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The document presents a formatlve evaluation of the
program developmena process used to produce the 13 kits in the
Canadian Content Project. The objective is to recommend whether
similar development models should be used in the future. The stuly is
presented in three sections. Section I examines and compares three
~ approaches to local prograh development: hierarchical, randonm, and .
-mutualistic. Decision making rests with the curriculum expért in the
hWierarcaial approach; with the indavidual or group constructing the
program in the random approach; and to some extent with all the .
participants in the mutualistic approach. These are discussed. in
relation to various aspects of decision making, including locus of
power; role of teachers, students, and community personnel: major
concern; legitimization; and expected outcomes. Section II examines
the Canadian Content Project in relation to the docision to, use the
mutualistic approach. 1t outiines objectives and plans relating to o
rights of team members, advantages tOf team members, obligations of -
team members, and assumptions about team members. The major portion
surveys the perceptlons of the teacher members of the teams about the -
realities of working on the project. Most of the respondents believed:
their expectations had been fulrfilled, but less than one-third
indicated willingness to participate in such a project again undsr
the same conditions. The major finding was that the mutualistic
approach was not implementéd because it was not understood, by the
+ participants. Section III summarizes the study and offers five points
~ to be considere} in the future when us;ng a mutualistic approach. , i
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SCOPE OF THE STUDY L
- '

PUER,,_ .

$he purpose of the study was ; , R

a) to Jeterm1ne whether the program development model used
“in the Canadian Content Project has been effective in

- L]

producing quality materials, and i

!

b) to recommend whether 51m11ar development models should

N .

be used in the future.

)

The results of the study directed toward the first question

_are reported elsewhere (D. Massey and W. Werner, Canadian Content

Kits: An Assessment. University of Alberta, 1977.9 This report

S

is directed toward the second question and consists of\a form-
ative evaluation of the program, development, process used to
produce the thirteen Canadian Content Kits.

. \
.

Procedures

A number of techniques for obtain1ng 1nformat1on related to

the effectivenvss of the process of prOgTam development were

designed and psed in the study:

a

1. A survey for obvainlng assessments from each of the

develaopment team members was constructed. (Appendix 1).

2. A survey for oﬁtaiﬁing assessments from Alperta
' Educgtiqn gocial studies and selected media consultants
was constructed, (Append1x 2) . .
* 3. Interviews with development team members, selected

school trustees, and selected ‘Alberta Education consultants

were structured. b ’ S
1]

: : \
4. Background corresponderice and documents related to the

project were analyzed, v
&

The study was completed over a seven month period from January

_.4th, 1977 to July 10th, 1977 . SR | o




SECTION 1 -PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT APPROACHES

=)

. .

-

Which is a better*program development approach to provide students -
‘with quality instructional materials? What are fundamental
.. elements of program developmenx? How should existing procedures

be improved? What role should 1ndiv1dual§ involved in such’ pro-
jects fulfill? C : , _" -

»

- "Wy

.Many of the ideas, theories and models wh1ch have been used to '
produce school programs have their orig1ns in f1e1ds other than '
education. This borrowing of ideas from the military, 1ndustry,
business: and from other areas outside.of‘education, as well as
ghe underlying perspectives inherent in these sources, have
rarely been made explicit: Fa lure to identify the source of
developmental approaches may 1 ad to unexpeg¢ted consequences.

It also raises the question as to whether edncafors should- borrow
at all, : | .

~ | : | o ) .
The models of curriculum development which constitute the official . -
wisdom within educntfonal litezaturé provide little guidance-%o .
PV gram'development in local situations., They represent the re--
censtructed logics of theoreticians rather than the logics in use

which are a ‘part of deVelopment act1v1t1es. The1r clean lines S

miss the- hopes and fears, the messiness, sublt1§s, and uncerta1nt1es ‘

experienced while developing programs with various groups. In sp1te

of these models local program'development occurs as a social process

and ap a largely pract1cal act1v1ty rngthe ‘everyday world of schools,
For part1c1pants its tasks remain for the most part unquestioned,

common- sense, and taken for-granted activities through'which pro-

grams are produced’ su1table for eVeryones' purposes at hand.

As such, tn‘¥e is no one definition or model of what- constitutes

an approach to local program development. The approach varies

L

LY
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"> .wherever-it is implemented andtexperienced. Its definition in.

¢ part emerges within the process jtself. The everchanging pattern - o o
" is like oil on'water, for not only does the shape and logic b?f T
* the method shift over time within any one project, but also = .

among various projects Much depends upon the perspeotives and
e . experiences of the participants, jre constraints .of the focal - -

. situation, the nature of thé subject matter. In Other words, R

approaches to local program development are never the same in:
‘any two times “and places. They remain largely situation speciflc.

It-is possible, however, ‘to tease out some of the general char-. = -

. acter1s1tics of three very general approaches to local prOgram

4

development in relation to one another. These approaehes qan’

be differentiated on the basis of at least ‘one common, variable--
- decision making. Central to any approach to program development |

is the maklng of decisions regarding what is to be'tauéht and o

how it is to be taught.. What differs among them is the mechanism

for making these decisions. Following is a summary chart and
a disclission of some of the -ideal aspects of decision making as‘
~ it tends to characterize local program development Three
+ generalizdd styles of development are presented in order that the)
be clarified through comparison. The styles out11ned are (1) h /
"hierarchlcal, (2) random, and (3) mutualistic, 0 '

k]

. . . . *

- . 'l.

APPROACHES TO- LOCAL CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
. Hierarchical = - : Random Mutualistic : .
Loocus of CentraliZed: Focused . Individualized, Decentralized. ~ - -
" power in  in curriéulum experts, - - "Shared among' '
: decision  Unidirectional -~ -, o ' .participants.
making and hierarchical = - ( Mutugl control of
. control over all - ~decisions.
r decisions, | ' - '

>
i

-

¢ . : v

~
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'. . Role of . «Consumers or - Not specified. Co-producers,
- teachers, - advisors. © T "+.  .Broad base of /-
1 . Students, . , ‘ : participation
community . . : . - in decisions,
o -+ personnel ‘ g .+ . ~Grass Yoots
- j:‘ . ~in decision - | o movement.
) o making Y _ o - o '
| ﬁ - Major X Ef+iciency; . Individualized, Programs which
T W . concern - Maintenance. . .. . . - - have meaning
) - in decision - of central , and acceptance in
 making power and T ) local situations.

a

control,

.
®

\Legitimizatien The developer's Personal or "/ (Open and publici

e

~of decision expertise and® ' local nature of -
, .. *7  making -in§?1$utional interests, . Lurricula,
; I d S ' . _ affiliation. : '
’ Exeected : Certainty of Uncertainty °  Emergent and . o
: outcomes predefined .and ‘'divergent- .defined by
l of .decision outcomes.’ outcomds, consensus,
o making . Ends control "t . _ " Ends and means
' - means. | ' change en-~route.
3 B o Hierarchical Aggroach o
/ ' : A\hierurchlcal approach is the most commonly used method for

develop1ng school programs. Thé locus’ of power in decision
maklng Tests with the curriculum expert, 05ua11y defined by his

; govornmental or: un1vers1ty affiliation. Thege experts select

e

‘e

and}order the goals, content, and activities which they consider

-

relevant to student:. Power is not shared with teachera, students,

Canind
®

N commun1ty, or mlnorLty groups. As a consequence, programs are
o . developed "out51de", apart from thé‘bohéerns'aﬁd interests of =
1 ) '_' ~local 51tuat10ns, and are handed down as products to consumers °
' . dna unidirectional fashion. Decigion making moves from the

“top downwards with the lccal teacher apd community groups haV1ng"
little control over what is efudled how it is studied , and from

_!. ' y f whose -point. of ' view ( The legitimato fré¥me of reference used is

;o
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défined by experts.alone.

