ED 060 201

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

PUB DATE
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

t

DOCUMENT RESUME
VT 014 776

Borgen, Joseph A.; Davis, Dwight E.

An Investigation of Curriculum Development and
Evaluation Models with Implications Toward A Systems
Approach to Curriculum Development and Evaluation 1in
Occupational Education As Part of the Phase II
Report.

Joliet Junior Coll., Ill.

Illinois State Board of Vocational Educatlon and

Rehabilitation, Springfield. Vocational and Technical

Education Div.

May 71

83p.

Illimois Occupational Curriculum Project, Joliet
Junior College, 1216 Houboclt Avenue, Joliet, I1l1l.

60436 ($1.50)

MF-%0.65 HC-$3.29

Community Colleges; *Curriculum Development;
Curriculum Research; Decision Making; Formative
Evaluation; Junior Colleges; *Models; Program
Development; Program Evaluation; Research Projects;
*Research Reviews (Publications); *Systems Approachs;
*Vocational Education

Illinois Occupational Curriculum Project; IOCP

As part of the Phase II report of the Illinois

Occupational Curriculum Project {IOCP), this document summarizes the
investigative activities and resulting implications of both Phase I
and Phase II. Based on the review of literature, conclusions and
implications were stated which included: (1) The alternative

strategies for curriculum development available in the literature may

be broadly divided into Tylerian Models, Systems Models, and Product
Development Models, (2) The state of the art in curriculum
development presently evidences little forecasting power as a
consequence of the absence of sound scientific of technical
theorizing, {3) The development of any evaluation system from among

the suggested prototypes should provide the user with flexibility and
the opportunity to attend to alternative evaluate procedures, (i#) The
development of the IOCP Model should attempt to consider the critical

aspects of various theories and philosophies of curriculum
development, and {5) The IOCP model should attend to the human
problems involved in implementation. Phase III of this project will
be devoted to pilot testing the model. Related documents are

available as VT 014 778 and VT 014 775 in this issue,

{Js)

and ED 050 270.



ED 060201

An~ InvesTicaTion OF
Curricurum DeveLoPmMENT
Anp Evaivarion Mobe.s
Wit ImprLicarions Towarp
A Svysrems AprProacH To

Curzsicutum DEVELOPMENT

Anvp Evarvarion In

OccupaTionar EpbucationN

A Part of the Phase 11 Report of

Research and Development
Project No. RDB-B1-002

THE DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEMS MODELS FOR
DECISION MAKING IN OCCUPATIONAL CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

Funded Jointly by the
Board of Vocational Education and Rehabilitation
Division of Vocational and Technical Education
and the ’
Jaliet Junior College
Joliet, Illinois



ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUC:D EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG-
INATING 1T. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU-
CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

AN INVESTIGATION OF CURRICULUM DEVELGPMENT AND
EVALUATION MODELS WITH IMPLICATIONS TOWARD
A SYSTEMS APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
AND EVALUATION IN OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION

As Part of the Phase || Report

*’The Development of Systems Models for
Decision-Making in Occupational Curriculum Development
and Evaluation”’

PRINCIPAL !NVESTIGATORS: Joseph A. Borgen, Dean
Occupational & Technical Studies

Dwight E. Davis, Curriculum Coordinator

PROJECT COORDINATOR: David A. Anderson, Ed.D.

RESEARCH COORDINATOR: Urban T. Oen, Ph.D.

ILLINOIS OCCUPATIONAL CURRICULUM PROJECT
Jotiet Junior College
Joliet, {llinois 60436

May, 1971

'

The Research reported herein was performed pursuant to a contract
1 with the State of lliinois,
1 Rehgsbilitation, Division of Vocational and Technical Education,
Research and Development Unit. Contractors undertaking projects
under such sponrsorship are encouraged to express freely their
professional judgment in the conduct of the project. Points of view or
§ opinions stated do not, therefore, necessarily represent official Board of
;t/ocational Education and Rehabilitation position or policy.

Board of Vocational Education and

STATE OF 1'_LINOIS
BOARD OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION
DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT UNIT

b

—

IToxt Provided by ERI



ACRNCWLIDGIENTS

The principal investigators wish to acknowledge the services of
Edward F. Kelly, Donald L. Bagen., Herbert P. Falberg, Thomas R. Curtis,
Dennis D. Gooler, Douglas Sjogren and others who contiibuted to the

development and preparation of this report.

Joseph Borgen

Dwieht Davis

ii



PREFACE

This report focuses on one area of emphasis undertaken by the
I1linois Occupational Curriculum Project in developing a model for
occupational curriculum development and evaluation. It is only a part
of the total Phase II report on the research and development project
entitled The Illinois Occupational Curriculum Project, heretofore
referred to as the Research and Development Project in Occupational
Education entitled "The Development of Process Models for Decision-
Making in Curriculum Development and Evaluation.” This project is
currently in progress at Joliet Junior Cerllege, Joliet, Illinois,
with present efforts directed toward the initial development of a
systems model desigmed to assist administrators in decision-making
related to the development and evaluation of occupatiomal education
programs. The project is funded by the State Board of Vocational
Education and Rehabilitation, Division of Vocational and Technical

Education, Research and Development Thit, State of Illinois.

Purpose of the Project

This project is based on the assumption that more systcematic means
nust be develcped to assist curriculum planners in the development of
new programs and the continuous evaluation of on-poing programs in

occupational education.

The following questions serve as the basis for the project: research

and development activities:

iii




Can generalizable systems models be developed to provide
curriculum planners with a systematic decision-making procedure
for program identification, development, implementation, and

evaluation?

Is it possible to develop guidelines for the identification and
utilization of resources and evaluative criteria in accomplishing

the activities specified in the systems model?

Objectives of the Project

following are the overall project objectives:

To develop systems models for curriculum development and
evaluation in occupational education.

To develop guidelines for the utilization and application of the
systems models.

To test the applicability and usefulness of the systems modeis
in a pilot situation at selected institutions offering
occupational prograns.

To develop a plan for dissemination and in-service training
for curriculum plamners in the utilizaticn of the systems
models.

To promote research in related areas.

Overview of the. Total Project

The project is divided into four distinct phases. These are:

Phase I1: Project Planning
Phase II: Initial Systems Model Developmeat and Preliminary
Evaluation
Phase III: Pilot Testing of the Model
iv



Phase IV: In-depth Evaluation of the Project and Dissemination
of the Findings
Phase I focused on a review of the literature, while Phase II
involved the comparison and evaluation of systems, models, and decision-
making and the development of a systems model for curriculum development
and evaluation in occupational education. Phase III and Phase IV are
proposed for further development, implementation, and evaluation of the

model.

Phase I: Project Planmning

Phose I was initiated March 1, 1970, with a grant of $24,550.00
from the State Board of Vocational Education and Rehabilitation. This
grant combined with $6,916.00 in local funds providing a total budget
of $31,466.00 to conduct the project through June 30, 1970.

The project planrcing activities centered around three major areas of
concern identified as being particularly important to the establishment
of a firm basis for the project:

1. Review of the literature or models for curriculum development

and evaluation.

2. Review of current thinking on the effects of planned curriculun

on social and economic conditions.

2_ Study of potential consul.tants and resources agencies qualified

to assist in subsequent phases of the project.
Phase II: Initial Systems Model Development
And Preliminary Evaluation
Phase II was initiated July 1, 1970, with a grant of $67,178.00

from the State Board of Vocational Education and Rehabilitation. This



grant combined with $16,950.00 in local funds providing a total budget
of $84,128.00 to conduct the project through June 30, 1971.

This phase of the project focused on research and development
activities in four mzjor areas of concern directed toward the initial
devclopment and validation of a systems model for curriculum development
end evaluation in occupational education. The following tovpics served
as the focus of investigative activities for Phase II of the project:

1. Investigation of Management Systems

2. Investigation of Curriculum Models

3. Identification of DNecision-makirs Practices in Occupatioral

tducation

4. Initial Model Development and Testing

Developmental efforts were executed to coordinate the findings from
the aforementioned areas of investigation with the objective of developing
an initial systems model for decisior-making in curriculum development

and evaluation.

Future Phases of the Project

Two additional phases of this projec: are nlanned. Upon completion
of Phase TI, Phase III is proposed for pilot testing the model. This
pilot test will provide orientation workshops for the application and
use of the model, field testing of the model under actual conditiomns,
and implementation of the model in selected institutions. Phase IV will
provide for an in-depth evaluation of the project and the dissemination
of findings to other institutions for their use in developing and

evaluating occupational curricula.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The funding of the Illinois Occupational Curriculum Project (IOCP)
is based on the zssumption that a more systemaiic mcans can be developed
to assist curriculum planners in the development of new programs and
the evaluation of on-going programs in occupational education. EKaving
based a rescarch and developmeunt effort on this assumption made clear
the need to complete an investigatiorn of curriculum development and
evaluation models already in use or in the literature.

This report summarizes the investigative activities and fimplicaticas
érawn from a nucber of months of literature search znd discussions with
consultants corcerning existing curviculum development and evaluation
models. This investigation spanned both Phase I (Project Plammning) and
Phase II (Initial Model Development) of the IOCP.

To guide this iavestigation, a series of questions were identified,
including the following:

1. To what extent is it feasible to combine parts (variables,
decisions, contents, etc.) of the three general types of models
identified in Phase I and any other that may be identified in
the earlier parts of Phase II? The purpose of this combination
would be to make a more adaptable general model that would te
more universally feasible.

2. What are the variables considered in each model?



3. What are the decisions to be made? by whom?

'4. How can the model account £or the institutional or administrative
attitude?

5. What expertise is meeded to implement the model?

€. Where does responsibility for success in curriculum development

and evaluation lie?

7. What is the criteria for identifying variables.

8. What is the criteria for identifying and classifying parts of

models?

9. What is the extent of support the mcdels lend each other and

the overlap that they have?
10. To what extent can develcpment and evaluation models be
combined?

Both in Phase I and Phase I1I, activities related to this investigation
were executed with a good deal of consultative assistance. The use of
consultants proved advantageous, for reasons of expertise and time. The
ambitious nature of the Illinois Occupational Curriculum Project
prohibited project staff from spending long periods of time on research
of this nature. Rather, project staff time was devoted more to the
analysis and synthesis of data gathered and ascertaining the implications
for the development of a systems model for occupational curriculum
development and evaluation.

The following is a list of terms defined as used in this feport:

1. Curriculum - that set of educational activities under the

control of the college. (34)
2. Model — a conceptualization in the form of an eéuaticn, a

physical device, a parrative or graphic analog representing a

. 10
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real-life situation. (59)
Occupational Curriculum - that set of experiences and activitiesl
aimed at preparation for employment. (34)

Program — a subpart of the curriculum; the combined set of

activities and experiences of a particular indiwvidual in

. preparation for specific results.

System — the structure or organization of an orderly whole,
clearly showing the interrelations of the parts to each other

and to the whole itself. (59)



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The following report is an in-depth analysis of the investigative
activities conducted concerning models of curriculum development and
evaluation. The consideration of each developuent process was guided by
the following set of questions. These questions, as presented here, were
vsed as analytic guides in the comsideration and presentation of each
model.

