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INTRODULTION B roo- v

, in i ( iscu i egarding the value of certain areas "in

+ N

~ The research of this paper is not concerned with adding tb thig
. o o . - o & N
multitude of published articles on curriculum development or the -
effectiveness of oné teaching technique over another? Nor is it con-
) " : o . . ) ) .
_.cerned with comparing the effectiveness of one text over another. In- R

-~

stead, this researéh is concerned with the responsibility for controlling

the curriculum of the public school:s

Previous publications have not directed themselves to determinc thc\ .

-

\\/ 1nst1thtlon or 1nd1v1duals respon51ble for controlling curriculum or . K
. . M )

\\\the amount’ of control exerc1sed by thOSo who do have authority. Instead, .+
thé implicit assumptions underlying the pUblications were that the
" individual .or institution naking curriculum decisions was unimportant

and that as long @as the decisions wére made, this was satisfactory.

It 1s readily apparent:tnat*the.responéibility for controlling

i

curriculum is.,a large one. S

Figure 1 : represeénts the educational hierarchy..

’ - {

It is possible that curriculum decisions codld~'e_made at any'lév;l of

. z . - ” ..t )
the hierarchy. If curriculum decisions are made by the smatlest intact

N -
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. ' - -, . ) q
’ . Al ‘ . ' - N v : '
(if, » educational group, then every tngher in each individual,classroom in the | \
v / : .o .
United States woyld have this responsibility and each class could.con- o N
R . . _— : LG L -
- ceivably have its own unique curriculum. If,curriculum decisions were i '
- X ) N 0 s ' . - v . - ’ . 0
N -made at the aighest level, i.e., the-Federal Government, 'then the . N
: L. ‘ - . o - v
teacher /in each classroom would not have decision responsibility and /
p 2 <5 . . ¢ .
¢ _

every classroom in the United States hight possibly folio¥ the same

S v , . e N ’
curriculum guidelifies. _ ' ‘ ) ’ o (\\;"

In the first case, where decisions were made at the micro level,
e ; g T : :
. A . .
~ one would expect a very large variance in cyrriculum,between classes,

’ , Ll Lt Lo Cae .
schools, districts,. regions and states. If decisionsyregurding cur-

riculum werc made at thg macro-level of tHe educational hierarchy then ' .

@ -

there would ve very small differences in curriculum among:the branches )
. . of-the hieracchy. e . T Do . oo SN
o .. The only research cencerned with the.level at which curriculum ) ¥

decisions are made (LaPoite, 1973) indicatesgfhat curriculum detisions
' . "0.0 ’ 7 ’ :

: - .are made amongpthe lowest levels of the hierarchy. The major decisions .
. - y’.,~*’ ’ .« . ‘ ’ Vd

o ,curriculum were determined within the individual districts vet are _ v

b L

quite variant across local district boundaries. +$School districts only

. » . \\ ‘ . v B i

a few miles afart had totally different curriculum pattérgs, : o -
P . . '

The dissemination of information about curriculum across the local

2
K ” - -

: e A T - T '
.boundaries appeared to Lu quite poor. It was argued thai the variance
of curriculum patterns br guidelines. should be decreased along with an _ -

increase of curricula information/dissemination, so that' eventually in- 44 ¢

- . .
e

; effective cr irreleyant'guidclincs could bﬁ.weeded out and replaced by

« : N * * - DR - !

more efficient and televant material. It was suggésgﬁd that in order

<,

>

for this to.’be done, the resp9nsibility for-making curriculum decisions
e "

CERIC . o o _
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_— & . . , .‘ . .
"had to be removed from the.micro level of the school districts and

s

awafded to.azhigher'level qi;hin'thg,hierarchy. - ‘ ﬂ\f <

4 .

By placing curriculum decksions at a higher level, chree;purposes

oy
,
—

wouldﬂﬁé served. First, curriculum impl@mentation would be more rapid:

o
B
» ‘

Second, the variance of curriculuym.among local districts would decrease,

and thirdly, the dissemination of curriculum information would 'be im-

“« . 4 -
s i

provéd thfowg§~centfalizat;oh.ﬁ. :
.. » _ R T, ,
It was suggested that the Yevel which could most effectively

-

~

handle éurriculum matters was thesState Boards of.Edacation.

