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’

A persistent theme/ in educational discourse is that @rticipation in

educational planning d decision-making should be broadened to include
“all persons who have : stake in the outcomes of the‘plans and decisions
t;at are made. fﬁis #heme, which has received‘heigﬁtéﬁed attention in
i

the ‘past deca.de,l is evident ;n‘the curriculum liter;ture,.particularly

in discussions about loc¢al (school and district levgl) curriculum planning,
agvelopment, decision;making, ana change. Curriculum theorists have L
long stressed the desirability of increasing the involvement of those ‘who
soméhow have a stake in the outcomes of change considerations but who have ’

. A

ot enjB&ed intensive, consistent, widespread'participation or inflqence.
’In generalifthese theorists have claimed that currigulum work has been

dominated by upper-level administrators and. that two groups 1inm particular,

teachers and community members (including parents, of course), deserve
) ]

more active and meaningful roles.2

In gpite of tHis longsténding interest in participation in riculum
i

affairs and tﬁe popularity of exhortations to enhance teachef and lay in-

volvement, there gfeifew systematic empirieal studies that provide reliable

.indications of the present state of such involvement. This paper reports’
the results of a study designeg;~in part, to begin alleviating that de-

ciency The purposes of the full study were to descmi¥e the ways in

' . ~
*‘A

hich ﬁeople in’ schools and districts 'go about considering whether or not
\ .

“
//to make elementary-level curriculum changes and to aﬁalyze :hree inter-
l

related (but u#ually contrasted) aspects, of the change consideration processes:

N

.
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rational aspects, patterns of participation by teachers and laymen, and
political aspects. This paper cgncentrétés on the study's findings with
respect to pat&erns of participation, giving attention to rational §nd.

)
political aspects only where they are closely intertwined with aspects of

’
-

pprticipation.

The study was carried out in a stratified random samples of 34
districts in a lgrge metropolftan area. The districts were stratified by
size, ranging from oué-school rural districts to mediuﬁ-ﬁized suburban
districts to larger urban districts. 1In each district in the sample I
interviewed the two to four persons haviﬁg the greatest responsibility for
elementary-level curriculum matters and, in a subsaque of three districts,
I interviewed larger and more diversified samples of people who had

‘ b] -
participated in curriculum change;Fonsfderations. Each interviewee was

asked to address a standard set of open-énded questions about steps,
R ¢ . .
variatioqs, decisions, déciéion-maket;, acg;wities, information utilized,

pqrticipants, roles, influence, and ;erceived problems in cases of cur-
riculum change consideration withlwhich thé inte;viewee was familiar.

More detailed probigg questions were formulated and asked in the course of
each interview. Interviewees were instructed to discuss representative
samples of curriculum change‘considerationg_that varied in ways the inter-

viewees considered most important and to strive for thoroughness within the- -

representative cases selected for discussion.3 Proceeding in this manner,

n

my 76 interviewees discusigd a total of 112 cases of curriculum change

-

consideration in 31 different subject matter éreas. Additional relevant

data resulted from the Environment for Teaching Project's interviews




W, with the superintendents and 188 principals in the same 34 diatrictsa and

from examinations of sﬁate, district, and school demographic and budgetary
documents. . !

Findings: Causes and Characteristics of Teacher and Lay Participation '

/

One of the clearest lessons to emerge from this study is thgt cases
of curriculum change at the local level are numerous, complex, and varied.
Furthermore, many aspects of the local change consideration processes

. ‘have been changing significantly during the past few years as a result of
several developments and trends, including the popularization of the
notion of "decentralizétion," legad changes such as new state laws which

- ~
give local-districts greater resﬁonsibility for selecting textbooks,

. changes in lay attiiudes toward authority, EeSponsibility;,and participation{f

changes in some professional educators’' attitudes, and increases in the

.

frequency of controversial change consideratibns.‘ In spite of these.
¢
variations and changes, however, there are some apparent patterns.in
i
teachers' and laypersons' roles in curriculum change considerations, as
~ -

summarized in this study's key conclusions: - : ) ¥

\

. Teacher pérticipatibn in local curriculum change considerations
has increased during the past few.years, .

. « The roles that teaﬁhers usually play, however, are not as central
or meaningful as the teachers would like. The curriculum changes
that teachers suggest are typically small in scale. Teachers'
activities, such as program improvement and development, are ¢
often delimited by administrators' and board members' earlier
decisiofi3. And major decisions, such as decisions to adopt or
reject suggested changes, are still usually made by higher
authorities.

G
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Laypersons do not participate in curriculum change considerationg . ¢
. as frequently or actively as do teachers and other professional

educators, ‘pyt lay participation in the initiation:of change
considerations, in debating suggested changes,”and on advisory
committees has increased in gsome cases and places over the past .
few years. . )

Even when lay participation has increased, however, it is often
superficial as, for example, when advisory groups are allowed only
to give "rubber stamp" approval to professional educators'

ideas and when laypersons' suggestions are later subverted by
inconsistent follow-up activities by educators.

But in those instances where laypersons demonstrate genuine, strong
concern for changes that are being considered and a willingness to
£fight for their views, board members and educator® tend to listen.
In such cases, new procedures are frequently developed to facilitate
lay involvement, laypersons' views often prevail, and laypersons
sometimes remain’ involved through implementation of desired changes
in order to ensure that their views are not subverted.

Furthermore, in such cases, cases which one would expect to be .
most political and least™rational in that they involve the most
controversy and conflict, the change consideration processes often
exhibit characteristics of democratic politics and pressures that
tend to enhance, rather than detract from, rationality.