,///”””“ B N - ™~
f/: | : Curriculum Producers: j\\\

o » (Experts) o V '  | " ‘

Typically uniVerslty and govcrnment B P IR

Products of-decisions

Curriculum Consumers: . e

Local school districts and ‘teachers S N
\\ B . B | / \ L . ‘ Cooen et

A maJor interest underlying this approach is eff1ciency in dec1sion dE B

making and control of the knowledge and pcrspectaves students are

- given concerning the issues under study. Conclusions are uni-«

directionally shaped for and transm1tted to the student and teacher,

‘who in turn are expected to legitimize those values and inter-

pretatlons It i the curriculum as glven to them which-d1spensesQ‘
the proper informition for the student and for his communlty

The relationship between curriculum experts and community is such -
that the goals and reality of the expert are placed upon all forj oo

whom the program is des1gned

. : ' . * :‘\ -‘ ... .> e -
‘Although this is the most common approach taken to program devel- .- -~ . ¥

Opment('some departments -of education share a limi'ted amount of
their power with other interest groups. The locus of power in
decision making concerning the content and aims:pf'e program
still rests W1th the experts, although'community parsonnel may‘;
be invited to cooperate with the departmen& in an adv1sory

/
fashion. - waer is distributed to selected representatives of

,teachersﬁuparents and commun1ty groups who are 1nv1ted to be

members of an‘advisory committee. Although this may represent

.a small degreedof decentralization of power in decision making ‘

N
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" the case of programs for schoo;s authorized by departments of

?of locbl groups whotgive their approval to the program, Howeuer

is transmitted unidirectionally and h1erarch1ca11y to the consumers.

_ model--the assumption of copsumer choice,

\ | o
“the locus 6f control in decidinf.what should be taught sti)l

rests with the experts. The role ‘of the invited personnel is

adv1sory, presenting their cr1t1cisms and appraisals ‘on ‘an ad

~ hoc: basis ; S L ‘

+

F]

- ——— e e

Curriculum Producers

Products of . Curiculum iegitimisors:
(Selected advfsors)

. . . ¢

- -
L] L . M

Decisions

Cui‘r_icul%gn Consum »rs.

L4

- O G

—a & O &
. o ) .,J B —

—ape .y ..:-.':.._li.‘)...... wem e el L d e ot v——— or—

Aum@gor rgterést underlying this-appro%ch is that of 1eg1tim1zat10n.

. A degree ,of consensus is. achieved WJth selected representatives

1t S 1 ortant to note ‘that this coo eraf{on does not re resent
& mp P P _

ﬂ Shift in the decision making base. The role of community

personnel 1s‘str1ct1y advrsory. It is a political move on the

pmrt oft experts to galn increa?ed legitimizations for the1r product

Once- this cooperation résults in legitimization, the cyrriculum

.
)

v .
L4

Borrowed from business and 1ndustry,th1s approach as used by

educators violates one of the ba51c assumptions of the or1gina1

In the world of commerce
. it was expected that the consumer could :eJect the product In

v

edueatlon this is not the case.

D
-

- . - .
. . .
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: Random Jproa'ch g

The . random approach is also a commonly used method for: developlng
".programs espec1a11y at the local level. The locus,of power 1n S
f:dec1s1on mak1ng rests with the individual or group construetlng L

‘a program They select. goals, content¢ and activities w1thout

"much consideration for congruence with provincial curr1cu1um
handbooks or gu1de11nes for overall:scope and sequence in relation -
'to other pr0grams for overlup with other grade ievels or-fqr;

the relevance of the program in other than their own' local 51tuat10n. 8

Power may or may not be shared with varlous groups at the local |

level, and contact may or may not be made with. experts. S

N

ﬁ$f*\\\\; | fT ' ':;/,27 '
Individualistit and L
<é————- isolated decision L
L ‘ : making. |

. The strength of this approach is that 1t often allows 1nd1v1duals'
* Or groups to pursue their special 1nterests w1thout belng hampered
by external criteria, t1me lines, or consensus. This 1nd1v1dua11‘ed
and 1solated dec1sron maklng 1l tows 4ndividuals to .develop them-

. selves and the1r~own relevances,

‘o

T T

There are many difficulties encountered when a random approach is
“employed in local cyrriculum development The program may be
~developed in a haphazard fashion as ‘each team member does h1$ or
her own thing., If many programs are constructed in this way, the
result is a curriculum céfeteria; there may be little fit or '
overall sequence among programa.b Programs'are often {bcalized

"in .their applicatfon and interest because of the lack of overall

- . .




Lo , N o - X
- ‘e . ..v
. ' ' ’1 S ' - L o '-

‘ co-ordmnation of ‘the development proee!s The. TOCESS may-also*”: ;A
. _ ‘be costly.in terms'of human: effért jflnances, ,?d misundertand1ng‘

f C ' which require post development worh to }ectify. \ ?“,t o S

’ . ! : : . . . X . E . ) : I ) .".
' Mutualistic 5pproach R oa »,F““ai_ SR . o - :

The-locus of ° power in mutua11st1c program development is shared o
to sohe axtent with all the part1c1pants. Although control bften ;fléf‘
S ultimately lies with the govermment: department or~agency fuhding R
-  the local program product1on there is an atteﬁpt to galn -:
“broad base’ and degree of involvement in. the prpcess.. “The directxOn'
. is ‘toward -the devolutlon'of power the decentralization of control,

'\'
EY

Dec151on mak1ng is shared among all those who participate° teachers ﬁ" v

e b e e e b e R

Qa

students ~commun1ty personnel, trustees minority groups un1versity
: and curriculum experts. ' !

. Un1vers1ty Personnel , SHARED <G*—-— ' Commun1ty Personnel :
' ‘ DECISTONS

. I .\ / A \ .l ‘:
. Curriculum-Experts . ’[ _

Pr1nc1pals e 'w, Teachers _ ) 'A- Parents' . A-'!:

[
»
.

- Students
e L . _ e .

B

- v Dolitieians .. D
. B _ , |
S1nce th ‘locus of jower 1n decentralized decision mak1ng is

sharedjﬁ he relat1oush1p among developers tends toward mutual

_ 1nf1uence and’ under,tand1ng rather than dom1nance by one group

.

-
.

s

Curr1cu1ar dec1s1on are no longer h1erarch1ca1 and un1d1rectiona1

‘as in"a producer c01sumer approach “This means that an- ent1re _

prov1nce i% ot treated as a homogenous group wh1ch should accept
“as their goals the 1nterpretat1)ns ‘as def1ned by the curriéulum
. ‘.”f- experts. Flexibili: .y and freedmn Withlﬂ the developmental

process allow for and encouragas heterogen1ety hecause the

J——




fto fu1f111_ Together

_Teachers, studénts,.s hool adm1n1strators, trustees, m1nority

ey are ‘co- producers of the program.

'} S groups, consultants parents and - other commun1ty personnel br1ng

e

“ g« = - mnot only an Lntere t in what goes bn in classrooms, but their L
- ”own pavtlcular s

_11s and - expertbse " They- work together to - .
.5;1-_' '.produce'someth1_g that - 1s batte; than  any one group or AR

.

1nd1v1dua1 aﬁb e could ach1‘ve/ This does not meanrthat each

ESe

. - ' - group has ‘th same, expertis /and 1nterest to contr1bute, nor

’ Ty

oup ‘is’ expected/to do. the same: tasks equally - .

. that eachd

Rather, the r1chness of exp*rlences, the var1ety of v1ewpo1nts

"-the diff rent kifids of skllls,,the d1vergent reIevances and” -

a

.y e " oot }iniiﬁ '

1ntere ts, and the 1nterp1ay of ideas are channeled into a shared

that of producing a qua11ty program No one group is con—;

v sid red to be more 1mportant than: ‘any, other group. It is recog-

-

Smsandl

nized that each contr1butes‘§bmeth1ng dlfferent to the task.

