The additional word 1s added for clarification purposes.

’ N . ’

BV e -~




perhaps helpful at this bognt. As has just been indicated, curriculum

.23

the Ministry of Education, program guides developed by a local school

b o L
regarded as curriculum policies, in this senée of the terms Such a

¢

board, as well as the teacher's own plans for his class are all* _—

Q@

usage is consistent both with the ordinary language use of the term

"policy" as well as with definitions of, "eurriculum policy” encountered

o
.

in the curriculum literature.*
- L/}p the Tnterests.of clarity, two further distinctions are
policies are conceptualized here as rules, plans, or guides for Ehe -
determination of what shall be taught in specific situations. As such,
.. A A
it is important that they be distinguished from textbooks .and from

»

those products of so—-called "curriculum development” projects that are

cific applicatibn. Such
- o,

ions” anq;'while their adoption

designed for general as distinct from s
materials may be regarded as "polisy o

for use in a given situation would count as a cu%riculum’policy

gecision, decisions involved in their original development or

construction would not (unless some prior. commitment to adop¥®them had

-

been made)e. . ‘ f

.

This distinction—--between curriculum policies>apblibable to
£

specific jugisdictions or contexts and curriculum materials applicable
more generally-4is of crucialoimpgrtancé to the present éfqdy. 1t
tends to be blurred when terms g@ich gs'"curriéulum development” (or

8 N
curriculum making or cirriculum decision making) are used to

/s c .

“* This usage is consistent, for example, with that stipulated by Kirst
¥d Walker (1971) and with analygks‘of the concepts of ‘curriculum
(Daniels 1981) and of educational policy (Ballinger 19652 Kerr 1976).

I ) L0

¥

> a

‘5‘:3“



between "curriculum and "nstruction;" often, the ome (instruction) is

-

T ' ' <

characterize’ both the.development of‘materials (e.gs Walker 197la;

Schaffarzick and Hampson 1975) and the making of policies (eege Taba

1962; Stenhouse 1975). e ambiguities and misunderstandings that can

result from this miltiple usage have been recognized before (Connelly
1972 Walkdr 1976) but the distinction proposed here is arguably more
comprehensive than either Connelly’s- op»Walker s. Its most immediate

/
value 1is in clarifying the,relationship of this study whose focus is

' ’

the making of curriculum policies to methodologfcally similar studies,

N
such as Walker 8 own, ghosq concern is with the development of

curriculum materials.
N - _
The second distinction can be dealt with more briefly. Much
' . B .
is made by some authors of a fundamental distinction c¢laiped to exist

regarded as the means to the end of the other {(currjculum). The

‘distinction is a structural one in which objectives (for example)

s }

belong in the curriculum while- teaching strategies are seen as part of

an instructional plan. Johnson (1967) provides an exemplary account of

such ‘a- distinction. In the’ present study, ‘the terms)’ curriculum" and

"{nstruction,"” are also distinguished but not in the same way. Here,

instruction is seen as the *activity through which a curriculum is

Aimplemented in the classroom. Both a curriculum and the corresponding

- X ’

instruction may thus contain such’ components as subject-matter topies, ,
objectives, and teaching strategies. The distinction made here between
curriculum and instruegﬁ%n is thus one of\function rather than of

formal content; the curriculum being‘the'pdlicy or intent and the

instruction the action carried out in order, to fulfil the intent.



. policies, no assumptions are implied by this stipulation about what the

<

° made, it is also much more than thate It is also a statement of

!

Vo 25 -

’ . -
:

Thus, while the study is concerned with the formulation of curriculum

Y

content of such palicies might be in any particular situatione

¢ ~,

This'conception of curriculum enaples a fresh view of the

process of gurrigulum makiné. 1 have shown that the¢ principles of

1
’

rational curriculum planning (a) conceive a curriculum primarily as an

>

"artifact” which (b) may be analyzed into its constituen7 elements

(i.e., objectives, strategies, etc.) with a view to (¢) its rational

-

and systematic.construction. And *it may be argued that, in part, it

can be so conceived. But however much a policy is a thing that is
. . )

b

\

decision concdrning action, and, as such, represents a commitment of
- 3 ’
R
will as we1}~as a product of reason. And, as a commitment of will, a

1

curriculum policy has political force as well as rational content. A

means-ends logic, therefore, that takes only part of this dual natuare
-~ . P , * ¢

_into account is unlikely to be an adequate conceptualization of the

policymaking process. ’ //
—

The Logic of Curriculum Policy Deliberation

Alternative proposals for curriculum policies have been debgted, ones

'

, . 3

must assume, for as long as schools and curricula have existed.
Certainly Aristotle (in The Politics) discusses the problem of
deterﬁining what to teach to the youné and the topic has been the

6bject of argument in the literature ever since. "And although we have

‘

© 7 .-
less direct evidence about deliberations over actual curric¢ulum
o

policies, we must also agsume,that,,fdr the debates in the literature

-~
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té have had moée than academic significance, deliberations bage been
carried dn; ‘burricu;um~pgliqymakers throughout the ages have
éfféctivelx determined what should be taught in schools. In this
context, effeqtivepes; 1s conceived éimply in terﬁs of success at
o, R :

resolving problems, at hand, in this ca<; problems associated with the
\ ool « ‘

. development: of curriculum policies. (A more stringent criterion of

N

" effectiveness imﬁlying both development and implementation of policies

.

is- specifically no} intended.)

\Such‘codtinued success’ at-the conduct of curriculum policy

®

deliberation ‘suggests the existence of some systematie, if

1
. unarticulated, method at work in,the procéss, an example of what Kaplan
. N - R . \ i N

.

; calls a “logic" (1964, p. 8). Now, "lbgic" is a term which can be used

<

to denoze both the conduct  of an activity and the study oé that
conduct. We say that a,person is planning “logically" and also.that
there is a ."logic of planning." And Kaplan distinguisheé between these

‘two by means of the terms ?logic-in-use"_(referring to the former),and
. "reconsifucted logia™ (with referéhce to the latter). He goés‘on to -
' point out that “we ‘can no more take them to be identical or even assume
, an exact corresoondence between them, than we can in the case of the

depline of Rome and Gibbon's account of it, a patient's fever and his

) ]

physician's explanation of it" (p. 8). HNe illustrates this distinction
and the important relationship between the two types of logic by’

reference to /the practices of scientists (their logigs-in-gse) and to

the philosophy of. seience (its reconstructed logic).

/ - .
"Logic," Kaplam also notes, “"deals with what scientists do

" when they are doing well as éciéntists“ (p» 8, my emphasis). This -
. ‘ —_— A . J

/ . ~

\-




. the two major types of theory about” curriculum making described

o7

27. 7

Lo

e
§3htence embodies two essential characteristics of the relationship

0

between a logic—in-use and a reconstructed logf& of an enterprise.
Sincegihis relationship is of key importance in this study, “each of the

two features (will therefore be discussel before proceeding.

First, a reconsttucted“lggic is, in some senses at least, 4

representation) of the way in which practitioners gctually operates For

example, an‘element of a reconstructed logic, such as (in the case of
* B : <

science) the usé of experiments to test hypotheses, can be expected teo

have an empirical counterpart in the logic-in-use of the profession, if

Pl

the particular reconstruction is to be regarded as a useful one. But

, 4

b N .
second, a reconstructed logic is not merely a descriptive account of

what practitioners do. It is also an ddealizatian of, that practice
N _ -
which embodies .norms for the critical assessment of practices. And, as

Kaplan points out, herein lies the danger that the autonomy. of "’
professional practice can de subtly subverted. He writes: The

normative force of the (reconstructed) logic has the effect, not

necessarily of impréving the logic-in-use, but only of bringing it into

* closer conformity with the imposed reconstruction (p.ll). A good

reéconstructed logic, therefoiﬁ, functions as a lens through which to

r - ® -

view practite critically,.not as a model from which to synthesize
I s

(4

practice. In this respect, the concept *is similar to thaq~of

"theoretical perspective" Uscussed .by: Roberts and Russell (1975) and

-

Munby (1980). ' ’ '\

¢ Y

This notion of curriculum policy deliberati fi as having”a

* e A

N

AR .

" logic .can be seen to Qave the poténtial for resolvipg the problems of

? .
A
-

-t : t .

e

L




~  earlier. Both groups of: theoretical ‘models are attempts at

. reconstructing the logic of curriculom making. However, one group (the
ot ’

.

empirically grounded models) lacks an adequate Conception of curriculum

-

becauSe it embodies neither ‘an idealization of practice nor norms for

. .- Jdts critical-as8essment{ The other group (the rational planning
| s : ol ) : . S .
models) has such normative force that it is easily misused by being .
14 . . i .

3

* imposed as a-recipe for professional practice. :A proper balance of the

4 ' . v . RN . N 1

two characteristics of a reconstructed logic-is thus of crucial
s , -

- 4mportance in an adequate conceptualisation of the practice of ’

H R -

¥

curriculum policy delibération.
Before proceeding, I would note, parenthetically; that the

term "logic" ir. this context is used to denote something distinct from

'f a branch of formal logic. One definition of the discipline of logic is
. : . that it is the study of “the “principles aniqnethods of correct
* reasoning” .(Kneller 1966, p. 1). Simple though ‘this formulation

N ) o> . . .
appears to be, its varied interpretation gives rise to a number of.

.o

he - »
v

- alternative conceptions ‘of the scope of dogicgl inquiry. fThe one most

+

favoured by professional logicians (according to Kneller)-is the

v

"formalist" conception in which the discfpline involves the study of
formally valid arguments, the products ‘of reasoning. -"An argqment,

says the formalist, is valid by virtue of its form_rather than its

. . subject matter” (Kneller, p. 57). This means that the arguments of . ~ .
P ' i ’ )
- interest to the formaligt are those whose donclusigns are logically
- e * + . ¢ v

contained in or implied;b¥’¢heir.premises- Toulmin (1958), calling
'these arguments "anglytfﬁ", points out that, in practice; Wwe do not use

such ‘arguments very often in the cqurse of our daily lives. Rather, he
T"“i ' ’ L " . . ¢ N

<
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\

-suggests, our arguments depend for their validity not on formal
. . criteria but on nogms and standards particular to the field in which

" the arguments are used. He calls such arguments "substantial® to =+

dfstinguish them from the formal (analytic) arguﬁents of concern to the ©

logizian (1958, ppe. 123ff).'.Knefler develops and illustrates Toulmin's
° . . F 4 . ’ h
poyﬂt, specifically 4n regard té education ‘arguments.

»

We generalize about the future on the -basis of “our experience
N of the past, and we consider such generalizations justified,
althougl” there 1S’ not one, of them that it would be
. sel'f-contradigtory to denye « . « We make moral and
. — aespﬁetic judgments, support ‘scientific theories, dnd take up
. political positions; yet. in each case our conclusion conveys
- . . information that is not contained in the evidence. (p. 60)

. . 13 ,

Given this state of affairs, Kneller claims that "the proper business '

‘of légic+is to examine the arguments that are used in different fields
- =e

Il ~

*and‘ to devise criteria for ju¢ging the afguments that are used in each

”/, . particular field" (pe 60)s He goes on to criticize the formal ¢
logicians who "deprecate arguments in science, ethics, law and g ..
. '« . -education on Lhi%grounds that they are not analytic,” claiming that

such arguments should be judged on their own meritse:

.

Arguments about what to teach are.clearly not énalyLiE

arguments having formal validity but substantial ones in which

S conclusions are drawn on the ' basis of reasons acceptable to the

N .

profession and{its publicse. ila curriculum policy arguments may

therefore hold little of. interest fox the formal:logician, that does

- €

AR )

not preclude the possibility of speaking.of or étudytng a logie of
( curriculum policy deliberation. A
A ' . ‘ , i .

’
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The Problem of the Study Restated

- This reflection on the Lhéoretical fornuiations present in‘thé
. L e
literature of the curriculum field has resulted in the development’of
- Q ° . . . W

two conecepts whose use appears to hold considerabie'promise. First,

the concept of a curriculum as a form of policy emphasises thegneed to
conceptualise the process of making curricula in dynamic terms both as

the constructioa of a plan and as the devé?opment of a commitment to
B — &

Second, Lhe'concé%t of a reconstructed logic as a lens with
8 - N

which practice cam (a) be observed and (b) be analysed critically ' -

action.

attends to the mulli;le functions of adequate theory discussed

>

earlier. :

2 4 \ L
The objective of the present study can therefore be restated

-

with greater precision, ihan was possible earlier. It is the.

. development of a logic of. curriculum policy deliberation. Before

embarking on an account of this development, one further qualification
concerning the focus. of the study s required.
The making of a .curriculum involves the use of reasoning in

At one level, every individual who 1is involved reasons in

many forms.,

his own mind abouc‘the'curriculum peinggmade, about the comments of -

N

other participants, about dhat'he might contribute Lo’the process,
about more personal matters, and about the interactions amongst all of

,thegse. At the other.extreme; reasons are publicly given in support of

~

final decisions concerning the curriculum.
\

related to the reasons why one curriculum option was actually selected
15‘ . M

* over another. Between these extremes, reasoning takes place in various

groups ﬁaving diverse responsibilities reléting to the curriculum..AA

i . , - >

30 . %

These may or may not be

v

%
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study of the logic of curriculum policy making could, in principle, . =

* take place at any of these,level%. ’ . . R

Al -

- - . This study is focussed quite specifically at a level roughly 3

L4

midway between the extremes outlined: At the level of an ;ndividual's

reasoning, there are significant problems of evidence--ean one know an
v

individual's reasons for saying what hé says?, for example. At Lhe

level of the final decision, and “the, reasons providéd in its defense,

the problem is different: to what extent do these reasons reflect those

that actually led to the particular ghoices involved? Here, the focus -

"is on the reasons used in the discourse of deliberhtlon, i.e. the
reasons .used in the process of reaching a decision about the ya o
v . . ; - . .
curriculum. Thus, while the dynamic nature of the curriculum pol}cy

makiﬁg process is recognized, ‘the level of.detail-at which this dynamic
» . . J

A

is to be examined is restricﬁed to the stafements of the participants,

and to such meanings of those statements as might . reasonably be

-

>
:

Ve inferred from the context in which they .occur.

“




science education enterprise. The chapter thus falis—into three \

.science education, Colin Power (1976) identifies what he describes as

B @
a ) s
¢ N
EETIEN i . ’ - e
{3 . Chapter 3 . -
. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
CH METHODO!

LN
> .
The purposes of this study are, then, lo-develop a:framework for ’ .
. \ - N
analyzinge logical features of curriculum policy deliberation and to

[

assess its appllcability. In what' follows,, the research method by

which this objective is reached'ig,oﬁtlined and defended. The reaons -
° v R . P o
for using the particular‘method can best be appreciated by ;eferénce to

the strengths and weaknéesses of other traditions of research within the

FA

. A - B .
seﬁtions: first, the traditions of science education research are

briefly reviewed; next, the method of this study is outlined in general
terms with an’ argument for .the appropriateness. of its use in he

[}

present study;ﬁand finally, a detaileg retrospective account of the

-

-activities of nis regearch study is set down. Im this way, the” read®r’
s "%

will be‘enabled to'see both how the general uethod selected is an ‘
—_ et

appropriate response to'the original problem and how the actual events

A

[
-

of the research experience maintained the” discipffne and integrity of
. , -
that method. P

8 - ’ :
‘ ~ 1

. ) - ’ o .
_'Resegrch Traditions in Science Education .

-
-

- — +

- . \ L4 .,".
In one of the most recent published reviews of the state of rese%roh in

three competing paradigms each ihoorporating its‘own approach to

»

1'\
research methoas, data interpretation, and acceptable standards of i

.
W L4 l“, L . st

solution and explanation” (p. 579). “These he calls tbg_?agrioultural.-

> .
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. _ scientific" parudigm, the "anthropological” paradigm, and a group of
tphilosophizal”™ paradigms. His account of ;ach is summarized briefly

* here. ..

T . The agricuitunal-scientific pafaaigm has, as Power points

* out, been the dominant one in science education research for many
- \ .

years. Its name derives from the fact that its.assumptions and

. . gtgghniqped haye been adapted from those used with suoccess in .
‘ o) ) agriculture and'the_natural sciences. Typically, in such research,
B ') expériments are developed. in whight hypotheses concerning the rqlati;ns
R among known and ‘observable variables can be tested. The rules and
criteri; by which sﬁch research may be evaluated are well qstabiished
3 . "+ Y and this tradition has still 4 strong following. Power notes that, of -
200" papers pres=n£ed at 1974 meetings of the National Association for

- BeSearchAin Scienée Teqching and the Australian Science Education

<

. . L] . L ,
oy 'Reaga;ch Assoaiation, about one=-quarter "aspired to the experimental

.

approach.” 'Ana_even a cursory élance at recent volumes of the Journal

- b
.

“ A}

" of Research in Science Teaching would confirm the continuing dominance

" of -this iraditiont The tradition's strengths are well documented: the

. [}

.
7 3 s
\ L +

reﬁréducibrlity of experiments; the'potentiql for.powerfui.sggtistical !

. tethniques to “be applied in establisﬁing relationship among variables;
. * Y e s . . . .

> the potential for systematic and empirically validated theory

- i “constructions g

: ", In recent years, howevet, the tradition has also had its

G . . . - share of critics. Among thewmost prominent of these, slaims Power (pe’
e ¥ 7 71 582), are thoee who consider educational henomena from an
e o anthropologicél rather than a psychological perspective.. This

& - -
4 & .
-

’ “ . H
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tradition emphasises the uniqueness of persons and thus of educational

- e

phenomena as distinct from Lheir.generalisability which is of interest

to the experimentalist.:' For ;he authropologisL the whole, array of
observeble differences among situations is of interest in
4 o ) o=

characterizing each; for the scientist, great care is taken to control

v *
T for or otherwise diminish all “those differences not already selected

for examination. The researcher from the‘anthropologiEal tradition

.
.

uses efhnographic techniques,-.which enable an in-depth understand{ng of

many facets of a situation or group of individuals. These include such
. -
techniques as long-term observation, tape-recording of*dialogue, -

- o interviews with participaats, and background‘studies of contexts In so

r
doing, this tradition exchanges reliable generalisability of its

‘findings for depth of insight into human interactio;s and the meanings

' < - ascribed to events by the participants. However as Power acknowledges,

. " research in this tradition can also be "an excuse for research without

ideas, the anecdotal model with its indiscriminate data collection and
£ \ &

unsupported conjectures” (p. 583). | In comparing’ these two traditiops,

it -agppears that there is a natural tension between isciplined .

!

" .scholarship (exemplified by the experimental tradition) and imaginative °,

-

or creativé scholarship ,(exemplified by the ethnograpnic one). A third

; . . - tradition has develpped ho&ever, in. which Qoth disciplire and
} orea;ivity,are required ‘in full measﬁre; Power calls it the ‘
philosophical paradiém. ' ) ’ .
¥

© . % )
\ . . This newer tradition of research in.science education rejects

the notdion that to be unscientific‘one\hust be:unJISaipLined: Instead

it 1ooks to‘the discipfine of phifosophy rath?r than to that of natural
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\ ’ or social science as the ‘source for its,theoretical insights and for

—~ B - .

its eriteria for quality. The approach entails the careful selection

@
. of theoretical perspectives from which the events of science education
’ . . e
may be systematically and rigorously analysed.' Of ‘particular value in

this process is that area of philosophioal scholarship known as

9~h-the\concepts, terms, and ideas

philosophizal analysis, in,
e - -~

employed in educationgl ractice ‘are carefully clarified. Kneller -
. gm vy .
(1966 ) calls such actfvity "informal” analysis to distinguish it from

the work of formal lggioians 'and analytical philosophers whose work is
of less direct relevance to the understanding of practice. The outputs

of this tradition of research are both of® general application--the

s

- theoretical perspectives generated can be used in a variety of

contexts-and insightful, since a well honed analytical distinction can

SR * “clarify with great incisiveness. The method is described in more

-

detail later. First however, in order to explain the reasons for this

* choice of research, the three traditions are compared in terms of the,

problem of observation and of the role of theory in each tradition.

, ‘ \
Tha Application qf Philosophical Analysis in Educational Research

- . ¥ . . U

.

i
» . ~

* 'All research in fields having an empirical basis embodies some concept

S,

; " of observation, even if that ‘concept is rarely articulated. " The ”

’
7

k4

. - various ways in which obseryation is.conoceived can provide one of the
clearest backdrops against which to perceive the particular approach to

research used in this study.

N
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which one inspects eality.

- formalist, represents. the polar extreme in that observation is here

(4

36

Hanson (1971) describes two conceptions of observation as
extreme positions, the "Scylla and Charybdis," Hetween which the
e -
respondible investigator must steer. The first is one that assumes .

observation to_be merely the having of a window on the world through . ,
In such a conception, the observer can‘in
principle be cleanSed of all subjectivity and can, again in principle,

Such a conception, sometimes also described as

report vhat "ia there."
4

'naive realism fails to provide an adequate explanation for the

%
{vw\

coexistence of different views of the same reality (other than to %

*

assume that one 1s incorrect). The second view, .described as

-

regarded as being 80 laden with the subjective biases and prejudices of
v

the observer that it is reduced to an almost totally insignifica!t

I
a [y

For' the formalist, research becomes an exclusively intellectual

’

role.

£

process‘in whichl"problems"'are solved by the construction of K ( T v

theoretical models whose empirical correspondence is of less

v A

consequence than their internal coherence: The WeaknessES of both of

[
these extremes are discussed in .detail by Hanson and need not be

~

repeated here.‘ What is of more interest is how the three research
&
)

traditiona desgribed earlier have, "in their more sophisticated

versions, dealt with the need toffind a middle ground; in which the "

~

reality of "theory-laden" observation is acknowledged and in which what

\ 3

The scientific tradition, inasmuch. as the(problem of . , .

, . . [ )’ !
observation 1s’ recognized at all, rests its approach on the. need to’y

is seen is, in large part,-a function of how one looks.‘

I

A3
~

-

build new research on established theory.
?

Thus, for example,
’, P

/ T

——
Y

e
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psychometric tests are used to measure such constructs as skil;s,

.

-~

. attitudes, and aptitudes and each~tést embodies a stipulated definition

of the skill, attitude,.or aptitude under examination,‘and both the

“test instrument and the results it purports to measure derive from this

. / .

stipulated definition. By rooting both the definition amd the

- - . , P ]
technique in the establ}shgd traditions of educational scholarship, the
investiga;or can ensuré that the results of his work will be compatible

- with those that have gone before. Furthermore, by laying out both

’ »

definitton and instrument for exdmination, he enables his work to .be
checked or réplicated. Research in this tradition is well linked to-

other work in the traditiom and the body of theory gradually increases.

-

1f there .is a wegkness to such research, it gcomes not in its

theoretical rigour but in {ts practical utility,
By coatrast, the4anthropological paradigm of educational
. Fy ‘

research places the practical needs\of the éducator ahead of the

.

theoretical deﬁéggf\of the discipLige. Such a link with practice is,
' - L

in fact, used to defend the tradition (e.g. Kilbgdrn 1980). Its

primary strength is in the strong and varied connections betwee& the

hd .

Yo theoretical results of research and the empirical events of educational

practice. Sincz a given researcher approaches.each new situation
N . ’

afresh,- he deliberately attempts to shed the &xplanatory systems from

.

the discipline in order to respond in as open a way as possible to the
" L4

-
N

- new events which he confronts. In particular he is concerned for any

effects yhich his own intervention may have on that which he is

,» observing; such effects are themselves part of the data for
® S « . o .-
consideration. »Thus while the empirical connections of this paradigm

I
¢ .
’ . '

. " ' I . t
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are tela{ively strong, its connections with established knowledge are

at best‘unsysfematic and at worst non—existent.

_These observations concerning the complementary strengths and
L

weaknesses of these two traditions lead naturally to the ‘conclusion
s @ . -

that the two traditions can both be used to advantage in -advancing our
a P N
knowledge. As Power notes, 'hore often than not., significant problems

x= '

demand the combined talents of individuals with alternazive K

-,

perspectives and complementagy,skills" (p. 586). Such combining'of
methodologies in a large-scale research effort is illustrated by the

recent Status Stﬁdieg of Science Education in the U.S. (National”

. “

Science Foundation 1978) and by the ongoing Study of Canadian Science

Education by‘the Science Council of Canada (Orpwood 1980c). Another
2 " ‘ .

.
r

way of dealing with the sttengths and weaknesses of these two
14 X H » 'Y -
traditions,. and one more suited to the smaller scale of many research

projects is through the use, of what Power describes as a "philosophical

paradigm” (pp. 583-85).‘

T

In outlining.theif“deﬁense of this methodology, Roberts and
T -
. ] ) . N
Russell (1975) deliberately -describe -its potential for steering a

»

middle course between twq'positions--corresponding to- the two

PR

traditions described here——one of which espouses the improvement of

theory as the goal of sciegce education research, while the other

. . [}

has no particular' place for theory. The position they advocate is the_:

e 5

systematic development of theoretical perspectives (not theories) from

Al . #

‘ whfch educational practice may be systematically examined and analysed.

Ihe approach draws its theoretical strengths from analytical philosophy

> L

* in which the uses of words and concepts relevaht tqzeddcation are
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analysed and clarified. The task of the researcher comprises the

process of "translating” this theoretlic%l perspective or ifisight into

3

the practical context of science education. Typically’ this entails the

~

development of what Roberts and Ru

11 call a "clue structure” or

a

analytical scheme.. The research process™is shown diagrammatically in

\

J

Figure 1. °“The Roberts & Russell Regearch Process

A

use for over ten years in a variety ‘of studies by severalléiffe,tent,

v
.

)

-

.

o

I

This approach to science education research has now been in

Figure 1. . -
. A R .
Important issues . M )
. associated with
everyday science . .
education practice Philosophical Systematic theoretical
For example: | treatments perspectives for
-l o authorifzy . (especially > understanding issues of
‘e knowledge lnfoermal analysis) education and science
o teaching
o scientific theory R
® status of models ’
., ~ , :
- . . Translation to context -
’ p of science education
Application . ' , .
(¢.g-, to lesson ——p -
transcriptions) . ’
“Clue structure” * . 1 Systematically analyzed
Y Y ¥
specific to N science education
science education B phenomena
Refinement % ’ -
4—— (required to .
enhance matching) - .
i 5 o
.
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1

researchers. Roberts and Russell illustrate their discussion by

reference- to six studies all of which\used thisaapproach and recently a

v

colleotion of research reports in this genre has. been published (Munby,

Orpwood , and Rdssell, 1980).°

.

B »
_ In the present study, the task is to develop and test a,

q}framework for anal&zing logical features of curricplum policy

deliberation. To such a task, the "philosophizal™. approach just

[y

described is particularly well suitede In the first place, an ‘
analytical scheme must be capable of engaging with the real events of,

curriculum policy deliberation. A scheme whose categories are derived
[ ]

solely from idealistic considerations for how policy ought to be

.
v

) developed fails to meet that criterion (as the earlier discussion of

the “"rational pianning models” demonstrated) And in the second place,

\ .
' \ if the scheme is to have normative.power; i.e« be usable in evaluating

i

! or improving practice, its categories must be rooted in a fimg

. \ )
iconceptualisation of the policy process. “In, that ‘respect the relative

freedom from observatiqnai sategories of the anthropological paradigm

is also inadequate (as the earlier discussion of "empirically grounded

models" indicated; The philosophical approach described by Roberts

?nd Russell has the potential for the development of analytical ;

-
éategories that are-both . theoretically significant and empirically

0

/ : . Retrospectiveé Account of Résearch Method a

i . . . .
7

g | o

In this section, the research of the present sﬂud& is described in

v
I
i

g .
. . Y .

/ terms of the "4-box" schematic representation of Roberts and Russell

¢
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®

(19?3)} shown in Figure l. This will serve both to illustr;te the
model“itself and also to provide the reader,with an apprepiation of the

steps entailed in developing the thesis defended in this dissertation.

: The first box represents the inktial step of identifying one

-

or- more imponbant issues aSsociated with everyday science education

v -

practice . " Earlier .studies of this genre reported in Roberts and

Russell's article or the recent collection (Munby,*Orpwood, & Russell
)
1980) focussed on such issues as the teacher'"s use of. authority, the -

A
- Pt N

.. status and nature -Gf knowledge being transmitted in science classrooms,

|
the provisions made for students to learn te think independently, how

-
~ . .

curriculum materials are’ evaluated, amongst others. In the case of the

3 . -

present study the “tssue” is drawn from the qfea 6f curriculum rather
than instructional practice, Its general importance as an issue is

‘ N .
explained in Chapters ! and 2 and need fot be elaborated here. Its
impo}tance to me personally derived from my participation in a-orocess
- ' Se
of Yzurriculum policy deliberation at a school board in Ontario during

the period 1977~ 79. I was present in tWo capacities. First, it was

understood and agreed that’ 1 wanted to observe %ind record) the
e,
process. But second, the local participants, looking upon me as a_

relatiﬁe expert, expected periodic advice and conStructive comments

during their meetingsi I have repofted,%lsewhere on the tension N

-

between these roles of participant and observer and the means by which

that tension was dealt with (Orpwood 1980b). What this experience

-

reqﬁired, above all, was a means of "making sense of" rather than

merely reacting to the process in which I was a partiet -pant.?jThe lack
o
of an existing logic of curriculum.policy defiberation with which the

.
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. )
@ ‘ process could be analysed was t?us of immediate, personal, and
- . - . 13
~ IS - R ~
practical importance. { .. :

r

R " The Second stige of this research is described By Roberts and

. ¢ -

T Russell as the developmeht of "systematic theoretical perspectives for

understanding issues of education and s2ience” (p. f16), such

L

perspectives being developed from the products of philosophical : L

»

analysis. In tnis case, the detafls of this part sof the study are
W . . ’
i«?

reported in chapter 4, but two sources of philosof§ al’ analysis were

\. found (after an extenslve search, several trials, and frequent errors)

; ‘ to be of most value. TheseaareiToulmin's (1958) analysis of the .

ey o

. . . patterns of arguments that are used in substantive disciplines:, and “

-

o, Baieg s! (1958)\snalysis *of the stages of deliberation. These taken in

. &

- < combinati\n provide the key elements of the theoretical perspective for
\‘ ° ' . T T " ‘g ’ " '
SN - . the study. o , . .

