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INTRODUCTION

The Systematic Collaborative Outreach Project Ei<srt (SCOPE) is a joint
pro;ect of Galiaudet College's Pre—College Programs (PCP) and the National
TeChnlcal Institute for the Deaf at thé Rochester Institute of Technology
(NTID at RIT). B&s part of the proge*t, a nat10nw1de survey was condiicted to
collect 1nformat10n on the curriculum processes used in programs serv1ng deaf
students in the United States. The purpose of this survey was to coliect
information and data from a representative sample of day school and residential
programs that could result in more focused and effective outreach efforts on

the part of both institutions.

Gallaudet College and NTID at RIT are spec1f1cally mandated to develop and
disseminate model instructional programs and materlals. Hearlng loss 1mposes
spec1f1c educatlonal problems that requlre unlque curriculum solutions. The
curriculum aréas of nathematics, scxence, readlng, ard wr1t1ng which form the
foundation for academlc success of all students are espec1ally critical for deaf
students. If deaf students are to acqu1re the same competenc1es as their
hear1ng peers in these and other curriculum areas, spec1allzed instructional

strategles must bé used to meet their learning needs.

The task of ma1nta1n1ng current currlcula in a changlng world recu1res the
1nt=grat10n of external and 1nternal rescurces in an on901ng cycllcal process.
This task is made more complex by the demands of educatlng deaf students,
because the curricular needs of the various schools and proorams differ greatly.
The literatire of inhovation and change in education (Welsh, 1983) is replete
with examples of models developed ir. one placs being found unacceptable or
inappropriate in other programs Some of the factors that are necessary for
successful changes in curriculum are. (1) a real and percelved need foi the
change, (2) local control of the change, and (3) adequate tra1n1ng rece1ved
prlor to the change (Fullan, 1982; Louis and Sieber, 1979). Therefore,

—
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knowledge of existing conditions and local priorities is necessary if NTID at
RIT and Gallaudet College are to have a significant, positive impact upon
curricula in programs serving deaf students.

ars'mm AND RATIGHLB (!‘ '.!'BB Pm

Collaboration between NTID at RIT and PCP began in 1978 w1th two workmg
conferences on career education and the hearing inpaired Those natlonal
conferences led to the establishment of the National Pro;ect on Career Eaucatton
(NECE) , a Jomtly sponsored outreach pro;ect Utilizing the needs assessment
data and the motivation stimulated by the two working conferences, NECE
producea materials and traming modules to assist prograns servmg the deaf in
plannmg. mplementmg, and evaluating mstruction in carzaer education. At the

the Umted States had received trammg through NPCE.

A maaor premise of NPCE was the strategy of infusing carcer education
instructional dbjectives into ex:stmg cuxricuia, rather than the developnent
of a separate stand-alone career education curriculum. As schools progressed
through the NECE piannmg and hrpien\entation pﬁases, it became apparent that
the success of the infusion strategv depended on the comprehensiveness and
vrﬂnhty of the ex:stmg curricula. The strength of curricula within proc:rams
varied widely. A strong curriculum d1d not seer to guaranta. a successful
infusion of career education objectives, but it served as a necessary condition

for success (Egelston-Dodd and DeCaro, 1982).

Additional indicators of need for attention to curriculum became apparent
from sutreach data based upsn the types of requests for technical assistance
and services frcm schools around the country. Information gathered frcm these
sources indicated hrgh prionty in the education of deaf students for improved
processes and procedures for the development, implementation, and evaluation



of curricula and curriculim matérials. The "back to basics" movement in
publ ic education called for a rcexamination and reemphasis of reading, writing,
math, and Sciéncé instructions

In l§éi, in response to concerns about VIablll y and conprehen51veness

of curricula in programs serv1ng deaf students, two 301ntly sponsored prOJects

were begun.

1. CASP (Caréer Awareness Sumner Program) was a prOJec* to develop a stand-
alone, short—term, 1nten51ve career educatlon instructional program for
deaf high school eophomores. mhe advantage of CASP was that it was not
dependent on existing currlcula in career education or other areas. CASP
could be offered as an adjunct program to schools with édﬁpréhénsiiie
infused career education curricula or to those with no career education

curriculum of any form.

2. SCOPE (Systenatlc Cbllaboratlve Outreach PEOJeCt Effort) was a prOJect that
included an 1nvestlgat10n of the develcpnent processes for curricula in
reading, wr1t1ng, math, and science, from prescheol through hrgh school
levels in schools serving deaf students;

Menbers of the SCOPE Project Team (see Appendix A: SCOPE Team Members) met with
advisory groups (See Appendix B: éﬁé§§ National Adv1sory Board Menbers) to plan
specrfxc goals and procedures for thlS 301nt pr03ect. As a result of these

deliberations, the follow1ng prOJect gOols were established:

1. A national survey of a representatlonal sample of teachers and admnnlsrra—
tors in programs that serve deaf students would focus spec1f1cally on the
four subject areas of math, science, reading, and writxng. The survey

would gather data on:



- Curr1culum developnent, 1mp1enentatlon, and revision processes.

Ident1f1ed areas of need in these Schools for instructionat materxais

and tesources to support their curricula.
- Tdentified needs in the area of training téachérs in curriculum materials
developmext.
- Suggested approaches and methods for currlculum development and rev1s10n.
2. A review of literature on the curriculum change process as it occurs in
K - 12 prograns,
3. The identification of curriculum resources at Gallaudet and NTID at RIT that
Eﬁght Be used in outreach efforts.
301nt Gallaudet/NTID at RIT collaboration :in currlculum ass1stance to

schools serv1ng deaf students.

occuring within schools rather than examining curriculum content Thxs

deC1s1on was based in part on tle many xequests received by NTID at RIT and

for the development, 1n@ueuentatlon, ana evaluatJon of curricula. Further,
it is clear that curricu1Um content cannot be examined or evaluated in a

systematlc manner without the supportlng curriculum processes in place;

After comparlng a number of accepted curriculum nndels, the Progect Team
selected, through consensus, those components that appeared to be unlversally
necessary to a conp&ete proce s of curriculum development, 1mp1ementat10n,

evaiuatlon, and revision.

ganple Site Selection: Gallaudet College's Center for Assessment and
Demographic Studies provided a list of programs serving hearing impaired
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students in the Unlted States, based upon xts Annuai eJrvey of I
Children and Youth. From this list, which is estlmated to 1rc1r
the hearlng 1npa1red students in school proqrams in the United
sentative sample was drawn, 1nc1ud1“g 10 programs in each of six
(1) day school programs serving fewer than 30 students; (2) day
serving from 30 to 100 pupils, (3) day school programs with more
students; (4) resrdentlal programs having fewer than 30 students
programs with 30 to 100 Ltudents, and (6) residential programs h
100 puplls. No programs were found within category four above,
The lists used 1Aent1f1ed the nunber of potential day sch001 pro
and the numbér of residential programs as 67.

The sites initially selected were rechecked t6 insure that: |
following criteria: (1) the student enrollment figure used for |
classification represented students with severe to profound hear
ments; (2) all the prograns offered 1nstruct~on in some, if not :
subject areas being 1nvestlgated, (3) the student enrollment flgl
program size classification represented students who were not ma
for the subjéct areas being inveStigated’ (4) each program servec
five e11g1b1e students and (5) there was a geographical balance
sample.

As a result of the verification process, the potertial numbe
in each category changed. Some schools did not meet criteria in
Sone schools changed category in téris Of prodram size. Initial



finalized, a letter of confirmation was sent to the superintendent.:

For & vanety o; reasons, some of the potentiai survey sites d'td not
part1c1pate in the pro;;ect. Some of the reasons glven for not partlclpatmg
were: a) school underdoing administrative reorganizatxon or curriculum review
and rev1sion, b) school clos1ng, c) school not meeting selection criteria,

and d) school declining to participate.

committed to part1c1pat10n in the progect (see Amendlx (‘. SCOPE Survey
Sites). The programs participated in two surveys; the first involved
administrators r%ponsxﬁle for carrlcula, and the second involved teachers

from those same programs.

The surveys acked for several kinds of information:

1. A dEscnptlon of the componernts of the curriculum and thelr sources:
Curriculum descrlptlon refers to the kiids of written documents that
define the components of a curriculum and seivé as indicators that a
curriculum had been pianned and documented:

2. T‘he processes used for curriculum development and momtonng. Curiiculum
develepment proccsses refer to the procedures used in developmg the
test 1tems, mstructxonal sequences and act1v1t1es, and testmg of student
performance. Currlculum monitoring processes refer to thé procedures
for monitoring the implementation of the curriculum to ensure that its
established goals ard objectives are taught. This process might typically
include review of lesson plans, course syllabi, and course act1v1t1es,
testlng, momtormg cf the trammg of teachers in skills and knowledge

areas that support the eurncult:un; classroom observatlons; and discussions

in



mth teachers.

3. The training efforts to mplement and support the curriculum: This
refers to training activities that are des.tgned to facilitate the
mplenentatlon of a currlculum;

4. The use of instructional materials: 'mis refers to the types of instruc-
tional materials that are used by teachers implementing the curricuiuiﬁ,
and the sources of these nateria];s.

5. The procedures used to review and rev:rse thie curriculun: This refers to
the peOple and procedures used to conduct an ongomg curriculum revisw and
revision process. Key elements in this process include formal and 1nforma1
procedures for review.

Respondents were also asked to prov1de mforination on the strengths and

weaknesses of their curriculum processes. The surveys were designed to

encourage open-ended responses in most areas, resuit:tng in a more flexible

and realistic tool for gathermg data. The 1nformat10n obtamed in the surveys

was spec1f1c to the subject areas of mathematlcs, science, readmg, and writing

at the preschooi, elementary, junior hlgh, and senior high school levels.