‘yér1at10n of understandlng and input can be expected from the

‘

various gr0ups dependlng upon the task. at hand. However, unless

'

this ma}or prlnc1p1e is recognlzed h1gh 1cvels of frustratlon ‘
: /

and confus1on'may be exper1enced by all of the part1c1pants
- AN/ :

/

.

»

,_mm§,= ror exampLe students may not understand the techn1ca1 mechanmcs

R of actua}ly putt1ng a- program together, but they do have4expert1se
sﬁg{ﬁft;rﬂ to offer concernlng “the . relevance and clarlty of questions. posed

LR
N,

ﬁ,arents; trustees and- other community members

. ; V'V“They have the broader political and social concerns which help
| ‘g}ensure that a program is acceptable within the values;, goals,
PR 'f,and history qf a commun1ty. GovernmentLand_uniyersity members,t

! ..
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Vi }technlcal expertise needed £o put a quality program together, -

t

ajlong with sundre cunriculum and medla consultants, brlng the L

"> Time and resource cOnstraints, acceptable formats, logistical

.aspects.of the classroom, the abilities and expectations - b.

A_‘ of students,.as well as the attltudes held by their fellow teachers

“are-the common—sense knowledge which(teachers can brlng to program
'development Of ten it'is upon these taken-for- granted factors

i whlch the varLous groups.have to offer in ‘curriculum development L

that 4 progran is successfully accepted and implemented W1thin _

-

classroom and communlt) .
- . : L 3
e - .' .. h : V I3 )
) . .
<

Varlatlon can be expected in the degree of cooperatLon sollctted .
jh1tia11y from chools, parents students, admlnistrators teachens
and representitives of teacher associations ‘when a mutua11st1c
' apnroach is proposed. And cven when th@ decentral1zatron of
curr1culum de(151on mak1ng is. implemented the ‘participation of ‘o

. the varlous 1nterest groups will wvary ‘over the project. It

_Y’.’.

takes a sklllful chalrman who 1svastute to. the political and :
1ntA§personal processes w1th1n the group to, coordJnate the var:ous
- 1nd1vr‘dua13\tc’ether on the task.. |
“There are a numberwof'practiceS'whlch do not charagterjize mutualism,
Mutualism does not"mean that’ a student or parent is made a. token
member of a group. for W1ndow~dreas1ng purposes . Nor does it 1nvolve
cOmmunity personnel as simp]y advisors -or leg1timlsors of what is
done. Univer51ty experts or curriculum consultants do not become
ex. officio members ot the working group - A group of teachers
or anyone else for that matter, do not. develop the program them-
selves and then_represent it as a group effort to consumers.‘. _ ’
Everyone is involved and takes respopsibility fdr what is done,:

r .. -

The underlylng 1nterost of this form of curr1culum development
is not prlmarily that of “establishing predetevmined outcomes or
achleving efflclency in- developlng programs. Rather, the interest -
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‘by teachers in order to'make the programs. more relevant. Unless

is in programs which have increased meaning and relevance to
those who use them in local situations. It is an attempt to

.build the relevances of various groups into the program. As

such,,focus and goals are not established by government experts
totally apart from community interests, but emerge out of the
concerns and needs of both the departmehts of education and

- the community, .as well as frogpthe classroom. The result is
a curriculum which has more acceptancn in local situations and
which is relevant to the various experiences and views within

a pluralistic society.

) .o .
Mutua11st1ca11y develpped programs. are based upon a belief that
those' who are affected by decisions should be involved in making~

.those,dec151ons The concerns of experts are often disciplipary

based, and different from the interests of other grouBs ‘As
a result the programs developed hierarchically by experts are
either never accepted and implemented, or ‘%e ‘changed considerably

teachers and'students find a'program relevant to their interests
and needs, and within their frames of reference, it has little-

chance of survival.

’

_ A further belief underlying a mutualistic approach is that the

best interests of ‘ociety in general, ‘as well as of local cOmmunities,

can be served satisfactorily through a consortium of groups rather |

than through any one group maklng the curricular decisions ‘In

‘this manner educat:onal concerns and dec1srons are kept open and
: publlc._ For example, local industry may “tend tq produce program
~materials primarily in their own interests rather than in the

public interest. But the broad base needed to assure the pub11c

. interest in school is provided if teacher,. parent, student,

industry, un1vers1ty, government department, and various interest
. > b '

groups are involved in decision®. This approach may be likened,
- to that of a Royal Commission which attempts to bring out into the

~open, and-incorporate, the variety of 0pjnionssyhich may be

o m——
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~ expressed on issues which affect the whole society. Likewise,

. o 11

~8

education is too important a matter to tqe socisty to let any
one interest! group make all decisions from their own narrow views

'Point .o ¥ A . - \‘ Nt

. o . * 4

.In reality, those groups who have access to program development

haVe the power to define sogial reality and to impose these '

-definitions upon other groups, This means that certain individuals

and groups have the power to control the thinking of students. and of

teachers by shaping conceptions of the society in which they live.

Ini thls way ‘program developers hecome thesgate keepers of reality

definitions. They selecg, classify, and evaluate V1eWp01nts

and knowledge for inclusion within programs. = Certain perspect1ves
are leg1t1mtzed to the exclusion of other points of ‘view. Such

\

gate- keeplnz represents an unequal d1str1bution of power among
‘.

groups with schoollng contexts because ev ryone does not have.

equal power to.control the content of curri,

and distribute selected 1nterpretat10ns of spcial issues, Implications

of this power and control for curriculum evelopers are not simple

- within a‘plurallstlc society such as Canada. Though schools are

in general a meeting place of diverse ‘experiences and views on,
social 1ssues, it appears that the experiences and, views of only

certain groups are selected and transm;tted within programs.

'This d1str1but1on of, power\among groups can be ‘traced to the par-

,t1cular approach used in gurriculum development by departments of -

education. The. h1erarch1cal and random approaches allow for the
unequal shar1ng ef power among groups in the ability to control
the th1nking of students. On the other hand, the mutualistic
approach tends to distribuge more evenly this power of curricula
decision making. 'Mut allsm_promotes open and publi¢ decision
making. . o I

-

~ .
la. Curricula transmit,

-
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| SECTION IT: THE CANADIAN CONTENT PROJECT ' 4 '
. . * . . . ) . i
o Q - ) ‘
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. The approach defined initfully'by Alberta Education and prescribed
- " for the thirfeen teams was labelled "mutualism'", "co- activity", and
| N “detentrafization". It was agreed upon in principle that parents
. were to be involved in appropriate ways with teams of teachers'in

the tasks of producing Canadian content kits. (Canadian Content
"Ad Hoc Curriculum Committé/’ Novegber 20, F975) " Later on, the

llst of appropriate personnel was expanded to include students,

parents governmental consultants, vlopal resource people, and “

L g
representatives. from’ teacqer”associations. Developmental proccduresd‘

" were defined simply as being co- active and mutualistic (Canadian'

L Content Ad Hoc Curriculum Committee,LJanuary 19, 1976). The  "'v
v mutualist‘c:approach.was to be encouraged as the‘conceptual«guide
for kit development. - : ‘ ' \

e = . \

) +

The mutualistic approach was made very explicit within the coAtracts
written for each developmental team. .Each of the thirtéen contractor
\\\teams agreed to develop the units under specific conditions, -

Teachers, stutlents, and parénts were to be Jointly 1nvolved in

B et N

e

developing the kits, and were "to work in a co- aotxvc mutuallstlc
‘mode". Although mutualistic, co-active, and decentralization wer
.three qualifying terms used continuously hy Alberta Education

personnel in describing this curriculum development process,

4
A

definitions never seem.to have ‘been made clcar to all partlcipantSu.