Thd#next fnve ‘in the research’ process is the “translation” of

.
L

,

.. /F{? ¢ ¢
i the theoreticaf’ﬁ%&spective-1tself a set -of concepts or distinctions
!

necessarily in "general rerms--tq.the'more specific context of sciemnce
i @ £ .

o

- - .. -

S educations The productlof;this mévg is described by Roberts amd
: o

Russell as a "clpe strusture specific to science education”. In the

~

present case the analytical” framework or clue structure, described -in
N . [ N h "

chapter 4, is- in fact more general than that, inasmuch as it is
. N
os . ' intended to_be of value in-.analysing curriculum policy &eliggnation in
any school program area: In constructing the clue structqre for the
prgsent study, it was nacessary'to.combine selected.key.elements,from ‘ i,
Toulmin's "argument pattern” nith selected key elements from/@aier{s

. * - " - . N
S . analysis of the deliberdation process in such a way that the resulting

p,.‘frameyork attended to all the elements of significance in the material

- L -

e
13
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o

-

* subsequently been edifed to ensure The anonymity of all persons and .

43 W

to be analysed. This meant that the elements of the framework had to
be so gefined;zin some cases redefined or renamed from, the original .

adyhor's work, that - a alear correspondence could be seen between the )
N .

) resdlting categories and the vaﬁfous Lypes of déta.‘ In ‘making these |
i = .~

ad justments, 'care had to be taken to ensufe that theﬁintégri{y of. the
CON ) . . o ‘
theoretical petrspettive that had ‘been argued for earlier was

maintained. - This ensured the firm rooting in disciplined scholarship

which *is one aspect of the strength of this approach.
~ :

The other strength of this rﬁsearch approach is the equally

*firm lirk with the pheﬁomena of educational practice and the final two

-

\

steps of the procéss are desigped* to ensure that this link is well

i

established. First, the framework must be applied to instances of
Ay o ' .

"data”. %h,earlier‘studies,'transcriptionslof teaching, text from

Y

science -textbooks, and papers prescribing objectives have all been used

£l

as data. In the present case, clearly, the ‘'study was focussed on'
curriculum policy deliberation and tfhnscriptions,of samples of such

deliberation provide an obvious~&ata base. As explained earlier, my

'
-

presence as a participant-gbserver at the meetings of a scfence

-

curriculum commfittee -enabled, my collection of such data, which ha

~

Y

_ ; . ) 3 , -
-places involved or referred to. A more detailed account of the mdthod -
: et -

of analysis is provided in chapters 5 and 6 after the framework itself
N o . : |

r

. . | '
. ig set out. This step resulted in a systematic analysis of the

pﬁenomena and confirmed for me that the framework was usable.

-

: - One further step was required however in order thét‘the1SLUdy

» "

be completed. It was important-to refine the analytical framework "at

- 3 -

e

4

p

e .
oy R
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. ) least to ensure the absencd,of redundant categories, the maximum degree
~ of comprehensiveness of the analysis, and the usability of the -
. . !
. framework by other 1nvesttéztors. Three tests were therefore conducted’

. ’

] N
to, enable evidence on each of these three matters to be reported (in

chapter 7).
. . - . - : Il
- In research of this style, it is important to note what

1 > o . -

. precisely is claimed by way of the results or products of the research.
3 The primary output’ {3 the analytical framework itself. It is expecLed.

that this framework can be used to further our understanding of

~

curriculum poliyy deliberations and thereby, assist other'investiga&grs

. s

s working in different ¢gituations. The instanceg of deliberation s
- \

. actually analysed in the present study are of nd general or continuing

interest;gythey/are set down here merely instrumentally as.a means for

“demonstrating the use of }he.ﬁramewofk. The study is thus intended to
. R : .
have both theoretical and practical value.

4

paparre vy
-
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Chapter 4

'LOGIC OF DELIBERATION: A CONCEPTUAL INQUIRY

Background ] ' g
“ 4 h >

In this chapter, the analysis of the logic of deliberat

e

the—f4rst two chapters, is continued and developed into the form of a '

framework whereby instances of curriculum policy deliberation may be “ .
" . 4 ‘

analysed-.

Aristotle on Deliberation

Deliberation is originally an Aristotelian concept, whose purpose and

subject matter are described in the Nicomachean Ethics (III, ch. 3)

Thbre, Aristotle points out that we deliberate "only about things that

arg in our power and can be done” (ll12a, 30) and not about theoretical ..
I .

matters nor about the affairs .of others. Further, we deliberate not-.

) about oertainties-—it is not an exercise in prediction——but about

things “in which the’ event' is obscure and with things in whizh' it 1is

indeterminate“‘(llle, 9-10). Aristotle, however, confines his concept

J

of deliberation to considerations of means3 not ends, using as examples

" 1

the cases of a doctor who does not deliberate over the end for his

conduct, healing, and of a statesman‘regarding the end of "law and ! e

. N

[}

order.” ~In‘regard'tj.o’eduoational matters, this beLieffin the fixed and
evident' nature of ends is illustrated at greater length in The Politics . LN

where his Vieys about what is edueationally desirable are set down

e

-
7

without equivocation. . o ~ NN
g
No one will doubt that the legislator should direct his
attention aboye all to the education of youth, for the
neglect of education does harm to, the constitution. The-
" citizen should be moulded to suit the~form of government

;‘

N
s
'
;
e

-
@
%
L}
i)

3
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) - under which he lives....And since the whole city has _one“end, -
- : ’ it is manifest that education should be one and the same for .°

halle.. (VIIL, 1337a, 10-22).

[N “_

~ e a [ .
- ‘e +

. the‘plaCe'of each in.a child's education.

~

count_ direcbly t R -1

e

<« . >

e ot Another dffficulty “in applying Aristotle s

-
- " <
v e
DAY

a ' to the understanding of curriculum policy deliberation is his apparent L

I's * :. " - ‘a : ‘% B ] ’:.
d & :

- - lack of a clear distinction betWeen practical reasoning as a type. . -

argumen by which 4 final decision is defended and ‘deliberation . as’ . ot

\

~ the process by which such a decision is reachedq, Gauthier (1963)

comments on Afistotle's treatment thus. PR o . ’1ﬂ;
‘ Aristoftle speaks is if he were describing 'the process in ° e, A
v ’ which Someone engages when determining what to do. Indeed, .
. "deliberation”, is the appropriate name for this process: But .
° ) deliberation ﬁ? not effected by practical syllogisms, or by
any' formal pattern of reasoning whatsééver® To speak of .
- deliberation as a type bf reasoning is to point ,to the fact +° s
that, as a result of successful deliberation, one can produce
‘ a piece of reasoning, an ordered argument, leading from a* e >
starting point (which is, for Aristotle, the end) to a <. s
conclusion——an action to be done. It is this piece of -~.
reasoning which is of philosophical interest. What one-does i
_in order to be able to set it out is.quite irrelevant, P >
although doubtless of importance ‘in other contextslx ’
. Aristotle has confused the psychological process by which a
el " person comes to resolve a practical problem with the ogica
ST argument in which the 'steps leading to the resolution are ‘. ,
T g . formally set out. (1963, p. 26) - A Kt

i

- 2

- \

' ‘ This distinction between process and product is, in‘my view, an .,
o . important one.for a clear uhderstanding of curriculum deliberation.
: .o . D
Y < Gauthier's apparent d%ﬁmissal of deliberation as being of idterest only

to the psycholagist, and -not to: the philosopher, betrays his own -

»

: * It is also essential to an‘understanding of Gauthier's own argument, -+ .~ | .
IV . a point apparenzly missed by Reid (1978) who simultaneously draws . ",:

extensively from Gauthier and blurs this key distinction. ° .

1
»
o
-
>
.
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e

~Leasoning is of relevance to the present study and is discussed in more

. I

position as a formal logician. However, his own analysis of;practical

4.

-

detail later in the chapter.

Schwab on Deliberation

Since Aristotle's original exposition of the topic, the topic of

deliberatiom and analyses of its components and methods have not *

s

,Teatured prominently in the writings of philosophers. There have been

empirically based accounts of educational deliberations from'which

- -«

generalized principles or "tips for success" hdve been inductively
detiged (e.g. Raup, Axtelle, Benne, and Smith 1950). And more recenjly

a collection of accounts of a variety of deliberative experiences has
T y -
appeared (Re?d and Walker 1975) but these accounts do Jot analyse the

concept of/ﬁeliberation‘in any depth. As Schwab comments in the

Foreword to Reid and Walker's book: N

i
Where logic and strategy have received large and successful
study down the ages, yielding the most powerful canons and
_instructions for their use, the more particular arts of
deliberation and tagtics have been given little more than
hogor for their function. From Aristotle to .Dewey. and
Piercé, they have been recognised *for what they do, honored
for their contribytion to our lives, but given little or no
« atfention in their own right. (Schwab 1975, p. viii)
* v -

In Scéwab's own work hoWever, we find two major moves beyond

-

'

the rélatively technical concept that Aristotle sets down. First, ae
L ~
broad variety of legitimate aims or ends for education are implicitly

recognized. And second,’ the inverplay between the determination of
ends and means is identified as an important consideration, indeed one

that changes the process of deliberation from being merely technical to
one that is much hore‘complex. Schwab writes in summary:

14
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v

v
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W « 2 )
The method of the practical “(called "deliberation” in the
loose way we call theoretic methods "{nduction") is, then,
~ not at all a linear affair proceeding- step=b Tstep, hut
rather 4 complex, fluid, transactional disc Lineaaimed -at”
identification of the desirable and at either attainment of
the desired Pr at alteration of desires (1270 pe 5)
a T
~Schwab.'s purpose 19 erring about deliberation here is 1qn

v

_convince curriculum workers and theorists of ‘the folly of pursuing

¢
- - P

:Ziﬁﬁbs of inquiry more suited to theoretical problems. He therefore
e

phasi;@s Lthose characteristicsoof deliberatidn which provide
substance and eage to rhis distinction. ~ For Ehis reason, his analysis

of the concept is not taken further than his purpose requires. As

noted earlier in this dissertation, Schwab does ident1f§ some of the

key elements thxt deliberation must identify: "the relevant facts in

N N
w~

the concrete case ... the desiderata in the case ... alternative
| - . ” )

solutions .. the branching pathways which nm&‘flow from each

alternative. and affect desiderata ... costs and consequences (of

. - .

alternatives)" (1970 D 36). o .

Schwcb s ,major work on deliberation is his paper entitled

*"The Practicald 3: Translation into Curriculum" (1973). In it he sets

—
[l

, out an accoyni'cf"the'ideal curriculum deliberation, designed ."to

.

[ 3

e

translate scholarly material into curriculum” (p. 501). ‘He argues that

[y
“

such a task, if it is to be carried out competently, requires five

’

"bodies of experience" to be combined in an.ecleciic fashiop- - These

bodies ofﬁexperience are, ideally, represented by persogs familiar with
i

the fivej;onsiderations. subject matter, learners, milieus, teachers,

curriculf;-making. While the first four.of tpese are clear ‘enough 1p

their specification, Schwab dwells at some length on the necessary

functions and skills of the curriculum specialis¢43 From this account,

.

EA

. .



.

[}
b
a

49

%& - a picture emergeé of how deliberation might take place in the ideal

-+ situation. And herein lies the problem with attempting to use-this

° -

account as a,"reconstrggted logizg"” of curriculum policy deliberation.

As was explained. earlier, a reconstructed logic, if it is to be useful,

L I

must be to a certain degreé a representation of how practitioners

° “

*  actually operate. If it is not, then it lends iLself‘to being y

. s

- 2

b disregarded or misused. Séme practitioﬁers will simply ignore q<90del.' l

or ideal which does not seem” to relate to their own experience; others,

'

+ by contrast, will forgef their experience and treat the model as a new
recipe for practice. This, Kaplan argues, dis a subversion of the

autonomy of professional practice.

I3

In the case of Schwab's account of deliberatiodsin "The .

R -
2,

Practical 3: Translation into Cur;iculum," it appears‘that‘there‘have

-
-

L been few examples reported in the literéture of its practical use. His

o -

earlier paper, "The’ Practical: A Language for Curriculum,” is -~
cohstantly-citeq for its theofetical‘Eﬁdﬁanalytical insight. There is
one gase, reported by Fox (1972), in which Schwab's detailed account of

v . .
- _ the i&gal deliberation was clearly used prescriptively; thete is little .

v

p . - evidence, hdwever, of its use as a means of improving ongoiﬂé practice,

A

or .evenof its use as a [lens for examining examples of deliberation.

It should be noted that this commentary on Schwab's account in no way

-
I \ !

:imﬁlieshany weakness in his argument. Rather, it is intended to show .

¢ that, as a means for examining instances of existing practice with a
_view to their improvement, it is too idealizéd.

\

. For a source of theoretical perSpéetiVes for hnderstanding .

(33 e~

~and {lliminating curriculum policy deliberation, it is necessary to
v, ‘e ( e an %
. .. . . Ay - A
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move away from the literature of the qurriculum“fiel& per se and into

Al
N .

the literature of philosophy and particularly that of political

philosophy and ethics. There, one can find the sub;edt of deliberation

ovér practical questions dealt with anal}tically at a conceptual/ievel
- X _ oy
removed from the discussion of the practical fields themselves./ Armed

with the distinctions described in this literature one can return to

v

the practical phenomena of éurriculum deliberation with fres insighﬁ.

°
P

Vickefa on Deliberation

N ¥ - .
- which the regulative process operates with no change to. the standards

ad o

Four authors have been ‘of parti&ular value in clarifying the nature of

- v

policy deliberation for the purposes of this study, Vickers (1965),

Baler (1958), Gauthier (1963) and Toulmin (1958). And the analytic

‘framework to be described later is constructed largely on the basis of

distinctions developed by the latter three.

Vickers takes, as his’gopcéptual model for the policy

L

process, the biological and industrial process of system gegulatidn,"
using éﬁe automatié'steering of a ship at sea as an illustrative case.
Aa\bg egplains,‘suéh a aysgém is reguiated by means of three main
étepa, the collection of relevant “4nformation about the "state of the

aystem", the evaluation of this information ‘based on pre-set norms or

atandards, and the selection and initiation ‘of an appropriate response

)

‘(p. 37). ,This‘leads him to conceptualiae two diatinct but related

Apleisbne

Factivities-in‘relation to the policy process: an executive activity in

“
K

or norms governing the enterpgise“hnd‘the policy making activiéy in -

which these standards or‘norms,_and therefore the judgements based uﬁon

L)
2 »

"
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them, are not- assumed to be constant but subject to deliberate cﬁanges.
Both activities depeﬁd however on the process of gathering and

representing of information about the overall system and on judgments -

I'4

concerning that information. This process:Vickers terms "apﬁfeciation"

following the usage of "appreciating a situation” (p. 39)..

Vickews's analysis continues with the identification of two

~ L .
related components of appreciation, the making of factual judgments

-

» N\

about the stdte of the system——he-calls these "reality judgments”--and
the making of judgments about the significance of these facts-—value

judgmehts. Th% operation of these two in harmony enaﬁles an individual

P -

to'appreciate the situation in which action takes place. The repaining

part of the regulative cycle involves what Vickers calls "instrumental

@

judgments” in which alternative'courses’of'action are proposed in the

L

o~

i

light of the.abpreciation. Thus, the cycle of institutional regulation'

v

<
continues, : .

v an endless dialogue between appreciative and instrumental |
judgment, in which appreciative judgment always has the last,
word, testing the solutions offered to it against judgments

> of fact or of value and rejecting them (that’ would not, be
‘practical; that would not be fair) until an acceptable one is
found. (pp. 47-48).

Vickers' s concept of appreciation is at once helpful)and

-

limited in its application to the problem of the present study. §1rst,

1t is valuable in that it links the poliay and executive processes in a

conceptualization of<the regulation of an ongoing enterprise. In Lhis,
” g -

it is unlike the radical conception which ignores the eontinﬁ}ng nature

of institutions and instead considers policy problems as though

policies were develdped from scratch. Vickers's conceptualization thus

~
-

appears to be the more realistic. Second (and related to the first),

59

&
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&

Vickers places g}eai stress oh the function of informalion in the

ﬂ,polfﬁy-pfocess. Many of the aiscuééions 6} so—-zalled rational policzy

T
- .

making assume that policy diséﬁésions are lérgely discussions of . goals

.

and the values assocfated“wigﬁ~them. Yet, experience leads one to

.think thht,_in reality, facts'qr information rather than’values.and .
w“ - . £
objectiyes usually dominate policy discussions. . s

The limitations of Vickers's analysis for the present study

are also two~fo.d. IE is ndt_clgar, first, what the logical eléments,
« e

i

as distinct from the Efoceéses, are @n the context of making

appreciative and instrumental judgments. Understanding such elements

28 ¢

.is ke& to the sudcessful énéiysi§ of Lransc;ipts'of instances of -policy
> 2 » N .

A s . T : ‘_ s
deliberation. Second, .it is not clear from Vickers's account .how the

"diaiogue" between instrumental ands appreciatiQe Jjudgments operates.
" iy

How, sbecifically is an aection gr proposal for ‘action logically related
to the informj;}on colfected?\ These considerations make it necessary

- . ‘E & B
to go beyond Vickers's analysis’ while also taking its insights into

™
*

account.
> ~ » s -
. ¢ o ‘ . R
Two Dimensions '‘of the’Deliberative Process-
s - 7 A\l
© i “ﬂ'.ﬂ < ’
T L~ ® : ) X
It was argued eardier, in the context of a critique of the rational
-« : ’ »

)

planning model, Lhaf‘cur;iéulqm policy has a dual nature, embodying
both rational content and”politfbal force. It can-—and must, if it is
.« ’

'tq*be effective~~both communicate” information and guide practical

déqis&on. A curriculum policy, for example, might gommunicate to
J T

2 Al




.

~ teachers the objectives and tdpics of a particultar course of study. It

shouid also repvesent or stimulate a Eommitmen; on the parf of the

] . {-. - ! )
teachers -to teach the particular topics in accordance with the-stated

objectives. It if fails to qnmmunicate,'its rational content needs
< ‘ . *

attention; if it fails to promote action, it lacks political force.

—
v

. Al .
These two characteristics are so closely idtertwined in practicze that a

2

* .

discussion that diéregards either one is liable to mislead.
’
It follows that a process of .deliberation designed to yield a

.

curriculum policy as its principal product must also-zgye a

+
a

corresponding—duality. It must attend both to the development of a

RS - [ s . L f Sy .»G . - : :

plan having defensihle content and to the matter of bringing about a
e, - ‘ S

’ ] a
change in the practices of teachers or, at-least, of stimulating a *

/ . . .
commitment to such a change. Baier (1958), in an anakbysis of the

process of ethical réasoning (to which we shall return later),
]

-

expresses -this distinction as‘follows.*'-

- t

When we deliberate, we are therefore attempting to accomplish
two quite different. tasks, a thearetical and a -practical
_task. The theoretipal is:completed when we have answered the
., theoretical question "Which-course of action is the best?”
The practical task is simply to act in accordance .with the
outcome of th al. (p. 142) )

- s ) N

over policies to affect others, -

the first task ig bxactly the same fthile the sezond 15 the same.in «

! .

. Furthermore, there is a complexity evident in actua

-

of deliberation which belies Baier's apparentl

-

instan

straight foryard aﬁalxsig. Part of that complexity is derived’ from the

8
-

fact that whilé Baier's practical/theoretical distinction is both

~

elegant and incisive, it remains a heuristic device. While it renders

- -
*
a

61

.
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~ ¢

practice moge.comprehensible to the observer, it makes deliberation no
e - o 3
less easy to carry out. Baier’s "tasks" are so thoroughly integrated
/

in reality that participants cannot turn, as it were, first to one task

and then to the other. Both'are achieved simultaneously.

The problem for. the study is, however, the rendering .of

deliberation comprehensible rather than the conduct of it. And the

K

dual nature of the process suggests an analysis developed on the basis .

s -0

of two separate perspectives. In what follows, the process of

N }

developing sound reasons for ‘acting in a particular way ‘is first
considered, adapting and combining work of Gauthier and of Toulmin;

that is the theoretical component. The second perspective i§ developed
N ’ ~ -\ 5 .

from Baier’s own work and adds the pragctical or dynamic component of -
the analysis. F}nally the't;o perspectives are combined into an

analytical framework in two diménsions.

o

Gauthier and the Practical Syllogism - ¥ . .

il >

L

The first per'specti\'re; from which p'olicy deliberation can be analyzed,

<
sees it as a process of determining.a decision which is supported by

.reasons. In this light, deliberation is congidered as the process of
kel '*!

assembling the substance of a\practical argument.* 4n analysis of
practical reasoning therefore can be expected to shed light on at least

formal aspeots of the products of deliberation. If we understand
W 4

’ ,clearly the nature of these end products, then the process of their

———————

-

* The word "practical" is used by Gauthier and also throughout this
disgertation in its Aristotelian sense in which problems whose
solutions have the. form of actions=--rather than of knowledge--are
called "practical". (Aristotle, ‘Nichomachean Ethics, Vi, 5)
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“

development‘or assembly "can also take on new meaning. In this respecf,
’A .
Gauthier's (1963) account of praetical, reasoning is a ‘helpful

conLribution to this understanding. Toulmin (1958) examines arguments
]
in a similar wav but does so in the context of an extended inquiry into-

- .. -

the types of argument found in a variety of fields of discourse. In

this section, distinctions from both of these,authors are combined to

-

yield one dimension of an analyiical framework . -‘
] .

/ The core~both’of Gauthier's account of practical reasoning
b . . , 4
and of Toulmin's "argument pattegnﬁ_is°the Aristotelian syllogism:

. . ¢ ’
major premise; minor premise(s); sg,_c(nclusion (Gauthier, pe 27;

' ’ . A, - s .
Toulmin, p. 96). “But both Gauthier “and| Toulmin have embellished this

stark core to make it more 'useful as an| analytical device. Let us s

-~

| .
consider Gauthier's version first. / . .
‘ i

i . .
Gauthier's analysis is concerned specifically with arguments
in which reasons are being advanced for some action, i-e., practicai

arguments as distinct from those designed to support a theoretical

conclusion. His embellished vérsion of the Aristotelian syllogism

consists of three parts defined as follows. .

’

Premisses with, practical force-—statements eontaining
desirability-characterizations of the oblects*of the agent's
,wants..., other premisses--statements concerning the
situation in which the agent must act,\his capacities, the

-~ probable and possible effect of attempting the various

o *  adtions open to him in thé situation; practical ~

judgments—-statements derived from the premisses and
specifying the actions to be done. (pp. 43-44)

Clearly, curriculum policies, -as bractical judgments;’are the sort of

statements to be supporﬁéd by such reasoning. Thus, from this W
. \ . L
. perspective, curriculum\ policy deliberation can be seen as the task of

\

the assembly of these three components.into a coherent policy
R .

4
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rationale. 'Indeedz Gauthier's distinctibns have been uséd (Orpwodd

- . /. ~

© 1976) as a heans for analkyzing curriculum policy statements in science
AS

education. . : ’ . N

& :

3
.

h <

Gauthier's account 2an thus lead torthe development of an ¢

+

*

* analytical fraﬁéwork whose ;pplication enables the critiéism of
dnstances of curriculum policy deliberation éndithus facilitate
‘Pnde}standing(of curriculum policymaking generally. But Toulmin goes a° )
stage further bécause his interest is in the comparison of arguments o
from different fields. ConseunPtly, Pis version of” the sylloéism is:
developed to enable such comp?risons to be made. An& since. another
concern of this ;tudylis the clarification; epistemologically, of the
”c;rriculum field" in relation to oiher fields, it is heTpful to
iﬁcorporate e}ements of Toulmin’§ acc?unt witﬂ those of GauthierZS

‘.xi . . . . \
_ already describeds ° *

Vv

Toulmin's "Argument Pattern” . . :

Stephen Toulmin's monoéraph, The Uses of Argument (1958), is an’ .

elaborateiy argded attack on the use of formal logic as the analytical

- . »

N ideal for evaluating arguments in sub§bqg:fzﬁ fields.- In its place, |
’ " . Toulmin suggests tﬁét«many of the criteria for sound reasoning are |

"field dependent” (p. l4)-and are therefore accessible to empirical |

e

- - " rather than formal inquiry. He then proceeds to develop an analytical

- framework which incorporates categories whose application can disclose

'such field-dependent characteristics of arguments. It is thus possible
- to criticise aéxuments from a variety of different fields, once the

criteria characteristic of each field are laid bare. .

A

. +

e
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Curriculum argulQQt, I gave sdggest;d ea£1ier, has never been
stuected to the sort of empirical invéestigation that w0uld énable sucﬂ,u
criteria~to bé clarified. It is the;efore not possible to demonstrate
empirically kinnhiﬁvbetween the curriculum field and any other fields
which e@ple practical }gasoning. boes medicine or Ilaw, polit{cs or
the fine arts, provide the most appropriafe &odel for curriculists in
their search for theoretic;I understandinglof their enterprise? One
might argue a case for any of, these but Toulmin's argument pattern
provides the basis for an:éﬁpirical inyvestigation. ‘

The complete patéern, shown here in Figure 2, consists of six

elements: Data, Conclusion, Warfént, Backing, Qualifier, and Conditions

of Rebuttal, all of which are worthy of consideration in the context of

1

this study.’ . N X .
. . ,
- ) “ ' -
DATA + (s0) QUALIFIER, . CONCLUSION \ -
(ssncy. - (unless)
WARRANT CONDITIONS OF
s . REBUTTAL
~ |4 *
C e -
7 (on account of)
N BACKING
' Y i r N ¢

€

Figure 2. Toulmin's Argument Pat'tern
(§ . ® o ) \o
*Although the terms used by Toulmin (Data, Conclusion, etc.) ‘
are perhaps more suggestive of theoretical arguments than practical
" ones, the pattern can be used, with. only minor modification of . .

definitioﬁs, to apﬁiy to the analysis of policy deliberation.
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Accordingly, in what follows the six elements are dfscusgédﬂas they- .
\ ~ .
apply in the context of the present study. o a‘

pY

f‘

-

The core of lhe pattern\comprisesiihe three elements, Data,
Warrant, and Coriclusion, which correspond to the three compgneu£§/of
the Aristotelian syllogisﬁ. If one first redefines these three

. velements in terms of Gahthier's analysis of practical arguments and

F

then adapts the terminology to suit a distussion of curriculum policy -

~

deliberation, the elements emerge essentially unch;nged. Toulmin's

N

"Conclusion” specifies an "action to be'done” or a curriculum policy.

This is clearly the end product of carrizulum policy deltberétion.

*™  Toulmin's "Data" torresponds to Gauthier's fsituagionql‘p:emgsses" aﬁd -

4

thus to the partizular facts introduced as Reasonsg 1n’supp6}t of the - .

chosen policy. "Warraafs," Toulmin dgscribés'as statements of the ’ \*\
v , - ) .
type, “Given Data D, one may take it that Conclusion C" (p. 98). They .
. thus provide the logfhal "glue" linking facts and decisions and ; e &

correspond to Gauthier's "normative premisses.”: The term warrant is

- -

retained here to identify this elemént. )

*
-

»

_These first three -elements are* the logical‘necegsitigs for a

piece of reasoniné ag Gauthier demonstrates. Toulmin's major

[y # -‘.
cogtiibdtibn concerns the nature of the warrants'thai~are_useé by -~ :
arguments from diff;rent fields. He 1llu§trétes these differendes . '
f{rst by:means of ex?mples, a selection of which are reproduced Here.

The proofs in Euclid's Eﬁementé, for example, belong to one f( o .

kfield, the calculations performed in preparing an issuye of -

. " the Nautical Alwanac belong to anothers.. the argumenty "Thig
phenomenon cannot be wholly explained on my theory since the
deviations, between your obaervation$ and my predictions are
statistically significant”, belongs to yet another; (1958, p. .

\ 14)‘ M . -

'y

P o ®88 _- &
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In each case, it is the warrant that characterises the field of

» ‘e -
> . . N

argument and Toulmin goes on to discuss how warrants are propositions

- -

of a general nature on which particular arguments implicitly rest.
This generality again distinguishes warrants from the specific facts
produced as data in the particular casé. The legal parallel 1s cLear,

as Toulmin points out. "This distinction, betWeen‘data,and warrants,.

is similar to the distinction drawn in the law-courts bétween questions

' .

of fact and questions of law" (p. 100). While data, facts, dq not vary
] !
in kind from ore field of argument to another, warrant7 are of a much

greater variety. ' ! : ’

-

)

While data may be validated in-a number of well established‘”\\~//

and obvious ways, the validity of warrants in a‘particular field is

less obvious. As Toulmin notes, "In addition to the question whether

Y]

" or on what conditions a'warrgnt,isfapplicable'in a particular'case, we

"may be asked ,why in géneral this warrant should be agcepted as having

;autho;ity" (ps -103). It {is.ta clarify ‘the basis+of warrants in any

0

particular field that Toulmin includes the element of "backing" in his’

IS £

patte¥n. In ﬁis legal example, for fnstance,_the backing of the .

yarrants ‘is the laws themselves. The point ts that, in making the l‘

- . »

backing of a warrant explicit, one is clarifying the basis of the

N t -

. .’ >
warrant’s authority. Ih the present context; the relevance of the -

"backing" ‘concépt %s clear.- However, in order to discuss what hight

[

constitut% bacﬁingtfﬁrjﬁarrants in curriculum argnmént; it is~necessary

[}

to have a large\number of warranfs derived from the analysis of many

instances of curriculum policy deliberation. While the scheme © ~ ..
)

developed in this study is designed to facilitate such a collection,

A

4 e

rdl
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’ ~ .
. .. . . - -

full discussion of backing‘in curriculum argument is beyond the study’s
scope.,,However, in a later chapter, the ways in which backjing

- statements-might be considered is projected on’ the basis” of the

& / ¢

warrants found-in the samples of deliberation analysed.
3 o Fidﬁlly, Toulmin includes two further elements, Qualifie;s“

'and Conditions of Rebuttal. These indic(te the degree of confidence

one may place in a conclusion and the circumstances under which &

; :
Y particular conclusion may be invalid. For two reasons, these elementa
S y »
are not employed in the present study. First, the notion of a "yalid"

conclusion,’while entirely appropriate in. Toulmin’ 8, account, is al
'y

somewhat less clear in the context of policy deliberation. A policy
-
'conclusion,.as has been pointed out earlier, must’ not only be valid

rationally it must be workable practically.’ The'demands of bne

'sometimes require qompromises in the .other. The concept _of validity

The.second

of a conclusion is thus more é:omplex in a polic& field.

.
. <
-~ PR

Je e - Y J 4 ]
complexities~of policy deliBeration, a framework in two dimensions is _

"being developed, combining the insights bf two. theoreti/;;:;_\‘v/ﬁ/*\\cgg

. .- W ) .=' .':,‘
perspectives. In developing the second dimension of this framework

»

reason follows’ from the first. In order to,accommoda;e'the - s

. ¢ -

the needs which giVe rise” to Toulmin 8 two élements, Qualifiers and/// .