Flgure 1 (page 63) 111ustrates the number of

programs w‘xose admmlstrators were surveyed in each of the five categones.
Forty—seven administrators part1c1pated in the survey, which was conducted in
the spring and sunmer of 1583. The survey of administrators was conducted on
the telephone by interviewers trained for thls spec1f1c study by menbers of

the Progect Team. This approach was sélected for the followrng reasons:

(1) antlc1pated h:rqher return rate, (2) capablllty for prov1dmg c1ar1f1cat10n,
(3) ab111ty to establlsh personal rapport, and (4) opportunity to use open—ended

questlons more effeotitvely.

ntation were developed to insure that

Interview guidelines and docum



both adnumstrators and interviewers would be workmg Wlth the same operatio
defmltlons and understandmgs regarding the questions and termnology conta
in the survey. Three graduate students and one adnumstratNe assistant wer
h1red for the purpose of conducting the ihtériiiewe The 1m:erv1ews recelved
approximately 16 hours of trammg and practlce in the interview process.
Theu trammg conmsted of the following sequer*‘e of events: (3;) brlefmgs ¢
the natu ana goais of the prOJect, (2) fanullarlzatlon with the survey
mer:cmnnalre and its content; (3) step-by—step discussions of the interview
process; {4) familiarization through dlsCUSSlOl'l of the interv.ew guidelines
arsd notes; and (5) practlce telephone interview sessmns, w1th debrlefmgs
and sugge tions for mprcvement from Froject Team menbers 1nvolvec’ in the

training.

a lmuted pllot study for the hmmstrator 1ntervxews was conducted at
Gallaudet Cbllege usmg the Model Secondary School for the Deaf anG Kendall
Demonstration Elementary School as the survey sites. ThoSe pilot surveys ser
two purposes: to prcv1de experience and feedback on the .:urvey procedures and
time requlred to complete them, and to offer advanced training for the

mterv1ewers.

Once the names of the survey site a&mmstrators were known, a letter wa
sent to each explammg the exact nature of the pro;]ect and their 1nvo1vement
in it. This was accompanied by an overv1ew of the project and a copy of the
interview guldelmes and documentation. A telephone call was then made to
schedule the interview. During the teiephone conversatlon, the adnumetrator
was asked to begm thmkmg about teachers within the school progrc.m who
would fit the criteria for the teachers' sarvey to be conducted later, It
was requested that tne potentlal mterv1ewees be classroom teachers of deaf
stedents in the subject areas and grade ievels to be surveyed, and that the
teachers not also be adnumstrators. The administrators were asked to have

12



the names of these teachers ready when the telephone 1nterv1ew was ccndicted,
Some interviews 1ncluded follow-up calls made for clarification of certaln
information from some survey sites. (See Ap;endlx D: Administrators’ Survey.)

survey was conpﬂeted by teachers and was

conducted by mall durlng the fall and winter of 1983. The teachers' survey
focused on how teachers were involved in currlculum processes, what types of
1nstruct10nal materlals they developed and uséd; and how much rnput they had
in brlnglng about changes in curricula: (See Append1x E: Teachers' Survey.)
A mail survey was used because. (1) this approach was best suited to the
schedules of teachers; (2) teachers nught not have comfortable access to a
telephone for the length of t1me required for a telephone survey, and (3,

large nunbers of téachers were involved.

F1ve hundred forty questionnaxres were mailed: The survey form, a letter
explalnlng the survey process, a progect overview, and a stanped return envelope
were sxtt to the teachers who had been 1dent1f1ed as partlclpants in the survey.
Follow1ng the malllng, an interval of one month was given for return of the
surveys. Thén fo110whup letters were mailed to non—respondents, asking them to
return their responses. A two-week interval was allowed after the follow-up
letter. Teachers who had not returned their surveys by that time were contacted
by telephone, No further follow-up was conducted.

teachers for each type of program, and the rate of return. The overall rate of
return for completed questionnalres was 57 percent. Flgure 2 (page 64) shows the
number of con;&eted questionnai res recelved from teachers in each category, and
the orade level for whlch the questionnaires were con@ﬂeted Three hundred

eight teacher questionnaires were completed; representlng 45 different school

programs.

Pt
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TABLE 1. Nunbers of teacher questionnaires mailed and completed.

Type of Program Questionnaires
# Mailed ¥ Corpleted $ Returned

Day school programs with
fewer than 30 students 120 55 46

bag school prcgféﬁé with - N 7
30 to 100 students 99 51 52

Day school programs with y ) -
more than 100 students 91 58 64
Residential school programs. -~
with fewer than 30 students 0 - =
Residential school programs - . N
with 30 to 100 students 130 56 51
Residential school programs o N -~
with more than 100 students 100 78 78

TOIALS # 540 # 308 57%

Two programs were represented in the administrators' data, but not in the
teachers' data. Teachers in one program failed to return any of their question-
naires. In the other program, proposal procedures were required by its teachers'
organization for gathéring data. Time did not allow us to go throuch those

procedures for clearance to do the study.

RESYLTS
Responses to the surveys were analyzed to determine trends in answer
patterns aﬁéﬁé the EééﬁBhdéhE§ and difference patterns among types of schools,

grade levels, and subjéct areas.

ihe curriculum components included in the survey

are listed in Table 2. Of the 47 school administrators surveyed, 38 percent
reported having all curriculum components for all subjects ard grade levels in

o | 14
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their schools; 8.5 percent reported having none of the curriculim components in
any subject ot level in their schools. Thus, the majority of schools (53.5
percent) had some of the components for some of the subjects and levels they
offered (Figure 3 page 65) .

TABLE 2. Curriculum ééhﬁjrfénts included in questionnaire.

Statement of philosophy

Statement of goats. -~ . o
Summary of skills and/or competencies to be achieved

Course outlines and/or descriptions

Listing of topic area goals_

Listing of course objectives. .

Listing of course unit objectives -. . .. ..
Statement of testing guidelines and/or listing of test items

Listing of supporting resources and/or materials ,
Description of learning activites and/or experiences to support
-____ Objectives . _ - -

D§§9;i§gign of curriculum évaluation processes.

Description of procedures for curriculum revision

Analysis of variance procedures showed that the degree to which the existence of
curriculum components differed across program types was significant [F(4,42) =
6.6, p < 0.01] and that the degree to which the existence of Curriculiii COMpONERts
differed across subiéct areas was also significant [F(3,42) = 6.1, 5 < 0.01].
Large day school progiams were most likely to report having these components
while ﬁédium—SiZé residential schools were least likely; and these elements were
more likely to exist in the subject areas of math and reading than in science
and writing. The most fréquéntiy reported curriculum components included:
course outlines or aéééiiﬁiiéhé, listings of topic area goals, iiStiﬁgs of
course 'o’bﬁéci:iVé’s; and iistiiigs of course unit objectives. The least frequently
reported components were: listings 6frsupporting resources and materials,
statements of testing guidelines o 1istings of test items, descriptions of
learning activities or experiences to support object ives, descriptions of

revision.

Q ; ' 15




School administrators also were asked about the sources of their programs'
curricula; whether or rot their present curricula had been modified from the
original sources and, if so, by whom (Figure 4 page 66). Theé most éfequeﬁtiy
reported original source of curricula was the school itself (34 percent) and the
least frequent source was other schools (15 percent). Analysis of variance
procedures indicated that the difference in source of curriculum across the
types of programs included in the survey was significant [F(4,42) = 5.8, p <
0.01]. The most frequently reported source for day schools was the state or
district (32 percent) and their own school for residential schools (88 percent).
The least frequent source for day schu.ls was another school (14 percent), and

the staté or district for residential schools (5 'percéni:) .

The curricula used by the programs in the survey werée also likély to have
been modified; only 15 percent of the programs reported using unmodified
curricula in any subject or level. When curricula were modified, the work was
usually done by the school itself: Curricula specifically developed by the
school itself for deaf students were most frequently used in large residential

programs. while none of the large day schools reported using such curricula.

More than 80 percent of the school

administrators indicated their programs had written plans for developing and
monitoring their curriculum: Correlation analysis indicated that an individual
administrator's responses tended to be similar across all subject areas within
his or her program, but that differences existed between grade levels (Figure 5
page 67). All large day School programs reported théy had a written plan for
each grade level they offered. Written plans were least likely to exist in
small and medium-size day Schools for their elementary, 5unior high, and
senior high levels. In general 72 percent of senior high levels levels did

not possess written plans, while preschools (95 percént) most oftén had such

16
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plans.

Féw plans fur curriculum development and nonltorlng SPECILIEd that time be
set aside for actual work on these activities (Flgure 6 page 68) Time was
allottéd in about 85 percent of the large day school prograns 1n all grade
levels and subject areas, whlle nedlum—S1ze and small day school prograns did so
in about 40 percent ~ their programs. Residential schools fell between these
two extremes; with ¢ .ut 60 percent reporting that their plans speleleé times

to be set aside.

the personnel most often imvolved in curriculum development and monitoring.
Teachers were also asked whether they had participated in developing their
schools' curricula and if so whether they had actually done the development

The teachers’ responses agreed with those of the administrators. Approxiﬁétely
80 percent of the teachers surveyed indicated they had participated in develop-
ment of the curriculum. Within this group about 65 percent reportsd that the
teachers themselves did the devéibpment work, while about 35 percent 1ndlcated
that others, for exanple, currlculum spec1d11sts, supervisors, and soon, d1d

the actual work with teachers prov1ding 1nput only. Differences were, however,
observed for the types of curriculum components in which teachers do developrent
and mcnitoring work (Teble 3). Activities in which more than 50 percent of the
teachers reported involvement included: defining and writing goals and object’ves;
writing CﬁrriCuluﬁ cutiiﬁes 1dent1fy1ng and rev1ew1ng texts and other currxcula,
evaluatlng the effectiveness of currlcula, developlng strategies for te:twng
students’ performances: and nonitoring the su1tab111ty of content and naterials.
They were less likely to do work involved with defining and writing statements
of philosophy, or monitoring to insure that instructional objectives were

taught.

17
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TABLE 3. Teachers' involvement in curriculum development and
monitoring tasks.