1. Who authored the model, and what has been the extent of its

documentation?

2. What assumptions underlie the model. and are they enumerated

in a rationale?

3. What are the major components and/or phases of the model?

4. Does the model provide substantive illustrations or are they

available elsewhere?

5. Does the model contain components that would qualify it for

one type of development activity rather than another?

6. At what levels of specificity* does the model function?

*1evels of Specificity: Low (A) — Model is basically composed of broad
verbal and graphic outlines and/or definitions of its major components

and phases; Middle (B) — In addition to A, the model contains descriptions
or explanations of the relationships between the several continuum on
which it must be constructed; High (C) — In addition to A and B, the
model provides detailed sub-classifications of tasks or subsystems and
indications of parameter locations.




Models for Curriculum Development

As a result of the review of the literature, three basic approaches

to curriculum development were identified: (1) The Objectives Approachj;

(2) The Product Development Approach; and (3) The Systems Approach. Some

exxamples of these three basic types of curriculum development models are

presented herein, outlined using the format of the above six questions.

Cbjectives Mondel of Curriculum Development
The objectives model of curriculum development is thought to
have originated with the work of Tyler (81). This general
model has gained widespread acceptance. One clear delineation
of the objectives model has been offered by Taba (77). Taba's
statements will be considered representative of objectives
models.
The rationale for the objectives model of curriculum development
has been discussed in great detail by Tyler, Taba, and ochers.
Taba (77) identified five major decisions to be made in
curriculum development. These decisions reflect primary areas
of concern for the developer.

a. What are the aims of the school and the objectives of
instruction? Tha objectives model assumes the primacy
of objectives in the development process.

b. What areas or subjects are to be selected? VWhat
specific content is to be covered in each?

c. What types of learning experiences are to be utilized
in the curriculum?

d. How is the curriculum to be evaluated?

e. What is to be the overall pattern of the curriculum?

.. 13



The curriculum developer, then, must consider each of these
questions as he seeks to create a curriculum. At each point,
decisions among possible alternatives must be made. Tab> (77)
suggests three general questions, the answers to which provide
criteria by which the developer makes decisions. These general
questions suggest the rationale which guides the conception of
the objectives model of curriculum development.
a. What are the demands, and the requirements, of the
culture in which the curriculum will operate?
b. What do we kmow about the learning process and the
nature of the learner?
¢c. What is the nature of kaowledge? What are the
characteristics and contributions of the disciplines?
In general, the raticnale for the objectives model suggests that
curricula originate from the demands and requirements of the
society, that the curricula ought to be firmly grounded in our
knowledge of the learner and thea learning process, and that
the curricula ought to reflect an uderstanding of the nature of
knowledge. Further, the objectives of the curriculum must be
clearly delineated, and a means of evaluating the effectiveness
of the curriculum in meeting the objectives must be defined as
a part of the developmént process.
Taba (77) suggested seven basic steps in the curriculum
development process:
a. Diagnosis of needs. The curriculum developer must

assess the needs of the society-



Formulation of objectives. From the needs assessment,
the developer formulates objectives for his curriculum.
The objectives reflect the intent of the curriculum

to meet identified needs. E?here is a considerable
amount of discussion as to how objectives are to be
stated. The primary concern is whether objectives
must be stated in behavioral terms. For a discussion
of various viewpoints on this issue, see Atkin (3),
Popham, et al. (50) .:Q

Selection of content. In most instances, curriculun
developers must select representative content from a
lsrger universe of possitle content. The selection of
content is closely associated with the needs and
objectives identified previously.

Organization of content. Once ccntent is selected,

it must be organized in some manner. Questions of
scope, sequence, etc., must be attended to at this step.

Selection of learning experiences. From the variety of

learning experiences potentially available, the curriculum

developer must select those that seem moSt appropriate
to the objectives and the content selected for inclusion
in the curriculum.

Organization of learning experiences. As with content,
learning experiences must be organized in some fashiom.
Determination of what and how to evaluate. As a part

of the development process, the developer determines



what he will evaluate and how he will carry out that
evaluation. A later section of this report deals with
two evaluation procedures.

4. Perhaps the most detailed illustration of the objectives model
of curriculum development is found in Taba's (77) work. The
model has been used extensively.

5. This (objectives model) is one of the most general models
proposed. The stages in its development are generalizable to
a wide variety of instances.

6. The objectives model has a low level of specificity which means
it is quite general. There are, however, many explicit
applications and discussions of the model.

A review of the literature reveals a vast number of sources that
are relevant to the objectives model of curriculum development. In the
literature, the Tyler eatry (80), together with the Taba entry (77),
constitute two of the mest important statements about the objectives

model. The Douglass entry (17) is merely representative of many such

works.

Product Developrent Model of Curriculim Development

1. The authorship of this pervasive development format is not
attributable to a single individval or group. Its origins and
principal prcponents are in the operant psychology of B. F.
Skimner (61), the programmed instruction movement (43), and
the works of Tyler (82), Popham and Busek (51), Mager (41),

and Baker (6).




2. This approach has traditionally assumed that:
a. empiric:zlly validated curriculum should be developed
and trat this process is feasible:
b. the development pregram must b2 marked by a cyclic
process of redefinition; and
c. a high degree of technical ccmpetence, facilities, and
organization will characterize or be available to the
development agency-.
3. The major components or phases of this model include the
following:
a. Formulation
1) Description of general intents. Completion of a
program rationale.
2) Exploration of various sources of program goals.
Sources incluce:
a) the society and community
b) the irstitution
c) the teacher and learrner
3) Justification of product. Search for existing
materials and procedures that have proven effective.
4) External review of procedures and findings (to be
repeated throughout the development process).
b. Specification
1) Develop tentative, detailed specifications of project
outcomes in terms of performance and statements of
post—-instructional behaviors for both student and

teacher.
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2) Analysis and subdivision of more complex program
objectives inte prerequisite and component skills.

3) Dasign criterion referenced items to measure
objectives. Develop examinations containing
measures of sub- and terminal objectives and field
test to determine appropriate item format for target
population.

4) Compose tentative list of expected entering
behaviors.

5) Conduct a complete external review.

c. Development

1) Describe and produce alternative mo&es for presenting
instruction. Criteria for mode selection include:
a) replicability
b) cost
¢c) feasibility

2) Testing of sample instructional segments.

3) Selection of segments to be included.

4) Statemert of criteria for selaction of learning
experiences. Criteria could include:
a) presence of practice
b) presence of appropriate cues
c) provision for knowledge of results

5) Testing of lomger sequences of materials cn

appropriate groups (individuals, small, large, etc.).

1 2
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d. Field Testing: Purposes
1) To determine the appropriateness of procedures in
real classrooms.
2) To collect teacher observatioas.
3) To collect data oa change in student behaviors or
competencies.
4) Tofexperimentally compare alternative modes of
presentation.
e. Revision Cycles
1) Organization of all sources of data:
a) observer records
b) user reports and preferences
c) pupil performance
d) results of ccatrolled variation studies
2) Repeat revision and field testing. Utilization of
a cost—effectiveness criterion.
f. Implementation
1) Broad scale introduction to regular classroom use.
2) Summxative evaluation.
Substantive illustrations of this development prccess are
widely available. They represent the process in whole or part.
The citations at the end of this section ;resent explicit
delineations of the process or its parts.
This model is most appropriate for use by a well-coordinated,
highly trained network of product development expertise. As
Baker (4:17-18) has suggested: »_ _ . the systematic development

of curricula according to the described pattern (product

. 19
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development model) is an exhausting and resource-draining
enterprise. Some university-developed curricula have been
heavily data-based, but even in eras of liberal federal f{unding,
the careful management of trained development personnel has
usually not characterized such ventures."”

»

6. This model is available with a high decgree of specificity.

Systems Analysis and Curriculum Development

There has been increased attention given to systems analysis for
possible application to curricuium development. In this sectiom, three
systems models are presented. Each model assumes, for the most part, that
the developmental process is linear.

A systems approach to management cannot readily be introduced
piece-meal into an organization. As will be shown, it would be difficult
to use a systems approach for the development of the curriculum while
other aspects of college management followed conventional line and staff
relationships. Most relevant to the practitioner in educational
administration is simply the systems perspective. It is a way of
thinking about management problems.

Systems thinking will force the administrator to look at the totality
of situations or problems, to take a long range view regarding his
organization, to analyze consciously antecedent conditions and possible
effects, to utilize cost-utility approaches to choice, and to optimize
for the total organization. The predictive power of the educational
manager will be emhanced through a more skillful approach and an improved
ability to deal with uncertainty. Generally, the many heuristic vehicles,

procedures, models, ard tools employed by the systems approach can
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contribute to the facilitation of administrative practice. The approaca

must be considered as a facilitator of the mancgement process and not as

a pcnacea.

The systems anproach can be classified as being a way of thinking
that represents an extension «f the scientific attitude and method to
the handling of administrative problem-solving. It encourages, even
demands, the expansion of analytical activity, and attempts tc utilize
cross—disciplinary methods. It is holistic, rather than atomistic,

and contextual: the focus is omn the total problem and all relevant parts

as well as on the epvironmeantal coatext against which the problem appears.

There are three major phases to the systems approach. These phases,
while they appear separate in exposition, &are thoroughly intertwined

and integrated in practice.

1. Systems Analysis. Systems analysis is vndertaken for the

purpose of identifying rational decisions concerning the
design, selection, and operation of a system. The main goal
is the identification of the omne best system (and subsystens)
and the most efficient way of cperating it. Bere, a clear
distinction must be made between the process and the structure
of systems analysis. Frocess is parent to the structure. The
analysis then sets the grand design pattern for the organization
and in cornection with the problems which will be procassed.
2. Systems Engineering. Where a task is extensive and complex,
there mighkt be toc many geals for a single group to manage
properly. The task must be subdivided and assigned to several

groups. Systems engineering divides the overall task into
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subtasks. Assignments are then made to various groups so that
each can operate in a well-defined sphere and where interaction
among groups is clear—-cut and minimal. A measure of the
effectiveness of systems engineering is when the total task
has been completed and the work of groups can be readily
integrated into an overall working system. For example, a
radio receiver is an operational system consisting of several
subsystems —— detector, rf, if, and af stages. Each subsystem
has unique specifications and each nwust integrate with the
other and contribute to the cperation of the radio.