. . ; ,
v
<\
‘\

. X _ N ‘ / -
* In part the objectivey of this approact w§re to develop and test
forlAlberta Education an alternative way f producing programs

._\5Q-,;. ' (A Proposal for Program Development in Canadian Studies page: 4)f

\




- Content for the Social Studiés Project, page 3).

development

. 13

Claims were made that this decontgalized proceqs and. co-active
approach were not only very different from the usual methods

employed by Alberta qucatlon in constructing programs, but also

that the method may "prove to he a viahle alternative to other

types of curriculum development' (Alberta Education' s Canadian

The format and

some of the necessary tasks involved in such an wpproach, were to’

be tried in the hope that they could be ntilized ‘again inh the _
future, _ ‘ : ’ ' T ¢
Support and legitimization for such an approach to program degél— .
opment Were building over quite a period of time. The ided of
* a mutualistic ;tyle had its conceptua roots and impetus‘in a

number of events. Mutualfsm had been conceptualized'and adVocated

L in the-writlngs of university and government scholars such as a
M. Maruyama, T. Aoki D. Ledgerwood, and R, Sabey

,examples w1th1n both Alberta and the Northwest Terrltories of

There weré

thls approach in local program development.

program handbooks for the social studies (Fxperiences in Dec151on

Making ‘and’ Responding to Change ) seem  to support and even to .

require $loca1 involvement in program development. Impetus-to

mutualistic styles came further through a government sponsored -
curriculum conference (Red ‘Deer, 1975) and through the assess-_'
ment of the Alberta Social Studies Program (Downey, 1975).

“the conference andnmhe Downey report recommended that teachers, ~

" students, and parents be involved in the task of constructing

curriculum,
and :lay people “in this basic educational task was a strong lepit*-

imization for implementlng a mutualistic approach to local program.

[

Y

P

C : S v '

Alberta Education's ot

Both S

The call for increased participation of both- proFessionali_
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.. 7 Vhat Was To Be
| ! o
© Society must be considered not ws a hierarchy of function
» but as a system ih which free forces are in equilibrium
based on the enjoyment of equal rights in exchange for
the discharge of equal obligatiofs and the enjoyment.of
- equal advantages in exchange ‘for the performance of equal
services. (Pierre Proudhon, De la capacite politigue):

- Proudhon's notions can be ‘usefully applied in clarifying the

mutualistic approich that: was to be'taken in developing the

Canadian Content .{its. The de;elopment.of.any program is largely

a social activity, its task accomplished by 3 group éf\ipdiv%dun%%

who have various perceptigﬂf, roles, and interests. - The groups

to be involved in the Canadian Content Kit Project included:

(1) Alb;rta Education, - (2) Trustees, (3) Parents, (4) Studgnts,
- : , . _

and (5) Teachers. A group conspicuous by their absence were . .

¢ -

(6) Content Consul tants: ‘As gfoup members they were to‘ﬁ

~_ certain rights, enjoy certain advantages, an?'to'fulfi%l‘pai
obligations, in qﬁ%rying.out the group's intents, )
V4 ' 3 ‘

Rights of Team Members

. A key conhern-whjhp needed to be addressed in the project related
to fﬁg }ights'qf.the participating Broup members. By definition .

each group:w&s’goosidered'to have equal rights'inéluding the

Tight to Qeto:*the“right.to chair the group, the right 'to qontributé

“ thefr expertise, and the right to partiéipate in the decisions
that were made, The recognition of equal Tights was critical to

the program development. model.. - . o T
- t . .

Advantages for Tean Members - o C - .

Ope of the greatest pay-offs of mutualistic program development '

is participant sétisfaction. Members werelexpected to gain a ’
- sense of involvement and power. They would develop a strong
‘commitment to the program and fecognize the worth of their invo&ve-

ment , If suécgssful‘ they would identify with the process, the

!

program products, and théir egos would become in part defined by = * -

" vhat they hadvdone;.

\

$

Y
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. to team members on

*within the history and .

.

Obligations of Team Members - = . : Lot

For the mutualistic apqipach to work successfully each group would
have certain obl1gat10ns These obligations 1nc1uded° : '

CONSULTANTS- e MINISTER, .DEPUTY MINISTBR, pIRECTORs- )
ALBERTA EDUCATION = . - AIBERTA EDUCATION - :

Provide informat1on,on

P01nt out app11cab1e pollcy ‘ H
+ ‘research f1nd1ng% related . regulations - \
to the task _ .
' ‘ Contact groups that may . v
Provide progness reports ass1st ) _ - '

- -

Help to formulate evaluat1on
: . techniques ‘

Describe experiments and

pilot programs in other

research,underway

Provide additional sources of

school systems & 5 . infdrmation.
.o CF )
Offer alternate approaches Assis in ‘arranging help ﬂrom ' -
to solving problems . outside schqol syssems v
¢ " - '."

Interpret trendsrin*the ‘Coordinate.projects

. , ce |
' social studies® C . - _ o
. |

- Recognize the project through = . 'y
"Monitor the educational ) press releases, conferences, -
quality of the materials =~ -and pub11cat1ons .o
belng produ ed Y
3\ _ _Mon1tor the' e bcational

- quality of materials be1ng
' written )

Arrange for the production and )
distribution.of the final product. . "

'Provade adequate tf%e and L
. ‘ ‘financial resources ﬁor the _ .

- Clarify the: project parsmeters,
purpose,and moded for all

.

o -~ .. participants. ‘ |
\\ e .' a ; . | o R | .
' ~TRUSTEES - PARENTS -~ . hN

PrOV1de teams with 1nput,
~4s to commimity - " Supply information as ta.the appro—
: ~ priaténess of material

Fnsure that ma“-erials are " Ensure that the mﬁter1als are w1th1n s
the history and gpals of the local

goals of the communlty o commun1ty




- Jo ensure adequate time and
. ~financial resources for the
‘ project

-" zcognize the project
- through special béard and
. public meetings

To write partsfof the unit

STUDENTS
s

To check the relevance and
clarity of program materials

. - ’ o,
~To regct to materials in

terms of readability,

interest iength 4
To. assess what will  and
what will not ‘'work" .
) with fellow students b

\

P

Tojwrite‘parts of the unit

NCONTENT CONSULTANTS

To check thg valid]ty
of the content '

To check ﬂuggested content
for bias, ‘stereotypes, mis-
information, and balance

. VToiluggest‘or provide ap-
- propyiate resource mater-
- ial personnel

and instructional strategies

°

To heip'locate appropriate

 resource personnel and material
,ih the communlty

-

"To write parts of the unit

TEACHERS

Design and submit .conceptual.
models for the kit L.

Write a teaching guide for,
the k1t

M .

ASSemble teacher/learner
instructional materials for |,

the klt . .,J ¢ _ / ' v

:Moni tor the work of‘other
-project groups

Write evaluative materials for»‘
- use in the kit.