Task Percent of teachers tepoftiﬁg involvement

Deflg;glgg agd wrltiﬁg of philosophy 45
Definition-and writing of goals and B
_objectives - 59
Writing and- -planning conprehen51ve -
- -_curriculum outlines. 53
Identification and review of texts 57
Development of strategies for testing oo
. _Student performance 57
Developmeng of curriculum evaluatlon -
.. _-activities and strategies - 54
Monltoring teachin? of objectives 49
Monitoring suitability of content 58
Ideng;fylggfggntengfgreas responsive -
. to_students' needs 55
Identifying materials responsive to .
students' needs 62

Teachers and administrators

Training In Curriculum Inp
reported on the training in curriculum implementation that had occurred in their
schools, and on the areas in which they thought training was most needed.

Table 4 lists the activities included in the questionnaire. More than haif
of the admlnlstrators reported that their teachers had received tralnlng in
most of tie Eéﬁiéé; most ffééﬁéhﬁiy in aéveléﬁihé and wfiiihé 6Bjééti§e5;

TABLE 4. Training activities included on questionnaire.

Dgye;ggment and writing objectives
Interpreting objectives. -

Developing test itens and measurements
Sequencing content

Developing - activities and materials
Locating resources

Selecting materials

Modifying materials -

Fleld,testlng and revising. naterlals
Bocumen ing 1nstructaonal act1v1txes




15

Analysis of varlance procedures showed that the degree to which the
training activities differed across program types was slgnlflcant [F(4, 42)
5.6, p < 0.01})/ Accordlng to admlnlstrators, all of the medium-size and large
day schools had provided tra1n1ng in developxng and writing objectlves,
however, only 20 percent of the small day schools reported that this topac had
been addressed at their preschool levels and about 55 percent at their elementary,
Junior, and senior hrgh levels. Tralnlng was least likely to occur in the
areas of field testing and in documenting instructional activities. The lack
of this training was most noticeable in small day school programs where
tralnlng in these areas was avallable in fewer than 35 percent of the prograns

adn&nlstrators or teachers reported addltlonal tralnlng was needed. The areas
in which at least 25 percent of the teachers and administrators indicated a
need were deveiopang test items and des1gn1ng activities and materials. All

toplc areas reported as need areas by 25 percent or more of the administrators

were also reported as need areas by 25 percent or more of the teacners.

fleld testxng ani rev151ng mater’” !ls, and documentlng 1nstruct10nal activities
were 1ndlcated as needs by more than 25 percent of the teachers, but not by

25 percent of the administrators.

Teachers and administrators were asked tc indicate how curriculum-related
training or information-sharing activities had occurred in their prog:  Table
5 illustrates the responses obtained from teachers. Teachers and admi.  ators
reported that in-service workshops were most frequently used to prov1de

1q
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tralnlng Admlnlstrators reported that tralnlng offerad by consultanto was
OCCUrrlng in about 65 percent of the prograns surveyed however, only 29 percent
of the teachers indicated that training by consultants had been available.
Tra1n1ng ~ffered by profesclonaﬁ organlzat1ons was indicated by only about 10
percent cf the administrators and teachers. Teachers were aiso asked to
indicate the types of training they were finding most useful. The only type
selected by more than 50 percent was in-service workshops.

TABLE 5. Env1ronments in whlch tra1n1ng or 1nformat10n sharing activities
occur in schools.

Environment for training Percent of teachers reporting frequent

occurrence
In—serv1ce workshops 63
In-service lectures. 54
Training from school-bired consultants 29
Formal coursework 29
Training through grofe551onal organlzatlons 11
Self-study through use of texts, workbooks, etc. 51
Peer tutoring among teachers 37

Administrators were asked to indicate who delivered the training offered in
their programs: Personnel from within their own programs were used by 72 percent

of the programs and external personnel were used in 89 percent of the programs.

Te'aciiefs' were asked which instructional

materials they most frequently relied upon and whlch they would prefer to use

if they were avallable and affordablé. Table 6 lists and rank orders the
materials included in the questionnaire (1 = most freouent response) , including
items currently used and preferred items. There were dlscrepanC1es between

the ideal and what was in use. For example, computer software was the most
frequently mentioned ideal material, but it was not Erequently in use. Overhead

transparencies were very frequently used but ranked low in preference.
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TARLE 6. TEachers' ratings of frequency -of use and de51rab111ty of
instructional materiais:

Types of material Rank order for Rank order for
freqLency of use preference
Handouts 1 7
Pictures 2 13.5
Workbooks 3 3
Textbooks - - - .- 4 2
Overhead transparenc1esﬁ L 5 12
lopedias, dictionaries,; etc.. 6 15
Other books (fiction, non—fiction) 7 13.5
Supplementary print materials 8 )
Films. 9 5
Elinstrlps 10 8
Co ter software 11 -1
ckaged games 12 11
ﬁudeotapes 13 4
Slides 14 10
Educational TV (network, cable) 15 6

Filmloops (super 8) 16 16

Teachers were also asked to indicate the two most common sources for materials
used to support their curricula (Table 7). Seventy-six per cent of the teachers
in the survey reported that materials currently béing' used were devéloped by
teachers; 43 percent were using materials from commercial sources that had been
adapted by teachers. Instructional developers and consultants as sources were
indicated by fewer than 8 percent of the teachers.

TABLE 7. Sources for materials used to support curricula

Source Percent using source
Develo by teachers 76
Adapted fron materials. produced connerc1a11y 43
Purchased from commercial sources 41
Developed in the school by instructional

materials developers or team 7

Developed by consultants 1
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Administrators were asked to

indicate how they gathered information for curriculum review and revision
processes (Table 8), and which methods were most effective. A variety of
methods were being used in the schools that participated in the study. The
only categories indicated by more than 40 percent of the administrators were
surveys, questionnaires; and discussions with teachers and supervisors: Even
though these methods were most often used; administrators indicated they were
not the most effective procedures. No clear pattern of consensus emerged as
to which methods were thought to be the most effective.

TABLE 8. Methods for gathering information on curriculum review and revision.

Written suggestions from teachers. = EEC
Formal data collection such as surveys or questionnaires
Discuss:ons involving teachers and supervisors

bservations by supervisors

Formal periodic meetings

Both teachers and administrators were asked to select five factors from a
list of 18 that had been the nost influential in their schools as curricula were
reviewed and revised (Table 9): As a group; about two-thirds of the
administators reported that individual educational plans, needs assessments, and
teacihers were among the five most influential factors. All cther factors were
indicated by fewer thzn 35 parcent of the respondents. Teachers' reports agreed
with those of administrators. Analysis of variance procedures revealed that the
degree of importarice of the various factors differed across types of schools
iF(17,29) = 3.1; p <0,01], Local mandates were more often viewed as influential
factors by large and medium-size day programs than by residential schools.
Student feedback was mentioned as an influential factor in residential schools,

but not in day school programs.
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TABLE 9. Potential influertial factors in curriculum review and revision

processes.

Individual E;guggtlonal Plans (student needs)
Needs assessments

State mandates/laws

Local mandates/laws

Community influence

Parents

Teachers

Curriculum specialists

Student f ck .

Administrators in the program

Board of -education -

Accreditation processes or -guidelines
Commercially produced textbooks

Previously existing curriculum

Current development theories or literature
Educational consultants

Monetary constraints

Personnel shortages

Teachers and administracors were a:lso asked whlch cf the 18 factors should
be influential in their curriculum rev1ew and rev1szon process. The factors

most often selected were the same as those currently in use.

Administrators were asked which personnel were responsible for making
curriculum review and revision recommendations; and which were responsible for
neking decisions. Table 10 lists the personnel categories included on Ehe
questionnaires. Teachers were most frequently reported as responsible for
making recomendations. About 60 percent of the administrators indicated
teachers had responsxblllty for making reoomnendatlom. In re51dent1al schools
about 50 percent of the prmmpals also had this responsﬂ:othty for making
curriculum review and revision decisions. “hile no clear pattern of responsi-
bility emerged, teachers were never reported by administrators 25 responsible

for meking these decisions.

23
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TABLE 10. Personnel respon51b1e for making curriculum recomméndations
and decisions.

Superxntenden tr dlrector, or head of the school
Assistant director or superxntendent
Principal of the school or prcgram

Assistant principal of the school or program

Curriculum specialist or developer
Team leaders or master teachers
Department chairpersons
Supervising teac rs

Teachers

Qutside consultants

Teachers were asked to indicate whom they viewed as key personnel in
curriculum review and revision recommendations and decisions. Sixty-six per cent
reported that teachers weré key pé'r’sonriéi in these processes. Curriculum
specialists and principais were considered key individuals by about 35 percent
of the teachers, and supervising teachers by about 25 percent of the responses.
No other personnel group was selected by more than 15 percent of the teachers.

Strengths And Weaknesses Of Curriculum: Both adnunlstrators and teachers
were asked an open-—ended quest;on regardlng the strengths and weaknesses of
their schools' curricula. The responses (Table 11) 1ndlcate that prog'ans
value curricula that are flexibié and at the same time prov1de procedures for
handllng a varlety of 51tuat10ns. Furthermore; admlnlstrators and teachers in
programs where curricula had been originally develcped for deaf students
identified this feature as a definite strength. Currici’:m evaluation and

monitoring procedures were most frequently citéd as weak aréas in curricula.

24
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TABLE il. Strengths and weaknesses identified in existing curricula by at
least 10 percent of the respondents.

. T

Flexibility of curriculum. Evaluation process doesn't allow update
Curricula developed for deaf -or. review on a regular basis.

_ ,,:, - ,,,,,,,,; ;,jj,,ij::,,,;j,,', R ,;,,,: I Iag gg g@,@,@ggiﬂsg, R
Consistent procedures related to Lack of consistent monitoring process,
_different situations.: Language level of curriculum often too
Consistent-procedures- for - - _high.

‘evaluating student performance. More time neeced to devote to curriculum.
Input and teedback from parents

_and teachers. - o

Good-selection of--resource

_raterials and texts;
Procedures allowing for
sarriculum updating.

Respondents claimed that improvement in these areas would enable them to review
and update their curricula on a more regular basis. A need for improved text
materials was also identified, together with reports that the current lanquage

level of the curriculum was too high.