\

Before presenting support and explanations for these observations and

conclusions, I should caution that most of this study's, analyses do not,

LY

indeed cannot, draw upon comparisons of similar data collected at different

points in time. Tbat is, for example, I cannot compare frequencies of

A . .

teacher change consideration activities in 1973 with those in 1968 or 1963.
This 1is so simply’because comparable data from earlier periods ‘are not
available. Most of my analyses in this paper involve interpretations of my
own one-time data in light of (1) common theories, observations, and q
speculatipns and (2) explanations given by my inte;Viewees. Thus, although

I cannot present quantitat&ve comparisons demonstrating-that teachers

participatéd in more curriculum change considerations in 1973 than they

+* [
" s . - N .
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did in 1963, I can argue that their participation rates exceed those
predicted in the literature, that their rates relative to the rates of
others (e.g., administrators) comtrfadict earlier observations, apnd that

there are logical reasons (e.g., changes in state laws, dece lization,

pressures from teachers' and parents' organizations) for increases in the -,
. . .
rates of teacher and lay participation--reasons that have been detailed ‘

1

and reaffirmed by an overwhelming majority of my 76 interviewces. ' .

~

The first pertinent conclusion of this study, as mentioned above,

’

is that teacher involvement in local curriculum change considerations
has increased during the past few years. One indication of this increase
is the information presented in Table 1, which shows that teachers

1nitiated more of the 112 cases discussed by my interviewees than did any

otheéhgipgie group. Groups of teachers (including faculties, committees,

and ad hoc groups) suggested 19 of the 112 changes considered (17Z)land .
- individual teachers suggested 14 of the 112 changes considered (13%).

Thus, just under one;third of all changes considered in these cases were

initiated by teachers.

Another indication of increased teacher involvement in curriculum
change considerations, or, at least, of people's perceptions of increased
teacner involvement, comes frnm responses by 188 principals in the 34
districts in the sample to questions asked by the Environment for Teaching
Project. In the project's Questionnaire, principals were asked ;}1choose
statements most accurately describing how decisions were made "to adopt a
new major reading curriculum nithin this school" and "to develop a special

course or unit not standard in the curriculum (such as ecology) within _

v | ‘

»
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Distribution of Change Initiators

- 6 =
Table 1

in the 112 Cases Studied

£

Type of Initator

Groupseof Teachers
(faculties, committees,
or.ad hoc groups)

Groups of Parents

State Department of
Educatiqn

Individual Teachers
Curriculum Specialists

Other.District Administrators
(excluding Superintendents)

Superintendents
Principals

District~level Subject Area
. Committees

)

Boards

Publishers' Sales - ///

Representatives \\\\\‘////ﬂh 3

Individual Parents

Other Community Groups
(John Birch Society; a
Chicano Community Group)

District Nurses

Groupg of Principals

No. of’ Changes
Suggested

19

16

14,
14

11

(Per Cent)

of Total)
( 16%)
( 14%)
( 13%)
( 13%)
( 10%)
( %)
( 52)
( 5%)
( 4%)
( 4%)
( 32)
( 2%)
( 2%)
¢ 2%)
(1%)
(100%)

A3
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this school." As Table 2 indicates, the 188 principals who were inter- t Jo
viewed thbught that teachers were most active in making these deoiaions

a

particularly when the decision concerned a "non-standard" -course or unit

Teachers were invoived 59.8% of the time in making decisions about "new 1
"major reading curricula" (26.6% of the time by themselves and 33.2% of the

.oine in collaboratian witn principals) and 80.2% of theitime in making.

%ecisi nabout "special counaes or units not standard in the curriculum"
(32.€gi:;'E§E time by themselves and 47.6% of the time in collaboration
with principals). It is interesting to note that these principals do not
consider‘many of these decisions to be made by thé district office. This
finding conflicts with one view expressed consistently by my interviewees,
that district administrators become~invoived when changes are major or °
] %ngolve new susjeqt araas, but supports anothar commpn obaarvation that
changes affectingfonly one school are often considered only within the
sch) oi‘itself.

My interviewees offered geveral reasons for the apparent increaaas

in teaohers"involvement in curriculum change.considé ion.  The most
commonly mentioneﬁ reaéon; were increased local autono yffesulting from

a new state law designed to give locdl districts a stronger’role in text-

book selection, the popularity of the trend toward "decentralization" at

all levels, and the pressures exerted by teachers' organizations,,parti—
splarly unions. The new state law allows districts to select textbooks
from matrices of recommended materials in whatever manner thé&-pleasot

Most of the districts in the sample involved teachers in these selections
~ - t B

a «

in one way or another, usually by including teacher representat;ves on

-

the selection committeesor by allowing individual schools to make the

. - ’

-
g 9 -
.
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Table £>

Principals' Views of the Ways in Which
Curriculum Decisions Are Made

(Environment for Teaching Project Questionnaire Repsonses)

"Decision to adop:\? new madbr reading curriculum" '

Way in Which Decision is Made  No. of “Rer Cent
’ Responses of Total)
Basically at fhe district level 25 5 ( 13.4%)
Basically by the ﬁrincipal : ’ 46 | ( 24.6%)
" Basically by’teéchers 50 ( 26.6%)
Shared equally between
Principal and teachers 62 ( 33.27%)
No decision has been made 4 ‘ ( 2.12) .
Total 187 (100.02)

"Decision to develop a special course or unit not
standard in the curriculum (such as ecoloagy)"

No. of (Per Cent

Way in Which Decision is Made Responses - 'of Total)
Basically at the district level 10 ,t‘ ( 5.3%)
Basically by the principal ~ 21 ( 11.2%)

- Bagically by teachers 61 “ (' 32.6%)

. Shared equally between ' '

principal and teachers 89 ( 47.6%)
No decision has-been made : - 6 » ( 3.2%) .

-

Total 187 ’ (100.0%)
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.decisions because they (yphe districts) did not, have the time nor manpower

them."

v )\ ’ /
enthusiasm, commitment,. and the effectiveness of implementation was

frequently mentioned by my interviewees as a ‘cause of "the decentralization

Pl

movement."\ Foy example, the Curriculum Director in~a'suburban district N —4~/)/

‘'of 23 schools said: "We know from experience’that the most effective ideas
originate with the people who are goling to implement them. They care more
about them and work harder to make them g0. If a principal 3} 6ther‘
administrator tries‘to push an idea that is not Supported by the teachers,

uit usually dies.