Work cooperatively with other
group members -

Establish criteria for Judging
an acceptable kit

Arrive at consensus as t$ what®

is appropriate for classrooms -

gliven resource and time -
constraints

.
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lw".'f . Assumptions About Team Members ) o A
For a mutualistic approach to progran ‘development to be successful o “ ’
l_‘ — - team members must act upon certain tassumpt:ons about other mem-. ‘ -
S bers of the dovelopmental team, The (ianadian Content Pro;ect
.ll ) A _ appeared to make the following assumpt1ons about part1c1pnnts' o , :
\ . ,. i .. . ) . . - - | .. B . | .
‘- o CONSULTA'NTS- L o | e Do
| l ' e ALBER;I"A EDUCATIO& | : TEACHERS ' , : - . o
- l e Had a current working know- Have a’ current working knew- -
. - - ledge of social studies - ledge of -social studies
' practice o 4 P actlce'
. l . Were aoqualnted with a wide - 'Were able to write program _
A range of materials .ipprop- mgterlals for & diverse group 4 .
S o " riate for,a var1ety of of teachers ranging from-« . _ M
l “teachers-. ~.© . - experts to the pnsophlstlcated h o
4 A .A . Tl aa ' . [

X .+ 7 - Had ohe human relation g Ahle to work well with 4-6 = ° -

- S skllls reqpxred to Help colleagues on a cooperative . - . Lo
3 . motivate and encourage ' proJect under trying c0nditions AR
o, team members s - \ : L : : RO

- l R ljad as a primaryginterest : _ Were suFF1c1ent1y confident of
N the development of high their own basic ability that ’

— < 4.~ quality 1nstructlona1 : - they .could profit by and
' l S T programs S A ) accept criticism of ideas: .
. : ’ . o o ) . ',*
' : ) “Had‘recognized expertise  ° Had.as primary ‘pal ‘the pro- o
T in working on curr1.u1um ' duction of high'quality P
. | proJects' a S “instructional materials for _ . .
o : o : o chlldren o : S S
 ow *Had ~  successful class- A ' |
‘.l_ _room experience .in the Had access to materials and-
R ~social studies . ' opportunities’to alleviate
- ) s .- any knowledge or skill deficits .1
o l . Had expert1se in the. tech- prm;' to project commencement Ce
: : nical aspects of program v
. A . constructlon e.g., formags,:/ Possessed the human relations , Y
. r - internal consistency, - skills which would allow them :
l L - .components, stratepies - to work as inservice consultants.

S ' ' : I “owith the new materials produced
_ l ' S ! - - ¢ Had a: sound knowledge of the p e
.- ‘ ' appropriateness of instructional L

o .
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. I PN  TRUSTEES .. . . STUDENTS '
S ] o Reflected the 'public' view- . Had the ability to judge what
-, point as to what is appro- - . is arpropriate for fellow
e priate for students . , - Students ' S
l S . Had the power to.influence Would be accepted'as equal
X attitudes, to procire '« + . working partners by other:
- resources, and to giiin accept- . participating. grougs., ‘.
: I ance for the program. . P o R '
B - Would York as active teanm
: 4 ] ..membex_'s \ , * )
- ] A PARENTS .. | j ' _ CONTENT _ CONSULTANTS
v. » - . . - o . _ \“ : '.\t \ < , »
' ’ Had the gbility“to JUdg9 "~ ,- Had expertise-which was relevant v
. what is appropriate for RS . : -
: and applicable to instructipnal
] students 1 _ . ¥, :
. - . 3 , « . . * programs . T
o .~ Would be accepted as oqﬂ11 v “; B N |
o | . vworking paftners By other | ' R )
- participating groups . -,
Would work as active team - kS
! members ' - '
‘ 4 ‘ »
. sr’-\ ) ’ . %
\ ' ' . _»‘.‘- -
. ' )
‘ S I
v :
&
\ ) ° ) I
o
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o ! |
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What Was
., How well did the’ attempt to use a muttalistic approach to

program development work? For most of the kigs the. major devel- .

opmental ‘tasks were assumed and completed by the teacher members

" B . of the teams. Theix perceptions of the project are given be]ow._
l\/ _ - . .
. | V'_ AdVantages for Team Members : a , ,

ﬂhy Th_y'Participeted

. .. ' The vast majority of respondents class1f1ed their reasons for
’l ' | participating as either relating to a belief that such participa-
tion.would constitute a broadening '1earn1ng exper1ence' or to
-an interest in or .curiosity about the curr1cu1um deve lopment
. | - process, Other comments ‘demonstrated bellefs in the folloW1ng

a need

] . ~ a need for increased Canadian content in- social studies;
' ' ~ for. teaching klts/mafkr1als, a need to part1c:pate because of
expected profess1onal rewards or actual roles; the respondent"

'\ having 'someth1ng te offer' to such a prOJect. ' .

Sat1sfact10n Level . B PO

AlT but a few reSpondents felt that their expectutions had been
fu1f111ed in the prOJect. Thoy 1nd1cated sat1sfactions as:
(a) Professional growth o ' ~ -

The maJorlty of respondents felt that, the1r understand1ng of

_ ‘social stud1es, the d1ff1cu1t1es of curriculum development, and
! _ ' group/individual ‘planning -and development skills were: greatly
“ enhanced by their involvémed} In other. words, the opportunity
to help develop currlculum prov1ded what many . termed an in- serv1ce
''learning exper1ehce" ’

&

(b) Needed mater1a1s for students
~ Nearly’ half the respondents expressed satisfaction qubelng in-
volved with a curr1cu1um project which. -would produce accessible,
'_ releMant and Very useable soc1a1 studies materials for Albertav7
classroom use. The, teachers' fa1th in the products being
acceptable ~ to other Alberta teachers(because of

local developer 1nvelvement)was stated seVeral times.

Y




(c) "Grassroots'" progrmn'deVelop*ent . "'

"] A Tapping teacher expertise, rather than o-univerSity's or an .
N - ‘education department's, seem(d’ pleas1ng to- a 51zéab1e group "ﬁ

l (about 30%) of respondents.. ' S

{d) Involvemegt of the local commuﬂlty d!gf

Two respondents (members of the same team which sought to follow

B adiBaied

the mutualistic model’ of’curr1cu1um develOpmqnt within their

' L o comﬁpnity) cited 'the involvement of the commun1ty as the overall -,

' | strength of the process. : '5 Y e :
_I - How OJaigations_Were Met?b I _'. . | e

: i . _ ] . .1 N
- (a) Sthdents B - .o

. ), ‘ ? .

l- 0 4 Most developers respdnded pou1t1ve1y t0othe 1nvolvement of students'
| - 1n kit development, However. all but one of these positive

’ L
l responses cast students in the roles of providing early feedback

on proposed top1cs or teach1ng strategies (i.e., a formﬁtlve
evaluation procedure); or contr1but1ng art work or mater1als to
be incorporated into.the kits. The rema1n1ng posit1ve response

- cited students ag heavily 1nvolved'as "resourceéﬁatherers"’

\ “the unit developed was linked, unsurpr1s1ng1y,.to the respondent'
N 1}
K © .- previously-displayed understandlng of a criterion for this

s - development project: he@vy communlty 1nvolvement

(b) Parents - T~ .
The maJor1ty of respondents disclaimed the 1nvolvem:¥t of parents <
in development. Those respondents who did report parent 1nvolvement, _
cited various levels of involvement: from "attendanck at a '

. couple of meetings" (wh1ch was the most prevalent response)

and acting as resource persons, to the very act1ve 1nvolvement
of parents in the one group. pchect cited in (a) Above.

- (e) Adm1n1strators o IR "
Nearly a third of the responde:ts made no comment onQadmlnlstTator

. .role. Those who did. respond Were equally. split in thelr perception

of administrators having played any role in 'development. Thbse a

who did respond positively to.administrators having a role i

A




“as the key role. Mehtioned were: thp from consultants' provxsron

actual devélopment, as in - the case’of adm1n1strators (c) above .

of the project, and_show1ng that support by approving funding or

“of kits. The. exception to 'this finding becomei ev1dent when dealing

'respondents coVered a wide rarge - with perceptlons forming what

.development cited provision of"general tachnical support services

“of release t1me and funds by local board; prov151on of typing - .~

serv1ces and meeting" places and:use'of respurce-mater1hls. N
» : ? . AU ' -
“(d) Trustees™ D

Trustee role was th1f1ed as telng rather outs1db the realm of

While a fairp- number of respondents reported trustee involvement,
that 1nvolvement was recorded e1ther as atteridance at a "couple" .