Finally, teachers and administrators were asked to indicate how they
determined their curricula's strengths and wesknesses. Both groups claimed to
rely more on internal than on external sources (Table 12). Direct use,
experience, and obstivation; teacher feedback; and student performance were the
most frequently cited sources of information. These sources were indicated by
more than 50 percent of the administrators surveyed; while consultants,
accreditation teams, alumni feedback. and comminity feedback were indicated
by fewer than 25 percent. Analysis of variance procedures indicated that the
degree to which the various sources were utilized did not Giffer across types

of programs [F{10,36) = 0.8, p > 0.1].



TABLE 12. Sourcés for determmmg eurricnlum strengths and weaknesses, and
frequency of usage.

Sources indicated by mere than 50 percent of administrators:

Direct use; expenence, and observatlon
Teachers
~ Student performance 7 -

Sources indicated by 25 percent to 50 pezcent of administrators:

Rev1ew by currlculum teams

Parents

Administrative reviews :

Research and current 11terature -

Sources malcated by fewer than 25 percent of administrators:

COnsultants
Accreditation teams
Alumni -

Community

The cxistence of docurented curriculum components increases the consistency
of a school's currlculum acress grade levels, and prov1des a fcundatlon upon
which decisions can be made. The finding that large day school programs were
the most likely to possess thesé curriculum components leads to several
hyfi)thésés (1) The presence of a large nunber of deaf students encourades a
school to be more conscious about the need to document and orgamze its
curriculum so that the program can be more efficient; (2) It is 11ke1y that
a large prog.vam w111 have more than one teacher teacbmg each of the subjects,
and 1t is necessary for teachers to be more consistent in a large program; and
(3) The curriculum followed when teachmg deaf students m large day
school prograrrs may be influeniced by the existence of S1rn11ar conmponents in
the curriculum used to teach nornally—hearmg students in these same programs.

The influence of size and coexie.i~ e within districts serving normally-

hearing studants was also detected in the c.'ministrators' responses to a

S 2R




question about their curriculum sources. Both day and residential schools
had usually seen a need to use curriculum spec1f1cally desxgned for deaf

students. Day school programs, however, chose or were reqmred to modlfy
the existmg state or distnct curricula, while residential schools more o

chose to develop the1r own ongmal curncula.

Respt)nses related to questlons about strengths and weakresses of curr.
mdlcate that teachers and administrators see a need for curricula based ol
eva.luatlon and area sensnlve to deaf students' spec1al needs for suitable
materials. Schools that have not deve;roped their own materials may not be
vamiliar with the materlals developed for deaf students by other schools ¢
schools with such materials may not be makmg them available to other prog!

Large day and re51dent1al programs reported prov1d1ng a greater vanei
trammg ect1v1t1es for thelr teachers than dld other programs Teachers é
group perce1ved a Somewhat greater need for additional trammg than did
admmlstrators. An mterrelahonshlp ex1sts between tramlng, recogmtlon
of the need to document cutriculum, and knowledge of the critical aspects c
curricula (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978).

The results of both the admmstrators' and the teacners surveys de
that teachérs are often respon51ble for developmg, monxtoring, revaewmg,
and rev1smg thelr school s currlcula. Addltlonally, many inatructlonal
materials used in classes for deaf student are typ*caxiy devefoped and
prepared by teachers. It nay not be reasonable to expect teachers to be sk
in al.l of these tasks in additlon to teachmg Further, it is unh?ely tha
even hlghly Skllled teachers can do all tasks equally well or have adeguate

time for them. Nonetheless, assummg that this patteérn of responsmlllty w
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continue,; it is teachers who have the greatest influence on curriculum change

and it is they who must be addressed and involved for change to be successful.

bChooi offrcrais and teachers rely more on internal than external sources
to identify strengths and weaknesses in the1r curricula. This suggests that
ptogram personnel feel most comfortable when they are the ones naklng Juogements
about the1r currlcula. It also 1nd1cates that currlculum change wull be
uniikely uniess these sources rndreate it is needed:. This conclusion is
supported by Fullan (1982) and L1ttle (1981) who find that successful changes
are most lrkoiy to occur where the need for change exists and is percelved by
those who will mplement the changes.
RﬁxxiiﬁﬁiﬂtrIONS

The results of the surveys of both admenxstrators and teachers in programs
serv1ng deaf students lead to several Leconnendatlons. Agreement between
admlnlstrators and teachers was hlgh on items zncluded in both questlonnaires.
There were nore slnularlcles than dlscrepanc1es in the perceptrons of teachers
and administrators. This finding 1ndrcates open communication channels between
teachers and admlnlstrators, it is hlghly recommended that this commnicaticn

contlnuea

When dlscrepan01es between teachers' and admanistrators responses
occurred, they were most often observed in the area of tralnlna. For example,
fewer than 25 percent of the administrators, but between 25 and 49 percent of
the teachers 1nd1cated a need for addltlonal tra1n1ng in f1ve areas. sequenc1ng
content, selectrng materrais, modrfyrng naterrals, field testrng and revrsing
materlals, and documentlng 1nstructlonal act1v1t1es. Also 65 percent of the
administrators reported traxning by consultants in their schools; only 29
percent of the teachers reported that such tra1n1ng was available. It is




nded that the perceptions of administrators and teachers regarding
trammg efforts be carefully consrdered w1thJ.n each school to determine if

these perceptrons are accurate. If discrepanc:.es are expia:rned by tﬁe fact that
teacmrs are not rzecessarily aware of all trammg efforts occuring in the1r

schools, it is recommended that admtnlstrators insure that all teachers are
mformed about trammg oppbrtumtles. It 1s also reconmend& that all teachers
be invited to partrcrpate in traim:ng aet1v1t1es related to curriculum. 'I’in;s
reconmendatmn is based on the fmdmg that teachkers reported a high level of
actual work in ai—l aspects of curriculum.

Whﬂe most schools reported that they had develeped or revrsed thelr
naterlals especrally for deaf student.s, they aJ.so reported a desire for nore
materrals desrgned or adapted for use with deaf st»;xdentisc Even though teachers
were most often responsrble for thlS develogrent and revz.slon work, they
i’ﬁéica ted that they had received the least amount of tra:;rung in documentmg
mstructlonar materlals. More than 25 percent of teachers also 1nd1cated a
need for addrtio’ria} traming in modrfyrng ex15t1ng curricula. It is, therefore;
recommnded that greater attentlon be glven to the tralnmg of teachers ins
(1) documentmg instructional activities, {3) modrfyrng 'naterials, (3) deveiopmg
test 1tens, (4) deslgnmg act1v1t1es and materlals, (5) sequencmg content,

(6) selecting materials, and (7) f1eld testrng and rev15mg materials.

Responses to the surveys 1nd1cate that there are some schools in whlch
none or only a few of the components cntlcal to a conplete currlculum were
present. Concurrently; th administrators and teachers most frequently
c1ted currlculum evaluatlon and monltormg procedures as weak areas in their
present curricula. Because mprovement in the documentatmn >f conponents

cr1t1cal to a curnculum would enable scbools to rev1ew and update their

curricula oh a more recular basis. it is recommended that attention be diven



first to the documentation of curriculum components relatéd to evaluation and

nonitbring pioceaﬁtes‘

The results of the teachers' survey indicated some d1screpanc1es between
the types of materlals currently in use and those teachers would prefer to
use. For example, overhead transparencres and p1ctures were rated as freq;ently
used but not as 1deal. Because of their ava11ab111ty and low cost, tra1n1ng
in the development and use of these types of materlals should be undertaken.
Conversely, teacaers rated conputer software as a preferred mediuf, but not as
oné now in frequent use; fhus, tra1n1ng in the appllcatlon of conputers for
instruction is also warranted. Given the high ratings of workbooks and
textbooks in both actual and preFerred 51tuatxons, clearly a need ex1sts to

train teachers in 1mproved vse of these print media.

The survey did not include a question regarding whether or not schools were
aware of curricula used by other programs servxng deaf students. However, the
flndnng that many schools modlfy or develop their cwn materials for use with
deaf students indicates that prograns may not be familiar thh the development
and revision work that has occurred in other programs. Clearly, thére is need
for a clearinghousé for the dissemanatlon of information about avallable

currlcula.

F1nally, the surveys 1nd1ca+ed a different array of Qtrengths among day
school and residential programs Many of those dxfferenccs are complementary
rather than opp051ng. It is recommended, therefore, that a system for
collaboration be considered. Such a system may have ﬁaééhéiél berefits for
both kinds of prograns

30



27

REFERENCES

Egelston—Dodd, J. and J. DeCaro, Nat10na.1 report on career education-
Description and- mpact report.
ﬁﬂuraﬁ 1982, 5, 2, 87-97.

Fullan, M., The meanind of @u@g_ml_bm; New York: Columbia Teachers
College Press; 1982

McLaughlm, M. and D. Marsh, Staff development and school change. m
College Record, 1978, 80, 1; 69-94.

thtle, Jes 'I‘he power of orgamzatlonal eett:tng., School norms and staff

development. 7 Paper adapted _from final report. to National Instltute of

Loms, K. and S. Sleber, Bureau
N.J.: A]bex, 1979.

Technical Instltute for the Deaf, 1983



28

Robert Bavﬂa I
Vice President for Model Secbndary School for_ the Deaf/KendaH

Demonstration Elementary School, Gallaudet College, Washington, DC

Peter Pere -
Dean, National 'I'echrncal Institute for the Deaf at Rochester Instltute

of Technology, Rochester,NY

Kat:hleer Crandall*
Asscciate Dean; Director, Comunxcatlon Program, NTID at RIT

Julia Stovall**
Planning Qwemah.;t, mtreach, PCP, Gallaudet Co.Llege

Marsha Young**
Instructional Developer, Commnucatmn Program, NTID at RIT

Pau1 Adams o
instructmnal Developer, Instruct10na1 Development and Evaluation

Center, Gallaudet College

James DeCaro
Director, Career Oppertumtms, METD at RIT

*  Co-Directors
**  Coordinators

32




29
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APPENDIX €: SCOPE &Jrvey Sites

Day 00] 5-30 students, (NElO)
Childrens Center of Mcntgonezy, AL
El Dorado County s::hcrols,

Fulton County Schools, GA

General Concord School District, MA
Holland Public Schools; MI
Killeen Regional Day Sciwool, TX

Logansport Joint Special Educat;on, IN
School District of LaCrosse, WI
Shelby County Board of Educatlon, AL

Yonkers Public Schools,

m&i&iﬁ 36-100_ students, (N=9)

Arnchorage School District; AK

Escambia County Schocls; FL

Garden Grove Unified Sc:hool DlSttht, CA
Grossmont- Union High School, Lanaa, CA
Highline Public %l'\’dols,’ ..»eattle,

Lorain City Schools, OH_

Magnolia Speech Gchool for the Deaf, Jackson, MS
Passaic County Schools, NJ.