- v e

“Conditions of Rebuttal, are to ‘gome extent, at least, attended toe

o.A . - . ”ua(

L. . S, e .. 2 ’s
Al - \‘l. . .P . "_ LN »
; 7 - s ) - ' . N : o b " .. - T - 7. <
- Baier on the Deliberative Prdcess - ’ . s,
e—> X , . - J
The elements of Toulmin 8 argument pattern can be used réctly~for

>

analyzing ‘the groducté o£ deliberation, 1In fact, an earlier study. LI

(0rpWood 1976). used Gauthier’s version "of cﬁé practical syllpgism for

¢
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precisely that Bufpcse. However' such an analysis, in Kaplan's words,

. . L]

e

t

“presents the denouement (of the drama), but we remain ignorant of the-

.

F 3
plot” (1964, p. 10). More seriously, it can suggest that an argument
' ]
presented as coaclusive--i.e. as supporting the polizy finally selected
=1s in fact the only argument ‘copsidered (cf. Barry 1965, pe.  32), thus

misrepresenting the complexity of the deliberative process entirely.

- Al

The gradual’ development of an argument during the course of

(]

deliberation is clarified by Baier (1958), who/distinguishes between

[

two stages of astivity in the deliberative process. He describes the-
differences betnet-_jrgthe.ée phases as follows.

The first stage consi®ts of a survey.of the facts for the .
purpose of drawimg up a list of those that - are relevant
considerations; the second, of the weighing of these
considerations, of those pros and cons, with a view to
determining their relative "weight" and so deciding the
tourse of action supported by the weightiest reasons,.the
course that has the weight of reasons behind it. (p. 93)

)

. - . \
The ‘reader will note the close parallel between Baier's account and

Vickers's "apprzciative judgment” described earlier.
Baier' however sugéests a sequential process in which the data
of the argument change in status -and significance as the deliberation

moves along. fnitially, all data dre d;scribed as “facts™, but’
follpwing the first stage, some of these are eliminated as irrelevant.
Those remaining are now called "coﬁsidefatiogg”'and the second stage
involves the wetghing of these and the determining of those that will !

become “reasons” for acting. * TQ;S development of data in the course of

. .

deliberation is represented by Tiéure 3. While this dimension of the;

¢ A

framework is intended to be" a temporal one; showing the progress of

- , - . -
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FACTS

-

. . AL .
) I. Surveying of Facts-—--—----i-—--

CONSIDERATIONS

Il. Weighing of Considerations~ = = — - -:L- -—-

’ . . REASONS
~—_ ’

g o ~
Figure 3. Stages of Deliberation .

]

'data.during s{e\liberat_ion, it is important to note that new facts can be

Vo

entered at :any time. Thus, while several conSiderat_.ions may l;e in sthe

. process of being weighed together (stage I1), new facts /may emerge that
change the balance entirely. Deliberation is not the l,inear process
that a ‘unidimen;i':t} framework, such as this one, suggests. |

The prinzsipal task at the first st.aée of deliberation is the

selection of those facts that will become considerations subsequently.

- Thus, for example, when I deliberate about whether or not to go \skiing
next weekend, the f;ct' that theré“/.is pr:esently good snow on the slopes
is likely to be admitted as a consideration, while -t_he equally true
fact that it is my father—in-law's birthday may not be. At stake here
is' the relevance to the problem at hand of all the myriad- facts

. \ available. And in admitting some facts as cqpsiderations and excluding

others, one applies "rules of relevance"” or, as Baier describes them,

-
.

"consid eration-makit‘l‘gn beliefs" (p. 24).

-
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.

-The;e rules, Baier points out, are not mattefs of taste or
] ‘ . ‘ ! -

opinion "relative to partic&larléituations or particular persons” (p.
96), but matters of fact “universally L}ué (or false)" (p. 98).. -
Clearly, the rules by which information is admitted or exciuded to
debate are of great sighificancé to the outcome an& rules of rélevance
therefdre.aéﬁﬁrvé‘furthér\1nvgstigation 1ﬁ any }Ludyiof cufriculum
policy deliberation. 'Furthe; discussion of thé-status of tﬁese rulese'

is deferred until examples are available from analysed instances of

dqlibération.

-
'

At the second stage of deliberation, the task Mnsists of
weighing éhose facté previously admitted as relevant considerations to
determine which are the most important and which, therefore, are to
constitute grounds or reasons for action. At the second stage, any
consideration is a potehtial o? "Eriﬁa facie" reason for acting in some

way. .We say that we will do X "other things being equal,” when we have

a prima facie reasoa for doing X. This doés not mean that we will in

reality do }; It means that we atre in possession of éacts that, in the
apsence of other considerations, would éonstitdte\adequate reasons for
doing X. Whether we eventually 5; X depends on the results of our .
weiggévg all considerations and developing "redsons on balance" for
doing X. This phase of deliberation involves the application of
further rules——Bgier éalls them “"rules of<superiqrity" (p. 99)-—to rank
different types of consideration. As in the case of the rules of
relevance noted earlieé, fug&her discussion concerning such rules of

supefiority in curriculum argument-is deférred until analysis yiélds

some actual examples. ’ .

71




' 64
e >
Finally, then, deliberation concludes with the development of
reasons, which have evolved from their origiﬁal status as facts Lhrough

N

becoming considerations (on~the grounds of relevgﬁb to the problem):&

o

and finally becoming reasons by virtue of their odtweigh%ng other

N

considerations in importance. It will be noted that in the course’ of

this development, other lagical chafactefistics of these facpé}Qid not

4 A \ N -
change. They may be true or false, empirical or analytic, universal or / 3

. X .
specific.” As they start, so do they finish.

- .

A dezision is thus supported by the weight of reason which °
gives the argument force as well as its validity which was our concern

earlier. Analysis of deliberation by meang of qhé‘ﬁirst dimension of
. . .- ? -
the framework alone enables the determination of the validity or

¢ @

defensibility cf the conclusion but .not its force. Analysis based on

the second dimension alone is equally one-sided. It enables one to
— )
comprehend the proééés.of deliberation but allow; one to ignore the
validity of the conclusion. Clearly:‘tkgn, analysi; in which both
dimendions are ;ombined into one “framework offers thé promtse of a more

complete scrutiny.

. -
$

Toward Conclusion and Resolution: A Framework in Two Dimensions

s

When the two dimensions just outlined are combined, avcompos}te

framework, is produced which is represented in Figure 4,

It will be noted; that abbreviations for the 1ndividua% elements have
_been adapted from Toulmiﬁ's a;gument pattern in order to accommodate
‘the second dim;nstpn and to retain clarity.’ Each of the two dimensions

of the sghemé has already been discussed in detail. At this point,

o
-

3
- el
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FACTS (F)
“ »
. - ) i
Rules of Relevadce ) . . .
. o ‘ ’
Y
. l |
- CONSIDERATIONS (C)=w=== POTENTIAL ===« == 5 POLICY
* WARRANT (W) - PROPOSALS (p)
Rules of Superiority ..
3.  REASONS (R) —— WARRANT (W) ——3 POLICY, (P)

TOWARD CONCLUSION

-~

Pigure 4. -Framework in Two Dimensions
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-

/
therefore, only those new features resulting from the interaction of /

) \ - /

the two dimensions require comment. , ; J/

/

In the first phase of deliberation, the rules of relevagdé
are applied, strictly speaking, only to warrants or potential/ydérants.‘
The facts themselves are either unchanged at this stage (if considered
relevant) or eliminated from deliberation (if irrele;ant){/ Potential
_warrﬁnts justifg~prima facie argumgnts (represented the*dottéd
arrow) in support qf policy prébosalsas.Fog examﬁle, other things g?ing
equal, consideration (Cl) might suppért a p011;§ proposal (pl) on the
basis of warrant (Wl). Similarly in the second ph;8e of deliberation, -
it is the warrants,. strictly speaking, rather than ‘the considerations
" that are weighed. If a pa:ticular warrant 1s foundpto posSess
o

n the considerations related to it become

°

reasbns in support/of a particuldr policy decision. .So, to extend the

ovér-riding weight, t

previbus example, 1f warrant (W1) is judged to outweigh all other

warrants, the¢n consideration (Cl) supporting policy proposal (pl)

becofles a reason (R) for deciding in favour of policy (P). In this

way, both Qhe theoretical argument is concluded 4nd the practical

»

problem resolved. “w,

v




Chapter 5 ' : ;

2 TRIAL APPLICATION OF THE FRAMEWORK

<
- N

At ‘this point in the dissertation, it is helpful to reflect on thi

purposes of the study, so thdt the trial application of the framework
/

-‘ M ‘ v
cdan be considered in its proper context. The study as a whole is ”
N - ’ i .
§ T exploratdry in nature; its primary product is a’ usable framework for

B

anaiysing deliberations. The purpose of this portion of the study,

. ‘ therefore, is iimited Lo‘iliustrating and assessing the use of the
framework whose development has just been discussed. Specifically, it

\ is not intended to be an assessment or evaluation of particular
instances of deliberation, nor is it intended to develop
generaiisations about curriculum policy deliberation as practised in
Onrario or elsewhere. The selection of examples of deiiberation for
analysis is therefore guided by their poientiai to yield information
about the framework and its applicability rather than by their
representativeness of curriculum policy deiiberaz;ons more generallye.
A more global assessment of the framework in terms of its use with many
types of deliberation is beyond the scope of the present study.

¢ It «<is not Lherefore considered necessary to present more

i

details about the context from which Lbe selected samples of

b3 x
e ,

deliberations are drawn than is required to render Lhe substance of the

;.1

’Qata comprehensible Lo the reader. Thlﬁoniy claim Lhat is made-

concerning the nature of ‘the, samples of deiiberation examiped here is

.
«

that they, fall within the general definition of curriculum policy

> ) deliberation stipulated at the outset. Nevertheless, in order that the

e ol

' 75
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L
reader can assessg this claf; and also fully understand the trial
application’ of the framework, some backgtround information about the
material to be analysed is desirable. . ' .
! v, Azcordingly, in this chapter, the background to the
collection of data for thig study, the process of data collection, and

the nature of the resulting data base are firs£ described . Then, a ‘
’ primary apélysis or sorting process is ouglined; this is designed to
render the data ;nto a form ;hich is analysable using the framework.
Neg;, the results of this Primary analysis are desﬁribeq'in detail in
-
orée:.tﬁat the selection of samples for secondary analysis can be
justified. Finally, the applicatioq of the analytical fraPework to the

analysis of two samples Of data is described. >

L]
. ' Data Collection
M A

- During the perind 1'977 until 1980, the inrestiBator was involvéd as

project officer and«co-principal investigator of a research and
~ . development project’ coficerned with the science curriculum. for the a

. . e
. Intermediate division (grades 7-10) 4n Ontario. In71977, the
» . - ’ . "
provincial Ministry of Education developed a new curriculum guideline

for this part of the school sciedce curriculum, which required that a

significant' number- of new éblicy decisions be taken at school board

-

level.

»
»

At OISE, my supervisor and colleague in the project was .

interested in exploring-the applicability to this implementation

g process of the concept'of “curriculum emphases"” whizh he had outlined

in an article in the guideliné'document (Roberts 1978). The major

S - o0
76 -
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thrust of this wprk i§'}eported elsewhere (Roberts and Orpwood 198L3.
. ) a~
Idvlhe present czontext, one part of this project is of particular

.

importance.

) L0 [y
The project was sited in a large school board (23 secondary

schools) near To:cngo and all the redearch was conducted in the context

of this board's efforts to implement the new science guideline.

Responsible for this policy process was the Board's Coordinator of

Science (hereafter “the Coofﬂinator") who was expected within a -

<

reaSSnable length of time to recommend to his -superior, the
Fd

Superintendent of Program, a science program for grades 7, 8, 9, and

]

10. Their recommendations could then form the basis of a formal policy

adoption by the Board of Education itself and thus become the required
gurricuium f:r ££e schools in thatvjurisdietiog. Complicating this
task was the fact that thlé tﬁe Ont;rio Intermedi;te Division (to
which this guideliné was applicable) é%vers the.range of grades 7-10,
the schools in this Board were in fact mos£lyvdivided between K-8
(g}ementary) and, 9-13 (secondary) schools. The policy planning process

therefore affected nearly every school in the system.

To accommodate this complication and also to maximise the

-

oﬁbortunity'for teachers‘to coﬁtribute_to the decision making process,
‘the Coordinator i;yeloped a structuré{ plan, which he.called-his
“process modél", COmprisihg a two-tier commiiiee.. At one level, a
émalllcoordinating committee of 5ix teachers——three from glemeniary
chpols and thrge fro ;econdary schools--wifh himself as chairman,

drafted and discussed gssible policy options:z/Once consensus was

reached at thie level, the draft recommendations were circulated to all

-
-

(oA

-
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* science Le@chers in the system, and the work of the-second committee
- ' ) ¢

began. This committee comprised two representatives from each family
N . - S 3
of ‘'schools——one from every secondary school and one from every
® . . . .
= corresponding group of "feeder" elementary schools. There was thus the

°

.
oy

potential of 46 teachers partizipating at this levél. Over a two year
period, the coordinating committee met five-times and the larger

representative committee met twice. At the end of this process, the
. Lo A Q
N ‘ L Board approved the sets of recommendations which were developed by

A . these committees and the resulting program policies for Intermediate

‘

science are now in place in that school system.,
At dn early stage,in th{ﬁ process, Roberts and I discussed

with the Coordinator the possibility of devgloping our plans for

research within the context of the Poard's own program development

Vd

‘processf His response to this idea was very ébsitive and plans were
drawn up for our participation. The terms of our relationship and

-

understanding with the Board are complex since the study involved many//\k

-

areas of” activity other than the bolicy process (e.g. we directed

curriculum materials writing workshops, coanpLed inservice sessions
\ N .

e
.

for groups of teachers, and observed lessons in p&og;asi?.' All of

these activities were regulaied by ca;efully negotiated'and clearly, -«

L]

understood conditions, designed to protect both the Board's (school's,

teacher's) rights to professional autonomy in choosing appropriate

~
~ 3

aoctions and our own integrity as researchers.

One of the most interesting and, in the present context’, most,'gg‘3
i o A - , :
impor}ant parts of the overall research'céﬁiisted of our presence at -,
. 4 s e . -
allgmeetings (except the first, which had already taken place when we

-

0 v

“ERIC . . - 78 .
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. began our work) of the policy committees. At these meetings, we had
the role of participant-observers and we were permitted to observe and
make notes concerning all that took place. The details of our
nggotiated relationship in this context are described, illustrated, and
defended elsewhere (Orpwood 1980b), but two principles governed our
involvement. The researchers were present to "facilitaLe'dipections

- . . )
chosen (in a deliberate and informed manner) by local curriculum

-é;/"‘ﬁ

aevelopers, not to persuade local developers to follow directions
s M f ‘

chosen by the researchers” and to- "contfidute to the informed choice of

directions by suggesting a range of plausiblg alternatives but leaving

the final selectioa to local practitioners.” (p. 114) .

Thermeetings that* we attended thus contained relatively few
_interventions by ourselves. The paper in which the,principles were

enunciated also .contains a detailed, analysis of all those 1ntery§ntions

to demonstrate that the principles were in practice adhered to. w

- N

P . As indicated earlier, the deliberations leading to the .

K -

} adoption of program policies for Intermediate Science consisted of a

& n

>3

series of seven meetings, five of the small coordinating committee and )
N N

g two of the larger committee of teacher representatives. Apart from the

Y

LN N - . .
- N . first meeting of the coordinating committee, which took place before —ﬁ;

4 ur involvement with'the Board began, we attended. all of the meetings

. both committees. (The first meeting, we learned Mater, was devoted

exclusively to a discussion of the Coordinqta?]s “protess model”)

v

o . Furthermore, and with the unanimous perﬁission of those present- we ' ‘

S tape-recorded all of the discussions at the meetings. These recordings
~ . .

B 3T 4«
v IR - LY
%

.
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* g re subséquent.y transcribed in full, at which point all names were -
removed to ensure the anonymity of participants. These six
transcriptions together with the documents used at the meetings thus
Y .o E - * K
. form the record of the complete deliberation process. ¢
“ R o .Qg‘\' “ . .
To give the reader some indication of the quantily of ‘ Mg "
’ materizl this repre'sents,'"Table 1 identifies the length of each meeting
. (in minutes) and.of the resulting transcription (in pages). Meetings
~ . . . PR
Fable 1 - :
Lengths of Meetings and "Resulting Transcriptions . ' -
> ] . ¢
Meeting Duration™ . Transeription Ratio T/D )
. 9
(minutes) . (pages) (minutes per page)
\ ) - .
< ' . T ) .
, cc/ol 90 30 3.060
» . . ‘ \x i :
- CC/02 105 . .35 ) '3.00.., ¢ .
d ’ - ) -
. CC/03/ . 135 . 40 3.37
- B " ‘ " ‘.“%' . . N
CC/04 + 120 33 3.64 T T
oL L - * - -
’ /01 - 120 28 4,28
. TM/02 90 . . 20 . 4409
. I N .
- . Totals 660 . 188 . — . .
Al =N
—— ’ - ‘
" . ) {
i M ° ’
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of the Coordinating Committee are designated CC/01, CC/bZ, etc., and

3 " , ’
those of the teacher representatives as T™/0l and T™/02. For a variety
of reasons, from the atiiosphere ‘of the meeting, to the audibility of

the recording, to the stykg of typing, the meéting time .and
trangcription length are not exactly proportional to each ‘other.’ Latér

in this chapter, these fiéures are used as the basis ‘for calculating
: .
the proportion of time spent in discussing substantive policy issues.

<
~

Primary Analysis of Data

The complete set of transcriptions (188 pages) is supported by
additional documentation--Ministry of education policies, aggnda for
méetings, copies of a survey instrument with results that was deveioped
and used by the Coordin;ting Committee,';nd drafts of policy -
statements. These form ;he caﬁplete record of deliberations leading.to
new curriculum policies for Intermediate écience‘inithisfseheek—beafdl
They are Gheref?re the data. base for the analysis:coﬁpempi;tedvin this
study. First, however, the mater;al requires consideragle sorting. On

inspection, one finds thaz/EEE:;Il of the discussion recorded and

}rans;ribed constitutes delibéeration ovéf poliéy issues. Some . of the

. -

\ «
discussiog concerns the procedures to be. employed by the Committee, for:

example. Such discussion, béing of a tactical nature, can of cours@’

have an 1nfluen~e on the final policy decision but such influence. is

L

imolicit or indirect since analysis of the text reveals no.expficit -
- N\ .

~

éiteﬁtiod to a poliey problem. Other discussions are of a trivial ‘

>

v~
-

nature, conéerning ngéonal matters among-comm}ttee members, the making

of coffee, and other matters irrelevant co.pélicy questfons. Some

- o
-
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preliminary soriing or primary analysis of data is thus reqh{red, which

can result in the isolation of diszrete policycéroblems or iiéues, each
of which can then be submitted to detailed: seconddy analysis using

the scheme deéeloped in the study.

e

“»

L . ’ ) ‘% - a ) ) !

.

A éfter much examination of Lhe-data, a four-way categorization
, was found to be most useful for this primary an;lys{s. The c;legories
Co arg defined as fdllgws. _ . ‘ o t
Qurricu%um Issue (C) : DiscussLdn,dié;ctiy concerned with a-policy ) .
! . . ~
‘ - about the eontent of the §ciénce Erogram; g, .
" d " whether or not a-unit on ";olugions" should~be_.
g .Laught in grade 9. " L o
Strpctural Issue (S) : Discussion directly concerneé with a policy
. ' abou; how the cur}i;;Ium should be determined 6r
) . ' qén&folled, e.g. whether families of schools ,
. : . ” .
}t " ' o should select units fof their areas. :
Process Issue (P) : Discussion conqernea-qigh ggo&g*brocedure or
" . ) v ' tactics; e.g. whether the s;cégaary school heads.
To- of stience should be~consulted at a particular -
. ' h o ~ point in the policy process. '
» : » e ,
Trivial Issue (T) : pther dicussion unrelated to the problems for - )'
- 2 ~ which the Foﬁmittee wastsel up, — |
Each of the éix Lranscription; vere énalyged ;slng‘this sét of f ' ™
. categottb; with Lw; resu%ts.!,First, the data'Bése was rendered more e )
) sditab%e f;r"subsequent analysis. ‘This of course Q;s Lhe\pufG;i:'of,
the primary ‘analysis and the naturé:of ih; resulting data is de;crib d -
latef. hug second, it ig'possible to give a more-getailed account of
the §ix meetings than was previbusiy possible. . ¥
’ - . .
w . 82 . w7 s
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Table 2
Distribution of Time Spent at Meetingsﬂ
% : ‘ ' «
e
2 ’,
¢ Time spent (in m{nutes) on each type of issue
Meeting C S P T Total
7
cc/ol 0 7.3 81.3 1.2 89.8
CC/02 0 o 0. - 105 0 105
CC/03 ’ 43.6 59.1 31.1 2.0 135.8
cc/o4 © 54,4 19.9 - 41,8 4.0 120.1
. T™/01 89.9 17,1 . - 17.4 0 124,1
T™/02 . 60.3 20,0 .- 8.8 0.8 90.1
w » ., £
~'.Tot.a.l.'é ' . 248.2° 123.6 285.1 ‘8.0 664,9.
(% of total time)(37.33) (18.59) (42.88) (1.20) (100.0)
. I3 . 3 , . f . »
e e e i i "~ \
'. / . ] ~a

Tgble 2 presents the results of the primary analysis in
- ‘ ; / ’

s ) ' .
quantitative®form. The analysis itself of course dealt in pages“of

LrénScripLion. Thege numbers (of pagés) can mean little by themselves
. -
to the reader, so equivalent times have been calculated using the
. ratios shown in Table l. One can thus see, in Table 2, the way in

-

1whfch the total time spént at each ﬁeeting was distributed among the

four4tjbes of discussion just described. Ag_might be expected, early
R L .
Jmeetings ed to focus on procedural matters” but'these became much.
] ’ A Y d
) \ SR

S 83 ... W
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b

less important in the later meetings. Apartsfrom this obser tion?

thig primary analysis is of less value for what it shows directly than

J

for the sorting .of the data it aqcomplisﬁes. Eleven hours of meeting
time is reduced to just over six hours of deliberation over policy

matters, both curricular and structural. I pointed out earlier that

. N . /1 a
the process and trivia discussions, not being deliberation over policy,
do not lend themselves to secondary analysis using the framework

developed in this study. /

On inspectigﬁ/of the transcriptions, the approximately 'six

- ¢

hours (371.8 minutes) of policy deliberation (C and S from Table 2)
cover six relatively distinct clusters of issues, as follows:

Sl - The use of objectives . “

R 4
>

S2 - The size and locus of control of the core currizulum

S3 Levels of difficulty among courses

Cl - The identification and placzement of core ;nits in grades 7/8

c2 - Qourses‘Ta,Physic;l ard Biological Science vs. Integrated
Science.

C3 - The identiﬂicatio? and placeméﬁt PE core units in gra&és'9/10.

Table 3 shows "the length of time spent on each of these clusters of
LV ) ™~

issues at each .meeting, together with the length (of Qquibalent times

-

*

of samples* of the issues isolated for possible further attention.
. I

-
[

It was anticipated, early in the study, that isolation, of

discrete issues based on single policy questions would:be‘é relatively
= .

~ ’ . . R

* The term "sample” is used here to refer to-portions of transcription

‘that-have been isolated from the multi~issue clusters which cover

single issues only and'which are therefore analyzable usifg the scheme
developed in this study. . A
< - ' ' M
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$ Table 3
Distribution of Time Spent on Issue Clusters

2

Issue . Time Distribution (in minutes)

Y

e

cc/01  2¢c/02  c¢cc/03  cc/0o4 TM/O1 T™™/02 Total Sample

SL 449 13.3 18.2  18.2 (A)
$2 - 49,2 6.3 8.6 17.9  63.3  49.4 (B)
$3 : 1.2 6.3 : 123+ 19.8  13.6 (C)
cl 25.2 28.3  52.8 18.4  124.7 17.0 (D)
) c2 ' . 12,2 10.0  25.7 10.0  57.9 37.9 (E)
) c3 6.2  15.6° 1l1.4 31.9  65.1  37.0° (F)
[ 4 . e d ‘ ‘
Totals 4.9 . 0 94,0  73.5 98.5 78,2 349.1 173,1

* (947%)  (49.6%)

-

straightforwards tagk. This was not }n fact ;hé“qase for, I believe,
two related -reasons,* one directly related to the subjeet’ matter under

-3 discussion, the other of a more general ‘nature. Jhe specific _subje::t
matter occupying the bulk of the discussion df curriculum polities

o

(especially cluster Cl) concerned which of the units (of science’

v

‘a

content) specified in the Ministry giidellne should be incorporated in
the boafd's program at grades 7, 8, 9, and 10, and which other units,

if eny, should be recommended as pptidhs. While discussion frequently

o ‘ . ' ' ‘ . ) .
L EMC - ‘ - 5. L ) ‘ K
’ = 3 ’ .‘ - 80' N .- 4 ' )
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7

focussed for a time on the question of a specific unit as a posgibility

tor inclusion at.a sﬁacific grade level, such a question was rarely

resolved independently of the consideration of questions concerning

other units_at other grade‘levels. Deliberations tended therefore to
. ' . .

14

i bé‘Lenthy and issues interwoven. . The second reason is simply that, by

~

extensdiqp,. it could be argued that all policy deliberation is of such a

nature tHat consideration of several issues proceeds simultaneously and
? \d
!
discussiQn“of one is inevitably tied in with discussior of another. It

should be noted, howaver, that while this situation:presents technical

not affect the applicability of the analytical framework nor the main

"
,argument of the thesis,

B .

Despiae the difficulties- outlined here, reasonably complete
1 P 4 .
* -
samples from each cluster of issues have nevertheless been isolated to

repiesent the substance of that cluster and ,each is now described in
. N - e

summary forme.

Sample A (Cluster S1)
. . “ §

. ‘ -, L4
The issue was an exception to the generalisation noted above, in that

it represents the complete discussion of a relatively discrete policy

°

. .
qugstion which had relatively little interaction with'discussion of

-other policy questions. The matter was raised in the,firsﬁ meeting of

-

the zoordinating committee, when-one committee member asked "Will this

. ~ - .
.group or gsome group eventually have to develop a set of objectives for
- & ‘

.each bit of the mandatory core areas?” This led.{mQ?qiaLely to an .

o 2 Y
answer from the chairman of the committee, (the science coordinator for

.

the board) that, while bbjectives.should-”iﬂeally" be developed, he °

.
. - .
-
.., .. ‘ . °
. . ~
. -
s

|' problems of data presentation inuthe context of a dissertation, it does’

/
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3

-~

Pa

/ N

doubted the value of "Mager-type objectives.” He went on, "My

B
¥ -
1

experience, in working with teachers, both as (secondary school)

‘

-

. department.ﬁgad and as coordfhatqr is that if you begin to approach
that, to building a curriculum that way, it's a good way to get rid of
people in a hurry. I think we can come up with a better way." Another
commiittee membe:s‘s;res;ed the importance of not producing "just .
straight lists of contenL" and the matter was dropped. .

"The 1issue ;f objectives arose again in later meeting.of the
coordinating committee (CC/04), though this time with a somewhat ‘
different focus. The ministry guideline specifie? 15 broad aims to be

attended to during the span of a student's program from grade 7 to 10.

¢

This required tierefore that boards determine how this should be done.

o8 '

Should, for exampie, the aims be divided up by grade level (like the

units of science content) or should a balance of all 15 be maintained

within each year? In addition, the implications for evaluation of the

4

existence of several alternative aims within a program, especially for - *
. béssible goard-wide evaluation, were of concern éd the Committee. As
" “in the earlier discﬁssion, no clegf direction for act}on emerged ffrom
these deliberations. ‘The comﬁittee never did seléct objectives of any
kind . Some Units were developed with diffe;ent objectives combined
with the same’ content and research rel;ied to this is reportéd ’
elqgwhere'(Roberts & Orpwood‘;981). - ’
¢ ' ' ° g l . . ~
Sample B .(Cluster S2) N .. oY
- One of~the most importa;t areas of policy_r;lating'to Intérmedk %e
- sc%e&cg’érquamS'h%;L~éqré}delegated by the Ministry guideline ‘fo
X ) ’;‘2.'.5}'- R , ' : ’
) tiﬁ, s A . b . = .

‘. R TS
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oss the .board's drea) in each of grades 7, 8, 9, and
V' d

both for increasing’thé size of the core from thé

rd

-

each family of scho 1s or to each school. ‘The teachers had been asked

(in a.survey) for their opinion conéerﬁing whicp'level (Board, Family

of Schools or School) should control how much of the curriculum for -

-

results of this surwvey form!% the basis for discussion

each grade. The
. )
whteh occupied nearly one half of one of the meetings of the -,
2

:ogrdinattng.comﬁittee. The sample-contains-all of that discyssion but

omits questions of clarification and other comments made “on,the topis

)

at other times, whizh forms the balance. of the ‘clusters

3

in that they provided a

*
* These deliberations wete ddteréstiné

good’éthpie of the clear resolution of an 1issue Lhi:ugh,the welighing

of a number.of alternative but dnaccep;able proposals leading to the

13

acceptadge of a compromise. It also illustrat&s well the style of

participation used by the researchers who, while attempting to Bg both
>

N M o
constructive and helpful, were also leaving matters of choice to the

&

local practitioners. By the end of the meéting the size of the core

-
.

4

Hadibéen agreed upon: 4 units out of 6 for each of grades 7 and 8, and

1

6 units out of 8 for each of grades 9 and 10:. These would be specified
centrélly 1b)vthe Board, with the balance of the program being oo

&

9

»

L3
»

~

N

-
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~
determined at school level after consultation at the family of schools

[}

level.’ . )

Sample C (Cluster S3)

hd

Al

This’ issue arose from the existence, in the board's secondary schpols
of courses, in the.Same\squect area but at ditferent levels of

- difficulty, designed for saggents of diﬁfering ability levels. In some-

gchools, there are two—sometimes called advanced and general, or phase’

5 and phase 4——but’ there may also be up to six. In the zase'of

Intermediate science, the Ministry indicated ‘that the guidelinetwas to

$
apply to the highest three levels, for this board, the key question was

t

how to, difﬁerentiate between phases (levels) 4 and 5. Apart from

_ agreeing that "we don't want level 4 courses to be wa?ered-dOWn level 5

- courses,” there appeared to be little agreement about what was either

LY

realistic or desirable. .The potentlal for difterent "curriculum

emphases” to be used to distinguish different levels of difficulty was
' i . . . "
also discussed.- The matter was not concluded concretely. The sample

<+

»

contains'the essence Yof this discussion which appeared at several

meet ings.