"some'", and "all the team's meetings",or as simply being supportlve

_prOV1ding‘release time for teachers. Again, nearly a third of
‘lthe respondents did not conmert.on trustee role. ., |
?”jih only one team's case, a single trustee;was_inrolved in ell- .
‘development meetings, and was considered to ‘be an integral part . .
of the téam. - rL - - | : X
| {e) Commun1ty Agencies " o _ :
’Communlty ‘agencies were not generally 1nvolved in the development | o ] “ 3

with responses from teams working with toplcs of an historical

"dnature < in these cases the (lenbow Inst1tute and ‘other such

. /
-{_arch1v§l institutions played q large role Jn prOV1d1ng 1nformat1on _—
© and materials. '~ .= 1 ' o ' . q f
'(f) Alberta'Education o _ ‘ T R

- The roles of Alberta Educatior representatives as portrayed by'

'could be termed a "fac111tataon eontinuum'.

3
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Some teachers v1ewed Alberta EdUcation as hav1ng either a. low
or a high facriitative role in’ the development of the. kits ;ﬂThe
folldwxng comments.are illustrat1ve of the two extreme portrayals
“on ‘the' contindum: T ' e ' . '~_ .
Low ' "The project d1rectors were often fly1ng by the seat’ }
| ‘of their pants." | o \
/- B "Their roIe was one of restr1ct1ng and confinlng...our
/ o ; act1v1ty and the content... Their role (wai) one of
# censorship rather than asslstlng in the development of

. " the un1ts."'\'

'.ﬂigh "Our consultants were great. In fact, they arg'an'integral“

. part of our team " .
"Fac111tators in getbing us started and in ma1ntaining
‘thq program once it was begun e

'”They prov1ded us with an Opportunlty to explaln our ' .’

| SN
__un1t to someone." '

’ . T e
P

Most teacher reSponses fell between these two extremes. » Although

many- Alberta Education representatlves were not involved in actual

k1t development, those representatxves who were involved showed

great commitment to,~and interest in, the project. As one respondent

‘wrote,-"More than once, tWOfconsultants drove 200-300 miles for a

“two hour visit.," . T <

The maJorlty of the respondenis percelved the role 8f Alberta‘
Educatlon to be one ‘of prov1ding motivational support Only in
. a few cases was Alberta Education perce1ved by teachers to* be d1rectly

1nvolved in. the developmental task. A few teams o
. ' ~

i . - . . )
'm.d.._l.n.. - .-' " . me B P ERa—

lberta . Education's iﬁVblVement’in:- . | Yes.  Nov
* Proyiding motLvatlonal support - 84%  .16%
- determining unit . topio o 28% . 72%
- selecting un1t.oh3ectives SR ,' 395 £61%
- ootlining unit format | T, 39% 61%
- detemming unit. content . '\ o ; _ mﬁ,. 30% l70%
- developing - 1nstructional strateg:es,*' Lo 27% ';’% :
| -

writing parts of the unf
]

L T 19% - 81%
. 26 -
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had Alberta. Education representatives fu11y4involved ih sqme or

“‘»
:
-
©w
R
-
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4
L

:'all aspects of kit development while the remaining teams reported .
L 'l“littie qt na Alberta Education role besides providing motivation. This
‘ WUUTd‘EGggﬁsf a confgsion regarding what' the role of Alberta ,
s ' © " Education® representatives should exactly habe been, both on the o
v parts of the developing teams ‘and the Alberta Education representa-

-

. tives.. . 4. T 'u T o

oy L B L P
T "ﬁﬁtur;\invoTVEment - T R )

'Less than- one- third of the reSpondengs indicated the1r willingnpss .

o to participate rn such a curr1culum dovelopment project again e
| under the same conditions. I S < e -

, T _ .
Do Of :;Z maiority who reJected part1c1pation.1n such a‘project’- .
e _:f again, the follow1ng statements are,tepresentative" B
"It is almost impos51ble to work pietemeal throughout a year
n at ‘this type of work . You run into difficultles at your own - _,’ . Ct
( ébhool and also- in maintaining 1nterest 1na}he pro;ect " ’
n ' p;f! ' "j'” "We ended up d01ng a tremendous amount ,of research writ1ng
o / :-' our own material, conj en51ng from other materials ALl our. " _
- ' ‘.'h'_ hoj{days, weekends, an after-school\tlme were spent on it. _; - L
'r S -';It took ﬂar more time than was anticipated nlo e “ B
"I be11eve that my" pr1mary responsibility is my;;tudents |
l T do. ot , like to leave my c'lass on and off as we\did I had to
vspend a lot of time making sure the lessons were planned " v
I " "Our mutuallstiovapproach was a ‘'very inefficient way(yﬁg ‘
RS ff* }_ ~ developing curriculum. It often led to frustratons when consensus

"

I. SRR _.“:"jugt didn't seem to be possible."uw S - ~ v . o

. ,' {,-t,; : ...(need) more explicit directlons from.the beginning of
jfoi' : ._;the project.... e 3 S }. L B o o ‘

~

. : L ) &
e - "The financial arrangements were not‘sufficient "
o v . ) . * 0 9
. , ; . A

’ a, - oF




One other respondent, while also rojecting futpre participation
in a similar project injected an optimistic and future~oriented
thought by writing:

. we can use this experience tp improve the type of
leadership provided; and to make available greater monetary’ and
time resources to the tefms in future projects, M

.- Co t

LY

Whgt Should Be Done Next Time E ,
Asked if “the method used in the project should be used again,
_devefmbers reSponded

-

(a) No ’ A 3. ' - |
. o(b) Yes, as is R 0 !
¢ te) Yes, with revisions 29 .
Those respondents selecting Option (¢) suggested 1mbrovement SR
_of the method in the follow1ng ways: ,4f

(a) PrOVide more. definitive initial gUidance and establishment .

’ .
K

’
~ of concrete criteria by Alberta lducation.. .

-~ .
Representative statements: . |

. .
"Be .more specific in scepe gnd sequence - at-least provide

u '-a'wbrkihg outline which could be.revised by the tetal group."

it ...(suggest) one person in chargo of overalfv plan kndWing |
exactly whit he wants”- This-,should be communicated‘tO‘the people -
working on it in strong terms." \ '

"Have the project leaders estal lish.a framework - albeit

-general in naturé - to assist the teams in their work." |
| '...(suggest) firm guidelines to be‘established prior to
teams coping together." ° . R ! . o '

" I"People had an opportunity to grow through the experience;
however, no‘tiﬁe was spent in showing tht a good unit is or how
it might be built.

were notvmaxlmized "

Therefore the professional growfh possibilities
"Can waste a good'deallof time doing things by trial'and

error. The developing process and materials may'be useful in

the future. However, in tems of finishing a kit, ykpf“may lose

a great deal of time." | : ' : - o




() '-. ‘ . - e ) ‘ ‘e ‘ . v

" "Too much is left to chance. If we have come up with '
a good kit, it may be more by good luck than good management.

e e s .- _ﬁr,._~_.1

We were all rank amateurs...when it came,to doing this sort

of thing." - - : P

‘a xesult they are reluctant to allow new %nd innovative ways

¢ . 'i», ;
A

“'"Representatives from the government seem to be afraid - o T
that any cr1t1c1sm "of the units will be d}rected at them,.and as.

- of presenting material "o S .

~ opinions in-detail on the content, strgngths, and weaknesses

"The consultants' (should) be prepared te'expresa their- T

of the unit. It was frustrating to have something prepared and o .

ready for cfiticism and have none come - either good or bad. "w -

' (b) Allow more teacher release time, in concentrated blocks,
for development.. ‘ : - A

w

Representat1ve statements:

4

0

\oftheunit" : ’,‘- . ' .

o for ‘the purposes of curriculum‘ﬂevelopment only " R .