Washington; BC, Public Schools

mz_ms_._ nmore than 100 students, (N—S)
Alexander Graham Bell School, Cleveland, OH
Imanllo _Regional Day Schpol for the Deaf, TX
Fairfax County Schools, VA
Hennepin Technical Genters, St: Louis, MN

Lake. Gounty Schools; IL

Memphis City Schools, TN - =

Montgomery County Public Schools, L
st Franc:.s Deqales School for the Deaf, Brosklyn,

chools:  30-100. students, (N=10)
Austine School for the Deaf, Brattleboro,
Beverly School for the Deaf, MA
Boston -School for the Deaf, - Randolph, MA
Colorado School for the Deaf, Colorado Sprmgs, <0
Governer -Baxter School for the Deaf;_ Pcrtiand,
Montana School for the Deaf; Great Falls,

Cklahoma School for the Deaf; Sulphur,

Scranton School for the Deaf, FA :;
South Dakota School for the Deaf, Sioux Falls,

V;Lrgima Schwl for the Deaf & Blmd, Hampton, VA

:  nore than 100 students, (N=9)
Arizona School. for tne Deaf,; Tuscon, AZ

Florida School for the Deaf, St. Augustme, FL

Rentucky School for the Deaf, Danville, KY

Iii.triois School for. the Deaf, Jacksonvule, IL

Rechester School for the Deaf,
Ghio School - for-the Deaf; Colunbus; OH .
South Carolina School for the Deaf; Spartanbnr ; SC
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Adninistrators

1, The first few questifma are about yout cateicotm {n genéraI and its source, Please look at the qut of iﬁtenfzal curriculum o, enints
curciculum contain?

on page 1 of your interview notes. Which of these elemerts does your

level — —— —

(&6

{nath)

*¢" to the explanation:

INTERVIEWER'S INSTROCTIONS

¢ Repeat the questxm for each sub Ject area and qrade Ievel that has been identified for this respondent

o if the respondent fndicates a given 'ge'gp'oﬁsé_ (1:e. "¢") and wants to clarify what éhé} 281d or glve you
sore: {nformat!on - then record that fiformation in the ‘other, please explain® area and drav a line from

b=
U T
- T
)
,',, O S , ol
S W SCIBRCE " RRADING “RAITING e
Potential Curriculun Elements Pre-1 K-| 7-110-]{Pre~| k| 7-]10-|f Pre-|R-] 7= 10-|} re-|2-| 7-] 120~ X
Ky 6otk Joq 92 r de6]ott2jle Jotsjn B
Q
3, statenent of philesophy —— - "
h. statement of goals P
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d. _coutse outlines/desc iiona - %
Ul
f, cocrse ohjectives ot
h. test ltens/testing guidelines : : I
i, _list of supporting resources and matezials —. 14— . - -+ 95
i+ learning-activities/experiences that "
___support objectives JL_ B} _
k—deacription- eﬁeval}aa%kaﬁfeeeéiéé— ——3 -1 t- 4
1. procedures for eurriculum revision 3
n, other(s), please explaia — - — é
. <
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How would you describe the original source of vour .

TK=F math}

curriculum? Does the source of vour curriculum mateh anv of
the soorces on pade 2 of voiur interview notes?

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

o Repeat the guestiss for each subject area and arade level group.

""" £ they have alreadv tevealed +he source of the curriculum (e.a.; textbook series). Use probing
questions to clarify whether it is state or jistrict mandated and ahether it i modified or unmodified.

_— S — | o U - READING ~ WRITING -
* [ e — —
NOTE: = = of program

re-) K-} 7-Q10-}{pre-| k-] 7-810-||pre-{ k- 7-Ti0-|] pre-J k<] -] i0-
— Kk 1 6) 91124k {6} ofi2k el ju2ilce feif 912
. state /disteiec unmodifled o - -
. state/dis.cict modified hy the stats/district — — -
. state/district modified Wy your schoold

.__comeerciallv develope~ unmocified 3

. _comserclaliy developsd modified by your school | B
~—deceloped by another 8cnool? unmodlfied

. modified bv another gchool® — ] . -]
. developed by anotner school* and modified bv

___Your _school* I

. _developsd bv your gchoo. wod - ,, S
- daveloped by your school* and modified _

— - —  —
,,,,,,,,, — — — ) _ _

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A%



Piease teii me, briefly, why your school/proqram decided to (select, develoo, adapt) the —

(K-6 math)

- == — cyrriculum you use.

school's curriculum, then use the verb “adapt.®
e Repeat the question for each subject area and grade

® Coce grade level responses under each Subject area.

e Summarize the respondent's answer to verify it. At
response?® ,

INTERVIEWER'S INSTFUCTIONS

level that has been identified for this respondent.

© Ask this question based upon the answer to the previous question: If they said they developed ﬁ§§;§”§Wn sutricel,
than use the verb "develop” in your question. If they said they modified a state mandated, a commercial, or another

the ené ot your summary ask “Does my summary zccurately reflect your

CURRICULUM READING CURRICCLUM
CE CURRICULUM WRITING CURRICULUM

39
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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5
4, In the previous questions you have provided & descrlption of your curricclunls). Please tell me about ae benerits or strengths of your P
currxculum(s) in qeneral.

A list of possible sources or hases for identifying strengths has been provided on page 3 of your inters..w notes, If none of these
appropriately identlfy your sooree of {nfotmatisii; what othiet bases dg you have for identifying this strength? Describe .
L S S S U A O AR ~TFitst, second
--------- strength of your curriculum(s) in general, How 4td you jdentify iz strength? ' '

IN‘I’ERVIMP'S INS"‘RU(‘PIWS
. Repeat the question for all thrae strengths and tecord those strengths and the reasons {or {ndicating them,

o Paraphrage each response for verification.

Sources/Bases Por Identification of Strengths

: comnjnify Feedback

a stulent petformance & review by curriculun tean i

b. persoral use/experience/observation f. feedback from accreditation tean j+ administrative ceview -

c. teacher feedback i g, alumni feedback k. research and current literatote
d. {sedback from consultants h. parent feedback 1. othet sources

- Strengths Source/Bases

[N il

{2 - 2

§ o | —

1 .




Now, please tell me thres waknesses ot problen areas that you have noEed concerning your curriculun in general. Describe

- TETrst, seconc,
weakness of your currlcr.lum(s) in general How did you identify this probiém? What are possible solutions to
wir

this problen? -

IN'I’ERVIEHER'S INSTRUCTIONS

’ Repcat the question for all three weaknesses and record those weaknesses and the r
thel ln the Bpaces provided;

] Paraphrase each response for verification.

Soiote/Boses For HenkiFletion of feninessa

2. student: per fornance . teview by careicili team

e i comunity feedbacﬁ

b personal use/experience/observation £, feedback from accreditation toms Jo aduinisteative review
C. teacher feedback g, aluani Fecdbark k. rtesearch and curtent 1iteratire
d. feedback from consultants h. parent feedback L. other sources

- Heaknesses Source/Bases Possible Sottion
ii o T—— I o
i —— . T _
B - B I -

i

SE.



CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND MONITORING
6. The next few questions will be aboit your curriculun development and monitoring process. Please give me a brief destriptisn of the pro-

cess or procedures that your school/program uses to develop and monitor your currizulum. How do you do this in your school/progran?

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

o After you have recorded the response, sumtarize it to the respondent and ack “Is ny sumnaty an
deacription of your angwer?"

[
-~
-
[ ]
=
=]
(¥ 1]
«Q
=
~
|
o
®

9t

7. 18 there a written plan or set of procedures for the process that you have just described?
Mo
YES _If YBS what do you call your plan or set of procedures?
Which subject areas and grade levels is your plan or set of procedures used for?
C W CSCIENCE: - - READING _ WRITING -
Bre-| K| 7-[10-[[Bre-| &=] 7] 10- [[ Pre- [ K] 7] 16~ || Pre= | &= ] 2= 20-

Epejolna e (el oquaix dslofuzglg lefsn

i

45




5 the plan or approach you ose specify that time periods will be set aside (other than teacher planning time) for curciculum develop
- and monitoring work sessions? Is this consistent for all subject areas and grade levels?

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

® Record each "YES" as & check maik in the appropriate column. A "NO* would be left blank,

—SCIENCE - - ~READING - - - - WRITING -
pre- | k-] 7-T10-[[ere-T=T 7-T20-[[pre-[x-T 3-[ 1o~ [ Pre-| x-] 7-J10-
1 [ 3 }12 —R 6 9 1 i2 K £ 9§32 K- | § 9 112
_ - |
ome “yes" answers were recorded; go to question 9. If none of the answers are yes; 5o to question 10.
often do these time periods/work sessions occur?
MATH - - :§E‘IENCE: ______FEADING - WRITING - —

Pre-| K-{ 7-110-{]| Bre-| K- 7-| 10-[] Pre-{ k-] 7-] 10-[] Pre~- | X-] 7-] 10-
K J 61912l x g6 )9ofr2ix Fe]lolajlcx Isl 1

3. Héékly

b--monthly -

C. quarterly -

3. semi-annually

e, annually-

f. other; please describe

Y

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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10. Who is responsible for coordinating/overseeing the curriculun development and monitoring process dn yout
(math}

e Leve?