Sample D (Clustér Cl) * '
This cluster, more than any other, exemplifies the earlier point that

.
[ 2 r. -

separation of discrete issues is difficult when the issues are all
. interrelated. The group's task here involved deciding which units,
“from the Ministry core for grades 7 and 8, should beqtaught at grade 7
. : . - ¥

8 which at ‘grade 8, and, al%o which additional units should be made

. ’ , .
.
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-mandatory for each gradeJ&ithin the board's program. A survey of

»

teachers' opinions had been taken, not concerning alternative proposals
for coqplege programs, but concerning each unit on the Ministry's list,
Y ot . .

and in thé ensuing deliberations the results. of this survey were used

X
from time to time. The coordinating committee first approved a
pfqposal\at.its third &éeting (CC/03) and then vigorous debate took

place at the subsequent teachers'*meeting (TM/Ol). Despite the fact
that the grade 7/8 program was to have been finalized at that meeting, ' . A‘V

further :1stussions also took place at the next coordinating committee

. \
meeting (CC/04)7and at the second. teachers' meetingv(TM/OZ). The

sample selected for analysis is typical of the discussions that took

T place over these issues. It concerns a unit entitled "Weatﬁer? which o

was contained,lin an.early propesal, as a“&andatory unit  in Grade 8.

(It was an optional unit in the Miaistry guideiine.) After - . x
deliberation, during which it became evidenL that there werg many more ‘
afguments agaihst‘its inclusion than féf 1t; the unit was droppéd

-~

from the propo3al. .

: | Sample E (Cluster C2) ’ ) -

In,sorting units into courses, as described in the previous cluster of -

: issues, one way presented itself immediatelys There are approximately
p .

>

.equal numbers of physical science and biological science units in the
o ) ﬂinistry'guideline; one possibility therefore is to use this as the o
basis for developing separate courses in physical and bgglogicasv/

.science,_both at gra@es'7 and 8, and at grades 9 and 12. The present

cluster of issues is concerned with the advantages and disadvaatagks of
¢ . . . ., . :

N N
50 - - B




-Cl). Again, a aumber of interrelated issues-were discussed

.postponed until the following year, to allow for various alternatives

/\; ] N -
. 83
such a course of action. In the particular case‘at hand, this
possibility was rejected "in the case of grades 7 and 8 but adopted for
graoes 9 and 10. Of course, discussion of theSe issues is related to . ”
discussions’ reléting»to the previous cluster, and“the sample only.

X > , s
contains pbrtions of transeript where questions of a physical -

scienceﬁbiological science distinction were thefprimary object of

~
yun

deliberation.

mple F (Cluster C3) o _

N

The problems of selecting units as mandatory for grades 9 and 10 was'

similar in principle to those concerned with grades 7 and' 8 (Cluster

o
- ) o~

[y

simultaneously,” which makes separation of discﬁete issues difficult.

Two factors, however, made deliberations shorter, in this case. First,

» . ’ . p .
the decislon to have one course biological and the other physical (see '

.

Cluster CZ) reduced the number of alternative courses of action
significantly. Second, a final decision on which a?ditional units

o!
(from the list of Ministry options) should be made mandatory ‘was,

- »

to be tried out. One nnit, “Wise Use of Energy , hoWeverj\occppied a .

significant proportion of the time and the sample isolated contains

b8
‘ this discussiony g . . . '
L}
’ v . f : > ~

. Secondary Analysis~ , e
The isolation of these six samples oé deliberative discussion, N

. N P
representative of the six clusters of issues, completes the prihagy . ' j)%g

A} - i
. A - N * . - .
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the Appendix and are discussed in the ohapter following.

- /
/’Q//
- 84 . ‘ e :
analysis of the data. It ‘'was anticipated that the six samples of-data
so isolated would be equally suited to further, secondary, analysis s v 7

- *
‘using the frame;o?fﬂdeveloped earlier. Brief analyses of randomly

-

selected portions of each sample suggested that this was in fact the

Base. Itkfy&ther suggested that secondar{ analysis in detail of all
8 .

six samples would nct be required for the framework to be adequately

-

tested.

Accordingly, two samples were selected fo; complete secondary

analysis. In order-to provide ag comprehenslve a basis as posslble for B ’

assesslng the applicability of the framework, two were selected S0 as

. ¢

to represenf several major dlfferences among the samples. On this | *
. T
basls, samples B and D (see Table ‘3) were selected Sample B is a . - .

lengthy discussion of structural issues, several of which were
o \
interrelated, and which affected curricula at the complete range of .

grades (7 through 10). By contrast, sample D is a _relatively compact

discussion of a single, curriculum; issue concerning the 1n‘luslon of a-
a@rtlcular unit in the grade 7/8 program; the sample is take as, o .
representing the largest cluster of issueg dellberated. .
T ;
These two samples were then analysed using the framework .

»

described in chapter 4. The results of this analysis are contalned dn - : .49
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« Chapter 6-
P DISCUSSION OFqANALYSIS gESULTS ~ s .

Before discussing the results of the analysis of the" two issues

o\,u ’w‘@ » hd »
selected it is important’ to recall the overall purposes of the study
and to see this anatysis in_relaiion to these purposes. -The primary
jective of the researeh was the development of a scheme for éﬂ - : v
analysis of logi*al aspects of curriculum policy deliberation. A-
-7
second obJective was - the exploration of its. usefulness Qr épplicability

through the trial analysis of selected instances of deliberation.

[

Analysis of many imstances of deliberation is therefore not necessary
to the achievement of these purposes. Wor is an exhaustive discussion

.
.

of the results_of thé two analyses that have been carried out, which

» . <~ ) -
.are nevertheless set. out in full in Appendices A and B. In“what-

follows, therefore, suymmaries of each analysis together with .
illustrative examples re presented. These summaries and examples-then-

L 4

provide the background against which,three elements of the analytical

-

scheme not prevlouslyxélscussed in detail can be examined . .These are

- ..

rules ‘of relevance, rules of_superiority: and the backing for warrantse o .

First, howeyer,‘a few points’ to assist the reader in‘orga%izing this - .

discnssion. . i L - R —

£

e e e - -

Inevitably, the investigation of deliberation at only one

site%meaﬁ;jgﬁat generalﬁ?ations about the ways in which,peOple ' .

genegally deliberate over curriculum policies cannot be made. On the

basis '‘of -only two instances covering-relatively short spans of time;
one -cannot even genetaliSe about the styles of deliberation of the .- .

v ~J * , . .
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"such empirLcal quesLions and iL will be nrgﬂed Latcr that {s an

. \V g’-;;_/ 86 o ’ o .,"l 5

individuals involved at this siteq However, the analjsis does provoke .
. )

s X

importanL feature in favour of the analyLicab scheme. For the presenf,
. . - @ “ e e
thoygh, .the purpose of the -analysis is to explore the use of the scheme

ANt

%

) ‘ . [ 3
and its categories apd to provide the basis for a reasonable assessment

. & . .
-

of its applicability. + . - .
L}

l '
The primary purpose of a sche@ejsuch as the ohe developed

7

4 .
here is not to stimulate further’ emplrical research ‘though it may in

a ’

fact do so. .The primary reason for its,develqpment is set ohf/ﬁni\_

chapters 1 and 2,'namely the enrichment of our understanding of the
’ - w . v .

" this single case do well or badl&, bu!

s ;».;i :se-ond purpose,of the.scheme, also descriQEﬁ earlier, isi°

"‘.‘ S r -

: the improvemenl of individual.performance. This purpose also.implies a

o . —
b ) . \'

nature of curriculum deliberation. In"this respect, we are less:

\ ) . o - P

of ‘practitioners illustrated by 4

concerned for what the specific, group

for the value'of looking at

.

their deliberations in this Way at all.- If the scheme appears to be
1 ~

engaging with and rendering more intelligible that which ouJ’inLuigion
£

'tells us-1is the essence of the deliberative process, then it has

aghieved this purpese. It has ~ontribut,ed to ou .collective insigh{

and understanding of what curriculum deliberation is all.about. In
14 3 ~

.
-

this regard Tbulmin s categdry of* Backing and its application here

' . = 2
will enable some discussion of the epistemological relaLionship of Y.
» . an '
curriculum planning with other flelds of endeavouf. ‘ “—‘mr’ .

T )
- - .

. o
qooorS

-

L4

criterion for the aSSessment of the apalytical Scheme. Russell (1980)

< .
7

pointSAout that "every research paradigm contains a theory of change™ -«

(p.(118) even if it is unarticulated and unrecognized as such. And the

,
. v . - s .
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goes on to point out, the teacher's or curriculum worker's reflection

on his' ownipractice. The paradigm "provides analysis of practices in a
° 3

_ manner which points up.directly ways in which ch nges couid be
' at;empted“ (p. 123) In the discussion of the ahalysis at hand, an
. ' ekfort will be made to show points at which questi

: ) by one having a training function in the. art ofncUrricuium

s might be raised

deliberation. The strengfh of the use of this pproach to improving

. !yl . “ - . M

practice is that a critique of present practd rests not, on the
authority of the‘observer,but on the evidence of the éhalysis\‘hich the

s observer/analyst can share.dith the practitioner. ﬁore detailed

\.v

. . discussion of how thishkind -of analysis might be used to imprdve the

2

practice of curriculum poiicy deliberation will be reviewed in the

- -

- e -he
ty o 4 - N <

The first issue- to be selected for detailed,

o . s

)
v ' ' »that has beedldeveloped in the study, concerns/the size of the core
i ) " 1

curriculum and. the manner in which4it shouid be determined (i.e. who -

..

g should decide.which-units it will contain). A brief_summary of the -

- . u

issue was provided in the previous chapter and Appendix A contains the

W ’ - Y S \

fuiL transcription of the disdussion o£ the issue. The Appendix is

. - organized- in a colufigar format in which_the transcriptioh is set out in

-

. N .o .
R TIvea o N N
LB - o~ - 2

phiiosophicai paradigm*in which this study is set, invoives, as Russell .

- context oﬁ an overall assessmeat of the,scheme. They are recalled here
. /‘ ' to show why certain features . the anaiysis rather than others have-
. » been emphasised. ., . Tt . . - b
» . ’ ,.,, . -" X \'\' . . \
. . '-l' oo "'a . v . .
s e el Analysis of Issue : -
. . ' (Size and Control ®f" Cone qbrricuium)
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Facts (F),

F
the left-hand column and the analysis . in the right.
Considerations ), Warrants (W), and Policy proposals (p) are @
- identified with numbers and. additional comments are added to facilitate

interpretation of the issue. It.is strdngly recomménded at this point

% ’ ‘ - -
that the reader turn to Appendix A and read through both the "7
n » ) . o
transcription and the, anaky$%¥s. T
13 ' - T

”, . * From the analysis, 19 distinct argdment patterns- have been

discerned incorporating 20 facts/codsiderations, 6 policy*proposafs,
’ "\\ v =
and 16 warrants. In addition, .5 other facts or considerations and 1’,
—

proposal unrelated to specific argument patterns were present. Tabl

4 -

presents the argument patterns‘symbolically, while Tables 5,_6, and 7

list the facts/considerations, the policy proposals, and the warrants

respectively. it will be noted that some facts (F4 and F5, for

o

example)'fail to become considerations on,the grounds of reléxzzce. In
& -

the case of F4 and F5, no specific policy proposals are entail S

o -
&
[

However there are also /Bsé”(FIO and Fl1, for instance), where faets

. 4 -

clearly are offered in support of a proposal and therefore form part of

» .
- (PR

an argument pattern, ;gt\where there is no evidence thal these facts,

<

are ‘ever regarded as considerations; This phenomenoh‘bccurs ..
4

periodicall§ and oftengenough to suggest that the scheme requires some’

refinement to reflect the fact that "facts that do not betome

)

'considerations can also support policy proposals. This point is taken

-up in the next -chapter.
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Table 4 r
. Argument Pattgrr;s[:‘lss'ue A .
_ .
/ /'/ ’ ,; N -
. Facts/Considerations / 'f;Wai'ram.s Proposals
1 a ' Fl/Cl , R 4’ - pl
e F2/C2 , Gow p2
e . F3/c3” ) o e "
.2\ F6/C6- LW p2
3 e F7/CT ! w3 o, P
4 . F8, F9/C8, c9 'wz.,ws\. : 3
5 Fl0 | W2 Y
6. . F1.1 . wo° ;pg '
7 "$12/c12 W3. o3
8 < . e s | ' w%:ec pS
. \ \
9 . Fl4 \47” . p5
0 - F15/C15 e "W pS
411‘ BN F16/616 ; W p5
12 " R17/Cl7 , j/{ "L W10 p3
5 Crscis. ) Wil o6
s+ NN . .
14 - F21/G21- . QZ L, W2 p7
: 15 " F22/ch2 ’ w W13 p7 "
16 C 5‘23}'023 - w}a - , »7
17 " F24/C24 . s Y
18 F9/CY ; . s "
19 " 'F25/G25 ; W16 p:;
.
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Table 5 a'

Facts and Considerations: Issue A - .

L

.
+

@

F1l/cll
F12/C12
F13/C13

Fl4

A

-

7 or 8.

. 2 ‘ .
Fl/cCl Consistently people are saying that the board should control
o more than 50%. ) .
F2/C2 . A majority of people wanted little or no control at the
) family-of-schoals level. .
" F3/C¥ A significant nymber of people wanted some control to be
‘ exercised at the school level. . - >
Fé . .The majority of responses are from the 9/10 levels .
F5 60% from 9/10 don't want anything done at ‘the family“éf- ;
schools levels (it looks as 'though the high school people
don't want the public school people coming interfering up .
”there)o ) . - . 4 i . N
S ° s S ) ) , ' ; &
F6/C6 It's €imply my opiniom that I think that it would be better
for the system if we had.6 (mandatory units) out,of 8 (at -
grades 9 and 10). . e :
F7/C7 ° Without .having any family-decided-upon units, we 're .losing %
C part of the main advantage of the new guideline where we have
more cooperation between the two panels, and thus lose an
ppportunity to ensure continuity in students' programse ‘
. ' ’ "
F8/C8 The data that came/back is reinforcing very loud and clear
F9/C9 . what actually-is happening out there and what is likely to
. happen. . /' ’ . ' P
. - / ) ]
F10/C10 (Implementatiou of a policy) depends on :3at your
, and "teachers are ~

éugqrintendent, Principal, department he
likei\ . / < .

It's just not bing to happen; and I don't think it would be .
realistioc. 7

- Al
M

/

i

The core Qnitﬁ‘provide adequate continuity between gréde

levels. y

.
Getting: the family of schools together can facilitate taking N
advantage of 'local situations. )

/ . . ~

Say I want to do machines {in 9/10) it would” be nice if I knew
whether the/feedér sthool was doing something with machipgs in

. ©
N
' N .
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Y . <
) N / F15/C15 Q&f we don't naye family-of-schools planning) we are missing a

-

F217C21 While members of families of schools have an interest in each .

'F22/022 Proposal g7 would preserve the autonomy of each level'of

S

R
B
A)

T 7 ‘—— ] PR
{A i : » - ' .
v . ‘ , ERAN .

. . {

T
AV
~—
'
’

L y1 .

%*'~ (Table 5"~ contlinued) .

1 g&od chance _just to know who the people -are.

,F16/C16 One possible conseqﬁen.e of not having planning at the family-
of*sehools level is that students may enter secondary schools
from different elementary schools having had very diffeﬁént

backgrounds. . - “§ / ..

F17/CI7 Family*of*schools planning is 1mpractical.

1,

F18/018 The teachers will choose to use units that are- the eas&est to .
teagho . ¢ R he b
- . - i

-~ B

‘F19/C19 It is .an official policy of the board that families of sehools
shoul&-consult Logether over curriculum matters.

A ’l

F20 There is nothing in the Minie‘§y policy documean to say that

) planning should take place in families of schools.:
) o 1

" other's eyrricula, they do not have an overriding interest.

school to make desisions concerning their own program.
14

F23/CZ3 Proposal p% would enable disagreements teo be tolerdted if not |
esolved. ]? o

24/C24  Proposal’ p7 provides for flexible interpreLation in E \
implementﬂtion. . :

A
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Table 6
- ) ' - “
.Policy proposails: Issue X
. “4 < ' *
pl At botl. grades 7 and 8, the core curriculum consist of 4 of

the total of 6 un1Ls whizh will comprise each course (67%).

At both grades 9 and 10, the core curriculum consist of-6 of
* °the tqtal of 8 units which will-comprise each course (75%).

p3 _ ., The balance of each course (7-10) be optional and up to each
' school: to decide (although: consultation will be recommended).

by

“v-ipl _ * One course for 7 and 8 be recomménded at the family-of-
schools level. A
pS - Some form of [family=of-schools planning be required. .
- ' . N -
pb The selection -of optional units be recommended centrally.
P LN
p7 - That individual schools drdft their own options and, while
still in draft form, circulate them to ‘other members’bf the
family of schools for comment. ,
V‘ -
: Table 7
i~ ’ N
‘ .
Warrants: Issue A ’ .
Wi The extent and locus of control -of the curriculum stiould be
determined on the basis of teacher opinion. '?' , "
. “Q . A N
W2 /Thé judgment of the science coordinator’ of the needs of the
- system should be a-consideration inodetermining~the extent and
@qﬁus of control. .. : 4. -
W3 E Continuity in students' programs is desirable.
Wh © It is not worth developing a poldcy that is substantially
T e different from present practice or ey .
. N R 0,'.
W3 that 1is unlikely‘to be implemented. T, 3
0y .;’ - :s‘ ’ © N .

Ay

fff« T
4

[
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, h o " (Tabte 7 - continued) N )
s
* W6 ¥t is désirable to take advdntage of local situations when
e : .planning curri cula., -
. .‘ﬁ:‘"’\'\ . £l ‘~ ~_ +
L ‘}:; w7 * It is impo: Lant for secondary schools to know what is-being .
%, ..taught in grpdes 7 and 8. " \ 4 o
‘.’g\\g .
Fggya .. Personal) contact among teachers at diftferent schools leading
. : §§\ to profefsional, interchange is desirable. - ‘
. ) N .
‘ W9*§\ Communication among schoois is desirable. - ‘ -
".‘\\ ,. ) . . ¢ .
v Wi kh Policies should be feasible. = | N
\‘ " " ] ‘ g » 0 » ‘.
, k < Wil Ii’is desirable to steer teachers' choicds among units by
making some optiopns edsier to implement “than others. - .
Y { . v »
S ‘ 1 . WI2 It is important to give stakeholders in the currioulum a voioe $
k in the dez ision—making‘proceSS while not allowing them to -
Q¢§ override each other's prerogatives.
L & L
LS R Wi3 . Schools should have_  autonomy over their own programs.
IR ’ . -
E;ET‘ Wi4 Disagreements_over curriculum matters should be tolerated if N
Y not resolved.
i Wl5 Flexibility in the implementation of a policy is desirable..
. rl%'3Wl6 It is.important that theré be adequate time resources'for_a
Ny policy to be implemented.
— . N . -
§ A zlear illustration of the development of an argument
~ y Y. . . .
. . patLern 1;X\ne context of this deliberation and of the way in which the | -
. scheme reve als its components ts provided by argument pattern #3. :
i ’ .
. Disgussion relevant to this begins on page A3, where speaker’D, who .
\Lurns out to be the major protagonist for curriculum glanning at Lhe
. family-of-schools level, raises a point concerning the continuity of a
e . sLudent s program through grades 7 to 10. He states: i .
‘Surely when the 7 and 8 core are set upy and then the 9 and .
*.10, there's going to be continuity there and that's what : .
. : oo ‘we're after (At Yeah) So we are going to ensure that’ the )
A v - ;3 units in 9 and 10 are a follpow-up to those Lhat are in 77 ° - .
[y . i‘és and 8. ) ) .
3{' R N . - 3 .
: [ - .
AN ) ' -
O }X |

| \‘ o 101" - B
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desirabilitf, in principle, of there be{ng confinuity is not raised

’

here in connection with a specific proposal but as a point of

-~ ¢ -
clarification, reminding the rest of the committee of what Lhey are

¢

- _ about. In retcospect, we can see Lhat this principle is *a warrant (w3)
in-the—making for an argument which D develops a few minutes later.‘ At
this point, the tide of discussion led by A is running against phe

notion of famif§~of~schools plapning. Proposal'p3 is on the table

.

. recommending consultation n”_ though few of the group seem to have many

illusions as:to the likely consequences if it becomes policy. The

commitiee chairman (A) has stated (page A3):

; . , N
/ ~ They (the teachers) are saying "No" and I think we'd be ill- - ;
) advised to try and dictate otherwise. N -

[
.

A compromise proposal p4. (on page A3) from C suggesting that one unit

at 7 .and 8 be recommended has not been given much serious attention. D ’

therefore again raises his concevn‘for continuity, generally assented
. -

to earlier. Thig time he is talking not just at the general level

- P

principle‘BuL aiﬂire specifie level of the situation at hand. He *

says:

e - |
’
S

The cnly thing that bothers me, A, is that, without any
family decided~upon ‘units, we're losing part of the main
advantage of the new guideiine where we have more cooperation
+ between ‘the two panels and we're simply then going to say
B “that we are going to follow along with what's been - -
prescribed. Which gives us more continuity but I would still
like to sit down with the feeder schools and decide: Well,

0K; maybe not one unit; which am I dging and” which are you? .

Py

« Maybe, we can discuss..,
’Application of the scheme to ﬁhis portion of the Lranscription enables
one'to discern firstly the factual claim F7 that "without any family
decided-upon units, we're losing... (ihe opportunity for)... more
ﬁgis." Without such-cooperad%pn, there

/ - . - )
- .
> Vo

L] / .

PN - 102
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cooperation between the two pa
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can be no systematic attempts at ensuring the contifuity of a student's

\
-

program, which recalis D's concern expressed earlier. While D does not

M iy

phrase a proposal in formal terms, his words "I would still like to sit

-

-

down,.." etc. suggest the proposal (p5) that some -form of tamily-of- .

schools planning should be required.‘ This speech by D is(responded to

I would have loved a nice clear base from the

sympalhetically by A ("D,
system...") thus recognizing D's contribution as.a consideration. THhe

-2

.argument pattern, gheh, rephrased for the sqﬁe of succinctness can be

-

~

seen to flow as follows: L
.Some form of family=~

. of%schools planning
should be required.

F7/C7: Without family of schools :
planning an opportugity is lost
‘for cooperation amgng schools
which can lead to enhancing
‘the continuity in student's
programs.

So,pS:

- ’ ¢

Sifice .
W3: Continuity in stullent's programs -
*is desirable
This argument Lhen stood in opposition to the original proposal kp3),
until. eventually-a compromise proposal (p7) was accepted as policy.

>

Concerning the family-of-sohools&plannlng issue, six /

N

e -

arguments (#1, 4, 6, 7, 12, and 193 conclude in supporL of p3 (Lpe

proposal for no such planning to be mandathd as policy)land six

=

arguments (#3, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11) conclude in supporL of p5 (that

s

some form of famiiy-of‘Schools planning be required) Two proposals
(p4 and pb) are presented\as alternative aLLemptsudt resolution of the
iseue:’ p4 (on page A3) is not argued for at all and is not Lherefore
represented in the table of argument patterns. p6 is argued for (pages
AIZ;F3, argument paLLern #13) put is not considered further. Finally,
p7 is iniroduced as yet another aLCempL.aL compromise and develops

|
' 103

~

<

~
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enough support to become the agreed—upon resolution. In this process,

-
«

five arguments (#14, 15, 16, 17, and 18) are offered in its support.
' . . - \(
The other issues involved in this discussion, the size of the

core programs at grades 7 and 8 and at grades 9 and 10 are agreed with

s

minimal discussion. Only 4wo arguments (#1 and 2) are advanced #m~ .
relation to these matters and no contrary proposals are presented.

f Proposals pl and p2 become policy with little ado.

)

At this point, it should be noted that the analytical scheme .

has successfully revealed all the logical “moves” in the deliberations

-

over these issues. The illustrative example of one argument.pattern

-

has shown the depth of detail to which the analysis is capable of

penetrating. Fuarther consideration both” of the substantive nature of

-

the warrants used to support proposals, and of the rules of relevance

anh'superiority seen to be applicable is deferred until the ahalisis of
” . . .

. A )
the second issue has been discussed. .

.
-

Analysis of Issue B

(Weather) L.;_"___\“:\\q
14 .

Appendix B contaiqs the transcription of deliberations centred on a

second issue whlch provoked discussion and argument, The issue is

N N
summarised in.the previous ehapter, but it is recommended that the

reader examine the transcription and apeompanying analysis in full

before proceeding. This issue gontrasts with.issue A’ since it deals
. N € A

with a substant’ve curriculum problem, that of whether or not to

inzlude a unit on "Weather™ in the grades<4¢b core program, rather thag

, N . g BERPPE

with a structural problem. However, as becomes clear when the

{ i
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. . transcription is studled, discomfort over a substantive matter can lead K N
. + -

r

. 'readily to questiods.,of a structural or progedural nature (see, for

‘... example, the discﬁssipn on page B4). Of course-the procedural

. A ~ v
argumengg‘gg_influence the course of the "Weather” dsliberations and,

for that reasonj they are. included in Appendix B, but they are,
» . [ h éu
technically, arguments of a d¥fferent order- Accordingly, in the

c

analysis of the' "Weather” issuety tHese matters are simply labelled
- . . . 1 :

"Process" and not analysed‘further. Thus the fotus of analysis is kept -

. to the one substantive issue. ) - :

- - -

The aﬁglysis of the issue reveals 9 argument patterﬁs (Table

L 4

8) supporting 5 proposais (Table 10) based on 11 Facts (Table 9) and 6_

’ Warrants (Table 11). 1In additionm } Fact and 2 Warrants are presented

~

oatside of any speciﬁic,argument pa}tevns. Arguments’over this 1ssue

‘were essentiariy very straightforward since ﬁbgy can be classifrsd as
either being for (#13 ?, ;ad 8) or against (#3,°4, 5, 6, 7, and 9), the
T inclusion of. the unit "Weather" as a core unit'in grades 7 and 8.

Proposal pl expresses the positive position while PZ is simply the

5

opposite one. Proposals p3, 4, and 5 provides more- explicit
.alternatives to Weather and as such subsume the, spirit of p2 within
) . . . \

them: In the end, the issue did not appear to hdve been resolved by
. the meeting. However, the next written version of the draftgprogram‘to .
A - 3
appear incorporated p4 as the recommandeq policy. It can therefore be, .
c0nc1aded that this was the'resolugion of the matter. o - E
. 3

®

d

-
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T . Table 8
' ] Argument Patterns: Lssue B :, . {
] ) ) AN N * i v ., .
B A ° Facts/Considerations * - Warrants .ﬁrogosals
1. - Fl/cl L Wl ' pl |
L. 2. L FR2/e2 Co ‘ w2 -~ pl
- 3.  F4/ch . W3 S P2
_ . U F5/C5. N W op2.
54 F6, F7/C6, C7 o W7 ’ p3 N
- T 6. F8, F9/C8,.C9 | ' oW " pl-
R . )
. 7.e F10/C10 - W8, - p4
~ \ 4
. r . ?
8. Fll/cCl1 ) ' W8 : . pl
9. F12 S We . - pS
) : o . . P
= . »
. . N . < . ¢ A
* v ‘ ‘ v Table 9.
\\\\\\‘-/;A—7 Facts and Considerations: Issue B
Fl/cl Virtually all the optidpnal units in 7.and'8 contribute to' the

study, of Weather. -

“ ,

B - . 2
F2/C2 Weather would appear to be a good place to pick up & -lot of *
‘ the tag ends‘ ... that you're not going to deal.with as a
full-blown unit. ‘ S

. v . . -
. . R ’

. B3 , Weather belongs moré }n‘Geograpﬁy than écignce.
'Fa/Ea Weather is also a uﬁitvln the juﬁior prograq (in é;ade 6)f
_F5705 .Weather is marked (in the’teaéﬁer survey) as a l;w priority
- 5. ) option 'and then again by only 53%. ' .
Q.._‘ ‘ ‘ ’h e . ‘




(TaBle=9 - continued)

Water and Solutions, being a more concrete topic is more

F6/C6
‘ suited to grade 7 than Force and Energy. ~. .
’ -
F7/C7 There is a significant difffhence in the maturity and .
« . ) readiness of\the students between grades 7/ and 8. _
F8/C8 From the ecological pdint of view, StrSEtE:f and Life Cycles
- is ves Y important. o . A
F9/C9 Structure and Life Cycles ties physical and biologigal
material together in an ecology unit.
F10/C10  Structure and Life Cycles allows for a lot of’ open—endednesssy
' field work and so<9n. :
Fl1/Cll There* is also open-ended work that one can do with Weather.
F12 " The teachers at elementary level might prefer Weather to be
' taught as an extension to*another unit (Forms of Energy, for
example). '
L3 \‘
. Table 10 :
. ) . ,
Policy Proposgls: Issue” B )
pl To include the unit, Weather, in the core proger'fo} grade
N 7/80 -
p2 Not to include Weather in the core program for grade 7/8.
p3 ' For one year, the 6 Ministry core units and Water and )
U————-\_\> Solutlons be the core program.
p4 That Structure and Life Cycles replace Weather.
. . . \ rd .
pS That Weather be replaced by Forms of Energy.
s ) . . "
. /
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- v . Table 11 .,
) Watrrants: Issue B

.

" F4/B4: Weather is also a unit

.

Wl It is desirable to use a unit that combines aspects of '
" _several others together. X e §§ o PR
W2 A unit is a good qne if it picks up topics covered .
inadequately elsewhere. - .

23
W3 * It is undesirable for a unit to be repeated in congecutive
grades.

W4 " The amount of teacher support for a unit should be the basis
for a policysdecision. \

- ) ‘
Ws It is desirable when selecting content to take into account a

student's background and personal goals.
7 . - .

w6 The satisfaction.of teachers following . trial use of units is
’ a good way to determine the selection to be contﬁined in the,

_core. . .
W7 More abstract units should be blaced.ih'higher grades.
' W8 . Good units provide opportunities for field work and other,

open—~ended activities.

v >

: SR,
An illustrative argument pattern is represented in full
below. . ' ‘ . T

“

So, p2: Weather ought not to be
in the junior. program’ included in the core ~
(grade 6). . - program’ for grades 7/8¢

\

R i, , Since, : |
3§ ”N3J It is undesirable for a unit to . e
be repeated in consecutive gradese.

\
b 3 ¢

‘ ) .' 5t L‘ . N .
This aé%ument is presented (page B2) by an elementary school teacher,
N L

ii whose sohool contains both grade 6 and grades 7 and 87 Its aEceptanse

3

by the qhairman (A) showg that the Fact raised (F4) is indeed a

oonsideration (24) While neither ‘the warrant nor the propobal 4n this

-4

case is stated axplicitly, bqth are readily inferred from the eontextr— //

N

.