N ~ .

-

' . [ 4 te v
~Before curriculum responsibilify could be tramsferred to the State . -

1 N

level from the local level, it is neceSsary to understand the present
. . . . ,

role of the State in curriculum decisien-making. This is the conceérn
[ ' . ° e
of the present-research. . = ; . . .. S
) R ‘ ; . » .

" Previous research (LaPorte, 1975) has indicated that the State

’

controls curriculum in four major ways. The State produces curriculum :
:

)

rs existing

4 v *
guidelines (both mandatory .and nohimandatory); ﬁg monito

. curriculum; it measures curriculum effectivefiess by giving statewidc

N ' - . -

- examinations or it recommends or requires specific currilulum measure-

ment tools. . ‘. Py

3 R '

. It is apparent that *the greatest degiee of control by the State is
where curriculum .guides arc mandatory. 1In a situation such as thdis, the:

/ local districts do not decide which type of currictlum.should'be used.

. Less powerful are the secondary controls of wmonitoring, statewide Cgdms,
. . R ) » " ‘
non-mandatory guidelines and curriculum measurement tools. The

*

' secondary controls are much less powerful because of the autonomy or the

- . .
'
'

local school boards in making these decisions. .
. . ) . C 1

. . . . [
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Thé present research was designed to assess the role of the
- .

~

indiyidual state in diretting and supervising curriculum matters within

.
. the State. Theé survev that Qas developed was conccrnﬁf with the control
. - . . . . q Q‘ - ) . . .
States have over the indﬁyidq 1l districts, what type of controls are
T . . T . AN ’
. . . L
' used by each individual state, how the control relates to the quality
of'educatidn and whather “fhere are gegional différences,among the vaes‘
Y : .“
of control. i
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METHOD o .
. &
-7 ) - R ’ : - .
Fifty (50) surveys were distributed, by'mail, to each of the
State Eﬁucation»Departments in each of the fifﬁy states. .The surveys . 1
- S 4 - . .
wére directed to the State Educagion Department suﬁﬁkvisors.

1 . .

) . " " . A cover letter (aRtachmenE 1) accompanied each survey (attachment 2.)

A self-addressed, stamped envelope was provided. ' .

»

- L]
.

Desdrig:ionAoflthe Survey. . ‘ . ’ 7
- . . o - ’ : -
Background: Part I. Questions 1-5 were included in order to

' (-3

determine thé number-of districts in each state, the number of students “

- »

v%\in eaéh diétrikt, the amount of money spent on education at the State
level and tne percentage of;Statc funds géing'directedftoward.education.
| These factors were included in order to see if they relatéd to the t;;e ’
and.magnitude of‘State control. T _ _ . L.
Cericulum: \Part_IIf This,seétion of the survey deais with theé
— .o . - : .
specific type of state control exﬂ&bited by eacﬁ State. Secondly, it .
0 , .
asked the Stjzano‘make-an estimaté of the amount of control it has in : g

' three'épecific areas: Subject Matter, ImplEmEntation or methods, and
evaluat¥on of ‘exisitng curriculum. _ ; *
/
A breakdown of the questions would be: . .
' ’ i )

" Which §Eates use guidelines for education?(Questions 6 4 10)

. . What s the role of the §gatc in monitoring cxisting — _ —
. curriculum? (Questions 10 - 12) . N L
~Whi(.h States: administer statewide examﬂaatlfnq? (Oucation lj)
+
A Do the Statgs use pé&tiCular tools. tq/heasure curriculum .
_ effectiveness? (Queqtion 14) - o o » : =7
\& ' - e L + . - con - e 4""‘/““ // ‘

r g 2 »
t

! . P
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RESULTS - * _ ' . |
. . ' oo
’ ‘ : - N ’
" . - - - - . - Ad .
wf the}50 surveys distributed, 36 were returned (72%). There- : .o
" . b - - - -
: , ) , ) -
was no systematic differences as to the area of the country and the o .
- ’ ~ . .
probability of returning a sqrve&. ‘ ot _ . L v

- ’ ' : . o e
-

Curriculum'C§ltroL. The States were asked to estimatle the degprce of

) : ' ¢
control.of the local.school districts in three major areas: subject .
. . - . . J" r °

matter control, methods of teaching, and evaluation of existing

LY .