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
o fiave respondent {dentify a position or Eitiéi not nn indtvinuai by niame (question 10 and 1%);

o Repeat this questions for each subject area and grade level that has been identified for this respondent.

gt

L SCIENCE - READING - || - WAITUMG -

Pre-] B-y 7| 10-f Pro={ K=} 2-) 10~ Pre-]R-] 7-110-§) Pra-jt=] 2-1 10-
K Ledoludle {5l s is it 46 )91

-

"~
-

ol
=]}
Lo
>
e
>

a._Superintendent of local school district

b. Assistsn* Superintendent of local school
- - district-

¢ Prtnctpat fn your @éhooI/prOgtam e I IR
d, _hssistant Principal{nyour—school/progran -
e, Curriculum specialist(s)/curricullm

. devalopers .. . . oy ]
£, Tean Ieuders,lnastetteaehe ——

9. Departwent chairperson (Math; Bnglish, etc.) |-
hi_ Supecvising teacher - ]

F T ———
JoOther; please explain N | I O | D A i

1. Who is d4 tly involved invotved in the actual curriculun development and curriculim monlto.inq mtt sesaions tn

TRGER]
at your o level?
{A=b]

IN’I‘BRVIMR'S INSTROCTIONS

» Record the respondent 8 anBwers to this a astertska l') in the colum:s under number 10 J




12. He:have discussed scae of the aspects of your curcieutan deveispment 87 Honitordg processés), Cai jou provids some inpit regarding
what you perceive as the thrae gtrengths of the prc-esses or approaches that are used in your school/ptogram? _
Plesse tell aé what yoo perceive as ~ T benetit o strength of your curriculum development and monitoring process(es)
,,,,, i ew oo .. TEIISE, secon T S e
and your basis for identifying that as & Béféanh;' Refer to the list of possible sources or bases for identifying strengths on page J of

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
o Repet tie question for all three strengths and the reasons for reporting them,

o Paraphease each tespoiide for vetEfcation;

Seutces/Bages Por Tdentification of Strengths

ostulent performance e el by currleuls team L, comunity feedback
b. personal use/expetience/observation f. feedback from accreditation team o administrative review
C. teacher feedback g. alumni feedback k. research and current 1iterature
d. [feedback from consultants h. parent feeduvack L. other BoDrces

Strengths scurCe[gnSes
i - - i
- _ i -
B = ¥

(Wb S
T

6¢.



13. Now, please tell ne three eaknesses or problen areas that you have noted concerning your approach to curtieulus developsent and moni-
toring and your basis for indicating edch one,
What {5 _ veakness? Bov did you Ldentify thic proble? WAt are possible solutloss to this problen?

IRTERVIENER'S TRGTROCRIONS
& Repedt the Guedtich for each weaknedd.

o Paraphras sich resporse for verificition,

Sources/Bases Por Identification of Weaknenses

N otudent perforace e reler by currloulon tewn L. comunity feedback
b, personal use/exparience/observation £, feedback from mccraditation tems §, administrative reviev
¢ teacher fesdback q. alumni foedback k. research and-cutrent literatute
d. feedback from consultants h, parent feedback 1. other sources
Heaknesses Soutce/Bases Possible Solution
0t [ R i
T — i _ip
i A T

if!
53
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N oee UA quasticns on curriculun developnent and monitorifig. e next few questions will deal vith efforts to train faculty and
staff to inplenent and support your cureiculum, -Which of -the curriculum training 2nd/or information-sharing activities Iisted on page 4
of your - Interviaw notes occur in your schocl/progran? please indicate the four activities that occur most frequently for each subject
bres and level.

Por your —— curricalon 3 the oo

level, which four kinds of training and/or infom’ati’o’h%hérinq activities

) - {K-b} :
occur most frequently in your school,stogram? (List foor only)

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

6 Repeat the question for each subject area and jrade level tidt ias baer identified for this respondent;

W _ T s AL 5 oame ______:wnimc;;—
Pre-| &1 0 [10- [ vse [T 3= T10- [ [ [ ] 3100 [T e TR ] - T
Rt sdude pstedfx delolufle (6]l

aining and InorsforeSat i et

&—inservice workshops
b, inservice lectures .

¢, _training from consultants
d—formal coursework i
¢. _training through professional organizations ]
f. self-study through use of texts, vorkbooks,
——videotapes-and/or comuter aided instziction]—
§- peer tutoring among teachers - 1 T - —} 1
he informal information sharing and observation
by teachers e e
l, other, please describe -

If &, by or c above have received any checks, 90 1 question 15, If a, b, or ¢ above have received po checks, go to question 17;

Iz



15, You Indicated that inservice or consultant curriculun traiming oecars tn yoo: schoolf/progzam. How ofter 3665 carriculom Eraining occit in
the following settings? N

Frequency Notes if Needed

2] Seaff development days e —

b facalty meettrgs

¢| departnent meetings

4)_plaming tine(s)

&) after_gchosl {by-speelal schedules) -

) weekends (by special acheduling) o

q) other, please deseribe

INTERVIEER'S INSTRUCTIONS

 If a respondent does ot readily cite any of the above_itustiom. & the. setting. for Inservice.
o consila circiiln talplg, then GroS 4 o shen the raerloe o ovel ot urrll

training noted in the previous question occurs (and record undet “other.”)

i

i




16, Please identify the title(s) of the persons who provide inservice or consultant curriculun training,

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
¥ Walt for the tespoises. The redpondits co not hive the b Lists belows hovever: do ot faad fhi Lists t thed,
o Probe to clarify that the reapondeiit Kad considered both Internal and exernal trainers.

2) Internal Consultants/Persomel Within Your School

1) teachers
2} supervisors

3 prifctjals

) assistant principals
5) curriculun gpecialists’
6] tean leaders/masters teachers

1) other(s) please lst ——

DoooDooo

If some of these consultants ot trainers do not cone from your school/progran, what organization/institution do they represent?

b) External Consul tants/Personnel Prom:

1) local school distriet
1) stite sl dia e
35 é&ﬁéqéa/anivé’rsiﬁes
0wl schols

5) achools for the deaf

=
1
H
H

€) other(s) please list - I

i

158 4%



1. Look at the list of curriculun implenentation steps listed on page 4 of your interview notes.

For your ————— curriculum at the - - - level, which of these implementation steps have your teachers
{R~bj

received Eraini‘nq n

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

e If the respondent has indicated that teacher training is program/school wide, mocify the above
question; otherwise, repeat the question for each subject area and grade level am appeopeiate.

o Record the responses with checknarks.

vt

ITING -

g\
g
g
=
E

o]
]

Pre- - -

(= a1 N ]
]

LY -~ AR N N I
1
—
-
[

pre-| k-] 7-] 10-|[ ez %-] 7-] 10-|f pre-
v Y r 1 14 "

a:_developing and writing objectives -

o

._interpreting objectives -

c, developing test items/mgsg;g@enfé

d, - struct tent — - —

e. designing activities

f. locating regources o B T T

3. selecting materials

b, modifying materials
1. produclnomaterials — |

3. evaluating: student competence - .

k. Field testing and revising materials— — —1- -4 —f—f g

1, documenting instructional activities

B, other piease explain } IR

D |



18,

You have indicated that certain kinds of curcicula Implenentation training huve been recelved, Now please tell me for which areas you
feel more teaining is needed.

Think of your - currlculan at the Ievel. Tn vhat three areas do you feel more training is required?
(Math) (k=6

IENIDAR'S STICTIONS

® Record the tesponses as astaciski (*) In tho appropriate colaans of ites L1

9. In your estifation, what percentage of thelr work veek do teachers, on the averagé, #pend on all of the curriculun mplesentation Bteps

listed on your intervies notes: If approptiate, Please respond separately for each subject ares at each level,

INISRVIEVER'S TNSTRICTIONS
o Repait the giestion for each sublect acea and grade if that appeacs appropelate.

N iiaoid_ i tesponses 2 percentag's or hours in the appropriate colamns; Libel & \ of hrs,

8. developing and writing objectives
b. interpreting objectives _
¢, developing test itews/messurenents
4. structieing content

e. designing-activities i : o .

f. locating resources oM - SOIRNE T | T
g. selecting aterials Pre<| K- 2-f 1011 Pre-f2-| 20 10-[[ore-T&-T 7-T20- [ ore- 2= 7-] 1=
b, wdifying materials Rpsy sk psfodupbe Jelonlls (6]t
{v producing materials
fo evelusting gtulint competence - 1]

ke Held testing and revising matertals o
1. documenting Instructional activities
B, other, please explain

; :

Sv



b
20. We have discussed-sume aspects of - your-curriculun traxninq process. As 1 did at the end of the previous section; 1 will now-ask you to o

tell me b:iefly about what you feel are strengths or benefits of the training aspect of your curriculum process and your basis or reason
for identifying those strengths,

What i§ ———————————— strength of ‘your curriculum training process at your school/program? How did you identify this
strength? Réieﬁber [} Itst 'of potentiaI soutces of {nformation 18 on page 3 of your intexviev notes,

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

] ﬁgpgg@_gﬁ; qp;;tibn for all three strengths and récord those strengths and the respondents reason for
indicating them.

o Daraphrase éach responsé for veriication.

Sources/Bases Por Identification of Strenqths

msmmmmmm;~ e. rteview by curriculum team i, comunity feedback
b. personal uge/experience/observation £, feedback fron accreditation team J. adninistrative review
C. teacher feedbuck 9. alumni feedvack k. research and cutrent literature
d. feedback from consultants h. pacent feedback _ I, other sources
Strengths Source/bases o
L —— - A -
, | [ B
i
i
i
- .‘f'__-—._ o
3 e 4 -




2 )

Now, please tell me three weaknesses o

tifying each weakness.

problen areas that you have noted concerning your curricultn trainitg and your basis for iden-

What s __ veakiess, Fow 2id you identifv this problen? Refer again to your list of possible sources of

+ §6CONd;
infomtion imat are possible solutions to this problen!