108 -
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T(E): But it's (Weather) also a unit in the junior, A¢ We just got
that implemented in the grade 6, now wg're doing it in 7. . ’
You see, most sepior publics are 6, 7, and 8, and we scem to i
be really overlapping the junior program.

¢

N

/ A: ' Yedh, you're right. \/ ‘ ¢ ©
! ' T(E): So you shoulqﬁfut a .gap in between maybe.
‘ . Noafurther discus;idn on this argument took place but thé point had
‘ been made. |

In this issue, there are two instances (one on each of pages -

B4 and B5) in which statements are made which have the form of general
o o
principles or warrants (W5 and W6) but which, through lack of specifit 3

-

fazts or propo§als do not form part of any argument pattern. This,

phepomenon is another instance of a case in whizh the original

analytical scheme (which presubposes warrants to be present only when -

Facts have become established within accepted argument patterns)
, P . .
requires refinement. The matter is reviewed in more detail in chapter

7. Apart from these instances, the analysis again revealed the logical
moves in the_deliberation over this issue and also the depth of detail
: of the penetration. The warrants from both this analysis and from the .ot

£
earlier one are next discussed in more detail. ¢ !

-

s . ) .

Warrants and Their Backiné

Warrants, being statements of brinciple, are of central Importance to - .
:arguments, and one of the byproducts of the use of the analytical
scheme developed in this studxpis that the partiéul;r warrants used in
seurriculum ;eliberatién are.exposedlto view, as it were. A; Toulmin o _

(1958) pointg out, they can be the basis of challenges to arguments and .

-

- ’ P
: challenges, moreover, of two sorts.

e . - 109
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[n addition to the question whether or on what cond {tions a °
warrant is applicable in a. garticular oase, we may be asked ’
why in general this warrant should be accepted as having

aathority. (p. 103) A

Warrants ‘have authority, as Toulmin goes on to show,’ because they are ’

backed by assurance; derived from the nature of the field in which the

A D)

Y argument is taking palces Thus, backings may be expected tg differ : .

%

.substantially if they are drdwn from sudh diverse fields as law,

t
a

science, "and history. The exampgg, Toulmin uses to clarify his point
illustrates the cancept well.\ The complete argumgnt pattern runs as :>

follows: _ o . » ] 4
Harry was born o > So, presumably, Hafry is a o
in Bermuda N _ British subject = : A
(Data) ~ . . (Conclusion) ] .
v L '
) Since - Unless ]
> | | | S
' . ¢« A man bormne in Both his parents were aliens
’ * Bermuda will / he has become a naturalised
.» .~ generally be a_ American/ eees '
©f -~ Britfsh subject. (Conditions of Rebuttal)
. T (Warrant) . -

.

. v On account of ‘ ) .

s 30 The following statutes and ~

. s other legal provisions:
Tk (Backing) (based on Toulmin 1958, p. 105)

4 - . -
As ‘this illustration shows, Backing statements are responses to the

‘question‘"WhaL {s the basis for'believing this warrant?” .They are Lhus ‘ .

Py

. épistehofogiqal in status; they show the’'basis of knowing or believipg
: ) \ .

in certain types of warrant.

e

Consideration of the warrants used in curricdlum arguments : .
B LAY °

can. lead us to ask, ;irst, “What is ‘the backing for LQ@Se warrants?"

'
" 1



and second "How do Lhese.backings serve to distinguish the field of

103 - ¢

. s
curriculum argument?” Of course, on the basis of a single study of a AN
single set qfadeliberations, one cannot move directly to moggﬂgeqpr;l

claims about the field buﬁ an’ examination of the warrants revealed by

,ihis andlysis can perhabslsuggeél directions such an inquiry miéht

: ) 'S

takes : .. —~ ? Co ) L \

.
o

. Tn ‘the case of Isgue A, 16 different warrants were found to

-

4 d

have been employed (Tab%}»]), However, - it should be noted that they

were not all of equal‘sigﬁificancé. In particular, Wl ("The extent and .,

locus on contro) of.thé‘curriCULgm éhould be determ;ned on the basis of

Leachef opinion') was the warrany for the only aréument in support of

prop;galg pl and, p2 (which dealt with'lhe extent of the core ;urriqglum . ‘

in.gnadgs 7-10). In Lhe.c;se of Lhe\discussion of curriculum planniné

atgfamiiyﬁof-schools levél, there were many arguments on: both sides of

the debaté and the final compromise proposhl (p7) was not one for which
N

anyone could claim either teacher support or opposition.

. The' warrgdts used in deliberating issue A can be divided into

two clusters. Some (W, W2, W&, W5, WLO, Wll, W12, WI3, Wl4, W15, W16)

"would appear to be based in a view of the curriculum policy process

that is essentially a realistic;.pragmatic, or,politigal one in which
the result is a trade-off among considerations of "wyho wants what” and

"what ig feasible." Others (W3, W6, W7, W8) seem to reflect a more
. ny - . - *-

idcalistic or rational view of the process. If one rereads the '
. ‘ -

-« R X "
transoription from this perspective, one can see that the "politiecal” ,
view is dominant in ‘the contributions of. some participants

- ) o . .
(particularly A, the Coordinator of Science for the school.hoard) while

e -

the "rational” view is dominant among others. v

‘e
.
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While it is difficulf to formulate precise backing statements
¥

" that would ground all of the warrants in each cluster, It is ‘at the
\// 1
level of backing that the two different views of the curriculum policy

process can be seen most clearly., I have elsewhere traced. these two

.
- .

views about curciculum to their philosophical roots by showing that >

v -
they are paralleled by similar schools of thought in the field of
jurisprudence (Orpw06d 1978), 1In that analysis, I argued that one -of
the characteristic tenets of the rationalist conception of curriculum

policymaking is that “the selection of objectives is Improved, even

validated by uégpg knowledge about learners and learning, aboul the

‘social milieu, and about ‘the nature of the subject matter of schoolling™ *

- \

(p. 23). ‘ﬁy contrast, the political conception sees the school

- 5

curriculum as the produc%}of trade-offs among competing interests or
forces and the iftervention of an authoritative decisionfméker or

decision-making .group. These’two'conceptions in ‘their wholeness.can,

it wou'ld seem, function is backing for the warrants apbarent in these
aeliberations. \

Issue B has fewer warrants (8) and the balance of these among

the two views deseribed ,earlier would appear at first sight to lean

. . -

more toward the ‘rational view (Qi, W2, W3, W5, W7, W8) and-avay from

thes political view (W4, W6): However, in this case the tone of the

. LN

>
¥

meeting conveyed most forcefully the political view. In‘'Issue A, the

A S
d N

Cbondinéfor p;opoéed p3 on the basis of a warrant grounded in.the
political view. - Contrary arguments (e.g. by D) tended to come from the

»
rational point of view. In Issue B, the -situation was reversed. Again’

s

the coordinator opened wit® a proposal (pl) but based, this time, on

+

. v

>

3



. inclusion of "Weather" based on a rati nal view seemed to make little

o S

progress, the political view became more clearly expressed (e.g. at .

>
- | -

the bottom of page 83)

3 . @

. It muSt again be emphasised that this use of* the politlcal- -

-

°

rational concepQualisation to ackount for differpnces among types of
. : O v . RSN N

®

[ . v
« warrant -is mot pfesented here in otder to make claims concerning the

]

nature of curriz ulum policy deliberation in general- The very'

. TN m o
restricted ‘data base of two samples of deliberation from one site are )

3

quite inadequate for such a broad statement. Rather, it is presented

\

+  as an illustration of how warrants must. have backing and how such .
backings reflect'beliefs or understanding about the nature of the
- ) )
enterprise. As I have argued in another place; however, I believe that

o = » .

the political-rational conceptualisation has the power ccount for

(>3

differences .in vieWS of the curriculum process but the d t in this

.
¥

study is scarcely adequate to defend that claim HEre. ‘ .

4

» . LR )
' ‘ Tt is, o% course, to the objectives of deepening our T
\

understand ing. of tﬁe curriculum enterprise and relating this enterprise

; ® L) .

i epistemologically‘to others that this part of the analysis has the .
/ 2 >
potential to ccntribute. The individual curriculum policymaker is
- A

_ 'likely to be less interested in the backing of the.warrants he is using .
except insofar as'it ¢can illuminate for him the basis of some of the
sharp disagreements that take place. When individuals do not recognize

DI . or accept one %nother '8 baoking statements, they 4o not share a oébaon

basis for arguing. And, lacking' a common basis for arguing, 3}

. * disagreements cannot‘easily be resolved. °
o . »




-

106 © . .

<

Rules of Relevance and Ruleé of Superiority '

8

Riles of Relevance . . N

.

~

. ‘ v
It i;\EVideng\fzgm evén'a brisk readingcof the transcriptions of each

issue that some claims are advanced .that seem to have little impact

on the flow of deliberation. They are'dismissedﬁ as it were, befbre
they are even admitted. In thg course of develepiné the scheme it was
anticipated, on tﬂe basis of Baier's analysis of the copcqpt of
deliberation, that this filtering would apgly exclusiveiy to facts.
Hence, the Facts ~- Considerations -- Reasons sequence of elements was
incorporated into ehe analytiqgiaschemq. And indeed, there:yre

instances of facts not becghing considerations (e.g., in issue A, F4,
4

F5, F19 ar F20, and, in issue B, F3). Aad one can see that in each of
these idstances, a (usually inLuiLive)fﬁudgmenL is being ﬁsd%
. ‘ B

concerning the relevance of the fact in question. Rules -of relevance
N *

of some kind are being apﬁ%}ed, though in no case*in the course of .

i

., \ _
these transcriptions was the application of such a rule made explicit.
| . : ‘

The reader must thus infer from the absence of any response to an

. N ~ﬁ'= .
intervention and the continuation.of the discussion in ‘the direction it

» feoR, ’

-

had been moving. before the interventibn that theii&?ervention had been

]

ruled as no relevant. In one case (F5 on page A2), the fact was ruled

v o . . ’,
out begause it was.a claim of doubtful validity and was therefore
<

inadmissible as a consideration. , 7

7

The data base, ‘from whfcﬁ.td claim which rules of,gelevance:

v
2

were in use’in these samﬁles of transcription, is too limited for any

\

useful conclusions to be drawn concerning the

there is evidence:«that some £grﬁ of nfiltering

]

ir substance. However,

o
on the grounds of,

t

e
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taking place and thus, as an analytieal category, "rulds .

al

PR ~

‘i em to be justified. Further investigation is ‘required

2 'e nature of these rules, as they are used in practice,

‘i
juately conceptualised.

Was not originally envisioned in the analytical scheme

and proposals might also be submiLLed to a test of

relevance in Lheg§ame manner as factual contributions. Yet the

evidence seems cj§%uggest that this can also take place. (In issue A, L.
N
! for example, propoSal p4" Con page A3) is not advanced beyond an initial .
‘h »/

\“entry point;’ iL faiﬁs to becomé a consideration. In issue B, two

warrants (WiAand W6jwalso fail to become parts of argument patterns,
Al :'! .
- owing" to lack of, fact§ relevant to the warticular situation at hand.

S,
There are also cases of complete argument paLLerns which fail to become

S
\ - -~ -

COnsideraLions (in 1ssu¢ A, #5, 6, 7, and, in i§\qe B, #9). It would S

(\, \ ' -
B ., .

appear Lherefore Lhat Lﬁe conpept of rules of relevance must be. refined

to reflect Lhe evidence LHaL 1l components in~luding complete argument s
» ‘,.'-—«
: paLLerns can drop out of consideration at an early stage. This

\ ~ -

ref inement of_Lhé\scheme is d@scussed in the following chapter.
, L IO - . *
. W .
VL -
- \ D % o ’

Rules-of ngeriority R ‘ : ’ )
" - X\‘ 5 . .
As delibetation proceedg.towards its resolution, certafn prpgosals

. . .
. N \‘ N ) H
\x e

together with “the argumeﬁ but‘fprward in their sdpport pan usually be i

scen to outweigh others. ere ié,‘in'effect, a crude and implicit

« ranking of arguments being ma&e, if ohly inLo the two categories for

. RN

nd hgain§£\3~giiiieular set ofiitoposals.‘ For Lhe purposes- of this .
:‘ ] .

.




pau

108 .

intuitively, and the evidence of a final choice can be used tp }nfer

something of the rules being applied.

- ' . - I‘ .
In the case of the deliberation over issue. A, proposals pl,

+ ~ -~

p2, and p7 became the final polities. In the case’of pl and p2, it was
_nofed“earl}er that these proposals were unopposed and therefore not

debated. ,?roposal p7, b§ contrg;&, was approved\following‘much

discussion over the rival proposals p3 and p5. Indeed, p7 was

{ .

Qeveloped as a. compromise proposal ‘to try to recognize thé most

strongly argued political claims_behin& p3 and also the rational
éuppo;t for pS.. This‘co;promise ch;récter'&as'expressed first in )
political terms (argument pattern #14 usiné warrant W12). Addiaional

support was then provided to the proposal by arguméﬂts based on fqrchr

political considerations (e.g, argument patterns #15, 16, 17 and 18).
From this evidence, it might be concluded that the political

considerations wére seen as being of superior weight to the rational

>

ones. Typ\quhlificgkions to this judg&ent should also be noted,

» o
e+ g -

- however. One concerns the emount of evidence. Thé7bérticipants were

- ——

not asked explicitly to diécuss their beliefélconcerning Lhéirlsense of

'3

. . —
whizh .consideration ought to be, in general, of more importance. The.’

inferences being made here require:additiqnal confirmét{gn, therefore,

~

before one's confidence,in them can be veix strong: Secondly, ghé

—

influence of the rationally'based arguments in support. of proposél p5

cennot be underestimated. D, the principal advocaie of family=of-

N

schools planning could argue that p7 represented évi@ence of the

-

superiority of his major argdments,concerning the importance of

"¢ontinuity in student'ls programs. It could be that the outcomehof the
. [) 1'%

> .

. s . B

~
- -
’ 4 -

> ‘:‘)0.
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«

deliberations and the rules of superiority particularly would be
. . é

described quite differently by such a partie{bant Lhan'ny anothet one.

3

-

« * Issue B similarly provides ‘evidence whose interpretation is

K

open'to alterhative noints of viewe On the one’hand;xationally based

arguments® against the inclusion of Weather. (#6 and. 7) could be held to
Rt &, ? \ :
outweigh other equally rational arguments in its support (#1 and 2).
AN ’ . L * 4 ]

However, as mentioned earlier, an observer at the meeting or a reader

of.the transcript could also point out” that Lhe much - larger number of
people who indicated their disapproval of "Weather” conpared with those ,

.

in favour of it (see the .straw vote on pages B7 and B8) added a

. ' . L v N
non-verbal political pressure to the deliberation. ALl that was s
required. at that stage was a pldﬁslble dlternative’supported by

» .
reasonable arguments for which would allow the Coordinator {who had =«

proposed Weather it Lhe first place) a graceful retreat. In this

.

situation, it is douBtful whether rules of superioriLy in Lhe strict

~ 5 . il

eense;couldhge said Lo-be operating. UnLess, Lhat isy one were to ,
3 ) L

count Lhe straw-vote as an’“arguMent in its own right in which cdse,

it could "be, safd.to Have outweighed all Lgé othq; arguments.

L4 >
A -
.

-
, .

- . Summary I .
This chapter has‘eought to present the evidence of the enalysed : oy

. ttanseiptions and to _use this evidence to illustrate and discuss eaeh

- - >

of rthe components of Lhe analytical schete developed in the sLudy.‘ In

LY

turn}’th&s diseussion provides ,the evidential base on whicb the - 4
> g ! . X
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. following chapter is developed. There, .the scheme itself tiather than
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Chaptecr 7

N H
ASSESSMENT OF APBQ‘CABILITY,

? Al

-

) 4 s

The purpose’ of that patt of the research reported in this chapter {s

two—-fold. The ‘theme is one of evajuation, but the aims are both

v *

formative--refinement oﬁ,the analyiicql scheme~=~and summative==-"

aemonstration that the o;iginal Eroblem of the, study has been
adequately régolved. In Lﬂe present ‘chaptér, Lgree tests are
descriSed, u?ed, and Lhef? results discussed, each of which zontributes
to Qg}h of these. In the fin%; chaQLer, the ‘aims of the reséarch are

revisited by wav of drawing the study to a conclusion..

The Lhrée tests to be applied to the trial use of the 0

analytical framework were set out in the proposal for the reséarch dn

-

‘the form of three questions:

(1) How comprehensive an analysi§ of'issues does the framework permit?
. . ! . -~ /

)
. . .
. . %
Lol
.

(2) Is-there any eviderce of redundancy among the categories of ghé (\fy:/

framework?

B

* - . ~ . 7
(3) How adequately can the framewotk’ be-used b;\bne not party to the

rd

~

. original deliberations? o ‘

-

The first two of these questions are concerned for a minimdl level of
. L S .
technical adequacy of the scheme: Does it perform the task for which it
was designed? The third question moves beyond this minimum level of
: l« * ' . \ ’

adequacy to the question of porfability: Can it be used by othersdfpd ’

4
produce- the same results? Tﬁése are the sort gf questions that one

would need to ask following the design of any new tool and they

°

represent only an 1Aitial series of investigations g¢ erning the
- . ' D

%

M .

-
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this dissertation. As Lhis trial application was conducted,' there werg

light of this consideration. . . . .

.be mdde concerning the overall pplicability of the conceptualisation

LY
)

112 -

usefulness and potential of the scheme. While attempts are made here

. - ¢

to"apply these tests relaLively rigor\ous['y, the broader issues of ' s

agglicability can only be speculated upon for lack of evidence at this.

N »

stage.A The concluding chapLer will address, Lhis point further 1“ the

context of a review of the original purposes “of the ;esearch. ‘.
’ It was pointed out, earlier that the purpose of this - ,

assessment is two fold, formative and summative. Each of t?g three

questions has*been phrased caréfully so as to allow for answers to lead

. & . . o .
in both ‘of these diregtionse. For the preseat, it is formative’ -
evaluat{on that is of greater 1mportén:e. The scheme was applied +0 |

. g . . . )
the Lranscribed issues in its original form as outlined in chapter 4 of

B ~

<

occaslons when'diffigulties were encountered in the analysis which were

attributed to 1nflex1b1litiés and oLhef problems of the szheme 1Lself.
(These were, noted periodically in the account of the analysis sel" down

1n chapter 6 ) Now, by means _of the three tests to be applied, the

£
e

opportunity is preSented for a systematic appraisal of the scheme, for

@

consideration.of the nature of any inflexibilities or problems, and for

~

theydévelopment of appropriate.modifications or refinemenls in the

, .
V\‘ - Ld .
The suhmative evaluation is necessarily more conclusive. "It ,

-

fs,deéigned to yield information on the basis of whith a. judgment can

.
b

and of the resulting analytical framework. ,In eitﬁer case, whether the

[

aim is formative or summative, the first requirement is for systematlc
'? —v— AY
and objective assessment. ’ )



Test #1: Comprehensivengss .

If the analytical framework is to be judged' adequate or applicable, it

must clearly allow for all of the logical moves in deliberations to be

identified. There are two—problems involved in trying to devise an

~ .

objective test. Jf such comprehensiveness. First, there is ? natural
tendency for “logical move” to be defined in terms of the products of
‘the analysis prOAess. The use Ef‘a measure of logical moves based on
such a definitiqn to appraise the analytical scheme thus entails a \v
circular argument. . Second, the use of a measure not based on any
notion of logiczal move . such as fhe number of lines of transcription
(as originally Suggested in the research proposalg fails to take
account of the fact that the analytical framework was only esigned to
identify logical moves,and the numner of lines in a piece of .

- ) ) . —
.transcription may have little or no relation to the number of logical

moves it contains. ‘ £

>

. In view of these difficulties, one is obliged to use a more

holistic or overall judgment of this.test, based on.one's reading of

-

“the transciption and of the. corresponding analysis. * The investigator

has conducted‘such a revien and his comments on this matter, in

invited to make a similar assessment.

,
N

relation to each-.of the two issues analysed,«foll%w. The gﬁader is

- - In issue A, the structural policy question of family-of—
[

schoois planning, the analysis would\appear to haVe identified all of

" the significant moves leading to the final determinatiOn of the policy

-

in this area. It is helpful o the analyst that iﬁ'tﬁe transcription
J:

of deliberation concerning this issue, t“ere is relatively dittle

3 To- ..

‘12;
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L ~ -

- . Lt4 - .
’ - .~

unrelated or excvraneous discussion which rsdh{;és accounting tor.

| 9 . (_,M_,_/ IS -

’ There are gaps ‘in the analysis for discussion of procedural matters .
(pages Al6-Al7) and for some discussion of totally extraneous matPers i
(pages A21-A22), but for the most part all the discussion is to the

- ' . \' - * \
point and all ot that is analyzable in terms of the elements‘of the Co
¢ i Y L4 . »

frgaghork. Ns arguments are hnde that have fot been noted. The -
#

analysis is Lherefore judged to have been adequateiy comprehengive.
: . Issue B (We%}her)fwas deliberately sglecled besause 1t was a'
matter of curricular subsiance and ;ere the balance betweeg discussion S
S .

devoted to the substantive question and that focussed on procedufal‘

. . .
maLLer§ was signific;ntly differeht from that encountered 1in 1ssue A.

= . * Ty
If the balance in A between central policy question and process ° <

.

discussion was 1:10; tRat in B was more like 1:3. The focus of the

analysis was restricted to deliberations concerning the primary o
[ . . -

question and thus there are more frequent gaps in Lhe‘anaiysis as one .
& [

scans the transcription. However, if the balance factor .is taken into .

: 5 ! . -

. account, . the analysis of this issue can be assessed as being equally

comprehensive as*tha€\of iss&g‘ ™ No substantive afguments have been -
kS a\" )
' omitted. However, as was pointed out- in the discussion of this issue
RO : o - . S
. &
in the previous chapter, there .were extensive non-verbal contributions | -

14

_— to the deliberations in.ﬁhis mee;ing, the most observable of,wﬁich was

.
- ’

the straw vote (pages B7-§8). For the scheme t6 be most usefultin the _ ‘

[

analysis of thé complete deliberation, an observer's notes of sych non-

’ S
-

‘Verbal contributions are clearly important as a suppelement to the .
' . . -~ Vs
transcription. T R i %%
— R - e
) .
. Lt \ N - - .
. , . N .
. ¢ )
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From ihese appraisals, two important%_gonclusions may be

drawn. ~-First, the scheme's elements seem to be adequate for the

identification o e logital components of the deliberation. New

tualization of the relationship among the <

Second, the prtmaff/goal of

- elements or a radical recon

present ones do not appear to

achieved, at least onethe evidence of this test of applizability.

- ~This zlaim for relative success does not of course mean that

N ’ )
* the scheme cannot be improved. The discussion of the analyses

v .

contained in the previous chapter did reveal’ certain inflexibilities of

1he scheme whose elimination will enable the, analysis to proceed more
. . , " - 1 ‘ .
smoothly. These matters are addressed after the second test of- ’

\ ?

-

applicability has been discussed.

Test #2: Redundancy

While the focus of the fifst test is on the deliberation, whose ‘

t

‘aSéiysis the. scheme is designed to facilitate, the focus of thé second ’ .o

+ . 1is on the analytical scheme itself. Havihg been satisfied that ‘

essentially all of the significant moves in the deliberations have been

v . - , M -

l.:icount.ed for, we must how ask whether the elements or categories of
h

e schéhé-here alL used or whether some were found to be redundant.

¢

Also in—this test can be considered the question of the relationship
among the elements: Were these relationships found to be as envisidhed

when the sc¢heme was developedﬂ As #as the case with the first testy
. . . ) ; <
the purposg.of askiné these questions is both formative and summative,
- Nt : ! >
»
the refinement of the scheme-and the appraisal of the thesis.
. P . K

PR ~

- : e o ‘ 1:33 | . - | : .
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use, though the final policy arguments with reasons and warrants were -

did not belong to a formal argument pattern nor could

. + 116
. ¢
There are seven primary and two secondary elements shown in
v ~
the original scheme. These are as follows: 4 e
Primary ﬁacts )
Elements  Considerations Potential Warrants Policy Proposals
Reasons , Warrants . Policies
Secondary ° . Rules of Relevance I
Elements Rules of Superiority - ¢ .
\] 3

In regard té the primary elements (those identifieéedirectly through

v

of

the analxsis'of the Lranscriptioh), all’of these were found to

k]

not set out formally in the case of either issue A or issue Be

\

Similarly, it was concluded that both rules of relevance -and rules of.

2

superiority were being applied in the deliberations that were

- .

-

. e .
found tpat general statements of principle (potential warrants) and

unargued proposals were put forward from time to

»
-

it be

.

they were always ascepted as matters for consideration by the

deliberating éroup. Yet the scheme, as it sLandsbonly' sees warrants

and prbposals being deﬁeloped after a fift has become a consLdefhtLon—\\\

L] . 5 .

and then in the contg*t‘of an argument pattern. What seems to be

needed are two additional catggdries’correéponding to warrants and.

proposals but at the same tentative level as that of factse. These
ot .

additional categories would not necessarily be linked in an argument

pattern to each other, since at this stage they a:e.relatively,isolated

Y

fragments of arguments; Nor, therefore, would the texm “"warrant” be
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necgssarlly apprdprlate since that implies a functional role in an

argument. Chapter 8 contains a revised vetsion of the scheme

<

incorporaiing these modifications. The changes will recognize the

’

truly dynamic charqcter~of deliberations in reality, where no rules

exist concerning who may say what.and at what stage. The evidence is

N ’

clear that any component "Of an argument may be ‘entered at any time. ‘

- - 4 -

@hé analytical scheme, if it is to be most useful, will reflect this

3
»

feature. s

Having atfended to this problem, ig-can be concluded by way

of an overall® judgment on the scheme, that the analytical categories
) ‘ - r .

'were indeed adequatefor the task for which they had beén designed.

* The scheme not only-permits complete énalysis.of the logical moves in .
"R - . -

%

e - “7 R
" deliberation, it does so with no redundanzy of its own categories.

Test #3: Portability °

A third measure of the applicability of the ?nal§tical scheme developed
in this gtudy is its portability: Whether.if can be used'effectively
by someone who was peither a party ,to the deliberations nor an
o}tgindtér of the scheme itselfs As the ipvestigator in the Lresent
study, I clearly had the potential for using two sorts"éf personal.
knowledge in analysiné’the:saméles bf-deliberatiqg Lr;nscript not
avaiiable to anothqrﬂiqdividual. On the onerhand, aé the developer of

. . . -

heme, I understood what I meant by its categories (as distinct

perhaps fr;;\Wha£<E\iji:i\about thm). 1 possesséd therefore an
inevitably personal~kno edge of the scheme itself. Secondly, I was a
participant-obgserver at the scene~of the deliberétions.a b knew_ the

»

. . B ’
' - ljzé;\\\\\\\\\\\

14

»




ey o

R .- 118

other participantglincreasingly well during the period of obsérvation.

I therefore, againngnevitablf, possessed a mass of personal knowledge

- 3 .

- ! about the context and background to the deliberations beyond that which
appears in the Lransériptions or in the brief accounts provided in this
% ! - © . i

4

.

dissertatione. -

P

The que%tidﬁ\ therefore, must be raised concerning the degree

’ -
to which these types of perSonal knowledge are essential to my

-

éuccessfﬁl application of the scheme or whether, on the other hand, the

-

scheme can be used adequately by another pérson haviﬁg only limited

information about each of these atreas. To put this matter to a test,
. o
another doctora: student in science educatipn, who had had no previous

. Y

detailéd knowledge either of the analytical framework or of- the

delgberations, agfeed to conduct an analysis of one of the same samples
[ . *

of deliberation as was analysed by the investigator himself (Issue B:
. ) . .

Weather). . ’ .

‘ The individual was provided with a copy of the thesis ,
- . :§ - . y L
proposal which lqtluded the scheme as outlined in Chapter 4. In

2

addition she .Wwas provided with issué A fully ‘analysed and some general

— o

bagkground on the*deliberations, comparable to that provided to,the

redder in chapter 5 of this document. After having read through thig

L3

material and clarified matters of uncertainty, this student colleague

was provided with-an unanalysed version of Issue B and wak asked to .

; conduct a, full anélysis. After this work was completed, the -
5 v . <

. ' invesiggator had a further one-bour,coﬁference with her, to clarify her
AiA )

notes and to obtain orally her general’assessment of the difficulties

-

she had experiencéd in attempting the analysis.
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As was_the case with the two tests described earlier, the
. - e
. : investigator had two objectives in conducting>this test: to discover

ways in which the framework could be refined’ ot improved , and to

.
\

.. \‘b ‘determine whether or not it could be claimed to be applicables As with y.7
. the first two tests also, evidence from this third and'finalfzéét °

proved to be constructive and positive on both counts. #As will be

described, suggastions for, improvement were for'thcoming; yet the

¢ 3

overall judgment of.the scheme was, in the words of my colléagug, that

,it "worked very well."” . B

. A . )
The evidence from this test is of two sorts, that gained from

. the comparison of the investigator's analysis and from my. colleague's -

analysis, and that acquired in subsequent discussioh with .this ,second &

- L)
. !

? S SR
‘ analyst. !
\ L .
‘ . ) As was indicated earlier, the analysis of Issue B was b
) i > . .
~ pomﬁlicated by the frequent moves by the deliberdtors away from the P

- (Y .

Prigindi question (concerning Weather) to matters of a”procedgigl or

" sgrﬁctﬁfal nature. This complicatidon leaves'any analyst wiLhLa
/ . .
- éa . .~
?Qlempa: whether or not to regard deliberation over these "prpcess

. . '\ﬁ: -"\ -
thiat since they are not str%ctly deliberations concerning the_ same .,

) issues" as part ‘of the analysis of the original issue. OneHEan argue

issue they shouid not be includeqk the investigator, it will be

recalled, chose this alterna@iyp labelling these other deliberations as

‘+ "“process” and pass;27 over them in the analysis. My colleague, in her

work, chose the othér option on the aééumption that since the ordginal

N ’ / . - . .
. iggue gave rise to the procedural issues, the outcome of the latter is
. ) ..
te N likely to be of significance to, the outcome of the former. She
ERIC T 127 . o
" - N .l_ ,a - / ‘ .
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R ML R I




T

L

120 v .

.

" therefore included analysis of these deliberations in her own version.

