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AESTRACT :
This speech reports a study designed to gain an
understanding of what selected individuals involved in education in
California know about legislation designed to influence curriculum
decisions that teachers make. A 22-item questionnaire was
administered to 320 teachers, 14 superintendents, 30 board members in
21 school districts, and all members of the California legislature.
-The responses indicated that none of the four groups cf decision
makers possessed adequate knowledge of curriculum legislation. The
ranking according to knowledge of legislation was (1)

superintendents, (2) legislators, (3) board members, and (4)
teachers. The author notes that the problem with the california
legislature is that it makes too many instructional level decisions
which should be made by teachers. Instead, the author contends, the
legislature should concern itself with a few societal-level, value
decisions which it can effectively enforce. (JF)
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The 10th. amendment to the Constitution of The United

States grants to the states the right to make educational

decisions. While the state legislatures in many instances

have retained a degree of this authority by legislating

an education code, most have delegated some of this authority

to local boards ﬁh@ in turn have delegated certain powers

to teachers and school administrators. This differs from

most countries 1n that some ~ for éxamgle; Scotland delegate

most of the authority to local schools and teachers; while

others such as the African nations centralize declision-

making in the ministry. Alth@ugh the diffusion of authority

in this country is a potential strength, there is a need

for clarification of who should make what curricular

decislons at various identifiable levels in the system.

These have been identified by Goodlad as Societal,

Institutional, and Instructicnal. The Instructional Level

is defined as the one closest to the learner. The role of

the legislature in curricular declsion-making is of particular

concern. |
The responsibility of making educational decisions is

distributéd among a number of groups throughout the educational

structure. Education decisions are made by state departments

of education, school boards, superintendents, principals,

and teachers. This diffusion of authority and reap@ﬂsibility

1s complicated by the fact that there are no clear and

generally accepted guidelines as to who should make various

educational decisions.




This problem apears to be having inereased political
izatlion accompanied by increased concern that teachers and
other be held aceccuntable for pupils' learning. FPresumably,
teachers are free to make certain instructional declsions
within a guiding framework ﬁhat includes the education code.
Legislators see 1t as their responsibility to revise the
education code from time to time through bills enacted into
law. Presumably, these bills and subsequent changes 1in the

code affect and give direction to certain decisions which
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teachers must make. Clearly, these legislators' act
affect decision-making in education only if those responsible
for decisions are aware of znd understand the legislation.
California leads the nation in the amount of curriculum
legislation on the books. The 1970 session of the
California Leglslature passed no fewer than 170 bills
on education. Much of this legislation applies to curriculum
decisions teachers make. The California Education Code
specifies objectives, learning opportunities, curriculum
crganization, and evaluation. The effectivensss of these
laws requires knowledge of them on the part of those who

make educational decisions---teachers, superintendents,

L

principals, board mambers, and legislators. Knowledge of
curriculum legislation is required for effeczive curriculum
decisiénsmaﬁingi The aﬁth@r assumes that certaln instructional-
level decisions about which laws nave heen passed should

) . ) L \ i N . .
Ri(?é guided by knowledge of the legisiation affecting that
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instruction. However, these declsinons can be made without
such data. Every day teachers make instructional-level
decisions that could bhe influenced by curriculum legislation.
If teachers make these decisions without knowledge of the:
appropriate code item, they may be unwittingly violating
state laws. Too, the legislature may be busily passing legis-
latlon about which the educational decisicn-makers know
nothing.

In 1971; the author condu ted a study designed to

galn an understanding of what selected individuals involved

b

in education in California knew about legzislation which is
designed to influence curriculum decisions that teachers
make. The study used as a framework the conceptualization
of curriculum decision-making formulated by John I. Goodlad.
The study was of practical significance in that it provided
information about the effectiveness cof communication of
kﬁgwledge; substantive in that i1t provided information
about groups of educational decisi@ﬂ—makéré; and contextual
in that 1t contributed data helpful in determining who
should make what curricular decisions.

For this study a questi@ﬁnaire was prepared and
administered o 320 teachers, 1l superintendents, 30 board
members in 21 school districts and to &ll members of the
California Legislature. The instrument used tc collect
data was composed of twenty-two items keyed to sections of
the California Education Code as they were designed to

[]iﬂ:ffect the curriculum decisions that teachers make. Two
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Judges validated the selection of ccde items used, and
three judges determined the c@ntéﬁt valldity of the instru-
ment. The questionnaire was designed tc ellicit answers

to questions on the respondents' knowledge of legislation
designed to affect curriculum decisions teachers make.

The instrument consisted of two parts: one on legislation
in effeet in 1970-71; the other on legislation passed
before 1970.

The responses to both sections of the questionnaire
indicated that none of the four groups of decision-makers
possessed adequate knowledge of legislation which was
deéigﬂed_té affect curriculum decisions that teachers make.
Superintendents were the most knowledgeable, but there
appeared to be a complete breakdown in the system of
c@mmuniéatiﬁg legislative information to the teacher.