IN‘I‘ERVIMR'S INSTRUCTIWS

’ Repear the queutton for aach veakness,

o Paraphease cach cesponse o verltication,

Soitces/Bases Poi 1diikLEioation of Weakieaies

teulev by catrlcalin tean i, couunity feedback:

A gtudent- pe:fomance - & ap i
b. personal oss/experience/observation £, teedback-from-accreditation tean Jo adninistrative reviev
C. teacher feedback g. alumni Eeedback k. research and current literature
d, feedback from consuitants h. patent feedback 1. other sources
Weaknesses Source/Basis Posaible Solution
it e |
? g2 2
TR TR [

b

LY



CURRICULUM REVIEW/REVISION

22 The last se:cion of cur interview deals with curriculun review and revision, What metnods are most comoniy used to gather inforaacion
when gondict g corricolun review/cevisiong in (Hi at the - level,
th}

=T

INTCRVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

o Use check marks to indicate responses of the respondent

¢ Respondent does not have the following list. Examples from the list may have to be given to cue the respondent.

__"_'_'_m;_;_' i | s:g TR T READIN [ WitIe ﬂ
Pre=| k-] 7-| 10-}f bre-}Kk-]| -] 10-{| Pra~jK-1 17-|10-}] Pre-| k-] 7=} 10-
A b ) X

a. formal periodic meetings
b, written spaqestions fibiﬁlrit:eriéfjeii - 4-- 1 -
¢ fornal data collection such as surveys of

- questionnaires - -

8. dlscussions Lnvolving teacher and teacher
supervisora or principals _

8. Observations by sipervisots or others |

f. other methods, please describe

Tevel; joii {idicated that iteld . _.; =, vere the Eost comonly used
een the most effective 1 thod used when conducting review/revision.

2 Fotyour ... ciirticilid it the
SSUUUPRTR |- .) P | 5
nethods, Please teil me whick ene of these you feel has

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
e Repeat the question for each subject area and qrade level that knn been identiffed for this respondent,
n Record the response-for each subject area and grade lavel as an agterisk (*) under the appropriate
colimms in namber 22;

69
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M, Pplease look on page 5 of your interview notes at the list of factors that influence curriculum review and revision. As T tead each
subject area and academic-level, please tell me which five factors have heen most influential for that suhject area and grade level in
your school as vou teviewed and revised that carriculun,

INTERVIEWER'S INS'I’RUCTIONS

Repeat the question for all subject area and grade levels that have been tdentified for this reSbonéent;

RedGtd the responses hv chécking the appropriate line under each column.

Factors tha Ianue-\ce Cumculum Rev1ew and Revision [Pre=f R=| 7-110-f pre-|&-] -[10-]®ce-TR-T -] to-{[pre-[x-] - 10
- K gefolnalr jelgjJualx Je]olmte delqls

3. JEP-ralated influences {student needs)

b, needs as*rcgment(s) ] |

C. staie fandates/Lans

#—local nandates /Laws

e. commonity influence i

g, ‘teachers o LA S S |
l. circicilim team/currxcul m-specialists !

+—student: fpedback

3. administratton tn Yot school/proqram

k, hboar

1. accreditation process/guideiines ianuence 7 .

m. utilization of commercia

f—infience of previously existing curriculun R

o, Iinflusrice of currenE_aevelopment theot{es and
Iiterabyps— T

p,_ educationa} consultants 1 _1

q. _monetdrv constraints =~

r. persornel shortages (i.e.; teachers;
cuceicalon specialises, etc.)

S' other i_r«nnnnnnn nleﬂse_deseﬁbe_

1
79
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75, Please look at the:list of factors on pace 5Of yaur intéteiew fictes again: This tine; ds T read the nanes of the subféct areas ind
acafemic levels, please tell me which Five factors vou feel sheuld be most influential in the review and revision of that curriculum.

THTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
o Repeat the subject area and arade level for all levels that has heen identified for this cespondent.

o Record their reponées as astericks (*) in the aporopriate columns of question 24,

og!

-ZF
iy,



How often does Eﬁiﬁ occur for your —

curricalm af thé

6. Rou often are foraal decisions aade that result in a change in Jour curricalumd

Level?

(k=7)

INTERVIEVER'S INSTRUCION

o Repeat the question for each Bubject ares and grade Tevel that have been {dentitied for thi respondent;

T |

- - - SCYENCE- - WRITING - --
Pre) B T-| 10~} pre- [ K-| 7-T10- e~ [ 8] -] 10-[[Ere-T o] 3- 10-
- Riopagn g e delofnflc {s)sfn|lxlsdsty
a._annuatty R — ] ]
b, _sei=snnually 1
é. quarte[ly . B o _
d._:» needed, please indicale approximate time B | -

e 6th§%7~§1éiéé descr ibe

—£—don't know

7

IS



21, Who is responsible fo ihaking_réi:’ijmmendations to revise your E— curriculum at the 3 level? Please O
S : ' THath] LS N
give me the title(s) of these individual(s).

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
o Allow for more than one responsc for each/any subject area/grade level:

¢ Repeat the question for each subject area and grade level that have been identifted for this responden.;

BTSN | N7 S | vt | a7
Pre- K- 7-110-1f pre-| %= 7-f10-{[ pre-T&-] 7-T20-{[ ore-T&-] 7-[1c-
ee——r—r R Je6fofapk Je6j9fyletsfofnps betoh

d. Superintendent of local School distriet | -
b—hssistant Superintendent of local school
distefet - .

€. Principal In-vour-—school/program—— _
d. Assistant Principal in your uchool/progran ] -
e, Curriculun speciallst(s) jcurticulun developers
£ —Teanleades/myster teachers - -~ -

9. Department chairperson (math, English, etc.) — —I-
h. Supervising beacher
i—Teachers - - i .
j._Other(s), please list title(s) - __ .

1




23, When recomendations for revisiors
revisions?

Who ni‘es these cecisions regarting revisions to your

Hie EiE2¢ i) of the indiviualts),

cirriculum at the ——-

fc‘) the curriculum have been made, who ‘¢ tesponsible for maki:. the final decisions about those

N Jovul? Please give me

b

INTERVIEWER

® Repeat the question for all subject area 'nd gra

5 INSTRUCTIONS

de 160e13 thit have bien ldentici=” for this CespoNdait

- SCIENcE——1-

TWRITING. ]

——

Pre-| k-

-0

Pre-| k-1 7-7 10-
E 16912

Pre- | §-

K-
6

7-
9

10-
12

3. Superintendent of local-sehool district:

b Assistant Superintendent of Ioet] Scliogl
distejet oo

¢. _Principal in-your school/progran

d—hssistant Principal in your school /program—

& Curricolum specialist{s)feurricalom developers

£, Tean Teaders/master teachers

§-_Department chaitperson (math, English—etc,)

b, _Sopérusing tescher -

i, Teachets ——1— —]
Jo Other(s); please list tte(s)-— - -

79
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2,

In your opinion, what ie three strengths of your curriculum review/revision process (e.. sufficient time is alloted for the process,
teacher input; etc.)?

What s _

~ Trirst, Second, Thizd)
this strength? Remember the

}iét of pussible sources of data on page 3 of your {nterview notes.

1A

etrength or benefit of your curriculum review and revision process? What is your basis for identifving

o Repeat the question for all three strengths aad record those strengths and the respondent's reason for

{ndicating them.

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS

. P&i&bhi&éé each reéponse for vetitication;

Sources/Bages Por Identification of Strengths

review by curriculum team

comunity feedback

a. student_performance , e. i
h, personal use/experience/observation £, feedback from accreditation team jo adninlstrative review
. teacher feedback - g. alumni feedback k. research and current litera:. .
4. feedback from consultants h. parent feadback . other sources
Strengths Soutce/Bases
i "
; - ; :
I : i




20, Now, please tell ne :hree wezkre:3es that you heva noted concetning your cucriculum review/revision process. What is

e - e e e S -- {LlIst, second
, weakriess < 2:oblem arca of your curriculum review/revision process? How did you idenify this problem? Whac are
poss.ble solutions to this problen:

INTERVIEWER'S INSTRUCTIONS
# Repeat the question for all three weaks: es 3nd terord those veaknedsos and the respondent's means of identifyin-
them.
® Paraphrase each responss fof verificatioh.

Sources/Bases Por Identification of Hezk resses

i stident performnse e tevlew by curticlun tean L. comunity feedbac.
b, personal use/experience/obsatvation £, teedback from accreditation team J. adninistrative review o
C. teacher feedback 9. alumni feedback k. reseazch and cutrent literature
d. feedback from consultants k. parent feedback 1. other soucces
Weaknesses o 1 Source/Bases pogsible Solution

— B ]} -
i — i i —_—
i — i B




56

Appendix E: " :achers' Survey

Systematic Collaborative Outreach Project Effort
A Joint Project of .

Pra-College Programs at

Gallaudet College andthe

National Technical Institute for the Deat

at Rochester institute of Technoloagy

This guestionnaire is for e

Systematic Collaborative Outreach Project Effort (SCOPE).is & national curriculum proisct between Callaudet

Coilege Pre-College Prugrams and the National Technical institute for the Deaf. 7
This questionnai. « is part of a study to collect information about how curriculum is developed, implementead,

ard revised in programs for deaf students. When you respond to the questions; pleas~ answer based c - whit
the majority of teachers do at your schooi who teach the ————- - —— ‘
curriculumn at the ——— level.

There are six sections to this quasticiinaire:
- CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
- CURRICULUM MONITORING: -~ -
- CURRICULUM :MPLEMENTATION AND TRAININC
- INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS UTI! IZATION
. CURRICULUM REVIEWiAND REVISION
- SUMMARY QUESTIONS

Please complate all sactions and return aifﬁéfiy to SCOPE in the a'tached postage-paid envelope by

Thank you.

85




57

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

1. When curriculum development work-is dorw in your subject area, in which of the
following activities do teachers participate? if teachers do the actual work, put-a
check mark under the colurmn marked WORK. If teachers provide input or review
but work is done by others i.e., curriculum spexialist, principal, etc., check under

the column marked INPUT ONLY — T

OMY
a. Defmmon and wntmg of phxlosophy for the <.rriculun , — ]
b. Definition aiid writing of curriculum goals and leariing objectives o
c. Writing/planning of coniprehensive curriculum outline
d. Identification and review of com':;ier"la! text and instructional material

senies in Squ”Lf area for grein curnculum o
. Identification and re=:zw of ¢ riculums and matena‘s from other schools

Development of strategies for testing student performance on curnculum
objectives T
. Developrient of evaluation activities and slrategles to assess the effectiver
of the curriculum -
. Other (please describe)

o

-

[+ ]

.