Q(‘ "The time line’was too condensed All mcmbers of our team

3
.
t

‘Each department person we me® with gave us a different view in | N

~much o
°

(suggest) the project be started and completed within®
a more concentrated period of time. By overlapping two separate
school yegrs, your responsibiljties can dhange and the project K

_ tends to. suffer as a result.” ' ‘ e

k] 1

"Teachers need much more. time'off from regmlar classroom

actlvities to engage "themselves in’ ‘research anJ acthal Hevelopment

. "Difficulties arose regard1ng release tlmé from teaching _ _—

\ .
dbtles. Would have worked bettey if the in1t1a1 program had” I . \\\
“been completed in the summer of 1976.", e |

‘are full- time teachers, and found this aﬂditional task ﬁery
demanding because jt was ‘to be completed so soon\;'
"Teachers should be contracted for six. month tooone year ) -

¢

A [ never at any’ time knew,exactly what was expected .of us.

tryingﬁfo clarify this &eint’/ We were in a state of confusion
the tihe." N '




" "When members of .Alberta Education generate ideas of this

'type, it would facilitate the development 3f the curriculum if .'$
Py memmtmnwmnﬂma“wmmwwtwmn '
.- -&ime wag,wasted doing and re~doing. "9 . : S

~ ) - .h...(allowl teams of teachers to be sprung free from class-

| "hyly , _‘room duties for durntion of ghe project. It is too much_to_do'.J*
'QQQFﬁﬁ " 'bothjat the same timg | | L - S

R :. "...a block of time, say ‘a month should have been taken.ﬁ

,:-That way a substitute becom¥3 totally resporsible for plans
and qhecking Better still, the months of July or August might

h attract teachers for this purposé."  ° b ¥ -

. (c) Provide mare fupds for complete development

hﬂ" Co Representative statements:

| ' "The whole funding procedure got "screwed up" - boards and

. superint{@llents obv10usly varied in their-concept of commitment

<« : (ours .even charged us for paper) M

' | ;o .if the Department of Education counts these as units

» of 1mportance -perhaps more financial assistance ‘could be appro-

priated When we got down’ tq "rock bottom" - finally our school

“board supplement@d our project. " I feel when we have the interested
people - who give of their time ‘above and beyond thevcall ofwdutyux RS
expenses should be one of our minor concerns," .

(d) Provide more meetings/closer liaison with proJect d1rectors, i

a

consultants, other experts during development.

-

Representative statements: .

...(suggest) a few more meetings of all the teams or

~

. more visits from Edmonton, so -that we would know whether or not
our particular part of the project was “'measuring up", i.e., d
\\ better overall view of the whole project "o '
s . "Perhaps, instead of scheduling the odd day, now and then, . . - . K

—

for "wotk days'", we could ask for longer periods of time (less \
often), so that there would befbetter‘continuity of thought and - |
K development. I, for-one, found it rather hectic trying to put

e

. together material for ,théught when meetingspwere so hit and miss."

,. . - . R
' ’ I
. - . ..

.~
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‘team to look at our unit and yondering if revisions will be:

L] ) ) L4

- VAL thiswoint in time, We~are wuiting-fOr'the evaluating

-

-.'. ’_’
. . . .- L F e . N E
. . . . b . :
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' required This evaluation could have been an ongoing process, .,

thus reducing thevfrustratipn of wondering whether or not the

unit is acceptable." - . '

-(e) Devise a selection mechanism that ensures the inclusion P

of experienced curriculum-builders on development teams .-

Representative statements': o e

. .develop some criteria of selection for screening potential

A}

curriculum deVelopers."

"If one grew through this eXperience, it was through your own
efforts - not because _you were associated w1th or exposed to top-
notch curriculum bullders/procedures." T )

"Each team should have at least one "expert"ﬁin currieulum.
Toams‘shouldtb% selected for theiyp proven expertise, and edtb
team should draw in some less expert teachers." '

‘“Final product quality depends $0 much on the:ability of the
committee." .

-
Y

(f) Provide more assistance/lnformatlon regardﬂrg technical
| aspects of kit development

-
.

_ .. . [ - o e -

Representative statements. o

"We could, have used a great deal morc help in- the technical

- aspects.of the production of the-prototype kits.."

...(providea réal aSSiStance in technical matters. For

example, copyrights, if obtainedgiave not been sorted out yet., e

Also, production of materials was largely left' to the teams who

do not have 'skil} in this area. - involve ACGCESS to its full potential."

. (g) Make provision. for teans geographically isolated from

resourceg, |
Representative statemehts: -
"Divisions such as ours are far away from resource materials g
. and personnel." ¢ .  °

"Unit may be too localized, i.e., content of local interest
only,n ' # ) ‘ | '
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...Writin in a vacuum, that is, out of” touch geographically

. 4 .

w1th director afd education consultanta as well as not he1ng able
"to travel to research." . ‘ ) : -

Accounting for Discrepancics - o _

; Discrepandh&s afe ev1dent among the notions of mutualism as-defined,
‘ perceived and implemented The .department of education prescribed
a mutualistnc approach-as an alternative to the present hierarch1ca1

{

hh . o method of .program- develo eot whereas most of the participating
e  teams viewed* ‘the process of ‘program development as’ still largely R
N hierarchica]° as an outcome of this discrepancy, a random approach . E
- ".f, " to developing programs was actually experienced by participants. _ ® \
‘Ia' The original intent of mutuallsm, co- activity, and decentralization
) '-fq . . .,was lost as each of' the thirteen teams developed their own in-‘
_.1}‘7 @ L dividuallzed style of constructing programs. Randomness resulted,
) . “ and_any resemBlance within this process to a mutuallstic approach . ‘*"‘ "

- Ii;.,, | was more accidental than purposeful. | | ' |
'_I*i;' ~ Why were these d1screpancies evident? At least two fundamental_ »
Reo alternative-explanatlons are possible: _ _ ,

.ﬂ; 1. A mutualistic approach to local program development is not .

)
workable. It cannot be 1mp1emented‘practically for construct- + - -

ing curr1cu1um because of the nature of the task.

' E | "t 2. *Mutualism was n@ver really 1mplomented bécause the approach
| was not well unierstood, by the participating groups.
I ' 2N The first alternative has little supporting. evidence, the approach
. . " -has been used. successfully for ddveloping cufriculum elsewhere.
"\ Rather, it would appear that there was insufficient conceptual .

J understanding, deve lopmental - guidelines, and ong01ng monitoring

L3

- l S provided while the*@rocess ‘was underway.

L]




e B A et A A R ek i o D, 2

_These discrepancies can possibly be accounted for because the :
‘groups 1nvo1ved in'part failed to fulfill obligations expected
within mutualism or acted on unwarranted assumptions’ | R e
L } | | . . :. . N
, T T _ S
Questions are_ raisod as to how well the 1nitiators of the project f T
(Alberta Bducation) met their obligations to the: project and '
may have acted upon 'unwarranted assumptions ' |

1. Obligatidns: , .

0'.