The accompanying table ranks the four groups in the study
. by thzir kﬁcw;édge of present legislation. Out of a possible
score of 11, superintendents ranked first with a mean
score of 6.4 and teachers last with a mean of 3.6. Legis-
lators ranked second with a mean score of 4.2 and board
members third with a mean of 3.9. In this studj, superinten-
dents were the most knowledgeable of present legislation
on instruction; there was little difference among the other
three groups.
Bécause the study shows that teaclers lack knowledge
31va legislation designed to influence their curricular
?decisicnsg it can reasonably be assumed_thst 5. ch legis-
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Table 1. Knowledge

Population Rank Mean Score
Superintendents 1 6.4
Legislatcrs 2 b2
Board Members 3 5.9
Teachers 4 3.6
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lat'»n cannot be restrictive; therefore, true decentral-
ization does exlist as a result of default on the part of
superordinates or ignorance on the part of the teachers.
However, such decentralization is 1illegal, for the legils-
lature by passing laws in any area of educational declsion-
making assumes for itself the authority vested in the ;tatés,

thus pre-empting the right of any agency subordinate to the

]

ecisions. If a teacher is making

o
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legislature to make such

curricular decisions without legislat..c¢ knowledge, it can
be reasonably argued that curriculum legislation does not
pre-empt teacher accountability. It has been the position

of many in the field of curriculum study that teachers

@

should be held accountable only for those curricular decision
that teachers should make. It 1s the position of this article
that limited knowledge on the part of teachers of legislation

designed to affect their curriculum decisions indicates that

the legislation does not make any significant impact on their

instructional decisions. The teacher simply makes such
decislons as if the legislation does not exist. However,

hls curricular degisionsméking may be influenced by such
legislation as he does know {(as eviéen;ed by a iean score of
7.0 for all teacher respondents as measured by the instrument.

It 1s agreed that teachers shculd be held accountable for

instructlional-level decisions. However, teachers' account-

abllity is brought into question because of curriculum
legislaticn which impinges on his freedom to make declsions.

The teacher in addition is accountable whether he knows the
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law or not. The probl-m is that the legislature has engaged
in inappropriate activity by making instructional-level
decisions rather than societal-level decisions. Therefore,

what should the teacher be held accountable for---decisions

action, or both?

It is the contention of the Goodlad Conceptual System
that iﬁatructiaﬁalalevei decisions should be made by the
teacher. Data gained from this study show that the legis-
lature, by the sheer force of the nurver of code items it
has passed affecting teachers' curricular decisions (64 from
1968 to 14970) has attempted to wrest this responsibility
from the teacher. The teachers, as evidenced by their lack
of knowledge of such 1egislati@ﬂ3 have not surrendered all
their curricular decision-making responsibiiity to the
legislature__ Ironically, much of teaeﬁgég' frégd@m to make
decisions, which probably should bhe theifs to mak63 is pre-
served because of their ignorance of the 1law. Defacto
decentralization in regard to instructional decisions
appears to exist. Although this déQEﬁtralizaﬁiam exists,
the basis for its existence raises serlous questions about
how to implement current proposals regarding teacher
accountability.

The legislature is the major societal body in the
states of the United States. As such, it should bear the

major responsibllity for making and disseminating societal

level decisions. Using the Goodlad Conceptual System as
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a gulde, the legislature should make vélue decicions - what
ls good cor bad. The legislature shguld decide such things as:
Do we teach children to share or to compete? Do we teach the
evlils of tobacco, whiskey and/or marijuana? Do we prepare
our high school graduates for a vgcétian?

These and other similar questions should be answered
only after careful study of questionnaires gathered from a
random sampling of the populace and with the advice of those
in funded knowledge.

The legislature should see that its value judgments
are disseminated to and followed by each and every teacher in
the state's school 5ysteﬁsg

Local boards will interpret the values disseminated
by the legislature according to local needs. The school
all the children in the district based on these value
decisions. Individual teachers will make instructional
decisions based on the needs of the individual child.

The teacher has no right to make value decisions. Nor
should the legislature make instructional decisions. If
the leglslature would busy itself with making value decisions
and leave instructional decisions to the teacher, the -schooling
of children would improve.

Teachers, elther through ignorance of the law or wilful
disobedlence, are not f@llgﬁing the wishes of the legislature.

This writer believes there is a great weakness in a

system of education where the responsibility for making
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socletal level decisions is not clearly spelled cut. As it

1s, the legislature Interferes with teac
making instructional level decisions and the teacher thwarts
the wishes of society by making societal-level decisicns.

Ir summary, there 1s much confusion on the part of all_
educational decision-makers about curriculum leglislation. Tt
is the responsibility of state legislators to make the entire

more rational. This can be done by

I
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declsion-amking proc
the legislature passing a more simpliried education code

based on societal level decisio assuming the responsibility

l[ﬂl
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for the dissimination of information re egarding the code, and

insisting decision-makers abide by the code.
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