3. Systems Management. Frequently, management is organized along

departmental hierarchies. Information and authorization flow
vertically within each hierarchy. Lateral flow between hierarchies.
however, occurs only at the top. When sophisticated and complex
activities which involve several departments of an organization
are undertaken, the efforts of each department must be coordinated
with the other. Management must transcend departmental
boundaries. An important attribute of the sysliems approach is
organizational contrul exercised by the systcms manager. His
responsibility cuts across functional and boundary lines. Eere,
authority and responsibility exist to implement the findings cf
systems analysis. |
The systems zpproach to management has several zdvantages. Iq has
providad an avenue for functional analysis in terms of antecedent
conditicns and developmental trends. Phenomena are assessed in context,

spatially and chronologically. It has provided an approach to structural
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analysis in terms of comnections and relationships. Structures are not,
therefore, abstracted or superimposed, but are analyzed through empirical
referents. The approach is operationzl. A system problem is not mcchanical,
or psychological, or sociological; rather these are ways of looking at
the problem. Problem-solving becomes a matter of 1ooking.at the system
and the forces affecting it, and then asking and finding the answers to
the right questions. The systems perspective is futuristics; i.e. one
that projects developmentally long range plans. Systems thinking is a
realistic way of manipulating variables in a complex coantext. End results
are viewed in terms of relevant‘conditions and ultimate pay-offs. It has
provided a unifying force for practice and inquiry and spans a number of
disciplines. 1In this sense, it has resulted in a cross—disciplinary
approach that has yielded a heuristic perspective on reality.

Disadvantapes incident to the use of the systems approach are related
to the size of the using organization. Most administrative personnel
have been trained in operational activities and not in the use of systems
management. The main ingredients of the systems approach to management
are long-term planning and research data and the technology for employing
the ingredients. Thus, in order to introduce the systems approach, new
personnel would have to be employed. A key person iﬁ the support staff
is the systems analyst who woutld be respounsible for the Operat%on of the
entire system and its subsystems.

Three different systems models are presented below by source,

documentation, assumptions, and major features.

Systems Model Number 1

1. Walter M. Arrnold, Vocational, Technical, and Continuing Educaticn

in Pennsylvania: A Systems Approach to State-Local Program

. <3
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Planning. Pennsylvania Department of Public Education, 1969.
The project was undertaken as an effort to systematize state-
wide educational planning.
2. Several assumptions appear:
a. There is a relationship between socio—eéoﬁomic planning
and vocational education program planning.
b. State-level planning can be integrated with that of
local school district planning.
c. The planning sequence is lirnear.

3. Major planning steps and plan development levels are: {See Figure

Planming Steps . Plan Development Levels
a. Problem Defining a. Socio-Economic Planning
1) objectives b. Vocational Educztion
2} constraints Program Planning
3) translation c. Vocational Education
b. Problem Solving Resources Plamming
1 analygis .

2) trade—offs
3) synthesis

4. While the model does not include substantive illustrations,
ample data can be found in the literature related to Planning,
Programming, Budgeting Systems (PPBS).

5. The model design appears to be an adaptation of the PPBS approach
and modified for use in an educational system. This particular
design, however, seems to be geared for use at a state~level
operation.

6. The model is of a middle level of specificity. (See Figure 1)

24 )
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STATEMENT WHICH AFFECST THE
OF TRE FLANNING OF A YOCATIONAL
PROBLEM AKD TECHNICAL EDUCATION
PROSRAM.
N AINT. y IDENTIFICATION OF TUSTING
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WHICH INFLVENCE THE
THE EXISTING PLANNING OF A YOC. ED.
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OF THE PROBLEM

e INDUSTRY NIZDS SURVEYS.

o SPECIAL S?CIO-ECOMOMIC
PROBLEMS,

@ ADEMTIFICATION OF EXISTING
AND PRESENTLY PLANNED

" PROGRAMS (AS OEFWED

BY COURSES OF OCCPATOvE

INSTRUCTION).

SURVEYS OF THE S0PPLY
OF STUDENTS AND THEIR
OLCUPATIOHAL PREFERENCES.
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IDENTIFICATION OF EXUSTING
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* PROGRAMS (AS DEFINED BY
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e FACILITIES AND MAJOR
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o PROJLCTIONS OF TNL
SOCIS+ ECONDOMIC INFEDUATION
AND INTERPRETATIONS INTO
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PROBLEM SET-UP
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OCCUPATIONSL TRAINING
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THL TRANSLATION OF COURSE
REQUIREMENTS mTO RESARCE
REQUVIREMENTS.
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=tte———{PROBLE M SOLVING)
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9 OXTAIN DATE RELATWE TO
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NEW INDUSTRIES TO ATYPICAL]
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& IDZNTIT2CATION OF
SYSTEM ELEMENTS.
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* DETERMIVE THE ANNUAL. .
EMSLOYMONT NTEDS OF
PATENTIAL WEW INOUSTRIES.

© DETERMITE THE ANNUAL
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TRAINING NEEDS.

® SHORTASES AND SURPLUSES.
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7€ LnCan o, TEA VRLATIC iAt. LND

LOZAL ARTA Vorir:aves Asdl
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Systems Model Number 2

1.

Stanley Young, Professor of Management, School of BQ&igegs
Admiristration, University of Massachusetts, and Chapjes B
Summer, Columbia University, Consulting Editor to Sqett”

envi
Foresman and Company, Management: A Systems Analys{§J Gl Qk,

Iilinois: Scott-Foresman and Company, 1966.

Search of professiomal literature failed to reveal dgcumeﬂcatich
Assumptionsgwhich the author appears tc mzke about the decisiQ\\
making model are:
a. Specific recommendations for achieving total iategfatihn
of a decision-making system kave not yet been_aeﬂe OD\Q.
1) Decision-making is synonymous with probley, 50Ivin&‘
2) A decision-making model is a construct why op PLEA
shows hew decisions might be made.
3) Decisions are made at each stage as a Projjenm £3008
through a system.
4) Decision-making can be approached through seve®
disciplin?s; i.e. statistics, economics, matbemztiQ“'
sociology, psychology, etc.

b. The proposed model is linear in the same sSensSgq cha‘

problem solving techniques are linear. Proble, 501 ]

gererally is sequential ip nature —— raising Che
problem . . . search for solutions . . . implﬁm,gptgtio§
- « . etc.

c. The proposed model is a partially closed syﬁtguh

d. Any decision-making model must be congruent Wiy,

management organizational philosophy.

<6
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3. Maior steps of the model and suggested techniques appropriate

to each step follow:

Steps
a. Definition of Organ—

izational objectives

b. Raising tne problem

c. Isolating determinents

d. Search for solution

e. Selection for best
solution

£f. Consensus

g. Authorization
h. Implementation

i. Direction

j. Auditing

Techniques

Welfare, utility, benefit, or
value measurement theory

Sarpling theory and reliability
analysis

Correlation - partial or
multiple, regression analysis,
factor analysis, model
building, controlled laboratory
experiments, historical
snalysis, personal estimation,
logical deduction

Search theory, heuristics,
information theory,
programming —— linear and non—
linesr, simulation

Simulation, heuristics,
pregramaing — dynamic,
ipvention, probability theory,
sampling theory

Group dynamics, information
theory

Theory of risk
Critical path, PERT

Cybernetics, servo—theory,
sampling theory

Sampling theory, reliability,
servo—-theory, information
theory

The author detailed a four and a half year participation in

the design and installation of an actual decision-making system

for a 250-bed general hospital. This was a2 case study which

demonstrated the feasibility of planning, installing, and
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controlling a planned decision-making system which was designed
in terms of management problems that emerged.

5. The model analyzed by the author was a suggested one. It
was used to illustrate the design and indicate the nature of a
management system. While the terminology employed ana the
{1lustrations used might suggest that the system would be
appropriate for business, industry, or imnstitutional use, the
system could be modified to fit the requirements of an
educational enterprise.

6. The model contains a high degree of specificity.

Systems Model Number 3

1. William J. Gore, Depzartment of Goveroment, Indiana State

University, Administrative Pecision-Making: A Hevristic Model.

John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, 1964.

Documentation: American Political Science Review, 59-469,

June, 1965. "This book is a major ~ontribution to organization
theory . . . Perhaps most significant . . . is its implication
for total political systems . . - if his generalizations ére
true for simple organizations . . . as well as for ithe operation
of larger political systems . . - (the book) is tightly

written . . . it is likely to frighten away or lose those who
most need its message . . . by Domald Smithburg.

American Sociological Review, 30:638, August, 1965. "The

presentation of the model is largely descriptive . . . The
few illustrations given are . . . short, very general . . . The

style is uneven . . . the organization leaves more than a little

- Z8
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to be desired . . . The last few chapters, dealing with
decision-making and organizational models . . . are well
written . . . the book will provide thoughtful reading for
those working on topilcs it covers . . ." by J. A. Litterer.
Several assumptions are advanced by the author:

a. Rational systems of action are the organizing mechanisms
of society. They presuppose an understanding of causes
and effects, also a stability of goals.

b. The heuristic prccess is oriented toward the
relationship between perscnal values and ideology-.

1) Tarough the heuristic process, the private world
of one individual is linked both to others z2ad to
the collectively constituted world.

2) The emotiomal motivations that energize tke formal
(rationz1) organizational system are released by
the heuristic process.

c. The decision-making process links the conception of
organization as a rational system with the conception‘
of organization as a social system, Or as a collective
heuristic strategy-

d. Heuristic decisions are mental arnd vicar™ ~us: they
involve people in thinking about things instead of
doing them. Pecision-making is choosirg, not between
alternative courses of action, but between altermative

gozals.

29
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3. Major components and phases of the hecristic model are:

Phases
a. Pezception 1
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

b. Evaluation Set 1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

7)

3)

c. Estimation of 1)

Consequences

2)

4)

Components

Tension articulated as problem
Contingent response

Situation identified as
indaterminate

Characterization of stimulus
Determining reaction level
Development of orienting set

Reorientation to sesrch for meaning
of sitvation

Searck for ideological meaning
of situation

Definition of organization's
stzke in situation

2rticulzation of organization's
scake in situation

Consideration of costs of potential
action

Causal identification of
alternative responses

Declaration of cost in mounting
responses

Evalcative set defined in terms
of stzkes and costs

Reorientation to estimation of
conseguences

Reconnaissance
a) envirooment
1) power centers

Initial fomulation of cooperative
preference structure

Initial attempt to define structure



Fhancs Components
d. Maneuver for 1) Peorientation from internal to
Position eavironmental interaction

2) Tefinition of decision space

3) Peview of attitudes toward potential
response

4) Teview concessions that could be
made to secure sanction

5) Deterrination that sufficient
sanction has been secured

6) Public pronouncement cof proposed
response

4. The gererzl model was formulated from conceptions developed
through four research projects and was ausmrented by information
taken from more than two hundred case studies invol7ing more
than fifty nublic and private asencies. Illustrative data,
hovever. vere restricted entirely to a city fire department.

5. While the ostensible interest of the author is city eovernment,
the model does not appear to be liwmited to the operation of
governmental asenciz>s. Actually, the model appears to be
approoriate for use in nearly any sort of orsanized endeavor.

6. The model is of a middle level of specificity.

Models for Curriculum Tvaluation

The work of Glass (27) showed four basic rodels for evaluation which
he labeled accreditation, Tylerian., manasement-systems, and summative—
composite. The accreditation and Tylerian models have been utilized
most often, but the anpropriateness of these models for developmental

efforts is limited. The accreditation model apvlies arbitrarily arrived-at
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standards for judsing a nroeram and the Tvlerian model focuses mainly
on measuring the attainment of otjectives, tendinec to ignore inputs and
processes.

Project consultants felt that either a2 managemeént-systems or a
summative-composite model would be most appropriate for this developmental
project and presented an example of each.