Although‘these views are'voiced more frequently as the popularitcy—— = "~

of the notion of "decentralization" spreads, they are not shared by all
° . ‘( * ’

administrator? and they are not re lected in action in all districts. :
Thus, while interviewees in some districts spcke favorably of "innovators
"at the school level" and "the value of cteative ‘teachers,"” people in

other districts complained about the "damn rabble rousers' ‘and. Yboat

rockers" in the schools. Each district has a general atmosphere aud"

prevailing mood which most certainly affects attitudes toward change and the

\ L4

willingness of people to actively participate in change efforts. 1In

P .

some places, initiative and active involvément in change are rewarded; there’

is a "push to be ahead of everyone else," as one interviewee put it. In.

other places, ''people get worn down by the constant resistance to change,
v - .
\ ‘

] -
e \ . 11
. - .
B
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the %nertia ‘of the status quo,"‘in the words pf another interviewee. This
ratHer pebulous characteristic (a district's general atmosphere and dis-
position toward change) seems to result from a, variety of change incentives
and disincentives,'including the attitudes of significant actors (particularly
Board members and the Superintendentz toward change in general; tewards and
punishmentsﬁforiinnovation; the existence or'absence of funds for/develop-
ment,or other curriculum activities; administrator's reactions to those *

&

who push for change; and the extent to which established procedures

. - e !

facili;aféichange or provide additional obstacles. The géneral atmospheric

///ﬁualities of schools and districts present some difficult measurement

problems, but they seem to influence change consideration processes quite ',

strongly and are certainly worthy of more focused investigation.

‘Other kistrict characteristicsk such as size and wealth also affect

v, t

', teacher invglve nt in curriculum work. Some of the data collected in

l

v \
\

this study support the expectation that wealthier d1stricts Aare able to
- involve a 1arger number and\diversity pf professional staff in curriculum
change considerations~ 65 of the 112 cases were initiated by profess{onals

or groups of professionals below the Sugerintendent. 47 of these 65 cases
(72%) occurred in the~17 districts above\the TCE (Total éurrent Expenses)
median., Interview®es pointed out that ri;her districts are able toﬁhire
larger, more specialized, morg capable staffs and can afford greater amounts
of released time for other staff (e.g., teathers) to spend in curriculum
change considerations. ' It should be noted,. ?owever, that the positive
correlation between affluence and professiona& par*ieipation doés hot

always hold typue. Some relatively wealthy districts have surprisingly

12
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passive teachers apd a small nukber of lower-level administrators, all of

' whom expect the B&ard and upper-level admsq&itrators to take the initiative

and carry out dost|of the consideration activities. Some relatively poor

.districts, on the pther band, A%a blessed with enthusiastic, dedicated

~(and often young) ggiihgrs who are unusually creative, who push for change,

and who expect to 1involved in change considerations whetﬂer they are
éompensated or not. . {

. District’ size also seems to-affeact teache; participation in curriculum
change con;iderations. Because‘smaller districts usually have smaller

centriﬁhﬁ@{;s and find it easier to communicate with personnel in all of

their SQhools, teacher participation tends to be higher in smaller districts,'

“particularly in cases of digtrict-level change considerations. It 1is

interesting to note, hov‘zve‘r, tghat Ee;cher partici‘gation seems to be in-
creasing in some of the largeét distric:é, particularly those that are :
experiencing shrinking budgets, smaller central sgaffs, decentralization,
;nd; therefore, more change consideration at the school level.

,

Another trend that many interviewees considered important in in-

- creasing the teacher's role in curriculum change consideration was the

popularization of "individualized iastruction." "Curriculum materials .are
now chosed by teachers for individual students at the classroom level,"”

said ape inqervﬁizgfk "The syllabus and standardized text are no lonéer
= . : A :
0 oy e

in cﬁn;rol." “Another, a principal who had once worked as a curriculum

specialist in the district office, outlined an evolution in his district:
"A long time ago, the county office Hicpatéd the curriculum guides. Then,
for a long time, the district office selected already-déveloped kits and

materials. Now, with a greater stress on individualized instruction, the

teachers are doing more of the development."

13
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The degree of "specialized ertise” held by teachers, or the per-
g exp

ceived degree of such expertise, also affects the amount of autonomy and

Sorn

participation administrators are willing.to offer. For example, the
teachers in one school I visited were given almost total freedoﬁ to choose
the curriculum materials they used. Although the ceatral staff had
developed elaborqte‘approval procedures for all other schools and closely
monitored tﬂé other schools' curriculum selections anmd implementation
practices, the staff regarded the teachers in this one school as "experts
in special education" and, as a result, considered them most‘capable of
choosing or developing materials most appropriate for their students.
Each t;acher received an annual budget and ordered whatever materials he "
plggsgd. ’ -

Finally, an increasingly powerful force for @ost.active teacher

participation in curriculum change consideration is the'tendency of teachers'

organizations to pay more atténtion tS curriculum and instruction. After

being widely criticized for concentrating almst; en'ti're];y on "bread and -
N butter" issues, such as salaries,‘for 2any years, many teachers' unions

have started g%ving m&re emphasis to "'substantive issues." Onenof the

most’ common' forms of such atténtion is to demand that the membership on

curriculum c;mmittees be altered to include more feachers. As a result,

o .
teacner membership on curriculum commitéees had raisen sharply, sometimes
dra#atic;lli, in many of the districts in this study's sample. In'some
.cases, over 50% of the membérs of all curriculum committees were't;;Ehgrdﬁ

In spite of all of these trends and apparent increases in teacher

~

participation, however, there are indications that the overall figures may

" be deceptive, In some districts, at least, the increased activiﬁy is

shared by only a small number of people. For example, an interviewee in

14 *
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one district, which enjoys a wide reputation as an "innovative and democratic"”
district (as pointed out by interviewees in other districgs), satd: "You

see the samé'people again and again. Ounly 10Z of the teachers here, at

most, care about curriculum change and decision-making. They're on all the
comnittees, they make all the change suggestions, and they do all the work.
The others just want to get home as early as possible."