While: the blausibility of both‘of these two interpretations raises
important questlons, it was necessary, in order ‘to be able to conduct a
comparison, to stipulate one inLerpreLaLion. The investigator's
priginal judé;eﬁt_was therefore used- as the.basis for comparison ahd
corresonding ad justments made in the second-analysia. ‘

Having made Lhese“corrections, correspondence was found to

Y . M . "a

exist between the two analyses in the u%e of each of the major
categories of tne scheme.+ The three diagrams .in Figure 5 show the.
overlap for each category. . Overall, of rhe'ZS loéical elements

identified 'by the investigator and the 28 identified by his colleague,”

19 were in .common, which represents a significant degree of overlap or
G

’

correspondence. Of more value, however, Lhan any numerical

representation of the corresWondence ‘or lack of correébondence is Lhe

evidence arising from subsequent discussion concerning the subsLance of

any differences in analytical results an@ the possible teasons for

such differences. From this discussion, three types of problem for an

analyst; other Lhan the investigatdr, energed‘as most signif{cant.
These can be‘described as Jcategory problemé" relating to the adeqpacyn
of definition or design of the scheme itself, "focussing probleme"
relaLing to the degree of detail\an analxst cap expecL the sc heme to
clarify, and “interpretive problems'~ relating to the nature of the
deliberations under analysis. Each of these.is next described

briefly. . >

]
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The category problems eneountered in this portability “test

, gave rise directly to much of the lask of correspondence described

earlier. In the course of discussion, it was clear that the most -
frequent of these problems arose from the lack .(in the original version

of the scheme} of cajegories at'the "level” of faets but corresponding

'to warrants and proposals. That is, the originai assumption that

.

argument patterns always developed through;the initial presentation of

a fact followed by i%s acoeptance as a consideration gave rise to

periodic diffizulties. For example, on occasion proposals or
statements of g2neral, warrant-like, principles are made which do not

. * o .. ) ti‘
belong to an argument pattern. Inasmuch as-these had ot been

anticipated, they caused difficulty in analysis and sometimes a
| )

. different analytical result. This problem is also related to the -less

g
than clear operational definition of a consideration and the

consequently difficult determination of when a fact becomes a

. - . A Y
consideration, or whether indeed considerations must even be derived
. ’ N ) k ° ’ ~4 -

form Pacts at all. The detailed discussion of this point ‘(which also

o

arose in earlier tests) has led ‘to a significant modification of the

scheme which is described in the next chapter and which my colleague

[

considered would make the analysis easier. .

The second set of problems are of quite-a“different nature

since they reflect less on the scheme-itseif and more on the type of

training an analyst requires. My colleague 1in this analysis had'

°

attempted to analyse eyery statement made in.the transcript, not merely

those having status as “"logical moves” in the deliberative process. .

‘This placed a greater demand on the anaiyticai task than the scheme was

¢

"able to support and rendered the task very arduous. In discussion, we

‘o 130 | s ;
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.agreed that the analogy of Lhe'fixed’focus microscgpe or hand Lens7yas o o s

helpful in understanding her problem. 1f analysis was attempted at too
’ i

> ~ '

‘great a level of detaii or at too general a level, the scheme is less

|
.
|
|
!
|

. ’ adeQuaLe.in clarifying or resolving the logical’components it was
o ) PN -

designed to identify. As- fhe developer of" Lhe scheme, I had .

intuitively used it aL the correct level of detail and had had
- ‘ * rJ
* relatively iittle Lrouble. My colleague, in her enthusiasm to be i . © .

thorough, had attempted to analyse at a level of finer *detail and Lhe

results had become confusing. L
- The third area of difficulty has already beeh discussed. It
- \_ *

R concerns the problems associated with the interpretation of
deiiberations which "wander” from issue to issue. Since it -is intended
%
A - . 0"
that the scheme be used to identify and compare arguments dbout a given.

9, h -

‘ . issue, it would seem ibat one must only focus on a single issue even'if
. 3 ~
the sample of transcript may contain discussion of other matters also.

However, having analysed Lhe issue at ﬁ!HS: aLLenLion may also be'
- \
- " required to focus on other related issues, depending upon the analyst ]
4
4

" purpose. Both.this problem and ébat raised as, a second area of . —_ , |

) difficulty could be, resolved, it would:appear, by improving the - A
training provided to an intending user of the scheme’

e
s Overall this third,iest has confirmed Lhe evidence of the . .

. . . . first «two. The scheme requires some quite specific refinements (whizh . o

- . —— A

A

Y

4

gi%are-described'in the next chapter). At the same Lime, i;/has been
shown that the scheme is applicable to the Lask for whish {

t was .
. designed and that iL is usabie By an analyst who is neither iLs ) \ .

- desigqer nor a party to the deliberations Lo be analysed, provided Lhat

- . ..

. 4. .
. . 4 .
v s Ry L - * o
- g .
e R , . . .
. - M -
,, M
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io'permit both the refinemént of the.scheme and’ the evalugtion of the

< .

- " -

. thesis of this research. ‘ _ .

R¥

Q , , . ‘ N 0 .
; -. . .' : _ 102 . )
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appropriate training is provided. Evidence has Lhefefore b.een provided

© 124 C

L Y

o



te

reported.

A

Chapter 8

.
.0

CONCLUSIONS .o

»
-

-~ . -
- = ’ *
B

Two - tasks remain before this study is complete. The analytical schéme

-

’ ° . \
has been the central focus throughout. - Earlier parts of this °

dissertation have described its background (ch. 1-3), its«development

~

(che &), its trial use {ch. 5-6), and {ts appraisal (che 7); in'this _ﬂ.

4 1

chapter,)its refinement in the light of this use and appraisal is

The sedond task ‘concerns the. objectives of the research;
3

. ~

these cah now be reviewed and -codclusions drawn where these are

S
wareanted.

research and potential appIEcation.; As was'made clear at the oaiset,m a

F3 - . ‘ % ‘1
this study is regarded as an exploratory one. As many questions are
‘ ) .
. ' i . 3 -

rajsed, it appears, as ‘are answered, and these new questions can form

N ., . - & hd ‘)
the basis for further work in this area. Each of these tasks is next

- . -

attendeo to in turn.

3

fhe Analytical Scheme Revisited

.The major conclusions of theréppraisal of the analytical scheme

«

describedvin chapter 7 ;?re two: that the ma jor categories of the scheme

are agequateikhgt that 'additions are needed to permit the recognition

he “

of both warrants dnd proposals which are .not €ontributed as parts of -

N -

'existing argument patterns nor Linked to specific facts.

Figure 6 presents a modified version of tHe andiytical Scheme

- . *

in which these changes are incorporated, sligﬁt changes in terminology

. L)
9 -
- . ) ¢ -

P

From this.review one can project aﬁenues for further o

Id

-
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are also made with a view to clarifying the nature and status of
considerations . The modified version retains Baier .8 two stages of

deliberation but recognizes that at stage i, a broader variety of

-statements are being assessed for their relevance than is envisioned b

Baier’s account. Statements relating to -the particulars of the

situation (Facts); statements expressing in general terms value

N .
» ’

positions,‘yﬁat is desirable (Principles); and statements expressihg’
suggestions cohcernihg what might be done in the_particular-situation
(groposals) can all be encountered at stage 1. At this stage they may
or may not Be linked to each other in a complete argﬁment pattern.

Sometimes ‘two eleménts are linked to egch other,. such as a proposal

r

with a fact or a general principle and a proposal. But there is no

requirement that there be any such links evident at-this gtage.

At stage 2, however, the various facts, principles, and

~ -

proposals can be assembled into patterns. If any of these are

considered=-i.e. if they have become considerations--it is because they

are perceiVed as relevant. If they are perceived.as relevant, it is

likely that they can be linked through argument patterns.

.

Consi&érations, then, are' any of the elements from stage 1 that can\be

L
1 - AN

assem_}ed inté%relevant argument patterns. Correspondingly, they are
labelled differently to reflect their changed status: Facts become
potential reasons; principles are renamed pbtential warrants; and
proposals‘acquire the status 8f potential policies. All are, at this

stage, considerations, this term being inappropriately reserved for

facts alone. , . . ) .

.
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Finally, following étage 2, when,a decision is reached, each -

" of the élgments fulfills.{ts potential and those that suppo}t a final

3 boliqy become reasons based on warrants. In other respects the scheme

»
-

.

remains as it was defined in chapter 4.
These specific modifications were discussed with the

colleague whose application of the'sche&e was described in‘chapter\7..
' i . . > :

° 4

She éxpressed sthe opinion that the suggested changes would indeed

reduce the difficulties encountered in the application of the frambwork

in its original form.. As was pointed out {n the conclusion of chapter \

tgg ﬁnoblems of its aﬁplication were of three sorts (caﬁegory

. . -
modiffcations deseribed here can only have an impdct on the first of

Further trial application of thesscheme, even in iEs‘modified

* traini bfogram.fof potenEial,users-to be devised. These are major

_activities beyond the .scope B the present study.< However, the

4 v

modifications presented‘here clearly have th; potential ‘for rendering

the scheme'mofé applicable to the task for which it was designed:
3‘ N . o

- “ -
2 <

-

Revhew of the Research Objectives . .

,‘} .
The ainm’ of this.study has been to develop a fresh conceptualisation of
"‘&5 - ' - w > ) -
- the process’of cugriculum deliberation. Th;eé criteria were.outlin;L :

in'chapter 1 by which the adequacy of such a conceptualisation can b
[#] ~ ,
. .assessed and it 1s therefore appropriate that, in conclusion, the

&

product of the study should also ‘be so appraised. An adequate

?

N

Gt N

theoretical formulation, 1t'w111 be recalled, posse?ses empiric&i*

.
“Tag




. 129

correspondence to the field of practice, internal or theoretical
; .
coherence, and an implicit ideal from which normative standards can be

derived. It is. the claim of this thesis that the conceptual framework

developed in this SFud§ meets each of these three critéria. In
supporting this claim,,I shall also take the opportunity of outlining

the\pggenttal for further research and application that has developed
~ T

in the course of the, study.

14 - " "w ~ . I ’ [

Empirical Correspondence and .the: Problem of Validity

The earlier version of the analytical scheme has received three tests

Iy

addition, t >.Scheme has only been tested with deliberations at schdol )

-
A4

board level over $cience curricula at grades 7-10 in Ontario. While

g~

there is no reason to asbume that its applicability is restricted in

thésg fways, there is no evidence to the contrary either. Further.

* * .

5pplica§ion into other situations and by other persons will add

significantly to the evidence concquing the portability of the

t 4 )

scheme.

Overall, the empirical correspondence criterion for adequacy

0

would appear to have been net wlthin the restricted scope afforded by

o a ~

-4 . .
the present’ study. Additional research is clearly required in this

" area. And the conclusions of such/igd%ttﬁgzz~}ésearch will be
» M T T e »

‘important npt .cnly as -evidence concerning this criterion. A scheme
b I~ A -

. - .
v

&

N St
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whose categories are of value in observing the phenomena of practice is

¢

T ) a prerequisite to the achievement of the further goals of research
[ . . ‘

implied by the’other two criterig.. For the analytical scheme to be a
g ' : .
significant contribution to ouy collective understanding of curriculum -

deliberation, it must not only possess empirical validity but also

. . internal coherence.. Its conceptual elements must be systematically
related in & coherent view of the curriculum field.“And for the

, scheme to be even of potential use to the practitioner, its empirical

- validity must be supplemerted.by implicit ideals from which standards
' .

-

or norms for the critical evaluation:of practice can be derived. ’

.
- ~
13

-
v

Internal Coherence and the Enhancement of ‘Understanding

Here, the potential of this study for advancing our understanding of

- e ' ' the enterprise of curriculum deliberation is(reviewed., The scheme

-

itself has been developed‘on‘the'basis of freshly stated concepts of

cursiculum and of deliberation which have already been argued for at
{ .

length in,chapters 2 and 4. The coherence of the scheme, then, rests'

strictly on these arguments. However, at this stage it is useful to

- " enlarge the notion.of'cohereuee somewhat. One may also ask, of a*

.
~

theoretical formulation: Dges ,it have the potential to further our .

PR o . .uuderstapding of the field of' knowledge? )Dges it suggest;neW'and

N Ay

theuretically significant -questions for research?* In respect of the

-~ ' séheme deveIOped in this study, I believe that both of these questions

) ) can be answered positivelye Two examples wi11 serve to.support this .

_ = B ' \ : e ’

. 1} Y « s ° » N
, * Cf, Margenau 8 cbncepts of ”logicai fertility n& "exteénsibility" as’
»  "metdphysical requirements of constructs" (Marge au 1950, pp. 81 £f. ).‘

/

.

-
4
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claim. I have argued elsewhere in thig‘dissertation (chapter 2), that
much of the literature on curriculum making is either idealistically
prescriptive and having little relationship to everyday practice or °
narrowly focussed on empirical validity but possessing no means for
assessing or evaluating practice. The field stands in contrast

therefore with the professional fields of medicine and law vhere the

accumulated practical wisdom of the profession is expressed in cases

carefully documented and readily analysable. Curriculum policymaking ’

has had no language which can enable such case histories to_be

accumulated and thus there is little we can learn from the developing

v

quantity of "cases' .that are now being recorded éach ih its own terms.
!

The use of a common Set of terms, general enough'to pErmit many

¥

‘different cases to be described but specific enough mhat they can in
J r

N fact be seen to be appligable, would enable a more ?ystematic

.

comparison of cases to be.made. The_profession co d then learn
\\\ . ’ - °
collectively fron the .resulting accumulation of experience (cf. Wise

1979, pe 25). '

* The, scheme that has been developed in this research would
appear to have that potential. ln the study, only two instances of
deliberation vere analysed in tull but ‘even this‘limited apalysis

'petmitted interesting'comparative discussion to be made, for example -

-concerning the -types of warrants employed in each case, and the

) ' C - : _ :
backings for these warrants.’ And this point leads to the second
example of. theoretical potential possessed by the product of this

P e

study. *

A
') In looking for an answer to the question, "What is the field

[}

of curriculum like?",rthe concept of the. "syntax" (of a discipline)

\ .

K] -

AR -1 SR

<
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suggestBNa direction in which to foéﬁi In clarifying the distinction

between the "syntactical" and "substapntive' structure of the
: W . - v ¥

'disciplines, Schwab (1964) {dentified syntgcticallstructure as being - .

concérned with the kinds of evidence used by a discipline (p., 28). As

" .
WY [y

he goes on to show, itPis in matters of this sort that science, for . if

example, differs from dther discipliggs, yet maintains itself constant

across all.its pranches. The question’ "what kinds of evidence are used ;¥
in‘curriculumgztguuent?" 1is therefore a question whose answer_ is like%?;y“\
to contribute to;our'understanding of the syntax of the curriculum.‘ hf"ﬁg? )
field. And a comuarison of this .answer witﬁ'answcrs to the same |
huestioﬁ asked of;other practical fields can_help iu eruciuating what
rclatidnship‘curriculum as a field bears to these others. In such‘a
way, an epiptemological nmdp of ‘the territory can be constructed.
Toulmin_(1958) makes a similar case to Schwab, though . in more
specific terms,lwﬁen he argues that the. criteria" requiged for drawing
~cértain types of_conclupion are "field-dependent" (p. 36)§ He points
; n .
out that the "canons for the criticism and absessment of arguments :..
are fiela-dependent" (. 385. This being so, the question of tﬁe
. epistemological location of any particular field becomes a matter for

° .

: empirical investigation. The "logic" of the field, once clearly -

“

formulated, can enable the mapping to take place.

S The use of Toulmin’s argument pattern as. a central part of

Al

3
the analytic framework allows the investigation of the nature of.

B

L4

‘warrants- used in curriculum argument and also of the backing/ﬁor these

. warrants. As Toulmin argues in detail, it is at the level of 'warrant .'_

and backing that fiel@g of discourse and inquiry differ, from one —_—

-

. ‘ . ]
. .
. . . s 1 4 , '
g ¢ . ' R
T B ’ W
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another. The fact therefore that ‘the scheme allows explicit study of
thése elements as.they are used in curriculum argument means that the

an empirical element to the

“« szhéme can potehtially contribate
continuing debate concerning the -nature of the curriculum® field. -
. [}
$——

Implicit Ideals and the Improvement of Practice

X ~ /
The ‘phrases "learning from one's mistakes" and "refian through

-experience” capture well the common experience that people have .
‘ concerning the ﬁays in which their conduct of many a practical art or-’-
skill is .learned and improved. Whether one is engaged in skating or

writing, car drividg or teaching, it is generally acknowledged tha&
' there is a limit to what cam be learned in advance or "from the book "
¢ o - ) % -
about these activities. The récognitidn given to‘apprenticeships and

other forms of on—the—job training.attests ‘to the importance of the

- trial‘error-retrézl\sycle in the improvement of most skilled trades and’

professions. .

E K

Essential to this process is the existence of means by yhich

7

“* instancés of practice méy be critically evaluated, either by the

s practitioner or by an observer. For evdluation to be based on more

than personal intuition, there must be standards or criteria by which

performance can be® assessed and from which suggestions for improvement

cah be derived.

’

“The t;ial*analysisvof the issues desEribed_in chapter‘6

provides a demonstration thatwthe analytical framework can permit the
» 3 [

identification of Rg; logical features of Aeliberation, anq'to do so by

+ means of objective criterion judgment rather than on the basis of
. . . ", N P 1

=,
- b
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- personal oplnion. This is "of kei&importance in the use of such of an<l ! :

analyaia ir the service of improving practice. Furthermore, since the <

featurea 1dentified-are logical featurea—-that 13,-cheyf522?=3 lugical :

i

relationahip With one anothef--criteria exist whereby the featurea

4

identified may be assessed. Eor example, the warrants that are used in

r " o
. 7 . . R
v, ¢ thelr backing. Also, in applying rulea of relevande to include somé

- >

contributions and to exclude others, intuitive judgments are. made by

. -
a particular instance may be identified and aueatijné\raiaed concerning

. deliberators. The use of this analytical framework can enable these

" implicit judgments to be iade éxpliéit and thus open to evaluative

discussion. What 1s relevant to a curriculum argument is at legst in

Pl

part a matter of fact rather than opinion and-making exilicit.auch

. - matters can assist in determidingiwhether, correct %udgmentq filave been L

?

s made in a particular case. » o

A ready extrapolation from the concern of the individual

practitioner for the improvement of his own apecific performance léada N

to the concern that professionals “in the curriculum field have, as a o~
\ . - LO \ >
group, for 4its general lmprovement’ though the documentation of its past -

,”experience, its triumpna‘and failurea. Ofr course, the prinary and
direct means of improving practice will likely always be by means of
work at the level of the individual practitioner in his specific and

unique situation. But that does not preclude the poaaibility that the --.
1 - +

- accumulated-"pradtical wisdom" of exper{enced practitioners can also be : ,

- . of va1ue, particularly in the“training of fature practitiQnera. It 18, -
1 ¢ o
after all, on the baaia of this’ principle thdt thé legal and medical

profeaaiona make ™ such extenqiwe.uae of case histories”In the training i‘“m\\\\
T

- M -
s ’ 4 n 2 . -

~ e - i
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of their nractitioners (see, fot example, Woodard , (1972) for a critical
i % N N

assessment of this aspect of legal training.)

As Wise Q1§79) suggests, it is rare that practitioners

involved in deliberation reflect activély on the process itself. They

tend to be preoccunied with the content of deliberation, with "what the

curriculum should contain.” I would argue that ome of the reasons for

the rarity of this "meta-lewel" thinking and discussion is the lack of

.

a logic or language ‘with which to conceptualize the deliberative
process and that the products of this research offer a cotitribution to

such a language. Again, further research would be required to

e

iavestigate the potential of this material for forming the substance of

~ .

a useful training program for deliberators. 7

»

€

The task of this study 1s thus complete. The analytical

— A .
scheme that has been developed has been assessed on the basis of its
correspondence to practice, its‘internal coherence and its implicit s

ideals. And,” in conclusion, I have argued that the research -holds

-

promise both for increasing our understanding of the field of

curriculum and for contributing to the improvement of its practice.

)

' : : Y
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ANALYSIS OF ISSUE A

“(Size and Control of Core Curriculum) °

B

pY \, . .
: .o In the following transcription, the following .abbreviations aréé used to

. refer to participants: - . )
- oA Coordigator of Science for the Board and .
" Chairmdn of the meeting . -
L ‘ e 8, C, F: Science teachers at grades 7 - 8 level ~ , i

x

: . - D, E, G: Science teachers at grades 9 ~ 10 ‘level

’

- X, Y: . -Researchers, Participant-Ubservers at meeting




Transcrip®en- .

14
.

This issue was one of the major areas
provided in:. the Ministry Guideline for
board—leyel decision making and it oc-
cupied about half of one of the meet—
_ings of the coordinating; committee.
‘The Guide}ine stipulated a core of 50%
of the curriculum for grades 7 and &
(and also for grades 9 and 10). Fur-
_ther, the School Board had directed

n

i,

that there be a minimum of 50% commo
core for each of the grad€ 9,
10. This allowad both for increasing
the ;size of the core from the basic 50%
and/or for assigning control of Some
part of that curriculum to each family
of 'schools or to each school. The
teachers had been asked in the "survey
for their opinion as to which level
(Board, Family, or School) should con-
trol Hog much of the curriculum for
" each.gradg.
formed the basis of this meeting of the
coordinating committee and discussion
of the issue took place as follows.
. T
A: I wonder i# we could go back.to the
first question and deal with some of
these things where wperhaps there isn't
the area which really needs considera-
tion. I would like to try angd.get some
of these items out of the way. For
example, the extent...how much is core
as far .as the board Is'cpncerned'7 The
first question. And bys whom is it
controlled?
is shown.there is that consisteuntly
people’ are- saying that the Jboard should
control more than 50%. And sémething
right across from 7 to l0.. You
sure have got the bulkier... even
though the mode does sit in the 50%
range, that may have something to do
with the way ‘the questionnaire was set
up, but the majority of people are in-*

s~dicating that they want to see some—

thing more than haif. Then the ques-
tion of control or making decisions at
.the family of schools level, and, as
you can see, in every one of the cases,
all the way across, it was bimodal.

Not surprising. If you averaged it,

The .results of this survey.

- The first policy question or issue is -

My interpretation of what ~

" "peaks” in the_graphed resultss)

Aaa};ysis'r

N

3

laid out. .

Fl (from survey data —- roughly‘&S% of
respondents indicated that ithey wanted
the Board to control 50%, 20% indicated
60%, 20% for 80%, and 1nsignificant ’
fumbers of respondents suggested 90% or
100%.) ’

-

The second and related policy
question. .

F2 (also from survey data —-— here,
"bimodal" meant that across all grade
levels, roughly 40% stated 0% control
should be exercised at Family of
Schools level, 10% entered 10%, and 25%:
suggested 20%, thus producing two




.

& ) - .

in effect, is saving that maybe one
unit per course that should be worked
out at a family of schools level.
definite in the school columm there...
My recommendation ‘to my boss, before I
came to you with this paper... does
‘anyone need any additional copies* of
this, I do have some sparese...,wWas as
you see them. Even though the family

- you people féel about it?

argue ,some case for mandating some kind
of ... delegating some work.to be done
at the family of schools level. I
don't think it would wash, and this is’
why I haven't recomiended it. How do
You can see
that the mode in every case is zero.
They don't want it, and yet there is a
significanu number that are saying...
in fact, probably in some cases more,
except in grade 9 there, that do want
some. But then, undoubtedly, some of.
those are going to be people who"didn't
understand the que§cion. .

C: There's another thing too, that we
have to remember. The majority of the
responses are' from the 9/10 levei.

“B: I don't really think that,12% in the

family of schools area suggests that we
should set up a thing for a family-wide
basis at”all.. It means that 7 out of 8
,teachers don't want it.

C: And akso too, it looks as though,
- for 9 and 10, iL lodks as though the
.high school people don t want the pub-
lic school people coming “interfering up
there. -~

A: T don't know...

o What's it7

for 9 and 10 where you don't want any-—
thing done! at the family of schools...
&5

A You've got to, "bear in mind, C, that
2 fair number o7 the ones: that show up
onr that zero column which is a mode in
every case are going to be people who
show up in the 50% column in the

’ -
.

Very'

one, you could work out an_average, and __ consist of 4 of the total of 6 units -

Just about 60% both-ways .

E3 (dlso ffom-£;f§ey data ;: a sharp

‘"peak” in the graph "indidated that

roughly 40% of respondents wanted 207
to’be controlled at school level.)

N
<

-~ N ] N
pl: YAt both Grades 7 and 8, the core

whicﬁ‘will comprise each course 67%)"

p2 "At both Grades 9 and 10, thé’core; N
"consist of 6 of the total of 8 units
which will comprise each’ course (75%). ’
p3: "The balance of each Zourse (7-1}0)
be optional and up. tdo each school to
decide (although consultation will be

. recommended).’

All of these proposals use the general
warrant Wl: that teacher opiniog should

obe the major factor in determining

<

extent and locus of control. Fl, F2,
F3 are clearly considerations.-

F4 which does not appear to become a
consideration. :

Endorsément of proposals, based on F2.

-

r

An infereoce based ‘on

-
v

41

F5 (from survey data)

~

is shown to go beyohd the data and -

‘ doesn't become a considerations




o~

. .. seen the responses,’

i <
e . \

schools. They are the ones who want a
50/50 split, Bozrd and... Not having
that's not some-

thing that shows up on my interpreta-
* tion of ‘the, results here. '

D: That grade 9/10 thing, the school is

the family }sn t it? .

v

ArYege ————l .

v D: Yoy can't really compare that to the
. upper part at a’l.» .

~ -~

»
P—

,A' How do you feel about that idea

* though? That they are saying "No” .and
I think that we'd be ill-advised to try
and dictate otherwise.

- , »

° optional 1 unit for 7 and 8 be
recommended at che family of schools?

~B: I don't see ‘the point in it.
. C: That could bz decided in the family
. on their own anyways.,

[3

“F: Optional.

. E: Right., o .
D;/We wére going /to make, when wee..
surely when the 7 and 8 core are set
. . up, and then the 9 and 10, there's go—
. ’ ing to be continuity there and that's
- what wWe're after. (A: Yeah) So we are
’ . going to ensure that the units in 9 and
S 10 are a follow-up to the units that
are. in 7 and 8.
»~ t
X:-And that'wpuld be done in the fami-
Cly? ’ :

.

= D: That could be done by the oommittee,
isn't it? The Board-wide committee.

N

E: Have we decided that that is what we
Lo are going to do?" ‘ .

. ‘ A: This isxmy,recommendatLon. "That we
not- delegate responsibility... on the
- pages of recommendations that I gave

© . 153

C: How about a suggestion in there that

g

‘Again, the warrant Wl i} evident.

D is sugpesting that the quegtion of
* family of schools' contrél may . not- [
mean the same thing to a grade 9/10
teacher as it does to a gradé 7/8
teacheY.

A compromise proposal, pé&, presomably
based on the same considerations, is .
not argued for. *,

This/statement functions later as a
warrant (W3) that continuity of units
for through grades 7-10 i's desirable.
Here it is raised as a point of
clarification not leading to‘-any -

specific proposal,

)




}

.

*

. science 1is that that's the way they've’ -
done-its¢

-
L3

<

- ] .

you... thateee tecommendation no. 1 on
the extent of control that the board
core 'should consist "of 4 of the 6
units.,

E: For 7 and for 8?7
A: Yeah., And at both Grades 9 and 10,
6 of the 8.’ This wollld’ bé the county-
wide core, reflecting that pattern
there. And no. 3, that the balance of
7 though 10 be optional and up to each
school to decide, although consulta-

tion, and I meant there within a family

of schools, will be recommended. But .,
in talking it over with my boss, I
couldn't recommznd on the basis of the
apparent feeling out there that _we. Man-
date it in the core, make it obligatory
that they must get together within a
feeder system and set these things up.
I don't think it would be... .

G: Are all the grades 75 and 8s on
rotary?

A: Virtually.

G: The reason I ask that question is
that I think your first recommendation
is good and consistent with the data.

1 have a question about the recommenda-
tion about the grade 9 and 10 physical
science and biological science. And I
think there are several reasons for the
question. The first is that, you say
right here that there will be a problem
with the interfacg if we decide to make
grade 9 physical and grabe 10 biologi-
cal. Looking at what the public
schools' response is, I think that
there would be-the ‘problem you men-
tioned earlier with interface. The
other thing is.that I think the reason
the secondary panel gof back to you and
said that the grade 9 should be physi-
cal science and grade 10 biological

Most of the grade 9s are phy~
sical science. In other words, they
are just continuing on the ,way they.
perceive it. I think all of

. p3 repeated and its int
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pl repeated.

¥

/

p2 ‘repeated. . / ’ ;

él clarified.

”

-
[y

Again, the same warrant (W1) is used to
Justify the exclusion of any “explicit
reference to family .of schools.

(Y CeSig s . .
4 ) ' )
‘ A ~ - v

" Endorsement of pl. ;

.

This refers to a later recommendation
in the discussion. The points ‘raised.
here do not make the connection with -
.the issue under discussion explicit.
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-

E

N

‘to get into argumen

us could give numerous resons why it
should be the revegse. \
like that. But I
want you to think of the following. Is

‘there any reasons why all the grade 7s
‘throughout the county has to be bielo-

gical science and all the grade 8s have
to ke physical? Is it necessary that
we ‘have to differentiate between grade
7 and grade 8? 'The same thing applies
to the high schcols. Do’we necessarily
have to differentiate between grade 9
and grade 10 science’
“ —~

A: Legitimate questions but I think...
Could we stick with simply the question
of how many. units are going to be man-
dated by the ... on a county-wide ba-
,sis. In other words, let's try and get

_"that out of our hair first.

C: Theﬁ\thg,compoéition,...

E: One’question then for you, A. The 9
and 10, why have you’ picked 6 out of 8,
for 754. Just looking- at the~data, it

looks like 65 or 66% is the median. ,

That would be more like.5 out of 8

courses, at .the secondary, if I read
the data right. In both grade 9 and
10, county-wide: Median 65%, grade 9
and 64% grade 10. ' <

A: You mean,’ why not move from the mean |,

as shown thereess.

X

E: No.
gone with the median in 9 and 10.

A They are means, “and why not move to
the 5 which is closer to the mean in
both cases than 6? For two reasons.
It's going to be one or_ the other.
They are both the numbers’ on either
side of the mean (E: Right?) 1It's
my... It's simply my opinion that I

think that- it would be better for the _ ~_

system if we had 6 out of 8. It's as
simple as that. It's a recommendation
that's all. Plus there were a few
people that chese to’ignore the res—
trictions o?zthe increments of 10 and
wrote in the 75s.” I saw that

- N

I wouldn't want,

Why not, rather... You havén't ~

3
°

o,

I
These "facts” are not consideratians at
this point. =~ - .