. N 4

~
\ curricula. The States indicated that they had the largest degree of

<

) - N - -

. A : . <.
control over deciding which bejcct mattgér should be presented (mean=-
. 3 “< o

- «

33.5% control). There was much less control over how the subject matter
would-be presented (mean=4.8% control) and how the curriculum was to be

evaluated (13.8% control.). The difference amone the three groups proved

'—s

to be significant F(2,63)=8.02 p<..01) demohstraLing\L&ﬁt the degrée °f~mh

¢

IQ‘..
control in different aveas was not the same. ' _ . \\
. : . a X o
1 -

- . » Y
¥
’

Type of Curriculum Control. Most States do have some tyge of control /.

v -

over curriculum within the local school districts: Only two states

(Massachusetts and Maine) indicated that they do not have aﬁy control
. . | - /

over curriculum. Examination of Table 1l reveals that there is a dif{ference
* LA N : . S

in theffrequency of usage of different types of state. control. A c

-,

square test demonstrated a significant differenc: L (A)=32375 p

/

-

the frequency of occurancd of the 'five types of control It clear that

‘.
7

the type of control that is most favored by thc‘Sfabes wag” the tyje that

presevered the autonomy of .the local schoql districtg” curriculum de-
cisions. ‘ , ? _ . LL/’,
. . -8 :




kY

Imn only 11.1%Z of the cases wert the local school districts required -, A
to follow specific cusriculum set-ups by the Sﬁqte (the States that

- [ d e N L, . . .
indicated'mandatosy guﬁhelines were Arizona, North Dakota, Oregop{/;nd " o

South Carolina.) The primary types of curriculum control wére’ the - |

o . +

types where the school districts decided curricula tRat would be im- -

a

., 4

plemented within ﬁje individual districts.

- .
Table 2° presents a claésificati

. . . //’
states toward the degree of state %93;501;//Tﬂe largest degfee of control
. 8 :

is represented by the number 5 group wherd there are’mandqioqy guide- .

! . . ‘ 1’ { '

lines. States are further classified \as to,the number of secondaty
; . T ~ | ‘ !
controls reported in use in the states ven that there was not ev{dence

of primarycentrol. A chi square test on the frgquency of occufence in-
. : )
digated tha there was a significant differe&ce 8;7EF2\Eg§rce of state .

cont ol ;Y(A) =15.33 p\\ Ol This result demonstrdted thaj*some s%ftes

have signiflcantly greater cdntro& of the individual gachool dist;xhts héﬁ ' Af
. ;other states. s ) ~ , j‘ . e ' .
// The bottoé iine of- Table 2 presents the proportion,of studcﬁ;gi

r

completing high school given that they were in ninth grade in th;?Qﬁpabeuwm“MWwwvr

S,

The interest was whether the dLgree of state control related Lo the qud}ity ''''

4
~

of education. The ﬁércentage of gtudents gﬂﬁddatdhg was taken as an

* - -~

"indicator-of the quality of-educatlon. C ' " s

< . . N ] / / .

An anajysis of’variance.was done on the percentage scores for the //

five groups,having at least two scores per cell’: The F test among the ,

five groups was non-significant ((F(4,30)=1.27 p‘(.OS)).
. ’ ,
4
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control exhibited in thesstates as a fufiction of the region., Table 3 ~ , ‘
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+ presents a breakdown of the type of control as a
‘ ‘ B . | o
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. “ - " DISCUSSION

'

o

A brief review of the results concerning the role of the State

*u [, . -

in the control of curriculum is in order. It was apparent that the

’

States~ha§e"very little control over curriculum within the local ”

. school districts. Some evidence of control-was found, butsonly in the

[ . -
B}
'

area of designating subject matter. There was no indication that States ~
" had designed or wercusing a specific measurement tool to evaluate the -

»* effactiveness of their curriculum guidelines. . ' . .
J'.,‘ . A » '
7. Although