Moreover, even if the amount of teacher part;cipation in curriculum
change consideration is increasing, the roles that the teachers play are
still not as central and meaningful as they would like.' For example, ¢
although teachers’, as individuals and as groups, initiated more of the
change consideraéions I examined than any other single group (see Table 1),
most of the teachers' suggestions concerned relatively small-scale changes
thaf did not involve significant deviations from the content of curricula
already used. Thus, only 10 of the teachers' 33 initiaéions (302) involved
changes of a larger scale than supplementary texébooks or short units on
subjects complementary to those already in the cu;riculum. Furthermore,
as Table 3 shows, teachers made the final adoption/rejection dé}isions ia

& e
on}y 14 of the 112 cases studied (13Z). (Twelve were decisions by

~,
e

"individual schools as total entities;" one was by members.of a School
Curriculum Council; and one was by an initiating\teacher.) I?ey par-

ticipated in 11 additional final decisions (as members of district-wide .
general elementary committees, Q}strict-vide Subject area commigtees, or
district-wide ad hoc committees), but in these cases they had only votes,

as did other represented groups, not full‘decision-making authsrity.

&
15
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Table 3 ’ /
Distribution of Final Decision-Makere
in the 112 Cases Studied
N .
‘ No. of Final (Per Cent
Decision-Makers Decisions Made of Total)
Boards ' 45 (40%2)
Individual Schools as - ) —
total entities (e.g., /
faculty vote) /12 » (11%)
No identifiable '"final" —

decisions made (i.e., 7 .

change simply implemented

after development;' oz~

change simply died out with- . .

out decision) 10 ( 9%)
Superintendents ) ‘ 9 ©(8%) ‘
District-wide general

curriculum committees

(e.g., Elementary Curri- -

culum Councils) 8 ) ( 7%)

]
District Administrators )

(other than Superintendents) 7 ( 6%)
Principals =5 ( 4%)
District-wide subject

area committees 5 ¢ ( 4%)

‘\\\Eistrict-level administrative
-committees (e.g., adminis-

trative councils) ) S ‘ ( 3%)
State Department of Education - 3 ( 3%2)
bisyri’c?—wide ad hoc committees . 2 ( 2%)
School C'Lier_Lm Council - 1 (12)
Parent Advisory Groups : 1 ( 1%)

‘ N )
Initiating teacher 1 ' 1%)

Total: ‘ 112 (110%) -
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Another common practice that tends to keep teachers bgsy in relatively

’miQor curriculum matters and less involved in more importang activities ‘ ’
is the tendency of many’éi;tricts to maintain central control of con- ' ,
siderations concerning the largest changes affecting the most people and the
largest proportion of the content covered in the curriculum. /An AssistaﬁEA\
Superintendent in one active, "progressive" district egplained; for example,
that while the district was encouraging as much development- as possible
in individual schools, the district still preferred to centrol and coordinate

»

work. in "big new areas such as career education, consumer education,
values educ;tion, and inséruction in the metric system:" District offices
also almost always control work related to state and federally funded
programs. The apnouncehents are sent to the district offices, decisioms
are typically made by central adginistrators or the Board, §nd district-
appointed personnel, e.g., Special j ogramg,Direc2§?§;i;;Zry out the

= ‘ —
reuired work. Teachers, serving hastily-convened commitg:?s, are

sometimes asRed for ideas or appro*al, but such involvement is usually
perfunctory.
Procedures for ing textbook selections under the new state text-
book adgption law proyide another illustration of the ways in which-@any
districts delimit the boundaries of teachers' influence while making the
teach;rs feel more involved. Some districts in the sample had responded

to the new law by having central curriculum committees make all selections,

some had subject area committees make the selectiihs, only a féw allowed .

e

each school to.choose from<he full state A}sé;§and4§ost allowed each

school to select from a guch smaller list of ;wo to four "instruceional

systems" that had been selected from the state list by a central district

o ‘/ﬂ;h . 1 7 ‘ ’
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committee. One Curriculum Director exp;esséd the usual ratianale for
this process when he explained that "we have to allow for the individual

needs of each school, but at the same time we have to make sure that there

s

s
is continuity across grade levels and across schools." The r?lt, in the

eyes of many teachers and principals, is a "charade: "They (the district

administrators) tell us we can choose whatever we want from the list they

give us,"‘complained one teacher. '"But the three th%pgs on the list are
*

"

almost identical -- the same content and the same approaches."

«

Many of the district administrators I interviewed seemed torn between
their desires to "give the schools more autonomy" (a phrase I heard repeat-

edly) and their worries about the dangers of "segmentationf” "arbitrary

>

adop€ion," "chaos," and "lack of coargdination." ’ se Sgﬂlicting dangers
2
and desires, which are almqgt universai, are handted id most districts by

allowing the schools to make decisions and carry out development within

boundaries established by district policies, goals, and philosophies of

,1"1‘
education." Thus while prevalent %alues (freedom, individuality, ‘Hemocracy,

- ~

etc.) prevent school d}stricts from exercising total control over 5&1 cur-

riculum decisions and actifoms, realistic problems (e.g., the absence of gb

-
»

adequate decision-making pesources in most schools, provincialism, high .
population mobility rates) make laissez faire relationships unacceptable
to most administrators and ﬁbard members .Hence, some degree of district

Y
c05€r01 over schools and individupals, usually through the establishment
e

of guiding policies and boundaries, is inevitable. While the d!birability
e
of this situation may be debated, it clearly does place limitations on the

=y

power and influence of individuals below the distrIct“level, including

teachers. - S

18
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Another reason frequently given for delimiting teachers' decision-
making powers with superordinate policies is the tommon belief that, in
the words of one interviewee, "the community, usually through-its Te-
presentatives on the Board, should decide what to teach and the professional
educators should decide how to teach what the community wants taught. The
community should decide on the overall goals of education and the educators
should develop sub-objectives and learning experiences within those
areas. After allT it is their (the parents') kids and their (the taxpayers')
money." While this popular belief is not always reflected in practice, it
often does provide district administrators w1th a rationale for reericting
teachers' realms of influence.

Fin?lly, teachets' roles in develop&ent and change t?nsideration are
often m;;ningless because.maﬁy administrators do not believe that teachers
really want to do much of the work. "Sure, they (the teachers) sometimes
;tn't use things unless they- feel they've been involved," said one
Director of Elementary Education. "But that is all that really matters--
feeling involved. We bring them in and ,show tgem what is going on, let
them make a few gmall decisions, and let them t;y out and react to new
things. But that makes them happy. They don't want to do a lot of work."