- -

p2 questioned in that Fl, 2, and 3 have
been inacenrately applied in develop— -
ing the proposal. The criticism ap~ .
pears to be a technical one, until the
response to it introduces a.new Consi-
deration. ’ '

3

F6 uses the warrant W2: that the
coordinator's judgement of the needs of
the system should be a copsideration in
determining the extent and locus of
control.
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-y

' is

often enough. *1 guess'that they must+

have impressed me. But that's all.
IE's just simply my own feeling.

\ N

B: Fair enoughy ©

. ¥ 4
The only thing that bothers me, A,
that, without having any family
decided-upon units, we're losing part
of the main advantage of the new U
guideline where we have more coopera-
tion between the two panels and we'te
simply then going to say that we are
going to follow along with what's been
prescribed. Which gives us more
continuity but I would still 1ike to
sit down with the feeder schools and
decide: Well OK, maybe not 1 unit;
which am I doing and which are you?
Haybe we. can discuss...

D:

A

a

C: Without it coming to your two ag— . °
tional oness
D: Yeah. That's what 1 was’saying.
A: D, I w0u1d have loved, for a, nice
c1ear base from the system, to back up
mandating in theasdtriculdm and\getting
it all the way t¥rough the people that
make it officiel, that this is the
case, because then there would~be some
chance of it actually happening.
hink that this is reinfored
ta that came—baek—t& reinfore
loud and cleéar what actuall
ing out there and whgt i¢/likely to i
happen.” It would bez%ik-,trying to le-
gislate love. No matter\how idéal,
it's just not going to ‘come™aff. 'I‘
think we are wasting‘our tihe
that perhaps we should employ some kind
of strategy to try and get at it. I
don't think we can legislate it.

>

B. It depends what you ‘superintendent
is 1'ikeo b

A: Yeahs. Right on. And your principal
and so on. . It depends on the individu-
al department head and the teachers in
the scheols: I would love

-

F6 is accepted as 6.

F7 which, using warrant G§‘estab1ished
by D earlier, 4s used to oppose p3.
s .

~
-

p5 is implied here: that some form “of
. family of schools p1anning be re-
quired.

/

~

.
<

E Y Y

F7 is accepted as €7 but p3 is still
_ supported on the basis of Fl, 2, 5 and
3.

But I

A new twist here: F8 and F9 (itself, a

" prediction) are used to support p3 with
_the, implied warrants -that "it is not
“worth developing a policy that is
either ‘substantially different from
.present practice (W4) or unlikely to be n
implemented (W5):" .

This point confirms F8 and F9 as "consi-
derations C8 and C9.

»

b

-

F10 here would appear to support

156
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Ve
3

to have seen this‘data come back. I

., very much personally favpur this- kind

of thing, but when the lity of the
situation-is that it isn't hdppening,
doesn't happeny when it does happen oc—
cagionally, it peters out right after
no time at all, a year or so. If would
be even worde than a seat-belt law.
*You know, it's good for us, but it's
just not going to happen, and I don't
think . it would be realistic. It would
raise 3 lot of hackles, I-think.

B A S

B! Betterge..

A% That's my opinion that's all. It

bothers me that.it came out that way.
I am very disaggointed. -

~*Y: On the other hand, A, if you look-at

the Family data again, the total mfumber

of responses who argued for some family

discussion (A: Oh yes, I know.) was

more than the total that put zero, in

most instances. Which suggests that at
- least 50% of the people.who responded

to this questionnaire who are out there

are at least themselves commi tted to
thg:ideé that ... if nét commritted to
it, prepared to face the idea that some
negotiations on a family basis be en~

tered into. It seems to me that though
.you may be right 'in the sense that’ this
is not the place to require them to

come to decisions, that's enough of a
platform, it would seem me, if yo
wanted to’push for fami
could do so on the basfs of that. Jus

because- the modes werg for zero. I
don't think you
(A: Oh, no.)

-

doesn’'t mean anything ei-

mode and the mean are mean-—
- -

ree

X: The me
ther.
ingless .
al: number of people argu-
ing for some Kind of family of schools
decision is gPeater than the total num~
ber of people arguing against that, amd
I think that that's another way of
looking .at the ‘same data, which...

Y: But the t

meetings, yoy

p§°usiﬁg the warrant W2 that,was
associated with F6.
rule of superiority appears to be
operating. :

C9 again.

of p3.

F10 reiterated.

The interpretztion given to F2 is,
questioned here.

warranQJIWIL. .

&

E]

1

However, again a

N
"F11, the strongest point yet in favour

The warrant here is the same as
with Fl, 2.and 3 (Wl). )

V4

5§

-

The suggested inter=
pretation implies a support for a com=
promise, while accepting the original

.
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el e -——m%g—kkgé—ef-ghmg—tﬁat—can-—hai)peﬂ—a
thé family with one unit per grade, for.

3 . - o
. LI

A: Well, that would encourage me to go
after encouraging this and prompting
it, by some other means than legisla-
tive policy document. This is my feel-
ing. - ? -
D: Do you thiink that some people,wheh
they answered that just “answered auto-
matically, and just said 50% controlled

by the board, that leaves .50%; or did 7

, 3
N . -
T e . "
.

they mix that up?% -

A: Who knows? ‘ .
D: And so they said: Well we're going
to have 50% automatically dictated by

© the Ministry; so we'll just diyide the

AR others up. Isn't that just the way you

were supposed to do this? Whed I
looked at this I ¢hough: Hey, 20%, " °
that's pretty good, that's a lot.
(Some conversation on’this, several
speaking at once.)

At OK. , -~ .’7 -
C: There's another one just to put in
there, to look back, what would bee...
OK. What's the purpose of getting the
family of schools together? . My feeling
of .the purpose is to get the continua-
tion from 7 to 8-to... in’'the program.
" Now you are automatically going to get
. that sinée there's going to be 10 of
the,units are going to be prescribed,
\ 20-actually. t4 . ¢ -

that you could take
situations a lot
having a purpose for
together. - '

_ instance, would be
advantage of loocal
better as a way of
getting the family
C: I seé the point but you know, if you
are saying you want to have the conti-
nuation of education, you are already

,. going to have that if the board states
. what you are going to be doing.

<

e . s

D: Yeah, but say I want to do machines.
It would be nice if I could, if I knew
whether the feeder school was doing

.

- R

A hint of possible compromise.

" M

\

The alternative interpretations of-F2
are raised again.

-

Accepting the warrant (W3) concerning
"continuiky” this speaker™ggems to
support pl, 2, and 3 on the g oundss’of

- FM2, tht the core units provide for _,

adequate continuity between grades.

e -

. N \
t-__FI3 is ubed—te support—p5,—the—Warrant ——

beifg that it is desirable to take ad- -
vantage of local situations in planning
curricula (W6).

. J)f
F13 becomes Cl13 ’ Y,
but F12 is reiterated; ’

F12 éccepted as Cl2. ’ i

Fl4, supporting p5, rests on the war-

rant that it is ‘desirable for secondary

.

-
i
T
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something with machines in 7 or 8.
That's the (ype of thing that L'm
afler. . - s

- C: Is there anything stopping you if we'

. leave it like this?
D: No, but all I'm saying is' that we';e
missing_a good chance not only for con-
tinuity but just ta know who the people
are, if you want to come and get. equip=
ment from me, this type of—thing.
Really &ll it entails is probably @wo °
meetings minimum, one where we would
decide what units, and maybe a follow—
up after the end of that year to see
how we were going.
great deal.

»
-1

A: Tt's.obvious that those kinds.of
things, getting together for those
kinds of reasons are probably very
‘good. There's just no question about
it, and certainly the currizulum should
do everything it can to encourage it.
It was the opinion of... It-was my
opinion, based on what 1 saw, and also,
without prompting, it was the opinion
of a number of the superintendents and
principals that'I talked fo, that you
couldn't legislate something like that.
I'm not
- throat.

.

If you want to try andtake
this to the next group that we're going
to have to call into plenary sessian,

"one representative or two representa~
_ tiveg of each family of schools to. look

- T““at'some"of”LheSE"results’aﬁd”your“re—w*

LI commendation ..." if you want to try and
sell that idea, of legislating that
they must get; together. Nowj bear in -
mind what fdér: to’ construct a common
unit in 9, in 7 and in'8, 9 and in 10,
that they sit down:in committee and de-
cide the nature-of... On the other

\act among teachets at different
1 .\n

That's not asking a ’

\

trying to Lhrust‘thié’down your -

A9 N ..
schools to know what is being taught in |

grades 7 and 8 W7). 'j . - .

The relevance of Flé questioﬁed, while ©

the warrant W7 appears to be -accepted.

In further support of p5; F15 asserts
.the potential for personal contacts
through family of schools planning.
< The warrant here is that personal * con=

shhools leading to professional inter-
¢hange is desirable (W8). '

~
F15 accepted as Cl5, and the warrant. is
_also endorsed.

-~

-~ 3 N

p3 re!terated, again on the basis of F8 »
and F9, but this time the approval of

others in the system is being claimed.

.

\./

* 4 5
A procedural way out for the p3/p5
issue.
"' Ko e ____:_ N—

" p5 is here being given sggcifii sub- ,:

. stancé and at.this point resembles ph.
A proposal for achieving family of

schools planning without actually

f thd, the etrriculum document could be mandating it as policy. The proposal
a8 cpneructéd in such a way, the county is not- argued for here but reappears as
A core, and L'll show you a way in a few , pb somewhat later. PN
of . / P . . -

minutes where you 2an do that, because , L
R if we decide plug in, I'm getting ahead .

of myself but, you can be plugging in
the minfstry units and taking a few :
liberties with them, the ’ - . -

—-— -] .X

L 3
Py K * s - ~,




. , Ministry mandatcry units, and then vir-
‘tually going with locally designed
h . units to make up the balance of the -
] country core, make it“almost absolutely
- nécessary that they consult: Otherwise
their programs zre full of holes. Now,. ) ' .
I'm not recommending that, buta.. I was . .
. - surprised to hear some of our senior .. Back to CB and CY in support of .p3.
: administration.say: You'll never pull - . i
- it off. L think it was realism. It
. - surprised me, but. they all said Get at = - - .
it some' other way, but you can't use a ) ' ) . R
Curriculum docunerit to... What do you Looking to an outside‘copsultant’for
think X? Do you think you can legis- advice regarding C8 and C9.
late that kind of behavior... wit ’
curriculum document? ... What dQe53 X
" research say about it? What “does
experiencess. .
. s . -
¢ X: There isn't any research on a ques= - ’ ,
¢ tion like thaty at this point. I-think The procedural route to resolution
* that because of the way you have the - appears to be jamPlied here.
process set up for the county with .
people from both the secondary and the - .
elementary all involved you've got, in . .
\ plehary-group, you've got represemna= e
tives from every school that you ean : o
take the question to. One of the con- A lengthy point establishing F16 gs a
sequences of %oing ahead without any possible consideration. Howéver no -
< considerationi'of family planning... warrant is, implied and no proposal
“pardon the pun ... is: 'Is it possible specifically , supported. )
- that for a'given secondary.school, one ’ L o ) .
feeder school, going to recommendatien .
1 for a moment, one feeder school might _
put in a couple of options that are - . ' A
ol " very different. from the program of ano- . g
T, _ 'ther feeder school, say in grade 8? So \\\\\;_( Coe
- 2 that the same kids coming into grade 9 .o .
“_¥ .« . course in a given secondary scﬁoo} .
. o would have had fully a third-of the .
program of grade 8 and -equally a third -
f the program of grade 7 that would be .
odds. So that the planning in grade .
ould become more difficult, particu- ., .

4

the ~° .
ur *

4

¥

a

at D was referring to. In other
Arords, 1t is ndt nly between the fee-~

der elementary scgcols and the seconda-

ry-school that there would'nt be any

., communication. There wouldn't neces— . .

. sarily be any eommunication between the o .
- feeder schools themselves. That would -
be one of the consequences

. -

- - 160
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A: Well,

. ‘ ALl

of going with. the kind of lack of re-
quirement for family of schools plan-
‘ning. T don't know whether that ...
maybe it's something that you would
want to kick around a little bit.

A: OK, take it one step further, X.
Because you have touched on the weak -
point in this atgument that I am pre-
senting here. But consider ‘this: Your
argument is very valid, particularly in’
some of the older areas of the regione.
We have precisely that kind of situa-
tion, where there are more than one
feeder school leading into a secondary
school. ~It's not typical of- the newer
areas where they built senior publics,
'senior elementary schools. But we've
got enough of it, it is a real problem,
but on top of* that, just like a time- °
table, ‘'we have some cross-links which’
will necdssitate not only families get-
ting together but a number of families
of s$chools getting together. Right
‘down around ‘here is a good example.

Say school P feeds into Secondary
schools Q and R as well. 'fhat means

the whole unit gets .together, and, if
L'm not mistaken, there is seme cros-
sing from one multiple upit consisting
of two families, to onme of the other
multdiple dnits. You know, where do you
stop? - T
\B: I am sure that if youlstarted that,
it would become almost county-wide.

o

it isn't. It's characteristic

of the older arease.

L Ours is 60/40 to two schools.

A: Yeah,\zell there *t is.

B. We're about 95/5.

oo
A takes F16 as Cl6 and perceives. it as
support for p5; the warrant (W9) being
that communication among schools is .
desirable. The point is developed and
illustrated. - -

.~

This goes on ‘to suggest F17, that fa-
mily of schools planning is impract-
ical. This would support p3 o6n the
grounds that policies should be.
feasible (W10).

F17 becomes Cl7 and the feasibility
- issue is discussed a bit more.

»w

A: You see, 60/40 is... significant.

\ .
D: You would have to agree with 2 high
schools.

E: The unfortunate part is that I'm
with one high.sg¢hool and the other high

-
’

) )
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schoolggoesn’t,haue‘anything to do with.
us, -and we ‘don't have anything to do '

with them. .« .
e .

. X: You see, it could really get messy,

if the 7 and 8 went with a physical |
science/biological science split, no,
matter which one comes first, and the 9
and 10 went with that same kind of
split. There would be an expectation

‘of grade 9 kids that they had had a

reaSonable amount of physical science
and maybe a reasonable: amount could in-
clude one more unit beyond *the county
core. So that if there isn't any fami-
1y of schools discussion about that,
and negotiation about it, what you
could have is a situation where kids
are comirg from ope elementary school
much more preparea\ig the physical:
sciences than frem the other one say.

A situation of this Kind can develop.

A: OK. Well, my fecommendation to .
solve this problem is that we, whéi e '
proceed, whether it be... I don't think
the 4 of 6 at the 7/8 level is.some-
thing that is negotiable. {t's clear.
Whether at the secondary level, whether
it's 5 or 6 is a debatable point.

Quite frankly, I'd like to argue 'in fa-
vour of 6, but put that aside for a mo~
ment, we have got this problem that X
has puthis finger on,_and this is com-
pounded by these cross-linkss and my
recommendation that wasa't contained im

‘this, at the time I was trying to get

the raw data out to_ you.as fast, as pos-
sible, but, working .with it since then,
{s that we make very strong régommenda-
tion as to what the optional units
should be. In fact, that we develop

. : A12

. ~
\ ‘ .
N . . e
Cl6 is further exemplifféd as a consi-
deration. ‘

»

A

! pl reaffirmed. ) \f\

e . W
p2 with some possible variation.’

3
»

- pb is spellea out in response to the
' various concerns with p3 and as an al-

termative to p3. -p6 — that the »
selection of "optional” units be recom— .-

. mended centrally —- is based on the
prediction (C18) that’ teachers will
accept the easiest option open to them.

them to such an extent that it's going m. p6 would -be justified in teyms of the

. to be very -difficult: for the teachers

to argue against them. Aside from
pointing out, 'and doing a little bit of
arrtwisting, but that the optional  ~
portion of“the program be fleshed out
to guch an extent’ that, and specified
in such a way that the easy thing, the
path of least resistence is to fall:
right into it, ahd I think that

s .-

o162

considerations outlined earlier®in op—
> position td p3. The warrant in this
‘case is, that it is desirable to steer
the teachers' choices by making some o
options easy to implement (Wil). :




.4}:‘?

.- the control‘igsue returned.

that will solve am awful lot pf'ourl
problems without ruffling feathers that
way. ~Because this was the information
that I was getting from the senior ad-
ministration and principals: that as a
policy it won't wash. You can't force
that kind of thing. You'¥e got to go
at it from some other way.
E: So what you're saying is. You! don't
have to do it but we'd  like it if you
did do it. .

»

A: Yes, ‘you can say that sort of .thing,
and you can.also, by the development of
your “optional material, rather than
just 1eaving it wide open.to the Minis-
try document, actually develop optional
material, suggested optional material
of such a nature that it fits with the
county core. so’ nicely that people will
just fall right into it, the vast ma-
jority because it is the path of " 1east
resistence. g .

G: Are you sure? I'm thipking of the,
secondary schooi people... they would "
get their 6 and I know what 2 optional
un{ts I'd like: to see there. Are you

- going to suggest to mee.«.
D: I think .he's thinking more Df the

primary... N - .

. - LN

C: Well I think this could go.s. I know
myself, if .I don't like thosg 2, I'll

make my own 2 up.. But those” people who
don"t* have the experiencd would 'probab-

.sly fall into what was 1ai&’out.« .

-~ »
.(;ipr ‘a few minutes, discussion moved'on

o other matters’ such as the particular e
textbook, being selcted by several -
_schools for use in grades 9 and 10.
little later in the meeting, however,
r'd

A

v

+X¢ There were just twe matters that -

-

maybé are a footnote to the family of
schools question, because, frankly, I
think that the data are equivocal. 1’
'thIhk you could make the policy either
way you .wanted to, and you coeuld still

‘ . : . “ 4%§ '.i£3;3

Presumably p5 is here being referred ta®

again. .

: .

Clarification of pb.

8

Cl8 queried with respect to SEConéary
teachers.

\" v

The iésue i% still unréspIVed.
- ¢

. - 1)
w o

The usefulness- of Cl c2,

queried.
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,matter of fact, is:

‘A:‘

Al4

be consistent with the data. I think .
‘the queéstiog that I would raise is: Is
there any curriculum policy in the
county that- inddicates that it is desir-
able for families of schools to consid-
er curriculum tcgether.

3

A: Yes. | ’ -

v b
X: Well, if that is the policy, then »
what 'is it that your superintendents _
and others think they can't legislate?
At's already legisiated.

A: You are using the word “desirable”.’
That's the operative word.

k: So there is uo policy that says it
must happen. So 'when people don t do
it theyngbgzly say it's not desirable -
here. or sdwething, then or... Is it a

lively topic of conversation at all
around theé region?

.A:'No, no.

X: The other question, I guess,'as a

as far as 1 know, ..
there is -nothing in the Ministry docu— .-
ment that planning shall be in families
of schools,‘}n the policy séction. ’

No, it simply points out that..._
"

It's an option (A: Right.) .

A: It encourages it, the same way as

our policy does. S

X:

X: T guess my last questibn would be:
are there any othér desirable features
to family interaction about the sciénce
curriculum other than the planning of-
units for satisfying of policy require-
mer.ts-of the board? That is, it may be
easier to have topics for secondary set
by the secondary school, and for. the
elementary set by the .elementary school
and no intg;action, the committee could

. go either way, i{n terms of ‘the data,
but I was wondering if thére were any
other reasons that N

-——-\ )

e

(%)

1

v

. “¥Qpresented by C8 and C9. ‘

L3

A furthetr consideratiom\(C19) would

exist i1f there was a ,superordinate
. pelicy-in this area. _
A - S

(AP

1 . A

There is. W "

A'challenge to the conventiofal wisdom

in C19.
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+ The’ Ministry document does not add an

. additionaL—consideration therefore.

.
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Anothdr attempt to flush out possible

" considerations. . S
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youn'd be prepared if there were any
value;/;o be gotten as a result of
planning, D started talking about a
couple just sort of familiarity with
what equipment {s available or there
may be other kinds of concerns that ...
where some posit-ve interaction could
come out of families of schools plan-
ning and those would go down the'drain
if one didn't try to encourage it in
some wWay. ’

A: I don't think you'll get any argu~
ment with anyone, anywhere, Well, I can
think of one or two ‘mavericks, but on
t;hg.t point. )

E A, we don't have nec arlly to
decide this, if we decide on how much
is going to be core. I think the sugfﬂ
gestion was made that.we go back to the
larger committee and ask them, where
each one has a representative, about
the family question. 1'd hate to see
it die here.

Y: Thetre's also a compromise, it would
seem that, although it could be left,
the responsibility for determining the

curriculum is at the school level, that -

that doedn't shut the door to families
discussion. (A: Oh, no.) As you said
earlier, having families of schools’
decisions is only éne way of ensuring
families of schools' discussions. - May
be this -is not the place to make it:ee
You could, for example, have a situa-"
" tion whereby evary school had to draft
its own optiong and while they were
still in draft form, before they were
finally decided upon, ‘there had to be
some sort of families of schools' in-
terchange of paper, so that:at least
everybody in the family of schools knew
what everyone €lse in .the family. was
thinking about. Before every school
made its final decisions, so that any-
body at that stagej could at Teast
scream if there were some grounds for

- doing so. It would be a sort of half-
way step, if ycu said: Before you make
up your mind, -you have to trade pieces
_ of paper. That doesn t say that the

overriding interest.
. Involved here (W12) is that it is

*

A procedural suggestion for resolution
of the issue.

- A complex compromise proposal, p7,

again based on the considerations
raised to this point. ** .

-
- ]

p7 is based on the principle (F2l) that
while members of families of schools
have an interest in each other's .
curricula, they don't have an.

The warrant

impoftant to give stakeholders a voice
while not allowing them to override '
others' prerogatives.

O
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the family can say which units, but it
does say that before the schools final-
ly decide, let them at least know that
everyone else is happy with their deci-
sion, or their draft decision. Some-
thing like that might be worked out,
which ‘brings « family together, if not
pliysically, then at least 4n some sorE

. of a way, at the same time does not

lock up units as having to be determin-
ed at that level.

A: What Y is suggesting has a> lot af

\‘@grit. These arg some of the other
““kind of strategies that I thMgk we are,

a Mttle bit later on, that I Yhink we
want.to consider. To legislate that
every family of schools must get toge-—
ther and decfide upon and design a fam—
ily core from 7 thrdugh 10 was the
thing that 'l was told was unrealistic.

‘It just,wouldn't come off. You should

use some other kinds of strategies, anq\
Y Bas touched on\some of them here, but
how,.do you feel about going to this
larger group? We' re\ probably going to
be able to pull them QQgether once, by
the looks of jt. There\s not many

weeks left in the school~year. Would
you ratlier go to them with\a recommen—
dation that we could speak ta as a
*group, even with a minority regort if

‘that were the case, or would you rather

g0 to them with: Hey guys, we don't
know what to do. What do you think?

C: I'd prefer to go with a ‘recommenda="
tion. You'll get more valid criticism
of its. Because if they don't care,
they'll go along with the recommenda-
tion.

A: I'd certainly prefer going with a
recommendation. At least you've got
something to talk about then. How do
you feel about specifically the kind °
of thing that, perhaps not precisely

" the detail, that Y suggests. This
*would be brand new for this county.
‘Making this sort of thing policy. One
-of the'.problems when, you try -to make

something policy, which it {is “in a core

N

4
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F21 is accepted as .C2l.

«

p/ accepted as possibleﬂcompromise

between p3 and p5.

Process discus§ion.

o




&

-

.

- - Al7

R

Curriculum is whether.: . just how ef-
fectively that policy is implemented.
You've®got to logok at who is -implémqnt-
ing it. Well, you've got 11 different
“boards of education”™ that are operat-—
ing here. Populated by people who have
responsibility for implementation
called principals, who in the secondary
schools delegate it to the three of: you
"as heads, and so on. Policy decisions,
in the kind of structure we have here,

. you've got to b %kind of careful. , But
something a little more palatable such
,as the kind of mechanisms 'that Y has
guiggested here, making it policy ,khat
they must share, I think there is a
better chance that some kind of compro-
mise like that would fly. I'd much

\ rather see this group take something
like that to that next level for their
approval.

C: So what you're saying is that you
recommend that the schools or the fami-
lies of schools get together and must
share what they're going to be doing.
A: Yeah., Make that policy.

C: Make that poXicy. .Because my feel-.
ing was that if you made it mandatory,
that the schools get together, there
could be an underlying feeling that
really the high schools are dictating

to the public schools what théy are go-
ing to do, or the public schools may be
dictating to the high schools what they
are going to do. And there could be
that undercurrent. And if you've got
that undercurrent there «.. .
F: Yes, who's going to make the deci-
sion, or which side 'is going to have
more power as to which core topic is
-the one to go with, there's going to be
a lot of friction. ,

D: Are we discdésing core topics here? -
I meant.

F: No, no. Obtional,

’
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‘peared to be so.

[ - .

Clarification of p7. What follows is a
sharing of predictions concerning the
consequence of implementing p7.

The more these appear to be favourable,
the stronger the support for p7. The
remainder of the meeting was spent in
projecting consequences ih this way, to
see if any were. undesirable. None ap-
These projected con-.
sequences however aré considerations
also.
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*  G: I think that you've got to make f{t F22/C22: p7 would preserve the aulonomy
very clear to them that they have their of each level of school to make
optionality at their level. What we're decisions concerning their own
trying to do is to ensure how we're go— program. The warrant ts W13: schools
ing to deal with that optionality be- should have autonomy over their
tween the two levels. I don't think programs. )
that either level should dictate to... :

Y: No. My idea was that where an ele-
mentary school might want, might be in-—
- - clined to-go figr one optional unit, but
if its parLicuZar secondary school rai- L. ,
- ses some serious objections, to that . '

*  unit, then that school mighf be happy

to reconsider. I'm not saying that the
- secondary school could overrule ‘the
‘decision «.. ’ .

At It could be curriculumApolicy that
this kind of process must . take place.

C: But going back.to your idea, maybe 1 .
set up a unit because I am close to .« -
and I want to use that as much as pos-

sible. | If the secondary sshgol said: I

don't particularly want you doing

that,yeee

Y: That's the whole point. The secon-

dary school shouldn't be saying that .

sort of thing. The secondary school ' B

might raise why it is going 'to be dif-

ficult for them if you do do that unit, - -

but the judgement is still yours to - ° . -
make . ® o .

C: I could say: Thal's your problem, R ‘
you solve it. ' . NN

¢
LY You could indeed, butess . N -

A: One of the outcomes of the consulta— -
tive process- that could pe lS?iSLated ~ F23/C23: p7 would enable disagreements
could be the agreement. to disagree. . to be tolerated 1f not resolved.
. - Warrant W14 is that disagreements
F: So what you are Saying is that should be toletrated if not resolved.
the.s« in 7 and 8, they would have the ) ' ’
final decision on what optional topic. ) - L
-should .go in and the % and 10 should :
have the... . '

-«

A: At a particular school. -

.. ’\) i - ’ o
V.EEBJKQ‘ ~ . ) '1‘{E%g~»
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F: It would be input;.. from both
sides.

.« Gt Hopefully if they do sit down they

-

~

'could come to an agreement.
. Pl

.¥: In the ideal situation they might
agree, but they might not.

-—
.

F: Just declaye what you want,to do ~
and... work it from there. '
o
, Y: At least the 9 and 10 people'yould
" know what was coming in 7 and 8, which,
from whaE/;/g tifer, would be an im-
provement on dome of the situations...

F:Wﬁta;ﬂmﬂe,A. You say: At a-
particular school. We are~ta1kin§
about a family now. If you've got say
three elementary schools in a family, I
would assume that they would have to
agree on the optional...

A: No. I think the policy would have

to read that, let's take a hypothetical

situation where you've got. 3 schools,
say 2 of them are K.- 8 schools, one's
a senior public, 7 and 8, “and they all
feed students to a particular secondary
school. And rather a few students go-
ing out of that partictlar group to
maybe another secopdary.school. That
wherever there is a significant number
of students being fed across those
boundaries, that group, it is policy

'’ that they must share and discuss dif-
ferences in the optional portion of the
program. They wmust share this informa-

t{ion prior to implementation, maybe not>

that but sométhing along that line...

D: What you are doing then is forcing,
not forcing but highly recommending
that they get together...

A: No.
.share.

It's poiicy that .tliey must

»
’

Question'of how p7 might be
implemented.




Y: A minimum could be sticking some-
thing through the mail.

F: That's right. There's no teeth in

it if they don't ...

A: Then it would be our responsibility,
and in particular mine, and any re-
source people that I would have (next
year, it is the intention of the system
to have two people working in science
at the intermediate level) to go around
and work with people like supervisory
officers, principals and superinten-
dents, who have the responsibiility for
policy inzluding zurriculum policy, al-
though the fact of the matter is that
the principals, the majority of them,

‘don't 'see’ themselves as curriculum

leaders. Would something like that, as
a policy statement, would you be happy
fo defend that to this next level?
(Several: Yes.) .
Y: You would not be saying that they
have to agree on certain units.

A: -No. Bu£~they have-got to talk about
it if there are some differences. It
would not only be sharing but a discus-
sion of differences. Would that work?

B: It might.

F& It can't fail to work. So they get

together and have a heck of a good ar-

gument about it, so at least, they know

what they are doing and that's the pri-
mary function of it.

B: The thing that I, I don't know, may-
be this is right out in l2ft field, the
thing that I worry about is the fact ~
that you are trying .to come with some
sort of policy: This is what you
should do, now go ahead and do it. But
there prpbably won't be any time for
it. Sort of after school, .whenever you
get together. S I don't think it's
going to-happen. You know, great, it's
policy: you must do it, but after 4
o'clock please. When:-else can you sit-

.

F24/C24: p7 provides for flexible
interpretation %n implementation. The
corresponding warrant (W15) is that
flexibility in implementation is

"desirable.

2
C9 again - feasibility is the issue
(W5/W10).

F25/C25: Is time going to be available
for p7 to be implemented? Here p7 is
being questioned on the basis of F25.
The warrant at issue is that it is
important to have adequate timg =
resources for a proposal to be
implemented (Wl@).