The nmanapement—-systems rodel selected for presentation is by
Stufflebeam (68) and the summative-composite model is by Stake (64).
Subsecuert paraeranhs present these models and sugeest the kinds of data

that would be included in each.

Stufflebeam Yodel

The evaluation model develored by Stufflebeam is rather complex and
is primarily oriented towzrd decision-makine. TRobertson (53) has
presented a discussion of its applicatiorn to the evaluation of vocatiomnal
prorrams in ceneral. The evaluatiorn of the American Industry Project (46)
is designed as a manapement-systems approach very similar to the Stufflebeam
model.

Stufflebeam has identified four kinds of evaluation: context,
input, process, and product. The four first letters of these words have
been used to form the acropym to name the CIFP Evaluation '‘odel.
Figure 2 on the foilowing page is taken from the Stufflebeam paper. The
material in this fipure provides a useful, general description of the
methods and purposes of each of the four kinds of evaluation.

Whether a context. iaput, process, or product evaluation is the
intention, the lorical structure of activities, as sugpested by Stufflebeam,

will be the same. These activities are summarized as follows:
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1. Focusins the Evaluation

a. Identify tire major level(s) of decision-mzking to be
served; e.g. local, state, or pational.

b. TFor each level of decision-making,. project the decisioﬁ
situations to be served and describe each one in terms
of its locus, focus, timing, and composition cf
aglroimatives. .

c. Define criteria forx each decision situation by specifying
variables for measurement and standards for use in the
judement of alternatives.

d. Define policies within which the evaluation must operate.

2. Collection of Information

a. Specify the source of the information to be collected.

b. Specify the iastruments and methods for collecting the
needed information.

c. Specify the sampline procedure to be employed.

d. Specify the conditions and schedule for information
collection.

3. Organization of Information

a. Specify a format for the inforrmation which is to be
collected.

b. Specify a means for coding, organizing, storing, and
retrieving information;

4., Analysis of_Information
a. Specify the analytical procedures to be employed.

b. Specify a means for performing the analysis.

34
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5. Reportine of Information

Qe

b.

d.

Tefire the audiences for the evaluation rerorts.
Specify means for providing information to the
audiences.

Specify the format for evaluation reports and/or
reporting sessions.

Schedule the reporting of information.

6. Administration of the Evaluation

2.

b.

f.

Summarize the evaluation schedule.

Nefine staff and resource recuirements and plans for
meeting these recuirements.

Specify means for meeting policy requirements for
conduct of the evaluation.

Evaluate the pctential of the evaluation design for
providing informatior which is valid, reliatle,
creéible, timely, and pervasive.

Specify and schedule means for periodic up—dating of
the evaluation design.

Provide a bhudget for the total evalvation program.

Some specification of these activities and suggestions as to

methodology and available spstrumentation is available to a Jimited
extent in the literature: Vorthen (86), Wallace and Shavelson (33).

Burger and Cass (10), and Caidwell (11)-

The Stufflebean model is quite complex in two respects. _First, as

indicated above, it includes many kinds of data. Second, it attempts to

establish a system whereby the evaluation efforts are coordinated across

33
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levels of evaluation. Fisure 3 from the ftufflecbeam paper illustrates
a system for coordinating evaluative efforts at the local, state, and
Federal levels.

The fisure illustrates coordination of evaluation e{forts at three
levels of government. Roxes one, ten, and fifteen could be labeled
differently. however, and the feedback control loop could be adopted
as & general plan for local prosramrm situations. For example, box
one might have the 1abel of individual course or learning experience,
box ien might be labeled local prosram operations, and box fifteen
labeled state program operations. Thus, for each course or learning
experience there would be context, imput, process, and product information.
This information would be used to malke decisions about the course and
vould also be fed into the overall progranm evaluation. These data
from all of the learning experiences would provide the bulk of the
information for evaluating the total program, as well as basic
information for reportine into the state evaluation systems. At the
top of the loop there would be feedback or information provided from
the state to the local program in terms of state needs.- This information,
along with the self-evalevation, would be uced at the local level to make
decisions about the local program and the learning experiences in the
local programs.

The CIPP lModel provides a useful way of planning an evaluation
effort in that it specifies to a preat extent the kinds of data that are
aeeded in evaluation. It also clarifies the evaluation task by its
provision for evaluation at different levels, and the fact that at
each level the data and information needs might differ somewhat, but they

can and should be complementary. The consultants pointed out that the

ERIC
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Development and Evaluation Model presented 3s an example in the
project proposal incorporates many of the features of the Stufflebeamnm
Model, especially with respect to the context and input kinds of

evaluation.

Stake Model

The Stake Model is similar in many respects to the stufflebeam
Model. It is perhaps less complex in appearance in that it does not
attempt to specify the coordination of evaluation acrcss levels. On
the other hand, the Stake Model is somewhat ﬁore complex in its emphasis
on gathering standards and judgments as part of the evaluation task.
Figure & is taken from a paper by Stake (64) and is a presentation of
the Stake Model.

According to the Stake Model, the evaluation task is to first identify
the intents of the program in terms of antecedent conditions, transactions
to occur in the program, and outcomses. Furthermore, the intended
contingencies among the antecedents, the transactions, and the outcomes
are specified. An early +rask for the evaluation is to determine what
evidence is available to support the stated contingencies.

The intents determine much of the data gathering activity of the
program evaluation. The observations column represents the fact that
some kind of procedure will be used to determine whether the inteants are
fulfilled.

The model as presented suggests that standards are used to compare
the inténts with the observations, and that judgments are made on the
basis of the standards. The standards are often difficult to establish.

In some cases, a norm or reference group might be a standard, a standard
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may be arbitrarily established by the progxam staff, or a group of
experts might set some standards such as in the accreditation type
evaluation. A task of the evaluation is to define at least some of the
standards against which the observations are judged.

The model is somewhat misleading in that it infers a linear progression
from intents to observatiomns to standards to judgments. Certainly some
of the evaluation will prcc2ed in this manner, but variations will occur.
For example, it would be important for the evaluator to obtain judgwents
of various people about tke intents even tefore the program starts.

Are the objectives of the program the right ones? Whét is missing from
the program? These are the kinds of judgments that are needed early in
the progran.

The Stake Model is unique in its emphasis on judgments 3as important
evaluation data. The standards and judgments columns might well be
considered as permeating the intents and observations rather than the
linear arrangement it seemingly portrays.

Content Analysis Techriqua Fer
Occupational Curriculum Developr 1t

oliver (47), in a recent issue of Educational Technolory, suggested

1

that the field of curriculum planning and desligm maintaiq% the status of

a relatively crude technology im terms of the lack of fofecasting power
of its products. Oliver believes that some of the lack of power is
_attributable to the preoccupation of the field with scientific rather
than techmological theorizing. Technological modes of functioning, he
suggeéts, ought to be examined more closely by the curriculum designer.

The' prerequisite task in improving the rigor of curricﬁlum design, and
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the burden of the curriculum developer, is the development of a conceptual
structure for identifying the critically dependent and independent events
with which curriculum designers rust deal.

It is interesting to note that Oliver stresses a three-level
distinction which has not been used to any great extent ir helping to
explicate the domain of critically dependent and independent events for
which the curriculum theorist and designer must be responsible. He
suggests that these are functionally related categories: educational orx
training demands; contingent institutional, materisl and/or human
capabilities; and the necessary instrumental conditions of learming and/or
instruction. Oliver suggests that the planner ought to be concerned with
the development of powerful category sSystems for oreanizing demands,
capabilities, and conditions.

Gagne's work (23, 24, 26), when combined with Becrow's Man In A

World At Work and Fryklund's Analysis Technique for Imstruction, present

a cogent view of the primary elements of what may be Adescribed as an
anajysis technique for curriculum development. Cccupational analysis
combined with job analysic and task analysis provide for the
identification, description, and delineation cf available occupations,
jobs, and the skills and abilities required to perform those jobs.

As outlined in Figure 5, the occupational analysis process is
essentially a linear progression of analytic steps designed to achieve
the identification and specification of the skills and abilities required
of an individual to fulfill employment criteria. The principal adfan:ages
of this approach for vocational-technical curricula may iie in its
recognition of the need to coordinate planning between the local program

level, the local administrative level, and the nation2l and state levels.
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Unfortunately, the feedback channels or information systems that should
coordinate the operations between these levels are not specified.

Assuming that different problems and conseaquently different types
of information will be required for decisions at the three levels
suepested, an evaluaticn network such as the one suggested by Stufflebeam
in his Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) Model would be especially
applicable to a curriculu= development system that aimed to install this
type of process.

In addition to the absence of feedback chapnels to control and
1onitor the flow of information for decision makine, the model (Ficure 5)
distilled from the works of Gasmne, Borow, and Fryklund focuses on the
cognitive and psychomotor slkills and abilities required to fulfill a
particular job or perform a series of related tasks. It does not
attend, at least explicitly, to the affective aspects of job performarnce.
Available as a technique that met wide application in the 1930's and
1940's, and was to see extensive use by the United States Military
Tra-ning Services, occupational analysis or task analysis necessitates
the rather micro-division of a job into its knowledge and skill
components. Moreover, it reguires that this analysis yield a statement
of the skills in the form of observable behaviors.

In a fashion quite rcpresentative of the other models reviewed in
this report, the occupational analysis sequence does not contain any’
specification of system requirements for implementation or of the
critical variables that would define such phases of the development
process as the identification of tasks or the analysis of jobs. A
revealing comparison can bte made between the occupational develcprent

process and an alternative seguence for the development and validation of

. a3
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an instructional system. Such a seauence is depicted in Figure 6. Even
a brief comparison of the tvo “models' shows evident and important
di fferences.

The instructional system procedure sugrested in Figure 6 is clearly
more expansive and more inclusive than the occupational development
process described. It would appear that the job analysis approach,
for examrle, could function as a feeder process into the phase called
Defining Terminal Objectives (28) shown in Figure 6. A wmelding of the
two programs depicted would seem to present a more realistic picture of
the evident complexity involved In the development and implementation of
a curriculum. Even this combination appears to be inadequate, and this
inadequacy is suggested by the absence from both depictions of any
indication of how the output from either one or both of these processes
is to be installed and adopted by an instructional system.

Component Analysis of Curriculum Development and
Evaluation Processes: Some Criteria for Judgment

Attempts to analyze the curricul=m development process iato its
essential components are not without precedent in the literature. Most
recently, Dworkin (18) conceptualized curriculum as a social system
composed of a group of interactive elements of persons, Drocesses, and
properties organized for the purpose of providing the conditions necessary
for continuing education. Dworkir's logical analysis led him to develop !
seven exemplar models which he was able to derive from his general |
systems model of curriculum. Utilizine what Oliver (47) called
technological theorizing, Dworkin suggested: (1) a mode! of symbolic

distance; (2) a model for the expansion of shared meaning; (3) an

analogue model of the change process in curriculum viewed as a social

. 44
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systen: (4) a cualitative control of consequences in the curriculum
systems: (5) a model of sympolic orientation: (&} a concern matrix for
curriculuna as s social system: and (7) a rodel of systemic disorders.