Many\of the forces thch have been affecting the amounts and types
of teacher participation in curriculum.change considerations have been
influencing 1ay'participation aleell. In general, the results have
been similar to those experienced by teachers: laymen have been spending
more time in ‘change consideration activities than they have traditioa;iiy
(although they still spend much less tipe than do professional educators),

"
but much of this time is devoted to relatively meaningl:ss, often

ceremonial roles.

« .. 19
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The strongest forces for increased lay participation have been the
growing popularity of the notion of decentralization at all levels,
the related belief in the value of "grass roots" initiation, involvement,
and decision-making, the professed view of many Board members and
administrators that the lay community should set general goals and
direct%pns to be followed by the professional educators, reductions in
the awe many laymen once held for "professional expertisetf’concomitant
reductions in lay reluctance to expres%{;iews, and stat ;;nd federal
mandates that certain programs include Parent Advisory G ups. One
intervie&ee talked at some iength about the '"growing climaég of social

activism,"

which, in her view,“had made it "easier .and more acceptab
to get involved." '"Parents feel more strongly about things now than

they used to," she explained.' "They've been mad about some of the new

' subject matter, such as sex education, human relations, and Communism,

they've been mad about teachers' increasing use of the 'labor model’ '

(i.e., the use of strikes and the powe:‘of’unions), andw{héy’ve tome to
see that they have as much right to speak yp as we (the profe;sional .
educators) do."

Some aspects of .the cases of.curgiigigm/thange_cénsideration examined
in this study prdvide evidence of the impact of some of these forces on
lay pafticipation. As Table } shows, for example,‘laymen played some part

in initiating 24 of the 112 changes that were considered (21%Z). Groups

© of paremts initiated 16 change considerations (second only to groups of

B

teachers), Boards initiated 4, individual parents initiated two, and
other community groups (the John Birch Society and a Chicano gfgup)

initiated two. More impressively, at first glance, iaypersdgg participated

s

<0
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" in making final adoption/rejection decisions in 46 of the 112 cases 417%).

1

R e s
(See Table 3) Boards officially made 45 such decisions. while a Parent
Advisory Group made one, In interpreting these figunes, however, it

should be remembered that Boards often give quick, superficial attention

to the issues at hand, and in a great majority of the cases discussed
by my interviewees the Board merely gave "a stamp of approval t; /
administrators’' recommendations. /
Additional evidence of increased lay involvement is provided in
Table 4, which‘éhpws that parents and other community members played
roles of somF sort in 43 of the 112 cases (38%). While this level of
involvement is certainly well below that of professional educators; who
participated in all cases in one way or another, if does seem to represent,
an improvement over the "minimal" lay role of the past (Kirst and Walker,
1971+, p. 499). Furthermore, the relative}y heavy concentrations of
activity in requesting or cohplaining about programs and intdebating
‘suggested changes seem to support my interviewees'portrayal of increased
"social activism."u

®
“ Although the level'of lay.involveﬁént-in curriculum change con-

siderations seem to be rising overall, participation rates vary sub-
stantially by district. Interviewees consistently- claimed that lay

participation and the care with which changes are considered are heightened

Y

by high levels of socio-economic status, educational attainment, aspiration;

for children's achievement, and desire for strong educationarzggograms

e
and by positive, "progressive" attitudes toward lay roles and profegsional-
lay relatfonships. According to the intelvjewees, characteristics such

as these lead to increased lay interest and attention, force closely-
N - * 1
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\

Table 4 '

Roles Played by Parents and Community Groups 4///
in the 112 Cases Studied
I -
No. of (Per Cent
Type of Role Cases of Total)

.o~ 4 - -
No lay participation " 69 . (62%)
Lay Participation of Some Sort 2 43 (38%)

. sugges;gg curriculum
change T -. (20) . ) (182)
participated in debate
at Board or committee . -

tin ) 15 : 13%
meetings N4 (15) . (13%) &%

« participated in program : . - L

'~ planning groups - Qn . .oz~
. L
. w0
. served on advisory board (9 ( 8%)®
. ’ ,ﬂs‘

. responded to needs . e
assessment (8) (7%
responded to survey (6) A ( 5%)
were informally (3 . ( 3%)

consulted about opinions
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watched educators to explain and justify changes they wish to make (end;
in some cases, needed changes they are failing to consider), and often
. contribnte to higher rates of change, particularly in areas where liberal,
"progressive" parents are dissatisfied with the present curriculum.
Greater interest and conviction can also heighten levels of conflict,
especially in politically heterogeneous communities where clashes among
concerned laymen with divergent viewpoints are sometimes inevitable
Another district characteristic that affects rates of lay participatlon
is wealth. This relationship obtains, I suspect, largely because wealth
correlates with other influential community characteristics such as level
of educational attainment and aspirations. 4] of the 69 cases that in-
.vclved no lay participation whatsoever (63%) took place in the .districts
below the TCE (iotal Current Expenses) median for the sample as a'whole;
33 Of the 43 cases having lay particination of some sort (732)'took place
in the districts aboVe the mediam. Of course, this general tendeéncy also
varies by district. While the parents in sone affluent districts are very
interested in influencing the education%being é}fered‘to their~chi1dren
and take active roles in change considerations, parents in other wealthy

t

areas seem confident that their districts have hired competent, reliabie
professionals and are willing to leave most change consideration respon-
'sibilities to the educators.. Similarly, while parents in some relatively
poor areas kparticularly rural areas) do not have the time, interest, or
confidence to assume active roles; feel unqualifiedNt;'dfscdss educational
matters, and more commonly subscribe to the "traditionallhelief that

education should be run by the educators," parents in other poor areas

(particularly urban) are less hesitant to take part. v

D N w
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\ .In short, lay involvement in curriculum change considerations is not

. substdntial in all districts and, even where it is high or increasing,

there are often problems with the wayg in which laypersons take part or

a

are allowed to take part. Parents and eommunity members rarely participate
in the actual development of curricular materials and they rarely make
the important decisions, such as whether to adopt or reject a considered T

change. Parent advisory groups rarely have veto power Ahd often do little'

-

more than provide required, "rubber stamp approval to ednoators plans. -

’ a.’