]




. down and talk abou® it? I may have 2
spares in a row, but this guy and this
guy won't have the same -spares at the
same time, and that's the nitty-gritty
of it’ too. P )
" A: For what it's worth, the program de- Discussion of other matters not related
partment, through our superintendent . to this issue.
“\ has made a very strong plea to the man-
—_agement council that... the school year
- has not been determined yet, the Board -
has flubbed this one, they don't have a
school year for next Yyear. (laughter
and derisive comments) Really that -
- . '\is what happened and I think they are
late getting the school year in-to the
" Ministry, they spent virtually one .
- entire board meeting talking about the
school year and didn't arrive at a . .
decision) but a very strong recommenda-
tion has been put forward by Mr.
though Management Council and it's been
supported by Management Council, that
" the regional P.A. Days for the schools
are across the interface, between the
. 1intermediate division, for precisely
these kinds of purposes,_although what
you are talking about, B, is very
real.

e

B: You know, the thing is, let's say

. they schedule one for April. So, big Ll

‘ deal, I hang around for this day in
April so that we can talk about what
has happened, ‘or: conversely if it hap—-

. pens in September, how do I know exact-
.. ly what I want to be doing maybe in May 4 .
or June of next year? )

C: But the other point is: At least ° 3 {/ﬂ
N even the minimum would be to send a ' oo '

piece of paper through the courier. g
- o Sure.) Speaking personally, if we -

k‘do that, I have no idea what is ‘

gping on in my other secondary school.

I've .got one school's curriculum, but I

don't know what's going on in the

‘other«.. And vice‘versa, they don'éa ’ . .
. : even know what's going on with me. At 8

least we'll have that exchange of > ' .

papet. : . v » N
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- L
A: B, the problems you raise are very
real and there's not too much we can do
about it exceptees -

B:' I know, except this whole undercur-
rent of talk has been going on and
dealing with getting together, méeting
and talking, and agreeing to disagree.
Now, a piece of paper, if that's what
it's down to, a piece of paper coming
in: 'Oh yes, here's what th%' re doing.
Great.

D: Yes, but if I get one back frém you
and one of my umits depends on a unit
which I assumed you were doings Hope-
fully,}i wopld then get back to you,
there's soemthirg...

C: The secondary will get back to the
public more than the public back to the
secondary maybe. . -

A: I think we've got to try it.

B: I am just trying to play devil's’ad-
- vocate, I guess. Just trying to think

of some of the...

F: If that sort of thing happens in
September or October’ particularly,
whether you decide. to begin your op~ .
tional topic at a particular time,

. that's not so important as the fact

that at some timg during the year, you -

are “going to do this.

B: That may be the case in a larger®
_school like yours but in mine it -
_doesn't matter. )

F: You are going to go in there ‘with
something .to start off the first couple
of months with anywaye It's not going
to suddently throw off your start, any-
way. : .
A: OK. Could we move on,’tihe is. I
«think ‘we -have got enough to go with to
the next round which is obviously® going
to be in May, before we can get these
« people pulled together. .
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G: Excuse me, A, your~decision on this !
is thgt” we would... ‘

A: Well, I, semse that there, was enough p7 agreed to (P7).
agreement that we'll recommend, I'll be B
v — _ recommending to Mr. __ and back up the
pipeline that way and we as a committeg"
will be recommending to the plenary
. . session of representatives for this ’
| consideration that-on the optional
| . _ material, and we haven't decided exact—
; . ¥ 1y how much that is yet, on the option-—
- " al material, that between panels there
must be a sharing and a. discussfon of
the differences. Is there any problem . . .
with recbmmending to these people 4 out pl agreed to (Pl).
* of 6 county—-wide core at 7 and 8? - :

-~

-

~

G: Actually, I think fhese'percentages, —
67 and 73, are pretty good. -And for
those in the secondary panel who think
b that that is a little too much, you
. : still have, assumipg the different
-2
phages have diiferent courses, you've
still got control there is each unit
- “for optionality. I s& nothing-at’ all
. wrong with the 757 and the 67%. I -
- . think that those are good percentages. ® Implicitly, p2 agreed to also (P2)«*

.

2
7
o

. Bf!k'ye got no qualms abgtt that. ) - .

o ¢
E: I... I wasn't-questioning the 75 at A reference back to an‘earliéf query |
alls I was just wondering in terms of with respect to this matter. ..
the data on the other sheet, how you , :
could justify it. ' . . |

.

A: I don't think we have to, E.
% E: I agree with the 75 myself.

A: OK then. - .o , ,
\ * L : °
- Again, discussion moved on to other . . P
matters. It appeared that this timé ’ ’
Yhowever the issue was resolved. That :
- %his was so was confirmed by the recom— )
mendations that went out in the:name of .
this committee to the larger meeting of ]
teachers which convened a few weeks ) —”/
~» later. These recommendations were .
agreed to without further debate and b L s, e -
¢ subsequently became Board policy. - '

R _ S
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In the following transcription, the £61llowing abbreviations are used to
‘refer to participants: * . . .
. * -
A: ' Coordinator of Bcience for the board and
N ’ o chgirman of the meeting - .
S "+ T(S): - A teacher from a secondary school.
- T(E): A teacher from an eler;lentary school : ) /\
. P _ T( ): ' Other teachers whose 'school is unknown .
‘ - X, Y: Researchers, participant—observers at the )
-, . meeting v .
v v, _ . > ‘ . . . . ’:;
"In addition, units of courses are referred to as "El", "E'Z", "E20", and
T so on. These designations are derived from the Ministry of Education’
“Intermediate Science Curriculum Guideline.
e s < - i N Y
~ . ’ = .
. ’%’k B - { \ .
) ) §r”\ ~ ! L.
) . ot . ' ’
o ) y X

i . - . y . -
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Transcription

A unit entitled "Weather” is listed

" in the Ministry Guideline as am option

at grades 7 and 8. In drafting a pro-
posal for a countywide cere program
for those grades, the Coordinator had
included this unit in Grade 8. ‘The
proposal, in the form of a flow-chart
showing a possible ‘organization of
units for both grades 7 and 8, fad
been presented to. the coordinating
committee where the inclusion of
Weather attracted little comment. The
Coordinator's rationale for, its inclu-
sion was outlined at the subsequent-
meeting of teachers where the proposed

" core program was debated “at some N

.

length. Excerpts from that discussion
relating to, the unit are reproduced
here. The tramscription begins, toward
the end of a long presentation by the
Coordinator in which he explained the
reason for his proposals for the core
program at grades 7 and 8.

A: My rationale for E20 (Weather)
appearing as a core unit in this re~
commendation to you is that it turns
out, Af you leok at this, when I
looked at it, it could be organized as’
the other units, 41l she optional u- *
faits in 7 and 8, or virtualiy all of
them, contribute to the study of Wea—
the®. All the physical science ones,
in particular, all have something to
contribute to it, and because we can't
deal with all these, there just isn't
e, Weather would appear to be a

d place to pick up in- that unit a -
of the tag ends that you won't see
part Jof your 7 and 8 program that
ot going to deal with in a: .
fasnion,sas a full-blown

>

T(S): A, can you give me an idea: of
what sort of things you're talking
about? When I see Weather, I think of
a geography course. I'm not really
familiar with the elementary course.

“ » -

. e
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Analysis

Policy Proposal pl: To include

the unit, Weather, in the core . -
program for grade 8. ’ !
Fact Fl, which is accepted
immediately as a consideration CI,
because it forms the basis of the
proposal pl, using the warrant that
it is desirableo.fo use a unit that
combines aspects of several others
together (WL).

Fact F2, which ds accepted
1mmed1a§e1y as a consideration C2,
because, it also forms the basis of
the prokosal pl, using the warrant
that a unit is a good ope if it picks
up topics inadequately. covered
elsewhere (W2).

o)

-

Fact F3, more implied than explicit,
suggests that Weather belongs more in
geography than in science. .

*
-
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‘ A: Ypu're thinking of climate. I
think Weather belongs in‘science and
climate merhaps in geography.

T(E). But 1t's also a unit in the
junior. We just got that implemented
in the grade 6, now we're doing it!in

7. You see, most senior publics are 6,

7, and 8, and we seem to be really
overlapping the junior program.

v

\

A: Yeah, you're -right. This....
T(E): So you should put a gap in
between, maybe. .

A: Can somebody, , could you give
me a hand with this thing here (the
overhead projector).

T(E): You're after some specific
comments on this from a school
basisees .

"A: Yeah, okay. -7

- ) &
T(E): At our school,, the four science

teachers got together and we had three
recommendations for a change. We
recommended—that Classification of
Organisms follow directlye ::T//
Characteristics of Organisms in grade

7, and that'Force and Energy, and Water

and Solutions be_interchangq?
completely because of’ the abstrac
nature of Force and Energy, the e
abstract nature versus the more
concrete nature of say Water, if you
like, to give them an extra year and
give it to them at grade 8. ‘But the
second part of the question would be
that if the line between grade-7 and
8, if that patched line (on the flow
chart) were nonexistent——do you
understand what I'm saying?—if that
line were nonexistent, then none of
these concerns would materialize
from our' standgoint. In other words,
if ye're alldwed to do this=—to
interchange-—~but then I guess we get
back to the one of the biology and
physics +... in high school. Well,

i»

)

&

’

b

-

F3, however, is dismissed and never
becomes a consideration.

,

F4 raises a point that would lead to
a conclusion exactly opposite to pl:
That Weather should not be included
in the core program (p2). The,

_ warrant here would be that it is
‘undesirable for a unit to be repeated

in consecutive grades (W3).
F4 becomes C4.

Proposal p2 is hade\explicit.

Trivia, not related to issue.

-

[N

Process comment, not specific to

issue.
\ ”~”

2 o

This intervention, while not relating
to the issue of Weather toncerns .’
related matters. The speaker also
raises these proposals again later.

(a proposal concerningtother units in
N e "W
the core) st

3

(another proposal)

(fact supporting second proposal)

.(a ‘third propoeal, apparently an
alternative to the first two)
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’ = B3- " .
' the first question was: Is that ) ' : . “
/ patched line meant to be a’'definite R
¢ position? If so, our recommendation -
was to make those changes.
‘ »
- (inaudible quéstion)~ e
' A: Thanks. Can I come back to that in ~~ s
. just a minute? To6 answer that Process. T .

question, this was the way in which... .
This is the.way I look at it. ‘ Placing .
~t in place all the optional units that Elaboration of Cl. (pl) (i
. are listed in the Ministry as well as )
‘¢he core units and-—this is simply.my

thinking——that, for example, . * : ; N ' —_—
Properties of Matter--well, I'd want A
’ to deal with Water after I1'd dealt :
- with Properties of Matter and I 5

certainly wanted to dedl with
solutions after 1 dealt with the more
common sSolvents. I'd want to deal
with Force and Energy. I-could deal N
with these if I had unlimited time and
access to the students—-work for a ' '
lorig period of time. Certainly topics
like this. After that, Simple
Machines reduce with this one as well, ' .. ‘
but notice that with eévery one of them
you're dealing with Weather, you are

«~ dealing with Solutions; you are . .

dealing with Temperature, you're .
. \ . dealing with Light. .But a lot of them
\ key into this, and obviously you can't ] o : '
deal properly with all of them, and so .
I'm suggesting that Weather is.éne - o - ‘ K
way, and that's all it is, just an , pl repeated« : .
idea. That's one_ reason why we're : T,
together here today——to pick up some Process comment. '
of the ideds, move some of them out, o
move some of them here. Not try -and C " )
. ' ,‘_'deal with ?Yefxthfngﬁ-you caf't. ot . : .
- T ): (referring to the results of F5, in support of p2, using 'warrant -
the teacher survey) A, .it's marked v (W4) that degree. of teacher stpport
’ e as «a low priority option, and then ' in survey data should provide basis
again by odly 53%. . for policye.
R .. ¥ . .
- . “A: Trueee. (inaudible) ) ’ , F5 bécomes G5 (supporting.pZ).
. T( ): Statistics are selectively . . Process. ! . , :
meaningless if it's being la%g on. - —_ . - . ‘

! } . R = 2 . v N . ‘ .,‘. . .‘
R : 177 ) | s
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A: There's nothing being laid on. *

This is a recommendation, and it's one,

that I suspect there's a good chance
we may not resolve today. ;
T(E): Weuld there be more opportunity
to decide than at this meeting? You
said this was the last meeting this
year,+ and .that ‘this thing, this doc-
ument will be-submitted, possibly dur-
ing the summer, be picked up during
the. dummer . Would the validation
period allow flexibility of change%?
Thié obvidusly highly squeezed leVel
bétween. junior and secondary. You -
know, either we're ceaching for high
school, or, you knaw, we're teaching
for their program, or we're teaching
what" we: are because the K-6 has done -
something that's been decided. It's
the old squeeze play, I feel. .,

A: Yeah, don't mfstake ny meaning
“there. I said we have to be aware at
#.and 8 where these kids come from and
where they're going. That's about .«
all. The program can stand on its own
feet, and:we Shouldybe able to justify
it to kids at that age.

T(E): Will' there be a ¢hance to answer
that type of question? Perhaps will
the flexibility during the validation

period allow for that kind of justifi- '

cation for the early adolescent? You
know,.the way L see it is just kind
Y%of=—here's the data. It's not signif-
icant, so here it is. I would like ‘to
see the-flexibility to answer your -
point, which I think is a very good
point. '

’
- -

T( ): Is it significant that it's made °

a ‘county core? - . :

A: Yeah.
is to identify, a total of 4 units at
the grade 7 level and 4 units at_the
grade 8 level as county core. Now you
musE include ‘the Ministry &ore unitse
"Now  hus raised what'I thing is a
very, “valid point, that during the val-
- idation period, or the crial

. . . - . ’>
»
1
a .

—

One of the‘taské that we had .

- ) N
Y .
\ . .
../ ‘ \‘\
L4 -
e \
Process* - ‘ ,;
§ -, ’
* <« . v L]
Process. ' ~

’

-
v

. Implied warrant W5 for'argument (tnat'

it is desirable in selecting content
to take into‘account a student's
background “and personal goals) not
related (here) to any specific ‘e
proposal, because ne relevant facts
(i.e. concerning hackgrounds or * .
personal goals of students) are
presented.

)

-

Process.
s
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implementation—--one of the reasons why
it's designated as that is o allow
for this kind of thing. Quite frank-
ly, I hadn't thought of that kind of
possibility, but I think you raised.a
very interesting point.* If you look
_at the yellow sheet ..+ -

T(E){ A, basically can't we say this

" = that 'why don"t we Just leave it as,

. you put in the eight optional units,
and for the validation period and the
implementation period when we'tre .
trying it out, then take a survey
after each and ‘every school-- like, i
mean, some of us this year have tried
it, and others haven't. Why not put

the eight units out,.like sort of make

it aware that, what ,the eight units
that the Board wquld like covered in
the 7 and 8 group. Then let the
schools try it out and see which ones
they'd like to try at 7 and which ones
they'd like to try at 8, and then do a
survey, and a darn sincere survey,
#ith just the senior publics who have
tried this. Like, I mean, I Know our
school has tried'the tmplementation
‘this year of tite suggested core units
in 7 and 8, and the optional ones, and
some schools haven't done that. They
haven't, ygu know, it'wasn't_laid on
that this should have been tried for .
-1mp1ementatiq?, so they ceme out and
* say  "OK, here's eight core units-
that®ye want to try at the 7 and 8
level,®and thé#®' simply deal in a
/ﬁ§urvey with those senfor publics who
“have tried those, and say, okay, how
do you find this one in 7 as compared
to this .one in 8? And maybe his
+ school‘tried /it in 7, where I've tried
it in’ 8, and 1'11 have a little
1'edback and We can compare, whereas
ﬁow, you knoW’ saying that this is
going to be in 7 and this is going to
be in 8 when some haven't even tried
it. Why not,«as you say, take it inte
the impleme tion in the one year and
Mts instead of the 6
jg deal with? .

that we had -

L - @

-

o

P7

P

J

s

Process comment implying the
potential warrant W6 that the
satisfaction of teachers, following
trial yse of units, 1s a good way to
determine the, selection to be
contained in the core. ‘Acceptance of
such a proposition would require that
the final defision be postponed until
the facts (concerning teachers' likes
and dislikes of units, following
trial use) were available. See
later, where this idea reappears.

- N -

Ly
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T(E): I'm still concerned with why
Wedther is a core unit. I thought, -
and I still think, OK, the statistics
probably don't mean that much, but
they do indicate something. And Llook

at Forest Resources. 70% thought it
should be taught in one or other

" grades. o

L4
LY

T(E): I assume that it's going to be
in 6.
7 and 87 )

A: I don't think I'm going té try and
persuade... 7

/s
-

Back to the issue of weather. .

"

Repeat C5 (supporting p2) :
The same warrant that linked F5 to p2
(W4) could be the basis of a quite
different proposal based on other

Facts. P

C4 again (supporting p2).

Why put it in as a core unit in

Process.

T(E): I can see your rationale, but I Rules of superiority dt stake here
don't agree with it. ’ (sée later 'discussion).
A: What I seem to sense is that you're Process.
suggesting that perhaps what we should < P
do is «v. . .
T(E): Don't draw the line. ‘

. ) , /
A: No, those lines don't = the arrows
don't mean anything. - N , .

A J

T(E): Not those liges = the ‘difference - .

between # and 8 for another year, and
- let the 7 and 8 teachers decide which
is more appropriate, like the 9's and
10's here have already stated, you

know.
for the past few years, but all of a

sudder; yoa/know, some schools haven't

been-awgre of any particular core
units, and some have tried it.
not, you know—- the the Board will say, -
Okay, here's 8 units we want you to
try for this year, and we want you to
“decide where they re going to be.
That way, t
the 7 and 8 teachers, really, because
they'll have a say,in ite. ’

T(E):
Jn fact given an optional -¢ategory '
‘there «.. break up that solid circle

They've obviously tried it out

Sa ﬁhy

Again, the warrant W6 rgplated to the
teachers opinions following trial use
¢, is implied.

L]

Board's happy and so are . .

) &g .

1 think it matters whether we're

(on the diagram), but. then you have ‘to

pick up another one. ’ .t

T(E): You<had to have eight.

A

180 -
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<::/"/l You have to pick up another one. " Process discussion, not leading in
« 7 - . any clear direction-
A: Yeah, we've already decided that '
there will be eight. Four core in
each year. .

=

T(E): Is it a strong feeling on the
committee for 8? “

A: No. Maybe I should let some of the e .
- - people that are on the committee there i -
speak to this. .«

T(S): Some of them are dictated by the
Ministry already.

T(E): fes.- Okay, those I understand. < . ’ .

Fine.

. . ) , . ) .
T(S): And the other ones are the way )
they came out in light of the survey.

But as A said, there wasn't a strong
préference by year. .VWeather is the ~

. -.questionable one. t

&

T(E): Yeah, I sort of .see a circle
g there with a question mark or some-
d ‘ thing, some little fepdback” because if S
it's going to be mandatory, we're go-
ing to have to do it. )

. . ,
T(E): Obviously, A, on the survey the ;::;:%ﬁéstion here of the reliabili>>\0f
keenest have answered the survey and all Facts derived from the survey.
the other ones haven't., So'it's ) .
almost--you Know— . . ‘
“ _ A: Yeah, there's a lgt of truth in -
‘that. One of the hazards of this by . . - ) )
hitting in the direction of what you C v -
suggest right now. But I think that
-3 there's some merit in making a
v recommerdation that We do evaluate the R -
placement of' these things for at least ’ .
a one-year period. . //

‘
.

¢ s . (End of tape, break in recording) o

« « N

r

~ A: How many of you who dre teaching at The issue is put to a vote, a process
the 7 and‘@ level would rather see which impli&s a potential warraat,
something other than ‘Weather? I don't though at.this point there is no
have real strong feelings about it._ I 7 indication of the purpose of the vote
gave-you my rationale. (A number of * nor the intended use of the result.

Q t hands go up.) . ' . ~ s - .o,

" ERIC " ' S
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T(E): Could we have the other side of
the vote, please?

A: How many people would like Yo see -

Weather? We have a couple. T think : -
what we'd better do, since it seems to ' f. .

be somewhat controversial gwe can't: Process (and implied warrant)

be guided by just simply ate -= it questioned. = - -

is recommé&nded, for the Yyear, that the
units, the istry core units,. and
. designated {Water and Solutions” be

New proposal (p3): That for one yea
the 6 Ministry core units and gne _,
other, (Water and Solutions) be the

developed. ,Now, for- that trial peri- core prdgram. Weather ;s”anitted,
od, __ , you ‘Wete- suggesting that therefores .
' you 'd ral rather see Water and Solutions
in grade 7. Is that right? ’ ] <
T(E): Well, from the point of view @f

- .

the teachers at out school, the argu- . N

ment was that 1f Force and Energy are
to be developed on a more highly ab-
stract basis —— some of the arguments
for the grade 9 physics vs. grade 10
biology e« but that™s another argu>
if it 1is

.

F6 in support of p3, the warrant
being«that more abstract units should
be placed in higher grades (W7) (See
also F7 below for additional support
for this argument.) ’

.

ment —- if -that's the cdse,
to be more highly abstract, then, say, .
working with Water and Solutions,- then- :
why"not put these more highly abstract - o
materials in the grade 8 because ) )
that's one. more year, and maturation-
wise, fhere seems to be, I ‘would think
generally maybe perhaps ‘more of a d4if-
fetence in maturation and readiness
between 7 and 8 than 8 and 9. There
seems to be quite a ‘change there. I'd
like to see more of the abstract mate-~
. ' ° rial with grade 8, and perhaps more ‘of ,
the concrete material ~— it's a little .
.3 easier to work with hands-op if you . ’
like #- in grade 7. And the other
point about the "Weather”, we had some
» ,argument at our school ‘as to why that
circle — Structure and Life Cycles —
which we felt was intensely important

e

..

F7 (relatei

to F6Jind in support of
p3), also ukging w

rant WA.

To another prdposal -now ‘-

4
\ 7

F8, a value assertion.

ecologically, why it~was given an op~ . ' .
L tional strength versus the weather be~ : '
** 1ing, you know, we felt perhaps that 4f which, when taken with
" the weather was deleted or.became op— t A
tional, then it would trade with the P

F9, supports the new proposal, pé: % )
that Structure and Life Cycles ™ - .
‘teplace weather. The warrant here 1s v
W2, the same as thar used. to link F2
with pl. .-

; L 4 . .
ERIC ' C
JAFuitext provid: c ' ®

" ecological unit. It seems to really
‘tie everything together, physical and
biological material together into an-
ecology unit if you like.
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T(E): I agree with that.

»
-

A: Yeah. One ofs the reasons that I . This appears to be supportive of the
put that in as a suggested unit —- aﬁﬁﬂK inclusion of this unit, though the

I should explain that to you == is my specific matter of its being optional

. , suggestion hete is that that be devel- or mandatory, which was at stake in

oped as two optional units that people p4, 1is not raised.

could pick up, because theré was that ' .

strong preference for life cycles. It (F) i .

didn't seem to go anywhere, an awful ' ¢

< lot of people are doing it, and this - (F)
.is why.- I'm suggesting that it be done

as #22 and 23, where the Ministry s%}d (p) . ;
. "you can design something locally" .and
not deal with them as the Minis®y has
in the optional. units, but rather have ry
a look at the possibility of the . i
structure of plants and animals, or

3

the structure and life cycles of : S
' plants, and then the second unit, the \
structure and life cycles of animalse. ’
’ These aré all possibilities that,kind :
of way —— possibilities to look at —— .
! in our initial trial. How does that '
idea strike you? T
. L ’ .
T(E): Well, we felt quite strongly * An alternative to this idea.
‘about not segregating animals and * ’
planty as such until perhaps a little ' ° . ™
later/ in high' school where you've got ‘ ' '
your more highly developed biology - (F) . ;
) treatmegnt of zoology vs. botany, but This returns to the’ point raised
- we felt strongly-that the whole ecor before (F8) with the added reference
logical approach be stressed at’ this to "level”s
level. ItEBpegs a lot of -- {t allows . F10, in support of p4, using warrant
: for a lot of open—endedness "as far as ‘that ‘'good units provide opportunities
, field work and follow-up, whereas for field work and other open-ended
Weather, you know, Okay, there's some -~ activities (W8). ,
. 'good work there that could be done as .
) Well but it seems to be less openend- Interestingly, Fll makes the same
ed perhqps than the plant-animal in~ point for Weather, but less’
L . terrelattonship, yhich of course you'd - strongly." | .
‘. .. - have to bring imn earth science for . ., : . ' 3
, that anyway. If you talk about an Ll ’ T . :
ecosystem, 'ybu can't ignore it, so I ' . !
felt that was a very important all-- ‘ ¢
B | - “endompassing topic that perhaps we ' i b .
o should go as’ far as -we' felt anyway. ph restgged-’ -
< . _It shquld be: manﬂatory. ~ ‘_ . ‘ .
P - R A. . A4 * R ’
" AT R, thin\g 1've got the sense of’ what F6=J are accepted as
o Co . 'you re.gett:i;ng at; There is. é‘gme > N €6-11). .
’ .- ¢ ‘_' " -t _" . - R . o, S .

.
L .
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' question, then, aboyt the value of
) Weather. The points that has : N
R ' ., been making about ife cycles, plants '
’ and arimails here, -pe've got to resolve The - following set of process -

v

this particular issue here as to what proposals implles a compromise among
is going to happen this summer when several substantiv% proposals

we're dealing with this. How many of - develgped earlier.

you at the 7 and § level would feel . -
comfortable with the writing team ~

developing Properties of Matter and Implies p3 (and p2).
Measurement, and for next year., we do : ) .
not specify precisgly where these S . .

things would be t4ught, but E6, E5
there be developed; itten,- El E3
Force and Energy, E2 lassification,
ELl9 and 18 there. Water and Solu- -’
‘tions, E4 Interdependence of Organ-— ‘
isms, and, if they can, somé kind of .
unit based around that structure ard Implies pé. .
# "1life cycle of plants and animals that . " B .
can be worked on, on an optional basis~ -- - - ¥ - T § .
next year, and that we not make the ' . .
strofig recommendation to the senior . oo .
administration other than we want one Final decision to bhe delayed. * A
more year in the field to decide where ' ‘
thse things are going to be placed. .
. _'_4——;—”‘_/_’_.’_—/'
“I(E): That way at —m ' :
their =—- you know, you're satisfying 7
them as saying you're having 8.

2 S
A It's not them, it S US.

e

¢

T(E): Okay, well, still you keep talk- \

ing about taking the document in, so

A somewhat different issue here: the
- gequence of core .units. The

T( ) What we're concerned about is
the separation of El, E2, and E4 when
- thy're so sequential in their nature compromise proposal- incorpqrating a.
) A and build on one another. One unit in elay hag reopened other matters that
.. grade 7 «e. carry over into grade 8 .might have bedh regarded as closed.
(inaudible) put them together either '
in 7 23 8. .

. Ll

2
~

A: I think what we're going to find Discussion of, compromise proposalss

happening next year if we go for one . ;) .

year basis where there™is in the . ) p

schools thede mnits that are developed L.
. by the writing team during the summer L ‘
L. —--sthat there, is a plan, kind of like ’
, + a registered plan, that will be

1 4

= . - 184 . - -
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examined and reported on. Each-one of
you, working with these things, will
probably “hmave some different kind of
organization and you'll say “"this
seemed to work better in.grade 7 or in.
"grade 9 for these reasons” and so on.
For that triat period of at least one
year, and it may be longer, if it is -
necessary. That some of these possi-
bilities of moving E2 back into grade

7 will occur, and we'll get informtion
on this. What I'm suggesting thenm, is
that we modify that recommendation so ~
that it in effect leads ... Yes, is
these a question back here?

-

T(S): You remember A, that whén I
started this year this thilg, the

e =i rst--concern I had was that there was

v

no grade 8 topics that would be -
- overlapping.' This-was the one thing
that we were in agreement on: that ‘we
do specify what grade*level they ought
to be taught at. If you're going to
change that proviso, I'll have to take

" Another point ﬁreviously thought to
be closed ‘butg under the new
compromise, reopened-.

.

¢

that back to my people, because it's a .
complete turnaround from where we
were.

~A: Well, what I'm sensing here is that
there is a request for a year to have
a look at this. 'That we develop these
units. I don't think wé're going to

" deal-with deciding tonight.

For a few minutes, the digcussion ¢
mdves on to other matters and’ the -
meeting comes toward its end. Howev-
er, one morg—intervention about
“weather” is occurs as the meeting
concludes. , N
T(S): ..o I just want to get one thing
" in before we — I'm still concerned
- about the weather issue. ‘Maybe we *

\ could try to resolve it if I could '
suggest that we replace the Weather
unit by the'one you've got as an ex-
teneTon of E3, the little bax down at
the left—hand lower corner. (Fo;ms
of Enirgy) ‘Coulg we nq;\s?ke that

«/"‘. N

Process.

’

. ﬁea;her again.

-

p5¢ That Weather be replac

" of Energy.

k4

v

.

S
.-\ '
)

ed by Forms

Little argument in support of this

proposal.

\

<
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7 make that g unit, and Weatber be sort. .
of an extension of that.as a unifying " F12 is introduced which uses the same
theme? I just feel that ‘might go'bet- " warrant -as Fy (W&).

ter with the elementaty people- .
T(S): Just one recommendation for the - Rrocess proposal.-. -
future. If we're going tg get. into '
hassling between what's going on at an
elgmentary level and so on, could we . . -
not have Separate meetings? A lot of ;
the elementary discussions I find very
interesting but I'm afraid to put

L]

"{nput™ in and I don't want to over= , s
ride them. *But I don't really... 1
have n inion® 1've never’ taught

e taught grade 8 far one
or twp yearsy and 1 don t want to go . .

.(inaudible)

A: Well, I'm not asking you to. T
thank you very much for listening to
some of their doncerns. ,
‘ T(S): Oh, I think it's very interest-
ing. But I think it wastes a lot of
- . time on our part, and it wastes their - ) -
i time ‘too because we sit here, and I
. - don't” think we should interject ... It
would make it a little easier if both
of useave a meeting at each level, . 0
i - "and thdne oo , > .
! v T e . : . . v :
| A: Okay. I'm goingsto put together - PlanX -announced consistent with.
¢ what 1 see inwthe results of this ~ compromise propékals.
) thing and give it to all the people on
the Alist, all the~representatives, and
we'll go to "work .on it thisg summer. I
) . don't think we're going to’have to s ) i ¥
, ‘pull this entire. group together. The - )
. * coordinating commitfee is obviously R -
~going to have to meet toLconsider this . )
/f thing again, but, §f any of you on any . e
of these issues have large concerns T - - \iJ
T . would ybu now write to me, please, -and ’
) thank you very much for ®oming. L.

.

“b

At this point, the meeting ends and,, ~
¢ there is Mo more general discussion .

® . about "Weather”. However when the .

coré program for grades 7 and 8 is
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next discussed (at a committee meet-

ing, nine months later) the proposals
have been reorganized and the unit on
Weather dropped entirely. The .
“ecological” units, Structure and Life
Cycles of Plants and Anipals, are

instead inclueds No further mention

is made of Weather.

$
N

» . X

~

p4 becomes the Fina

_ - -
.

*

1 Policy (P4).
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