Wickert (84) investigated the problem of identifying criteria and
forrulating an action model for the process of curriculum develcrmant.
Twenty-four criteria that were judged to be crucial, functional, and
observable within available curriculum models were identified by
Wickert. These criteria were in turm judged by curriculum experts and
then an examination of school systems was conducted to determine whether
or not personnel within those systems judped the criteria to be
important. Twenty-three of the twenty-four criteria evidenced a strong
degree of zcceptance in the three scitool systems Wickert studied. Omnly
nine of the twenty-four criteria received both the high rating of the
school systems and tue curriculum experts. Although naving sorme wvtiliity
as a description of possible standards for assessing curriculum,
Wickert's consideration may bear more importantly on the difficulty of
obtaining agreement between practitioners and theoreticians on what is
important in a curricuium or a curriculum development process.

In a manner similar +o the procedure followed by the Amerxrican
Psychological Associaﬁién and the Americaa Educational Research Association,
some curricuium theorists have attempted to develop recomnendations for
evaluating curricular and instructionsl materials. while the goals of
the professional associations referred to centered on the specificaticu
cf psychological and educational tests, the problems their committees
faced were rather similar to the problems encountered when curriculum

theorists attempt to develop comparable indicators.

Q
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In general, two tyves of dilemmas must be solved when a curricular
analysis is performed. The first requires the desicnation of the critical
components cf a curriculum, and the second requires tﬁe oﬁerationél
spgcification of the standards, and relative importance of starndards,
that will be used to assess the alternative components. For example,
T&ler and Klein (79) develcped sample recommeadations on
curricuium evaluation which they presented at the 1970 American
Educational Research Association annual convention ia Minneapolis (See
Table 1). The seven sample characteristics: Rationmale, Specificatioans,
Appropriateness, Effectiveness, Conditions, Practicality, Dissemination,
are translated into prescripticns for practice. These prescripcions
are rated as ‘‘essential,” "'very desirable,” or "desirable.”

Admittediy, recormendations of this type can be utilized in several
£fashions. They may function as reminders to the curriculum developer or
utilizer. Om the other hand, as an irput into a model formulation to
guicde the develcpment of curriculem, they would require a detailed
specification before they could be operationalized. For example,
recommendation B 1, “The value of the objectives must be substantiated,"”
is a curriculum prescription that is more honored in the breech than in
the observance. For obvious reasons, the attempt of curriculum tech-
nologists to der-ribe empirically the intrinsic value of curricular
components or of a curriculum dévelopment process is a task that does not
lend itself to scientific investigation.

Scriven (56, 57) has been a major proponent of the judgment of worth
of a2 program or curriculum's goals and objectives. Scéiven has suggested
that the effori of evaluation to describe the extent to which a set

of objectives may have been achieved by a particular program is only

. 4av
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TABLE 1

Recommendations for Evaluating Curriculum
and Instructional Materials
(Sample Recommendations)*

Raticnale
Rl. The value of the objectives must be substantiatad.
(Essential)

R3. The basis for the selection of the content of the curriculum and
instructicnal materials must be described. :

(Essential)
Specifications
Si. The technical manuel should state in detail the objectives.
(Essential)

§2. Objectives should be specifiad operationally, i.e., behavioral
responses of students.
(Essentizl)

Apprepriateness
Al. The xind of studeat for whom the curriculum and instructional
materials are Jdesigned should be specified.

(ESsential)

LEfectiveress -
El. Technical manuzls should cite sources af available evidence to
docurwent any claims made about eifectiveness and efficiency.
(Essential)

E3. Evaluation should be utilized when appropriate in the process of
instructional development. Also, evaluation should te used when
materials are completely develcped.

(Essential)

Ccnditions
Ci. The techniczl manuval must indicate the qualifications of the
reader which are required in orxder to use the materials effectively.
: (Essential)

Practicality
) Pl. Tne technical manual should ! “dicate which instructional materiazls
are required end whether any of the instructional materials can
be reused.
(Essential)

F2. Tﬁe technical manual should indicate what may be involved in
teacher training.

(Desirable)

Dissemination

Pl. Provisions shculd be made for continued dissemination of new materials,
new approaches, and new studies.

(Very Desirzble)

fPresented by Louise L. Tyler and Frances Klein at the AERA 1970 Annual Meeting,
LS

ymposium on Recommendations.

48
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part of the tazk of evaluation. He has emphasized that the evaluation
specialist must accept the responsibility for also judging whether the
objectives or goals were worth pursuing in the first place. Faced with
the evident realizaticn that this process will not submit to the traditional
modes of empirical scrutiny, Scriven allows that the basis for these
judgments must lie in the evaluator's sense of ethical knowledge.

Although prescriptiomns such as R 1 may present scientific and
philosophic problems, recommendations such as S 2, "Objectives should be

"

specified operationally, i.e. behavioral responses of students, also
assume that the operationally or behaviorally stated objective is an
"essential®™ element of a curriculum. The present Controversy in the
literature on curriculum development Suggests that tkere is at this time
no strong consensus on this problen.

Eash (20) developed and field-tested a rating list for use by
educators who wish to assess curriculum materials and learning packages.
Eash's categorization of the components of a curriculum utilizes the
traditional division of the curriculum into four broad categories:
Objectives, Organization, Methodology, and Evaluation. Each of these
broad areas is then subdivided and components of the area are rated
individually and summarily. Table 2 presents thar part of the instrument
that is concerned with curricular objectives. The complete imstrument
is presented in Appendix A.

Eash (20) has presented some evidence that it is possible to train
teachers to utilize the scale effectively, if effectiveness ics defined
in terms of inter-rater reliability. Bere, as elsevhere, omne difficulty

is the implicit assumptions the {nstrument makes about the relevarnt

49
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. _ ’ TABLE 2

Chbjectives Section of Maurice J. Eash's Instrument
For The Asgessment of Instructional Materials
(Form IV)

_ T. ORIECTIVES _ ’ . a
A. Aze there objectives stated for the use of meterial?

1, Geaeral objectives?

2. Instructional objectives? . . -

3. Are the objectives stated in bchavioral terms?®

&. If stated in behavioral terzs, do che sbicctives syeciflys
a. The type of behavior? .
b. Conditicns under which it wtll appear?

* ¢+ Level of performance expected?
S. Ligr examples.of objectives.

R
HE T e

3. IZ there cre no objectives stated for the use of the mate~isl,

are tne objectives instead irplicit® or readily odvious?

. I yes, plecaze outlinz below what objeccives ¥ou believe
- govern the purpose of the matezial.

l
|

C. What sppears to be the source of the obdjectives (beth gtated
and imnlicit objectives)?

1. Ara the objectives related to a larger frame of instruction? -

2. Are ths objectives specific to a subject skill?

3. Are the objectives related to a broader behavioral
rattermn? that is to be developed over a period of time?

4. Wkat scems o be the emphasis of tha objeczives: (Caeck
83 many as approprizte)

‘ a. Attitudinals c. Cegnitive development gkillsh
b. Mator skills d. Subject skillg

S. Are the objectives drawm from: (Check as many as appropriste)
8. A learning approach¥ c. Derzunds of subjsct
t. Scciety nzeds d. Demands and needs of chi.ld*
(Citfzenship) ,
D. Quantitative Rating of Objectives
(DIRECTICNS: Please make an "x™ on the rating scale below at the

poip® which represents your best judgment on the following
. criteria. Please place the "x™ on & specific poini.)

1 ] 1 ] ] ’ J
Ll |} { ] | 3 ]

: ) 3 2 3 4 5 6 7
Cbjectives ~ vague, Average, some of the The objectives ars
uaclear, or missiag. critexria for . stated clezzly and in
Those Included not objectives met, some behavicral tems.
vseful. Fails to missing, at times Bozh general and
distinguish between inconsisteat, instructional objectiscs
generzl and instr- objectives only are stated 1ia g
uctional objectives. partially operational consistent conceptual
Mixes wvarious types fcr the claseroom framework. Excellernt,
of objectives, teacher. one of the best, usef:l
confusing to the : for a teacher.
teacher. . -

o *All terms foliowed by 2n asterisk are defined in the glossary attached to

Appendiz A. 50
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aspects of a curriculum packare. If the assumptions are acceptable, it
certainly could be emrloyed in the development process as a set of
guidelines or a rating scale. Yet, either use will require some
training in its terminology.

Vhat is implicit in the questionS‘iisted in Table 2 is that the
objcctives of a curriculum or package are, in some sense, a reflection
of the philosophy or rationale that initiated the program. The purposely
general level of these kinds of statements makes them far more difficult
to analyze than a set of objectives with a high degree of specificity.
Whether the analysis is performed on the objectives or the rationale,
one would expect some degree of congruence to exist between the two.

tThether or not it is fair to dichotomize responses to questions such
as (1.A.3) "Are objectives stated in behavioral terms?”’ may certainiy
be debated: but the more pertinent questions might bes

1. How will the system incorporate the development and statement
of objectives?

2. What alternative routes are available for achievirg the
statement of objectives?

3. What skills and materials will be needed for this specificatio;
to occur?

4. BHow much time and money ﬁill be required for the process to
be completed?

5. Is there a point of critical trade—off between resources
required to obtain such a specification and the benefits that
accrue to the student?

Although Eash's device was designed as ar aid in input evaluatioam,

it is displayed here because it clearly implies one expert's judgments

o4
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on what the critical cocmponents of a curriculum nackage are. Translated
into a list of goals to be achieved during a development process, what
is clearly absent is the weight that shouvld be attached to each of the
four broad categorics {(See Appendix A), and to the individual components
of each of the categorias themselves.

Insofar as curriculum evaluation can be seen as synonymous with
curriculum development, some attempt will now be made to summarize the
prototypic models of curriculum evaluation. Drewing primarily from
Stake (66), we will categorize the models as to their: Key Emphasis,
Purpose, Key Activities, Key Viewpoint Used to Delimit Study, Outside
Experts Meedad, Expected Teaching Staff Involvement, Risks, and Payoff.
These eight characteristics are applied to five prototypic evaluation
procedures: namely, thsse suggested by: Tyler (8l1l), the accreditation
movenent (45), Stake {64), Stufflebeam (£9), and Taba (7%). Judpments of the
correspondance between these evaluation procedures and the eight
characteristics are summarized ir Table 3.

In addition to surmarizing what may be the trade—offs necessitated
by the selection of ome curriculum evaluvation process or another, Stake's
analysis impiies what each of these evaluation processes holds to be
important about curriculum evaluztion. Insofzr as that 1s accomplished
("Risks® and "Payoff"), his suggestions may provide an additional basis
for the designation of the critical elements of curriculum development.

One could, and possibly shéuld, differ with any one of the eatries
in the cells of Table 3. It is no easy task to isolate a "Key Emphasis”
or "Purpose,' whether these be in curriculim developmenﬁ or evaluation.