Another factor that reduces layngn s opportunitles to play iﬂfluential

‘é ",

Y . & *
roles is the typical timing of théir involvement. Laymeu usually take part .ot
very early, when general goals and directious ane‘beingvesﬂablished or :

- v, M Y

very late, when most of the preparation of suggested changes has been
completed. When laymen enter change considerations durtng the late stages, ]

they are almost always in the position of reacting ta others“ ideas& rather ) (‘#

than initiating their own. This role is common for laymen, as professional

. "

educators are exposed ‘to many more change ideas and have more opportunities

~

for suggesting change. Most sources of change ideas, such as workshops, N

‘\\"innovation,fairs," journals, visits to other schools, and S0 ong are

addressed to educators or involve educators much more frequently than laymen.

There are at least three aspects of late entry that detract from lay- -

T

e o

men's influence and from the meaningfulness of their roles. Eirst, those

who have the most influence over the nature of the changes that are con- .

sidered are those who initiate them and those who shape their contents _ E *

during curriculum preparation activities. When laymen do initiate changes,

.
®

their- suggestions are usually unfocused or negative ones-‘Suggestions to.

" R 1
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13
[

drop rather than adopt and Suggestions that are 8o broad that much a ditiona1

‘ specification is,réquired Thus, laymen rarely do much to shape th

s D
M T~

particular contenes of speciflc curriculum changes. The second p oblem

a3

Hith laterentry 13 that thosq who have'not been involved all along in the

“

; ) .
fhapingﬁqﬁ 2 change-have lirtle‘or no commitment or feeling of "ownership."

5 ,'4” ‘5 / /\"A' . .
And,,thira ehosg.who have been involved all alohg, typically professional N
. ,’ |,‘t.““ coRy, ’;‘ .

educatovi have buirt.up such cbmmitmenc, feeling of ownership, and "ego-

WY "’.! “ N

involvem nt."’ Therefore, the educators are often resistant to last-
Qne..

.yt
e ¥
« .

X minute changes and become angered by//aymen s "eleventh hour" attempts .

v

Fai)

to undermine their hard work."« S ‘
. . *'\" J“x»a" - \,:"A .

RS The greatesf danger of early participation that is not followed by - ,//‘

continued lay involvement in the shapin“iof changes being considered is
the tendency of educators ‘to "subvert" laymen's wishes and decisions.

~ 3 A

A popular approach in many districts is to involve parents in the ‘creation

of a district "philosophy" and set of general goals and to instruct

%, éducators to work within the broad boundaries thus provided In many
A

ﬁlaces where this is done however, the resulting boundaries are so vague

7

~ (e.g., ' children should feel good about themselves") that educators can
sti11 do almost anythinmg they please. Moreover, in many cases no- one 4
!

assumes the responsibility for checking to enSure that the educators are
htnoring the general goals. Hence, the activities of educators in the

late stages of curriculum change consideration often nu11ify the earlier

¢

decisions of laymen

i

An additional detriment .to lay, influence over the content of the

curriculum in the districts in my sample‘was the almost universal failure

¢ »

- . -
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to involve lavmen in the selection’of state-recommended textbooks. In

y
-
¥

» ' ,
disdussing new selection arrangements and-procedures established as a re-

-

sult of the new state textbook selection law, not one of my interviewees -
mentioned provisions for lay participation. Typically the central issue «
. 3;5, :
-was whe'ther to gse: central committees having ~school representatives or

whether to let ind%vidual schools make their own selections. The main
problem with exclud;ng laymen from these processes is that, white the
selection of "instructional sxstems" from staf“;recommended matrices may not
be a very exciting actfvity, the texts‘;&osen in this way still constitute
most of lhe curriculum materials used in mo%t}dist:icts and almost all of
the materials uysed in some of the poorer districts thahyzannot afford any- -
thing else. Thus, laymen are totally divorced from these decisions which ‘
determine far more of what is taught .than do countles; numbers of more i
exciting change consider:tion cases in which;t ey doAtake part. |

" In spite of these numerous obstacles to/ mea ingful lay- involvement in

the consideration of curricylum change, there are occasions in which'lay-

#v

-

men become so conoerned about changes that have been suggeSted or changes -

‘that they think are needed that they dﬁmtﬁ& their willingnéss to

*

fight vehemently for their view + And, in such cases Board members and

£

administrators usually Msten caref%lly and the laymen usually prevail

-~ ' -

Information derived from the cases discussed in my interviews/;énds to
support the generalization that laymen can be. influential when they genuinely

care, Nineteen of the 112 cases involved distinguishable, significant con-

flicts between opposing factions. -Lay gréups were among the "winning

factiens in 14 of these cases, while lay groups "lost" in onIy 6 cases.6

‘ ’n”" .

Y
3
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Moreover, ' the "losers" ih three of these cases were groups such as thegq °
John Birch Society, which héa developed'éeputatiok! as "persistent op- b
ponents of almost everything;" as one interviewke put it. Several inter-
viewees obsérveé.that Board members are influenced by the'size, degree
of intensity, and composition of lay groups that choose to take sides on
an issue: largelgroups of normally quiet parents tend to be heard while
small, radical groups tﬂat are persistently vocal tend to be ignored.

Lay concern can also affect the nature of the change consideration

processes themselves, including political and ratiomal aspects, which

served as the other two analytical focuses for the larger stuydy on which

this papqr is based. In general, the larger study's analyses of the political

aspects of local curriculum change considerations fndicated that most cases

of change consideration discussed by interviewees were not dominated by

"the "low profile politics" and "overt political interaction" that Kirst

| erete e Tt IVPTIPTSY, o'('c'o'n'a'o'u,c,c,.,. etasy
e o,

and Walker (1971) predictead vuuld result from the absence of quantitative
decision techniques and objective data. In many cases, particularly at the

elementary level, most people did not care very much about the changes’

»

that were being made, decisions were made without much conflict, care, or

concerp’, and, in some instances, changes occured in the absence of ahy

.