)

the States did exhibit.some control.in the determination

L
-

of subgect matter, it averaged less than 35% control. _Secondly,'most. “

o Stares h.izgome gort of contrdl over the curriculum. The control, however,
was often secondary-ih nature where the State monitered and suggested

' *currdculum rgther than dirgcted it or gave assistancé in iLs implementation. :

The range of control appeared to vary from low contﬁff/gg_ﬁsabsntrol of

curriculum within local disftricts, o : i

' ’ . . ‘ : ™~
There was a difference in State control as a functlon of region,

B . . v B N o

with the East and Central areas of the United State haviﬂg‘less‘control

over curriculum than the Southegn or Western States. o

¥

.‘,“. The pregent research did .not find a significant rélationship be-
. ) ‘o . . ) . s N , -
tweea the "quality‘of education (as measured by high school graduatcs)

.and- the degree of State control. This finding is not too distarbing to ~

. . ck

. . v “
the premise that an ingrease in State control would yield better or

~ ' N ' ] ’ ' ‘ ’ B
d ’
: more efficient educational systems. The reasoning herce is that none of .
- " . a ,

the Sqates surveyed have a high degrec of cddtrol. The range of. qonfroi]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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by the States never approaches the power of the local distriets.

)

The most striking’ finding of the survey was the non-control of

. . L 4 .
Ab curriculum by the States. The Staté governments collect and distributer
~ tax monies, yet they have miniscule power in determining How these '
monies will be .used to develop the educational systems under their
uT?rella. With a laisse—faire attitude such as this it isqapparent o
N v e I3 -
that this attitude would perulgate’the variance in curriculum evident
in the results of- this research.
. . -
It is argued, that the states have need to set aside their attitude %
of laigse ~faire and examine what {is actually occuring within the
’, : .
“school districts. After eXaminatien, it is necessary to increase the . .
'control of the State ip order to make curriculum more similar and - .
" ’ - - . -
consistent across-the loeal districts. ' . .
. - .
An efficient model of curriculum decision-making may be represented
‘v o , .' . - <
by the flow chart below. ° ., : “
. ’ - i o e e
o > -
, ¢
‘ ) <
. 2 .
' —> Determine the most effective curriculum of the .
existing and new curricuola

. . - ) L
A | & o

‘ Implement the curriculum in all the school . 0 .
districts of the State, "




F

N ! " - . -\

El

il . Stage 1 of the flow chart provides a means wherebyyexisting_curriéula

K ’ . ’ . . - i LT ) R
- may be: experimentally compared -to determine which is.the most efficient. e
" Cléarly much work has to-be done in' this area to {etermine what the propéer T
' curriculumgnedsurement tools are. 7500 much time and éffort have been

: y ‘ : -

PErY

expeaded in the development of curriculum with too little effort in the
. ; . ; _

1

a

5 . .
+ <

~ ‘méasugément of'effe¢tiyeﬁgsé,' : - : .‘ B
) | ' The second pari of Ehé model is tﬁe %FplementétiOn stagef Aftet‘ .'ﬁ
. ) E . Lo N
,the,moét efficieﬁ% curriculum has been establiﬁhed, then it should “?g .
Fl - B . . ; " P Sl
’ be ihétituted»ip all school distric;s withinxthe:Stagé} Thg third part ;
1bf the Todei is alproce;s for change whereby new*curriguiﬁm is constaggly
° beinélpfépqréd and éompared'with:ekisting Curriculé{ If the new
, E g , ] R s

-curricula is found to be significantly more effectiver (practical, efficient,

etc.)then the curriculum is the State should be changed. If the, new cur-
" . . ) . . . . TRy -

-ricula is the same or worse.(in effectiveness measured by pfactical

: worse e

oo .
\ -
. ° ¥
) \ - .
.

s;gtiétics) then a dHange of a different type dvould be made. : o ,
The three-step procedureé would rapidly dec;eése the variancé among . _
. 'gﬂEhe 19cal school”§istricts plus provide an.efficyén \“ rimentally;ﬁgfined
4 & . ‘ , w . ' ,
means .f6r change. The récommended system would force the State to_take )
T - R : . LI - Y
: : " _ . -
: an extremly active role in tge detgrmination of curriculum. this pro- :

SR :

cedure would cleardy Qg.mbre ef?ective.than the non-system of curriculum

~Y N AR . . e
i . : ‘ o :
decision-making in effect at the present time at the State level. ’e -
. - R . : W5
3 . . o . ) . . /‘<
. . . . L
- ) B
o a »
“-y
o - R
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Table 3..