C'.RRICULUM MONITORIN" ]
2. Inclicate w'th a check mark under the column marked- MONITURINL. OCCURS

which of the following curnculum monitoring activities occur in your subject area.

Under the column marked, TEACHERS INVOLVED; check which of the curricultm
momto'mg activities involve teachers:

Lf ﬁ»,:,, pp— ,,,,j ,L“,
_OCComs NVDIWB

a. Momtonng instructicn to insura that instructional ob;ectlves are taught —
b. N jritoring suitability of content and content leval for student population ]
c. Monitoring lnstrucnon to identify content areas of the curriculum

most responsive to studerts’ needs

d. Identifying specnflc instiuctional materials and media that have been
most responsive to siucents’ needs

e. Other (please described ___— — N

3 Hrw is the carricuium momtored 01 Insure e that the c.  culurr: objactives are being

ta” j CIRCFE as many responses as are appropriate:

. classroom observauons )
. discussions, conferences, or meetmgs
. use of impleme  .2a goals che klist
. review of IEP

student performancs and testing résults
. other methods {piease describe)

a . n U’\*P{‘

-~

3
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CURRICUI.UM IMPLEMENTKTION TRAINING

4. Thisis a three-part question related to skill area training provuded by your school or
school system.

4.1. Indicate with a check mark under the column marked TRAINNC OCCURRED,
skill areas for which your school has provided training opportunities

in the past three vears.
3.2. Ur-' « the column marked. TRAINING NEEDED indicate in which -l areas the | ———T—— i

U\HINC TRAINING MOST

teag ers in your sub;ect area need training. SCCURRID| MDD | Ul

a. developmg and writin~ objectwes et el

b. interpreting objectlves —
developmg test items and measurements

. sequencing content

. developing activities and materlals
locating resources

- selecting materials L

. modlfymg materials. i
field testing and revising materia' R

j. documenting instructional activities
k. other (please explain) L1

o

T TN oA,

4:3; €onsndenng alt skills listed above regardless of whether tralnmg occurr ot is
needed, indicate the THREE skill areas most necessary or useful to teai...2

in-yoi'- subject area by marking under the column labeled
MOST USEFUL.

5 Indicate in the co'uma marked MOST. FREQUENTr the FOUR types of currlculum

implementation training fhat occur most frequently. irdicate in the column marked
MOST USEFUL, the =" . | types of training acivities that have proven most useful.

T‘U\IN ‘NG AND ;: 1LORMATION JHAR'NC ACIVITIES ”‘?g‘j"”’ i
a. i ervice workshops -
5 inservice lectures -
<. training from school- hired consultants -
d: formal coursework
e. training through ,Jrofessmnal orgamzatnons e ——
f. self- -study through USE of iexs, workbooks; videc tapes

and/or computer aided -nsiruction
g. peer tutoring among ieachers
h. other (please describe)

6. If you checked MOST FREQUENT, for a., b.-or c. (inservice workshnne inservice
lectures, trdining from consultants) in question 5, identify whén the training typically
occurs by TIRCLING ONE of the following.
a. staff development days

b. school-wide faculty meetings

[ department meetings

d. planning time{(s)

e. after school (by specia! scheduling)

f. weekends (bv soesi>l i-hnr iing)

o ather {alpase aescribod




INSTRUCTIONAL MATZRIALS UTILIZATION o ,
7. How oftén do teéachers in your subjéct ai:# use each of these types of iiistructional
materials (teacher-made or commercially prodi:ced)?

NOT USED SELDC M GCCAS, FREQ: USED MOST
ATALL - USED _USED - UsED - FREQ. -

. filmloops (super 8) I

. filmistrips

videotapes. ,

. educational TV (retworkicable) :
. overhead transparencies .

e a0 oW

" Qal

pictures I SR

encyclopedias, dictionaries and
the like

—-

k. books fiction and non-iction] o
l. computer software R
m.packaged games
n. supplenentary print materials

{1.e., readings, magazines) _
0. hardout{s} (ie; worksheets, stody

guidce ndules)
p. slides Gomm) y
q. other (please describe)

I I R N

8. Based on your experience in your schoo! and subject area what media and/or
materials would be used {ideally) if they were availabie and aifordable?
(Please list no more than THREE.)

0.

. What zre the TWO most common sources for the in<tructional materizls used to

support tk2 cixriculum.in your subject area and at ti  level?

Circle the TW miost appropriate responses.
. deve{oped in the s;h”oc@i by an instructicnal materials deveioper or team

s

. developed by teachers

- purchased from commercial sources

. adapted commercially produced materials

. materials development consultant contracted to producé materials
Other {please describe) __

ol oo

10: If you responded to question #9 (above) by marking items c. or d. AND are using »
series, identify the . .- amercial series name and/or publisher of those materials.

ERIC 85
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1.n yoursublect area, have you or any of your colleagues been ableto make

curricular changes that affected the levels listed below? If the change was made

independently (by the teacher alone), indicate this in the column marked =~

INDEPENDENTLY. If the change was made formally (through aamnmstrauve cﬁannels)
iridicate this in the column marked FORMALLY. =

INDEPEN- N
DeTLY FORMALLY

LEVELS AFEECT £D BY CURRICULAR CHANGES
a. one student in your class
b. several students in your class

. a few students in your and other classes
d. your whole class
e. your whole department o
f. your and other departments
g the whole program
h. the total writtan curriculum

i. curricu'ar p-iicv and process

gl

UIHHGUHJM REVIEX AND. REVNBN o

12. In the column marked DO INFLUENCE, lndtcate which FIVE factors have had the
most rfluer<2 on cumculum review ang revision,
In the cufumn marked SHOULD INFLUENCE, mdncate which FNF ‘*ctors s‘bould have
the most infl nce on the curriculum review and revision proce:: in your subject

arza.
: oo oI 06 | _soUn

FACI’O&‘ THAT INFLUENCE CURRICULUM REVIEW AND REVISION JPAUNT | RRUNZ

a. IEPrel=ted inflichces (student needs) L._..

b needs assessment(s}

c. state ma, .dates/laws

d. local manc!-tes/laws

e. community —

f. parents e —

g teachers i —

h. student feedback

i. administration in your school/program { -

j. board of education

k. accreditation processfgundelmes

i. utilization of commercially produced text

m: previously existing curriculum — i ——————

n. current development theories and literature o —

o. educational consultants e

p. MoREtary constraints

q. personnel shortages (i.e., teachers, curriculum specialists, etc) |

r. other influences (please describe) l
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SUMMARY QUESTIONS S ; - )
13. Who are the key individuals involved in the curriculum processes in your school?

13,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CIRTLE the appiropriate responses.

a. superintenda-+director/head of school

b. assistant directot’: :per: = dent

c. principal in your . hun'or: gram

a. assistant princip=. - g ionrém
e. curriculem specia= v e Jops
f. team leadersimaster iez: i

g- department chairpersos g i+, £020- i1 zte.)
h. supervising teacher

i. teachers

j. outside consultants

k: other (please describe) . s

——

This is a three-part quastion related to strengths and weaknesses of the overall

14:1: Under STRENGTHS, .identify THREE benefits or stréngths of the curriculum in

your subject at your level.

Under SQURCES, identify how you determined the s_engths. A number of

possible sources are listed below.

STRENGTHS

g‘i pu

c.

SOURCES

14.2. Under WEAKNESSES, identify THREE weaknesses of the curriculum in your

subject at your level.
Under SOURCES,; identify_ how vou deteri~ined the weaknesses.

Refe: cgain to the list of possible sources.

WEAKNESSES

SCURCES
a. _ [
b. _- — b.
- R
14.3. For each weakness indicate a possible solution.
PGSSIBLE SOLUTIONS
a—— e
b. —— - — -
i o - e Lo ;;;,:,,;,, ;:,77,?77 1
Passible Sources for Identification of Strengths and Weaknesses
1. siudent performance 7. alarini féé;d”b?c!(
2. personal use/experience/observation 8. pareor feedback.
3. teacher feedback 9. community feedback
4. feedback from: consultants 10. administrative review -
5. review by curricalum . 11. research and current literature
6. feedback from accreditation team 12. o.her sources {please identify)
Pleasé return directly to SCOPE in the attached postage-paid enveiope. Thank you: an
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Pppendix F: Figures

1. 7ype of programs in Survey.

2. Teacher questionnaires completed.

3. Existence of curriculum components:.
4. Original sources of curriculum.
5. Curriculum development and moritoring plans.

6. Specific times to develop and monitor.
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FIGURE 3
EXISTENCE OF CURRICULUM COMPONENTS
(PéfCéht with all; some, or hbﬁé)

None (85%)

Al (38.0%)

Some (535%)".,
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Percentiof schools!:

FIGURE 4

ORIGINAL SOURCES OF CURRICULUM

Com'l Staie

GthSch

Source of curriculum



Pércem ‘with Writter: Plans:

67

FIGURE 5

CURRICULUM DEVELGPMENT AND MONITORING PLANS
(D = Day, R = Ressdentaal)
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Percent with specific times:

FIGURE 6

SPECIFIC TIMES TO CEVELOP AND MONITOR

(D = Day; R = Residential)

D 30

"D36-100 D 100 R30-100 R 100

Type of program




Gailaudet College
Kendall Green

800 Florida Avenue N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

tllaudet College is an equal opporrunity employer/educational
stitution. Programs and services offered by Galletlet receive
bstantial financial support from the U.S. Department
Education :
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Rochester lostitute of Technology o
National Technical Institute for the Deaf
One Lomb Memorial Drive

Post Office Box 9887 =
Rochester, New York 14623-0887

This material was prodaced through an agreement berween
Rochester. Institure of Technology and the U.S. Department
of Education®
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