¢lear-cut, identif%able decisicns/f~ There were cases, ofocoursé, in.which
/ »
conflict arose and people concentrated less on objactive decision-making

and more on the exertion of influence and pressure, persuasion, behind-the-
scenes "wheeling and dealing, and other more txaditional politafal tactfcs.

But, in the cases that one would have expected to‘ﬁg most pokritical, i.e.,

'

those invglving the most widespread.participation, concern, and eonflict,

- . - - .
) ’ )

thf/khange consideration:processes were often political in a democratic
. @

semse, rather than an oligarchical sense. That is, because go méhy people

27 | :
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‘cared so much about the deci ioné that were being made and about the ways .

<4

in which the decistons were bein maae, the administrators and Board
members were forced to open th¢ir meetings to the public, ensufe that all
eoncetned parties had opportunities to express their views, clarify the:s .-
criteria and procedures to be used in making decisions, and base dectsions
upon as much defensible evidence as posgsible.

‘\bieightened lay concern and participation exhibited similar effects
on the ratissal aspects of curriculum change considerations. In most cases,
the participants did not follow many of the theorists' guidelines for
rationality. That ;s, they did\pot always clearly define the problem to be
solved; they rarely sought evidence for their problem's existence? they dhme-

times searched for alternative programs, but such searches were usually hap-

~

hazard; they rarely-considered the implications of all aiternatives; they

sometimes searched for evidence of program effectiveness, but these eearches

were haphaeard also and almost never included assessments of the adequacy

of the evidence obtained; they often mqved inconsistently from premises to

evidence, to argumenta, and to conclusdons; they usually failed to explicata R
. . . \

or use clear criteria; the procedures they followed were only ocasionally . -

specified in advance; and the procedures that were prespecified were usually

. incomplete, used irregularly, or applied inflexibly and inappropriately.

However, in the relatively infrequent cases where laypersons demonstrated a

willingness to participate, performance against‘ihese criteria for
rationality was improved. In those cases where many people were genuinely
concerned about the outcome, opposing factions fought to ensure that their

+*

views were heard and challenged opponents' views by demanding objective

-

28
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evidence rather than mé‘b opinion/~ These pressures tended to force
administrators and Board members to create opportunities for all points

of view to be eEE?Essé&T—to consider more altérnatives,&ore thoroughly, to

. -/
search for and utilize more evidence, to more carefully assess the adequacy

of such evidenze, to clarify the criteria. 4and procedures to be used in

B L3 o

making decisions, and ‘to base decisions upon as much defensible evidence ,

as possible. Iz these cases, then, the curriculum change consideration
: ¢

processes were hign on all three aspects of this study's analysis: teachers

and laymen actively participated, the processes were political in a

democratic sense, and rationality was enhanced. ‘ o

.

Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations

P

Interest in broadening particiﬁatlon in)curriculum affairs remains
high, as eviqsnie;min much of the recent literature, including the January
1976 NIE Curricul Development Task Force sprvey, which\enggests that
M . »

-thggcurrent over-riding interest on the part of a b}de‘array 06f individuals:
. N ’
EIR "
and groups 1is to have a piece of the action at all levels of curriculum ;

.

decision-making.”" The study reported in this present paper indicates that

this sustained interest has led to generally higher levels of involvement

L 3

by 'achers and laymen :Ln local cur;iculum change considerations.. However,

'the study has also demonstrated that, while teachers and laymen may be
spending more time in curriculum change considerations, thelr rotes are
often superficial. More meaningful roles are usually apparent in only the
most controversial cases, cases in which laymen or teachers demonstrate snch

genuine’ concern for changes that are oeing considered and such stroné will-

ingness to fight for their views th,t new procedures are developed to

o

ST I
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. -

facilitate their involvement, they remain involv?df;hroughout the entire
. ‘\ -
change consideration process, ard members and administrators tend to

¢
listen to them more carefully, and the laymen's or teachers' viewg often

prevail. . . Pl
This finding is significant because it suggests that controéersy .
. and conflict in curriculum change considerafion tend to increase and
widen participation, to enhanée rationality, and to democratize the
pol{Eicgl:elements of the chaﬂge consideration processes.  Thus, more
intensive study ofvsuch circumstances would seem to hold promise for .
reveaiing ways of i?proving the processes through which curriculum changes
are considéred. However, it must also be remembered that contfoyersy and
conflict have severe limitations as "interventibns" for achieving desired
results. y
The most crucial and obvious limitation éo controversy and copflict .

as intentional interventions is that it would be unethical, and often

impqssible, to stimulate them when they do not arise naturally and

spontaneously. Those who desire greater rationality and wider partici-

#* \ -

////6ation.in the consideration of curricul;L Eﬁanges cannot connive tq make

p . people opposed to one another, to stir up dhnecessary conflict. If people

do not become concermed about curriculum changes of their own volition,

educators must find honest, ethica} w;ys of dempnstrating why they should'

pay atteﬁti;n. And, of course, if there are no good reasons for people
—

to use valuable time in considering particular curriculum changes, if the .

- changes are not as important as competing issues and activities, it would

be unethical to force or trick people into wasting their time on them.
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The other major shortcoming of controversy and conflict as stimulatorsé
of participation and rationality is that their beneficial effects tend to
disappear, sometimes rather quickly, when the conflict has ended People
who become interested in curriculum change during exciting and particularly

significant controversies often lose interest when atteption returns to

_~

the more usual, routine, and sometimes mundare, change considerations.
They do not view most curriculum changes as’especially powerful determinants

of educational outcomes and begin to judge other activities and iskues as

-

more useful investments of their time' and attention.
The tendency to return to the status quo in the wakd of conflict is ¢
strengthened by administrators and Board~members dho d6 not wﬁnt conflict

t ;
or heavy invoivement by all groups at all times. Many of these people, who

are responsible for coordinattng the change consideration process and who

“

are in a positian to attempt to sustain interest, respond to the effects of
cqntroversial cases with actibnS.designed to réduce, rather than sustain or
further enhance, the newfound enthusiasm and desire to participate. They
trz\to squelch all’ suggestions thdt are potentially controversial, regardless.