Regional Control
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R . A . Apt. 301
o e ?ﬁ% 500 East Bruceton Rd. ,

- : - " Pittsburgh, Pa. 15236
: ' ' October 7, 1974 .

Dear Sjr: - . x ~ -

' -

* &' The awtaéhedrﬁuegtionnaire deals with the role of the State with respect
- to the curriculum’ ‘of individual’ public#schools. "It is belng distributed
tp all State Education depar tments throughout the Unated States and yoﬁr
cooperation in completlng this questlonnalre is requested : v .

-

x
-

,Sﬁ?cifically, the questlonnalre R ll be used as a research exp'rlmeng
- ~at the Unlverslty of Pittsburgh a is the basis for a Lhe51s ~§ﬁu1red ®
for a Master's Degree in Education , N ‘g, g

~

" I.would apprecidte receiving-your response no later ‘than Octobey él, 1974 - -

and have enclos%ﬂ’a self-addressed stamped envelope for your convesdchce.
N, v )

. . ~
v 1 ) ; .
-,

. e )
Thank you forﬁyour cooperation in this matter, .
: .

Slncerely,

| - o ;pdé/w Le ?‘/ Xt/zv\" | | . C

7 , a : : , ) (Mrs.)Diane H. LaPorte
' ' " . P




QUESTIONNATRE =~ A1IAGHMLNT 2 . R

1. Approximately hLiow many local school districts are lgcated in the State? _; .

.

2. Approx1mately Jhow many students (ages 5 - 18) attend schodl in the State’—

| . . i . .

3. Approxiﬁately how many teachers are employed in the State? . ' C .

4, What amount’gf money was spent im 1973 for education at the State’ level? .
- Approximately how much of this amount was collected}in
taxes? LWL . ‘
N .. * A “ \_ v . .'
% " 5. .What per cent of the State's annual budget is directed toward education? .

6', Does the State publish curriculum guidelines (outlines or material used as a

reference for preparation of subjects to be, taught at a pdrticular level)’
J R \
:

Jq

" ; .
7. How often, on the aﬁera§e, are these guidelines published? .

. - %
.

8. Of those schools that receive the guidelines, approximately what per cent

~ of the schools use them as a basis for their curriculum? . “
. & ) -
9. Do all schools within thé State regeive guidelines? Vi .
* . LT g 7 Py .

10. ,Is>th use of State curriculum guidelines mandatory? _ .
11. Does the State monitor the curriculum of each 1ndiv1dual §chool district” .
If so, how often is each reviewed’ . .

. 12. Are local school d1str1cts quuired to”submit their. curricula to the State

. for approval prior to implementation° £ . . A .
13. Are Statewide examinations givén to the students at any time? .. v
L If so, at which levels? - ) 20 .
el . -
14, Does 'the State require or recommend any particular tool of measurement .
_for evaluating the effectivenesgs of a given curriculum? . If so,
“what tool is’recommended? S ’
o 3
] .
++« 15, " Please indicate the amount of control by the State,‘in percent for the , '
following: . : .

SUBJECT MATTER (0 - 1007)
IMPLEMENTATION OR METHODS' (0 - 1007)
EVALUATION OF EXISTING CURRICULA (0 - 100%)

16. Are Statewide Achievement Test scores availablé¢ ‘Sﬁ* . If so. ‘ \{
. whené'can they be obtained? oL TN - .

«

“j ;17. ‘What per cent of students throughout the State completelhigh school?
/
18. Of those students who complete high school, what’ per cent go on to a 4-year

college degreee program? _ . . L

.19, - of those students who take the SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test or College Boards).
" what is the average score for the State? 4 ¢ \

\)‘ h ‘ ' i ’ ) - 14() . !
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