One unfortunate application of an analysis --ich as the one depicted in




1%3f023 yoavosey eayyvaedoey

‘9967 ‘0d0zouURAY umg ‘o8a110) 23233 QYatouBxy usg *4092 ‘oN

SROLIVATVAT RATAOTUNAD 40 SN0

£ a1eVL

Q

‘URAPTINY TO0Yds Lawausweyo ug Buruoyzoung eap3rulos pue sarBojeae Jupyovey, “UPLIN ‘wqule
ﬁ *JusadoTaAsg wnindtaang ¥ uoysyAzedng 107 uopIeydesey £q paysIIqnd eq oy, *(osuyu) (967 ‘opyo fsnqunton ‘A1y320ATU 2133
. 0340 *(uoravonpa jo eBorren) 1ejusy UOTIENTBAY BYL ‘Bupyvu-uozeroep 107 JUMUIYBTTUR SB UOTIENTEAY Tepurng .539..._.:3?\
*L96T 'TYAdV ‘Q46-(2S ‘89 Piodoy I0T15H BI5YdUD), ‘UOTIPNITAD [RUOTIVINDD JO BIUPULIUNGD ML 'Y a0q0y ‘oyeagp
— '0 *Q ‘uoaiuyysuy
‘uojIunTuag T00Y9g 3epuodsg o Apnag T, 39N *'P3 0967 T9TI0171D BATIONTUAT *uUOTIEnTeAg Tooydg Aavpuodsg go Apnag Teuntany,
. 'T0S-26% ‘TY6Y ‘udawy ‘[dIvessy twuo;IoINpI 30 TWUINOf *uopienTead uo UdweIRIy Teaauay *M ydivy a9t
%8 Ud19; 0y
"(osu1) 696T 13090300 *SFOUTITL Fo katerentun ‘3ONID wawag *g 3a9q0y q poaedal gy
suza8oxd sanTrA sisfyeuy uoy3e 8108 JeyM Tapoy
A Sug Teuoeasd NUTRAI0ILOY CHI R0 CLET- «J22A d730uaynfe 30 voylpueydxe  sdyysuayqeyey uoﬁm_:gm
~dotersp 203 a0usy (£33 1uanraodxe f2suiyung Joydavessy PU® 101300 TEIudw 8uyanpus 3nq 0933y 89Fpnag TeyI0g
f(na ) =813 IT3aY e3R12Y02 Yoavoewy 13e1200yy =110dxXe 98yo10ung s1duys yeas oy PUZ seney 8,991 w114
SII0 JuIPNIE 1013U03-£33T8nb dn ‘Buyem-noreyoep
1IvqpIR) snirAlapun LAV ELELIT LT Y] 198 ‘suopyvoyyduy Buynugquor '
©3 SATIJEUIS *Kduayoy3)9 fsuogeyoep sr0f{vuy 203002110 103 Apn3e ‘soariveulniqe pue teuoyiva Supyen Top0 da1)
wOIndy1I0g snIvALIAg sivdporavy suoTI®INd) . -Dajepupmpy Suymoddn K333uepr . eavayTRoe; o - =8018108q ..-.zw:uzm chn
Cu0TIvIdadxs Buy eosned eaouly suojuydo oyivd unThoFRaInd |
=3931ju0d puz teydyryvey - . 8183801040483 teA208q0 3noqe Aouy oYy sof otdoad nwy TP M
SN Jo mieAr  suotupdo ea3d Teyo03  Jaodez yRuR; 03 sjuPA Sduagpne U131 shea  Jucadpn; pue co_.-cmuSS N
0an393d proag da ayag fofor daoy ‘s3spyrmanop JO couaypny IBYA 20A0997Q ) 3yodas o L 210 STV s eyg ao.n
£31119 930p183IN0 " papoan .
=3su0dsal §o sanjva 92004 pysIno 103813 ‘
dyqsaepwar »100% Aq uory ~sJuupY suendpnf uoFIaNIIBUF 1opoN -
Jine 33038 sUCTEININYP ~2213uUayIny faeyovol Tsuogesajord oqva o seanpodoad pue Apnag-31q eaazumouog
L 1318 E] ) Isneyxz 033 FERCH ssotun fouoy 000188%1]) fusaSoad sanosyq  Juejuod mITAM 0} 3% tooysg  *
. 93822013 818fvyoads '
ssax8oxd s10udy 93083 8AT) JuduaInsveR 1aydvay 920032d=0d  $0A}392(q0 pavnOy 12poy
wern3s’ {m:pe Tooyds tevarIdafqo {exeryyo0ds taos3a28dng juepnis wanswew  swoafoxd juapnin S8ATI8(q0 ao«um:;;m
TIVIIIEY 4i33tdnteasng  e3378n3dedu0) SAT190fq0 enIhdgaan) 190A7309fqo0 £3300ds uNeRI 0]  TINOYINAISUT . 8, 2014y udpey
drokeg - L)1 ] JuswaaToAY popaoy Apnag apmpreq BITITATIOV evodang tovydag #9anpadoag
. 33v1s Supyoray s319dxg o3, pan L kox uoTIenTeAY
ps3dedxyz Wp3oINg Juyodastp Loy ) ed{303014
i‘;gggﬁ

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



46

Table 3 would be to ailow it to constrain the rcader to choose either
one or another of the suggested prototypes. %hat is more clearly
required is a2 melding of the elements of sa2veral in order to satisfy the

rationale of a particular program or project.

Observations on Curricular Differences

One way to begin to ceparate alterrative curriculum development
processes is to examine some notions or questions relating to learning
and the assumptions that may underlie these processes. Grobman (32) has
identified the following as critical questions that should be considered
during a curriculum develcpment project:

1. How do students learn most effectively? Do all students learm

best in the same way?

2. Do students learn because they are rewarded and/or punished;
that is, what is the role of motivation in learning and how is
motivation fostered?

3. Can one train the mind or the faculties of the mind, with the
result that general competence in all intellectual areas will
be enhanced?

4. Will knowledze of the past——particularly of the classics of
the past-—prepare students to deal with the problems of the
futurs?

5. Wiil trainine in one area be transferred automatically to other
areas? Can such transfer be expected to occur only with
specific preparation for transfer? Or can transfer not be
expected under any conditions? i

6. What is the role of insight in learning? What kinds of gnsight

/

1

are important? How are these developed?

=3
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7. What levels or types of cognitive ckills enhence retention of
learning? that levels of ccguitive learning increase ability
to use present learnine in later hish-cognitive level tasks?

8. 1Is learning most effective when it proceeds from the known to

the unknown or from the unknown to ti:e= known?

9. Should learning go from the abstract to the concrete, or from

the concrete to the abstract?

10. Should learning be sequential, and pyramided on previous
knowledge?

11. Can complex ccgnitive abilities be mastered during the child's
first school year? Or can they be mazstered only when taught
initially during the child's first school year?

12. To what extent are children born ;nequal in terms of
intellectual potential? 1Is there a great variation in the
innate, intellectual ability of students? E-ring pre-natal or
zost-natal injury, can all children be brought up tc an effe-:tive
functional level?

Srobman points out that questions such as No. 3 have been dismissed
by the majority of learning theorists as untenable. This dismissal is
anchored in the aversion of contemporary learning theorists to an eariier
school of thought thac has come to be called 'mental disciplime.” Oa the
other hand, most of the questions remain rather open-ended, with more or
less empirical evidence available on them. Consegquerntly, if changes
in behav or or the capacity of students are to be designated as the
important outcomes of transactions that occur under the aegis of a
curriculum or its instructional comporent, it would seem to follow that a

development process will kave to attepd to several of these questiocas.
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The onus of Grobman's auestions falls on the behavior theorist.
Without reviewing the cap between research &nd practice, it would seem
that the output from a curriculum developwment and evaluvation model should
reflect relationships between curriculur and learning theory. Whether it
is presently possible or advisable to draw meaniagful differences between
alternative instructional methodologies (See Appendix A, Section III) may
be debated. Unfortunately, scientific inquiry into this area, as
summarized by Rosenshine (54), suggests that the professzion evidences a
"significant lack of knowledge' (p. 661) about the critical variables that
relate instructional methodology and student learning.

Grobman goes on to develop a comparable list of probleratic
questions from the realm of educationsl philosophy and value judgment
and suggests that these, too, are reievant concerns for the curriculum
developer. Her suzmary of the problems involved in ascribing a particuilar
theory of learning or philosophy of edvcdation to curriculum has relevance
to the development of a systems model for curriculum development and
eva’uation.

The fact that theories of learning, philosophy of education,
and value judgments have not been ideatified by developmentzl
proiects as guidelines, does not m=an that they are not part
of the assumrptions underlying the curriculum. Where these
assumptions are not identified, it is harder to evaluate
them, to check them for c.usistency, to be sure they are
rutually compatibie and supportive, and to insure that they
represent a valid reflection of what the project wants to

do. (p. 110)

It appears that the development of an ovcrational model to guide
local educators in their attempts to develop curriculum will certainly
have to attend to the points raised by Crobman.

Within this broad frame of reference, it may now be possible to m=ake

some usc“ul generalizations across alrermative curriculum designs.
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Tnitially, it appears that one critical dimension along which altermative
approaches to curriculur development may be distincuished is their apprcach
ro the selection and spzcification of the content which is to form the
core of the instructional experience. For example, the curriculum
projects of the fifties and sixties (i.e. Bioloyic2l Sciences Curricuium
Study) may be <haracterized as curriculum movements that were generzted
in an attempt to revivify the relationship of the disciplines and the
K-12 curriculum. In an attempt to do this, these projects were typified
by the utilization of content experts‘from the humanities and sciences
who were called upon to testify to the contemporary vaiidity and relevance
of the curricular offering of the schools and where necessary, to change
or augment it.

Cn the other hand, the broad perspective that is possibly provided
by one of the Tylerian models, Taba's social studies model for example,
would seem o approach the problem from a different point of view.
Instead of beginning with testimony from content experts, Taba's
approach to curriculum is anchored in a survey of the societyv in an
attempt to describe its needs- 3i:ts description of needs is then
translated into a series of objectives which becone the aims of the
curriculum. It seems that the origins of the content—centered curriculum
projects and those models that might variously fall under the Tylerian
approach are different in content origin; the first beginning in the
disciplines, the secoﬁd begimmineg in the society at large.

In a similar fashion, the procedures that have bezn variously
collected under the btansner of occupational analysis appear to represent
an approach that is moxe comparable to the Taba model than it is to the

content—centered curriculum. Where systems models fit when compared to

Sy
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either one of the preceding approaches is difficult to suggest. that
seems to be clear is that systenatic approaches to curriculum developmenc
are characterized not so much by definitions cf what is important to be
1earned or how learning is going to occur, SO much as they are by
attempts tc order efficiently that process over time via the designaticn
of critical decisions and the factors that may be predicted as infiuencing
these decisions.