)
possible value. * They send up "trial balloons" and confer with influential

<

lay and.teacher leaders early in order to detect ideas that would meet

resistance. And they establish and implement‘formal,brocadures whtch‘are .

-

designed to sustafn participation and rationality but which become so

routinized, formalized, and addressed to such sterilé issues that the sus-'.
tained interest of most groups is wynlikely.
This observation supports Zeigler's (1975, 197%a, 1974b) finding that -

trators.utilize their technical e ertise to routinize, "technocratize",
t F .exp niz,

~

and monopoliie~educational policy-making, particularly in areags such asg




3

- 30 -

curriculum, which are commonly viewed as requiring such expertise. However,
the study reported here also points to an even more pervasive and powerful
obstacle-to sustained meaningful involvement in curriculum change con-
siderations by laymen and teachers: the inevitable limitations in their

time, energies, and interest. Thus, although these groups seem to desire

-
-

more a.ctive, meaningful involvement, they are invariably faced with more

possibilities--both in and out of education and, within education, both

-

' AN
in and out of curriculum matters—than they can take on and, as a result,

;hey are constantly ha'ving to decide where to p'lace their time and energies. -
Hence, cu(rricu.lum matters, especially those that are not viewed as
particularly consequential, do not always receive much attention from lay-
men and teachers, who must-necessarily turn over much of the responsibility
to administrators and Board members. ’

One of the most important implications of this conclusion is that

those who wish to eplM§ice teacher and lay igfluence™eyer curriculum change

v

considerations should look for ways to improve the ning) and nature of

vide better mechanisms and forums for their ihvolvement. These improved

meg:‘hanisms\ and fo

‘should provide continuous opportunities for laymen
ar

and teacherk to p ipate whenever they have the time and interest.

Also, they should facilitate participation rather than creating dew

4

obstacles and making unnecessary additional demands. Teacher_and lay
pa’r'ti,cipation\ in curriculum change' considerations \should be easier, less

time-consuming, and *’productiv‘e than it has been in th.e past. This

4

~
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will require some modifications in lay and professional toles and in the
relationships between laymen and professional educators. Laymen should be
involved, at the very least, at formal "checkpoints' where crucial activities
and decisions occur throughout the entire process of change consideration
Professional educators, including teachers who have the time and interest,
should be responsible for carrying out all of the groundwork and background
work that lead into key decision points and all of the follow-up work that
results from decisions in which laymen participete. Thus, for example, once
all participants had agreed that a particular type of change was to be con-
sidered, the educators would be responsible for conducting searches for

'
available programs and materials, providing useful sumﬁary descriptions\gg

-

relevant programs thaf they find, searching for relevant research and

~

evaluation evidence/ talking with others who had developed or used programs

under consideratiofi, preparing succinct, useful presentations of the results

of such investigat S, and so on. All of these activities by professionals

-

would be designed to facilitate the involvement of laymen and teachers having-

.

less time, w?o would come in at key junctures and decisiod .points; when a great .

deal of pertinent information would be made readily available to them tn a

manageable form. .

Finally, the jydctures and decision points for such involvement should

be distributed across all stages

H

of cuﬁi::ulum change-considerations. As

the earlier analyses of participation pahterns showed, laymen, and sometimes

t B .
teachers, are often involved only very early or only very late. When they

are involved only very early, the broad guidelines that they help establish

and the general decisions they help make are often subverted by others at

later stages. When they are involved only very late, they are in the

position of reacting to other people's ideas; plans, and devaloped programs

1
[
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and it isiusually too late to have much influence over such ideas, plans,

and programs. Furthermore, those who have invested much time in consideration
and development are usually so committed to their programs by the later
stages‘that they resist "outside intrusion'" and "eleventh hour" attempts

at change. These criticisms are made in spite of the fact that the
"intruders" have had no opportunities to participate at earlier stages,

and, in many cases, have had no knowledge of the change consideration that

was in progress. Selective, well-plapned, and well-prepared involvement

of laymen and teachers at all stages of change consideration might help to

alieviate these problems.
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. . Notes
g__\\?_‘ Notes

l. Continuing concern about participation in educational decis;bn-making
was clearly demonstrated in a recent survey by the NIE Curriculum
Development Task Force. The Task Force asked representatives of over
[ ‘ sixty professional and lay organizations what they considered to be
the most important current issues, problems, and concerns in curriculum
development. -In reporting the results of this survey (NIE .Curriculum
Development Task Force, 1976), the Task Force concluded that the over-
: riding interest on the part of a wide array of individuals and groups
is in being involved at ail levels of curriculum decision-making.
"While individuals and groups often have strong views on what should
and should not be emphasized in school programs,"'the report states,
"concern for 'who should make currdcular decisions?' appears to take
priority over the question 'what shall be taught?'"

2. See, for example, Saylor and Aiexander (1974); Neagley and Evans (196f);
T Doll ¢1970); Oliver (1969); Cay (1966); and Leese, Frasure, and :
Johnson {LQGI). 4 - .

3. Greater detail about research methodology and all other aspects of this
study may be obtained by consul ng the full report: Jon Schaffarzick,
"The Consideration of Cutricul Change at the Local Level," Ph.D.
Dissertation, Stanford University, 1975. Microfilm and hardbound copies

'L are ava 1a5{;§£rom University Microfilms, Anp Arbor, Michigan.

4. The author was employed as a half-time Research Assistant by the

~ Environment for:Teaching Project, at the Stanford Center for Research
\ and Development in Teaching, during the data-gathering phase of this
. . study.

5. The total number of roles played (72) exceeds the number of cases in
. which parents and community members participated (43) because these .
groups assumed more than one role in some cases. _—

e

—

~ 6. The total number of lay "wins" an& "losses" exceed the tatal number of ..
conflicts because two cases involved more than one lay group (on-opposite
sides) and onme case involved no lay groyps. .

A ] Al
7
*
-

-
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