In addition to the origins of content as a point of view from
which alternative approaches to curriculum developmept may be jdentified,
2 dimension czlled relative complexity may diffarentiate the models
discussed. For example, as was pointed cut imn the section on reviewing
curriculum models, one characteristic that typifies the product
development mcdel is its antecedent requirements of high degrees of
technical competence in facilities and personnel designed to conduct that
effort. ©Cn the other hand, the more Eraditional approach suggested by
Tyler has had wide use by schools that have attempted to mcdify their
cu: ricuiar strainps, although its application may have occurred at a
rather simplistic level.

what seems to happen in the on-going project at thne school level is
that neither one model nor another is chosen exclusively. Rather, it
would appear that particular elements from one or several models are
intertwined into a sometimes rather nebulous network of operations. For
example, it is not unlikely that some type of needs assessment study,
survey of the local community, OT search of the professional literatuxrc
within a particular dcmain may well preface an organized attempt to
develop or initiate a curriculum strain. Aspects typical of several

models, such as the specification of instructional outcones in the form
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of observable behavior and some attempt to indicate the required
frequerncy of response :n these catepories, wmay also be included. The
diffsrentiaticn seers to occur when the racher minute cpecifications of
Popham and Baker, for example, that ceal srith the technical reguirements
for the specification and measurement of criterion performance, are
described.

A motif that seems to have run through much of what has been said
to this point is that dimension of curriculum davelopment that is
frecueantly described as the implermentation of the curriculum into an
instructional system. 1In addition to models describing curriculum
development, there does exist in the literature 2 series of statements on
systematic change or innovation. TFor exarxple, the work of Clark and
Cuba (14&) is frequently cited as a research and developmernt model that
can be used to guide the jmplementation of a curriculm into an
instructionai system. This type of apprcach to change has been
criticized of late by House, Kerims, and Steele (36) in their review of
its effectiveness as a rationale underlyins the I1llinois Gifted Prcgrar.
Yet, one cannot dismiss the importance of developing a system that does
attend tc the problems irvolved in implementing th2a curriculem INn a
human network.

Speaking to this prcblem, Eash (1¢) has suggested that curricular
change, when that change is described as alteration of classroom practice,
may be ascribed to three alternative models. Eash identified them as:

(1) the authority model: (2) the co—action model: and (3) the displacement
model. After a discussiom of each, it is his conclusion that the co-active

approach to curriculum change, an approach characterized by an early
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and meaningful cooperation between researchers and developers, 1s the

only approach that has leeitimacy and possible utility for effecting the

alteration of educational programs.
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CEAPTER III

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The investigation of models for curriculum development and
evaluation in the literature rapidly revealed that the concept of a
model, i.e. what it is and what it is supposed to do, has little real
utility, except as a piece of appropriate jargon. It was hard to avoid
the conclusion that there are, presently, few il any actual models of
curriculum development. This may in part reflect the ecually obscure
role that has been held by theories of curriculium.

Difficulty was experienced in comparing models because each of the
following variables played a part in determining the overall advantage
or disadvantage of a model:

1. BHow ready is the institution for chaare?

2. What expertise can be expected to play a role in the dcvelcpment

process?

3. What is the nature of the desired change?

4. Where are the pressures for change originating?

S. Who will initiate the change in curriculum? How will the new

curriculum be institutionalized?

The following is a list of conclusions and implications for the
TIllinois Occupational Curriculum Project, drawn from the review of the
literature:

1. The alterna;ive stratepies for curriculum development availiable

in the literature may be broadly divided into Tylerian Models,
53
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Systcens Models, and Product Tavelopment odels. The applicatioa
of these models at the local level is rarcly a pure adoption

of one over another, but is rather a combinatorial proccss.

The state of the art in curriculum development presently
evidences little forecasting power as a consequence of the absence
of either sound scientific or technological theorizing. The
model for curriculum development and evaluation beiung preparec
by I0CP? should address itself to this fact.

The contingencies that compose & curriculum develcpment process
may be broadly catesorized as: (1) educational or trairing
demands; (2) contingent institutional, material. and/or human
capability demands; and (3) demands of the necessary instrumental
conditions for learming and/or instruction. These contingencies
should be reflected in the IQCP model. ‘

As an analytic attempt to describe the components of a task
performance, the strategies of occupational analysis preseat

a tried procedure and should be adopted for use in the prograz
development section of the IOCP model.

Curriculum models are nct noted for their evaluative compcnent.
The occupational analysis approach should be supplemented with

a systematic evaluation process in the IOCP model, mot unlike

the CIPP Model developed by Stufflebeam.

The development of any evaluative system from among the suggested
prototypes should provide the user with flexibility and the
opportunity to attend to alternative ewvalvative procedures.

Since the system developed will be utilized by a variety of
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{nscitucions, an effort should be made to allew for the

olanning and smnlementing of an avaluation proaram fitted to

the nceds of the particular progranm OY institution.

The I0C? model should ailow for the assessment of curricuiar
objectives and goals in such a focshien that the value is judged.
Pather than just stating 'Are objcctives stated in behavioral
terms?" the more pertinent guestions mizht be: (1) How will
the system inccrporate the development and statement of
objectives? (2) What alternative routes are available for
achieving the statement of obijectives? (3) Yhat skills and
marerials will be needed for this specification to occur?

(4) How much time and money will be required for the process tO
be completed? (5) Is there a point of critical trade—off
between resouvrces required to obtain such a specification and
the benefits that accrue to the student?

Regardless of the specific pature of the model develcped, there
is a tradition that suggests it wi;l have to deal with four
primary aspects of the curriculum; that is, (1) the development
and statement of objectives: (2) the organization of objectives
and content: (3) the presentaticn of alternative methodologies
for instruction; znd (4) the snternal and external evaluation of
both the process and product components of the curriculum.

The ICCP model should attend to both the discipline and the
society at large in determining content for learning experieaces.
Occupational aralysis is a technique for determining technique

that may mcre closely relate to tke discipline approach.
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The systems approach to curriculum development attempts to order
officiontly, over time, the critical decisions and factors that
may be considercd as necessary and most important. These factors
considered could renresent any philosophy of curriculum
development. Therefore, the development of the IOCP model

should attempt tco consider the critical aspects of various
theories and philosonhies of curriculum development.

In order for the IOCP model to be practical as a guide to

assist administrators in making curriculum decisions, it must
contain sufficient detail to sucogrest activities at an operational
level and yet avoid ;omplexity and detail that would recuire
excessive expertise and time.

The ICCP model should attend to the human problems involved

in implementation.
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APPENDIX A

An Instrument for the Assessment of Instructional
Materials (Form IV)

(Developed by Maurice J. Eash, Uaniversity
of Illinois at Chicago Circle)
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An Iastrurent for the Assessment cf I[ustructional
Materials (Form 1IV)

I. Objectives

A. Are +there objectives stated for the use of the material?

1. General objectives?

2. Instructional objectives?

3. Are the objectives stated in behaviorzl terms?*

4. If stated in behavioral terms, do the objectives specify:
a. the type of behavior?
b. conditions under which it will appear?
c. level of performance expected?

5. List examples of objectives:

B. If there are no objectives stated for the use of the material,

are the objectives instead implicit* or readily obvious?
If yes, please outline below what objectives you believe
govern the purpose of the material.

C. What appears to be the source of the objectives {(both stated
and implicit objectives)?
1. Are the objectives related to a larger frame of
instruction?
Are the objectives specific to a subject skill?
. Are the objectives related to a brcader behavioral
pattern* that is to be developed over a period of time?
What seems to be tae emphasis of the objectives: (Check
as many as appropriate)

wmeN
.

P

a. Attitudinal#* c. Cosnitive development skills*

b. Motor skills d. Subject skilils

5. Are the objectives drawn from: (Check as many as appropriate)

>

a. A learning approach* c. Demands of subject
b. Society needs d. Demands and needs of child*
(Citizenship)
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D. Quantitative Rating cf Objects

(DIRECTIONS: Plzase malke an x** on the ratingz scale below at the point

i

vaich represents your best judement on the following
criteria. Please place the “x" on a specific point.)

—

l
et
4 7

! |
1 2 3 5 6
Objectives - vague Average, some of The cbjectives are
unclear or missing. the criteria for stated clearly and
Those included not objectives met, in behavioral terms.
useful. Fails to some nmissing, a2t Both general and
distirguish times inconsistent, irstructional
between general and objectives only objectives are stated
instructional partially in a consistent
cbjectives; mixes operaticral for conceptual framework.
various types of the classroonm Excelient, one of the
objectives, teacher. best, useful for a
confusing to the teacher.
teacher.
IT. Orgenization of the Material (Scope and Sequence) Yes Mo
A. Has a task analysis* been made of the material and some
relationship specified between the tasks?
B. If a task analysis has been made, what basis was used to
organize the materials: (Check as many as appropriate)
1. Errorless discriminztiop*® 4. Gemeral to specific
2. Simple to complex 5. Logical order
3. Figure—-ground* 6. Chrcrology
C. If no indication of a task aralysis has been made, what assumrptions
do you believe the authors have made concerning the orgazization
of the imnstructional sequence of the material?
D. Is there a basis for the scope of the material included in the

instructional package?

1.

If tkere is a basis, is at:

a. related to a subject area?

b. to a motor skill development?

c. to a cognitive skill area?

d. to an affective response system*?
e. other (please specify)
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2. Has the scope been subjected to analysis for:

a. appropriatcness to

students?

b. relationshin to other material?

many as appropriate)

there a recommended sequence?
1. What is the basis of the recommended sequence?

a. inter-relationships of a subject*

b. positive reinforcement and programmed sequence¥
c. open ended development of a g

d. advanced organizer

e. other (please specify)

(cognitive)*

eneralization®
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Yes

P

(Check as

F. Briefly outline the scope and sequence:

G. Quantitative PRating of Ovgarization of the Materials (Scope and Sequence)

(DIRECTIONS:

Piease make an X

oa the rating scale below at the point

which represents your test judgment on the following
Please place the "x” on a specific point.)

criteria.

! | l

I ! I
1 2 3

Sequence illogical or
unstated, teacher is
left to puzzle it out.
Toes not appear to
have subjected materisl
to any analysis to
build an instructional
design. Scope is
uncertain, seems to
contradict sequence.
Little help un-—
intentionally to
teacher or children

in organizing
material.

I1I. Methodology

! |

l !

4 5
Average in
organization. Some
help but teacher
must supply much of
organizational
sequence. Scope some—
what limited, may be
too narrow (or
broad). Sequence is
nct detailed enough
and may not have been

tested with a range
of children.

l l
6 7

Excellent organizaticn
of scope and sequence.
Conceptually developel
based on a consisteat
thecry; task analysis
or other appropriate
investigation has been
done. Tested for
appropriateness of:
recormended sSaquence.

A. Does the author(s) and/or material suggest any methodological

approach?
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Yes

B. Is the methodological approach, if sugpested, specific to the

mode of transaction?
1. Does the mode of tramsaction*: (Check as many as appropriate)

a. relz upon teacher-centric method* (largely teacher

£. direct students' attention to method of learning as

well as the learning product?
g. provide for variation among students - uses several

approaches to methkod?

directing) ?* -
b. rely upon pupil-—centric method* (largely self-

directing)?* -
c. require active participation by the students? ____
d. passive participation by the students? .
e. combination of active and passive participation by

the students? ___

C. Does the mothodology suggested require extemnsive preparatiom

by the teacher?
1. How much deviation is permitted in methodology?

Muech Some Little

2. Does the methodology require unusual skills obtained
through srecific training?
3. Is there any statement on how methodology was tested;

any experiﬁental evidence?
4. If you have tried the recommended methodology, how successful

4id it seem for your students?

Most succeeded Approx. half succeeded Few succeeded

a. Please provide a brief description of the students who were
successful and those who were not successful.

b. What variations on recommended methodology have you used?

D. In a brief statement, describe the recommended methodology-
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E. Quantitative Rating of Methodolory

(DIPECTIONS: Please make an "'x' on the rating scale below at the point
which represents your best judgment on the following
criteria. Plezse place the "x" on a specific point.)

l ! l ! l |

!
I I | f | I |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very little help is Gives help to the Uses a variety of
given on ma2thodology, teacher, but would modes in the
or methodology is too like more. Some transactions. Does
abstract and complex students would te not chain a teacher
for most students and able to cope with to a mode without
teachers. Methodeclogy svgzgested method- reason, but provides
appears to be ology, but others assistance for
urnrelated to content not. Does not a2ppear different abilities.
znd an z2fterthoughc to have been wicdely Descrihes the field
in the learning field tested. Teacher test of the method-
package. Too active has to work out ology. Teachers will
or passive for most variety for students find methodology
students. Teacher with special learnine easy to use and
reguired to difficulties. believe students will
participate fully respond. Methodology
with too many is part of goals of
students at every instruction and not
step. Does rot just vehicle for
have appropriate content.
methodology for
variety of learning
atility among
students.

Yes No

IV. Evaluation

A. Are there recommended evaluation procedures for teachers and

students in the instructional package? —

1. What do the evaluation procedures emphasize? (Check as
many as appropriate)

a. Cognitive skills c. Psychomotor skills*

b. Subject skills d. Affective responses*®

2. Are the evaluation procedures compatible with the
ctjectives?
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Yes

3. Are evaluation procedures developed for several different

levels:

Qe

{Check as many as anprop:iate)

i=ediate feedback evaluation for the pupil
b. evaluation for a variety of the areas in #l1 above,

and over a period of time

¢c. irmediate feedback evaluvation for the teacher

d. evaluation on 2 norm referent¥®
e. evaluation on a criterion referent*

Are the evalustion procedures contained in the package?

———
———
—— -
—
——

Does the evaluation give attention to bcth product and

process learnirg?

Is there information on how evaluation procedures were tested

and developed?

Briefly state what evaluation procedures are Included, if
possible, and give examples:

Quantitative Rating of Ewvaluvatiox

(DIRECTIONS: Please make an "x" on the rz+ting scale below at the point
which represents your best judgment on the following
criteria. Place the "'x" on a specific pzint.)

| I | l l | |

| t | | i | _)

1 2 3 4 5 6

Haphazard iz approach.
Product and process
learnings either
entirely neglected or
confused. Lists items,
but poorly comstructed,
no evidence of testing
of evaluation approach.
Students recelve mno
assistance through
feedback. Fails to
recognize and examine
different types of
learning where
appropriate.

Scme examples given,
range of evaluation
limited. Samples given
but limited and
sketchy. Teacher finds
useful that which is
given, but needs more
examples. Evaluation
is limited to product
or process. Unsure on
whether evaluation has
ever been tested, but
seems logical though
lirmited in types of
learning examples.

'S

Many suggestions and
helps in evaluation
for the teachex. Has
criterion reference
procedures vhere
appropriate. Student
obtains assistarce in
learning through
feedback evaluation.
Gives attention to
several kinds of
learning, consistent
with objectives of
learning package.
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CCMMENT

A. Draw up an overall statement of the strengths and weaknesses of the material
as en instructional package. Prepare your statement as if it were to be
addressed to your fellow classroom teachers who are going to use it to make
a decision on these instructional materials.

B. Quantitative Rating Overall Assessment of Material

(DIRECTIONS: Please place an "x" on the point in the rating scale which
test represents your overall judgment of these materials.
Place the "x" on the specific point.)

| | | | | | |

I ! | 1 ]
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Poorly designed, Has strengths and Excellent, one of the
conceptually weak and weaknesses, but most best by comparison
inconsistent or teachers would find with other available
haphazard design. Does satisfactory. On the material. Theoretically
no: appear to have balance comes out strong and carefully
been fileld tested: about average, would field tasted. Shows
Inaccurcte assumptions need considerable consistent instructiomal
about children who supplementary effort design. Would recommend
will be using by teacher. A highly, well worth the
material. Overpriced, compromise or price price.

underdevcloped, a aund availabilicty.
bad bargain.
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A GLOSSARY OF TERMS
USED IN TBIS INSTRUMENT

1. *Objectives stated in behavioral terms - a work picture of the type of
behavior product wtich one might expect when the objective is achieved.
Objectives stated in behavicral terms will usually name the behavior, state
the conditions under which it will appear, and the level of performance
axpected, e.g. the child will be able to spell (type of behavior), in
formal and informal writing (condition under which it will appear), 93%
of the words in his written work (ievel of performance).

2. *Implicit objectives = an exzmination of the content will permit the
reader to readily identify the objectives that the student should
accompiish, even if the producer has not stated them. If a filmstxip
gives the sequential steps in solving arithmetic problems using long
division, one would assume the implicit objective to be to teach the
student the process of long division.

3. #*Broader behavioral patterm - instructional materials frequently are
geared to goals that include complex behavioxr which is to be developed
over time. Exsmple: voting behavior as a functicn of citizenship
javolves z broader behavioral patitera which chains together a complex of
behaviors ranging from knowing the candidates and the issues, to being
registered, and knowing how to operate a voting machiaze. The instructional
materizl may be designed to contribute to a brozder b2havioral pattern
rather than a simpler, more specific behavior. Fwven if the objective is
ceared to a singie specific behavior there should be some relationship
to a broader behavioral pattern.

4. #Attitudinal objectives - objectives that are designed tc develep
<eelings and pradispositions to act in accordance with internalized
values and beliefs. These may be listed as attitudes, values, irterests,
and appreciations. They may be fairly direct as to develop in each
student an interest in listening to a newscast at least once a day, oTr
more complex as to form am attitude of critically evaluating the news by
investigating the scurce of reports.

5. *Cognitive desvelupment skiils ~ objectives which have cognitive
development skills (thinking) as a basis will usually emphasize thinking
processes as their focus, such as understanding, discriminating, utilizing,
chaining, and evaluating zs opposed to emphasizing specific subject
products.

6. *Objectives drawn from a learning approach - objectives may be drawn
atilizing approaches to learning, in some cases erphasizing wholeness of
learnings prior to fragmenting into specifics for instruction. Example:
the student will become familiar with thke background of the 12th and 13th
century European interest in colonies and trade, prior to studying the
specific exploratiomns. The extreme of the above approach would be a
small step by step sequencing of the material on Furope in the 12th znd
13th century in which concepts on European interest in trade and colonies
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were fed to the student on a programmed basis, eventually leading through
the various explorations. There objectives are based on different

approaches to learing

*0Objectives based on demands and needs of child - objectives using this
emphasis usually have as their focus some developmental sequence (physical,
emotional, or socizl) as their central organizer. Example: the student
will express affection as well as receive affection. The behavior of
expressing affection is developmentally more advanced than simply
receiving affection. Example: the student will cooperate with another
student on taking turns in using a game. If this objective is to be
taught, it is usually sequenced with other objectives according to the way

most children develop.

*Task analysis - the materials have been developed into specific tasks
for the learner which have behavioral requirements that suggest a
sequence for presentation and which allow an cbserver to deternmine if the

learner accomplishes the task.

*Errorless discrimination - the tasks are sequenced in such a mznner that
the student shculd move from step to step without making errors. This
technique is used in some types of prograrmed instruction.

*Figure—ground ~ the organization of muaterials, frequently perceptual in
nature, in a field so that one stands out in a distinct way (figure) and
the rest remains in the background {(ground). Figure—groumd organization
can be used with other characteristics such as sounds, where one sound
is heard over and above a background of others.

*To an affective response system — where reccgnition is given to different
levels of attitudes, from the simplest of merely zattending to an object,
to the building up of complex attitudes which predispose one's behavicr
toward a wide range of stimuli: e.g. enjoying a variety of forms of music.

*Interrelationships of a subject — where the subject matter contains a
logical relationship of concepts and processes. Exemple: adding must be
mastered prior to multiplying. The local ccmmunity is studied prior to
more distant entities of state or faderal government.

*Positive reinforcement and programmed sequence — where the material has
been developed into small steps that lead the learner toward a larger
concept through a sequence that permits the learner to receive frequent
reinforcement through knowledge of right answers. :

*Open ended development of gemeralization — the instructional sequence is
purposely quite open; e.g. letting the learmer try out many possibilities
and altermatives before arrivirg at a generalizatica.

*Advanced organizers (cognitive) - a framework of key concepts, crucial

to understanding and relating concepts of the larger body of material, are
strategicaliy placed in the sequence, forming an ideational ladder to
which other material can readily be related. In some materials a short



16.

18.

21.

22.
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summary preceding the mz2in body of instructional material delineates the
key concepts or strecses their relationship to other concepts known by
tha learner, thus serving as advance orgcnizers through the ideatioral
anchors it gives tc the learner for organizing, relating and remersbering
the new materials.

*Modes of transaction — a transaction is the interaction of a learmer and
stimuli in this context consisting of instructional materials. A mode

is the channel that is used. Is the student asked to passively view,
manipulate, verbally organize? Is the teacher an impoxtant part of the
mode through exercising control over the learner’s channels of transaction?
Is the student free to seek out channels of transaction or are they

chosen for him? These are questions which must be answered when setting
up modes of transaction (methodological) to be used with instructioaal

materials.

*Teacher-centric method - the teacher is largely responsible for choosing
and directing the mocde of tramsaction for the learnmer. Teacher—-centric
modes of transaction usually prescribe that the “teacker will . . ." and
are predicated on obtaining specific learner responses.

#Pupil-centric method - the learner is recsponsible for chonsing the modes
of transaction with the instructionzl materizl and is frequently left to
evaluate and revise his behavior towzard mzterials without teacher
supervision.

*Psychomotor skiiis =— muscular or motor skills which require manipuiation
of material or objects. The ability to stack blocks is a psychomotor
skiil.

*Affective response — responses which emphzsize feelings, emotion, or
dezree of acceptance or rejection stemming from intermal attitudinal
sets. Such responses may be labelled attitudes, biases, interesis, etc.

*Norm referent evaluation — judging a learner's perfcrmance by what other
known groups of learners do on the same tasks. Achievement test scores,
aptitude tests and mental test scores report their results in rorm
referent terms. The statement ''This particular learmer scored at 4th
grade level” is using a norm referent evaluatioan of the learner’s

performance.

*Criterion referent evaluation — the learmer is judged on his ability to
do a specified task or demonstrate the behavior appropriate to the task.
The learner is judzed on whether he cam or cannot demoustrate the
appropriate behavior that signifies task accomplishment and is not judged
by comparison of his performance with another group of learners.
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