Did Alberta Education have an obligatijon to outline what

M e Gt e e~ ) v 0 ——————— t

they saw as the tasks of each of the groups invelved? - .‘B“

© Teachers in the project felt‘strongly that they should have been’
provided more information by Alberta'Education at the initial
organization meetings Bighty-five percent of the teachers
‘surveyed expressed this feeling with comments such as: |

"The directions might have been useful but to myself and ' - -
others of my group it was very confusing " :
"Frustration was the word." B v .
"I was frustrated by my own ignorance, compared w1th advance o g

preparation of other teams, and by the apparent lack of leadership " : e

| "A very vague and disappolnting session." '

"Was as useful as a wart on a hog's back. "
Did Alberta Education have an obligation to provide criteria

Y

which would gulde developnent of the kits? . §

Seventy-six percent of the teacher deVela'ers surveyed felt that _
Alberta supplied insufficient criteria to assist them in the deve]op-.
ment of their kit. Eighty eight percent cf them understood that ;p
the kits were to, be designed using the Alberta Social Studies /
- program handbooks as a guide. However, the assumption by Alberta f
Education that team members werd conversant with the ideas in the °

i

two official program guides seems to have been unwarranted " Both NS
the Downey Report on the Social Studies (1975) and the formative |
evaluation of these kits seem . to indicate that teachers in '

general, are not ‘awaro ‘of the program s intent. _ o

.o - Ay
s 4
\
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\ 3 3 ) ‘
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'.ﬁ- _7.1. o " . Did Alberta Education have an obligation to ascertain the
| ©.. '« . .suitability of development team members  for the task of \
e o creating Canadian Content Kits? ' o o f _ o

n V Teachers 1nvolved in .the pr(Ject'seemed to possess varying

degrees of expert1se related to the social studies. Of the teachers-t'
' surveyed, 26% were trained in.other f1elds such as mathematics or

¥

science; 7% considered themselves generalists as-opposedvto social

studies specialists; 22% identified themselves with history or. =

Eégz

specific social scienge disciplines. -Clearly such a diverse

Y

group could be expected to hold d1vergent views on ‘almost- every ' _‘ o

aspect of the pro;ect. How much contemporary knowledge they . = L

o

I
- , _ "
. .

[ . possessed in the area of soc1al stud1es is a matter of speculation.

Selection criteria.could be applied also to all participating
. o . ¢ . . .
1 groups.. For instance, this would-include trustees and consultants. -

as well The most successful proJects were those in wh1ch all

“ 1nd1v1duals v1ewed themselves as active group members.

Did Alberta Education consultants and directors have an

‘ .obligation to'provide development teams with 1nformat10n

e

o ' C related to current social studies materials and practice? _
. o Tne role of consultants var1ed—dramat1cally from group to group: . }
‘ - -’._‘ | ‘ ""Ne could not have done w1thout--~and-—-. _(Lethbrrdge S,
Regiongl Office) ." . ' - . e d ,

*"In a word their he¥® was invaluable." ,
"In our-eXperience,°they have beeﬁ’nonainVOlved. Evenﬁat

the Prbvidence Center and Yellowhead Conferences they-seemed to
- " ‘ o ' 5

'stick to themselves'." . ¥ )
. s "The primary 1#le seemed to be one to frustrate ug.l
- o ';’uThe bethbridge_regioﬂal office gave us two wonddzzgl people
S “who. were of immeasurdble'help Our department people were great!"
.. : "The primary, role (of consultant!) eeemed tp be ofie to"
. ' . frustrate us." L
: ' - o ' : B r . , .
l" . T . ' “ ’ |
‘\ 3 ! . \
' » ] kY . ' " !
D ’
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‘These quotes seem.to reflect the diverse‘reactions to individual
'consultantsi‘tTeachers_were most supportive of-those consultants
who became integral team members,;and teachers were most erit:cal”
of the consultants who made 'visits" to‘the_project:.

The consulting force as a whole was most successful at providing
encouragement, and was 1east successful 1n,prov1d1n£ groups -
with social studies expertise and information. There were ‘team

» members with fuzzy- or 1imited notions of unit formats, criteria .
for selecting content, specific 1nstructiona1 strategies, and

’

other common "tools" of program development.,

' Did Alberta Education have an obligation to monitor the

b NG GRS ad

educational fuality of the kits as they were: being developed?

— 1 S G S Gy e S S Vo e 44 o e A PP

By definition formative evaluation must be continuous._ The success -

of program development depends often upon the mechanisms which are
“built into the process for providing feedback and direction to all
part1c1pants. Quality controls are. necessary - N '

' ! <
. . B

It may neither be swfficient nor fair to bring in external evaluators

at the conclusion of a project..

As long as evaluation is treated
a% an appendage to- the development task its contributions remain
« _ minimal. Further, developers may even view it as'a threat 5;§,>

to what they have already successfully constructed,lat that point

“they. may r1ght1y view evaluatlon personnel as outsiders who do

not really understand what was done and whose comments can be

accepted as being largely irrelevant. Evaluation sessions may

.begome eonfllct sitvations in- which there is argument and counter-

argument, defense and attack, and in which all participants - -

become nat&rally defensive and uneasy. LFOIIOqup activities may

be absent,' On the other han, if evaluatiom is continuous and

if the eValuators-are viewed as an'integral part'of'the development-
' tey ,‘the'task.does_not,becone threatening or conjure up-unproduc-
'tiv' conflict;' There.needs'to be critical input, construotive

alternatives, ‘and technical expertise all along the way in program
| con ruction.‘
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Another mechaniSm for formative evaluation id the cont1nuous p110t~
-ing of materials. lhis is a weak aspect in mubh program development'_
because many busy teachers are happy to have something new prov1ded
for ready use in the classroom; their reSponses are positive generally
to what they are: given to teach. At ti es, therefore, not iny

must attention,be g1ven to criteria for selecting pilot teachers,

but also. t0'mak1ng very specific the criteria by which these _ |
.teachers are to Judge-a program. Unsatisfactory results are often "
-Iobtained by just requesting that pilot teachers keep a diary of
) their eXperience-with a programpcthat they write comments on the
§ materials, that they provide mﬁﬁgten suggestions for 1mprovements

fi or that they complete a questionnaire. Some of these teachey

.\ comments tend’ to be .too general to be useful in revising a curriculum.

qgten these pilot teachetrs just need more d1recti0n as tO‘ﬁhat
..specificqlly are useful data for guiding the revision tasks, .

Other ways to monitor the educatiqhal quality of programs include

continuous workshops in which developers are given a variety of

~ professional inputs. They can dlSCUSS new developments in their

v f1e1d and be exposed to various projects, kits, formats, and

-2, Assumpt1ons.

professional literature. Jgpportunity must be provided somehow
for the continuous contact and development of new. ideas frOm

the beginning to the end of any curriculum development.

A

Were “the assumptions held by Alberta Education about the

T e I ]

soc1a1 studies expertise of the various groups 1nvolved in

et e e se = Sedie

the project warranted? PR : .

" The.evaluation of the thirteen kits Taised a number of questions
about their congruency with current social studies practice and

. the Alberta Social Studies’ Rrogram. For example, twenty“ma;or

fquestions were posed about the fit of kits in one division with
" the '‘Proyincial social studies handbook. This discrepancy raises.
a question concerning‘the workin& knowledge of social studies




" which ‘some participants seemed to have. ‘Also,»the lack of - A\

' strong linkages ong objectives, strategies, and content within
‘i.»- " most kits lends “further support to the suspicion that many developers |
) | would have benefited from some initial inservice sessions on : | .
currgculum development. Lo :

v .
P e

Were the assumptlons underlying a mutualistlc approach

appropriate for the context in wh1ch Alberta Educatlon R

applied thlS model? S e

There are. approaches appropriate for different contexts “and purposes. -
S If a method is not congruent ‘with the purpose to which it is pugt, | )
| " the tool may be asked to do things of which it is not capable.
'Assumptions about resource availability, time constraints, ends- -
means relatlonshlps? personnel expertise and roles, and product
outcomes underlie any approach to program development. If these
.method assumptions are at variance with the intended outcome of a
praject, then'either method or purpose"has to‘be.rethought.
S "uAlberta éducation seemed to put demands.upon the. program de;elop~ | )r
o ment project which were'not consistent with. the mutuafistic i | ‘
* - appreach. Why were thirteen teanms be‘made to fit:the'same time- R _
lines? Why were criteria for eyaluationudeViseq and applied to 7_ ; &fp o
.« the kits after they were developed? Why were guidelines for the
h o deVelopment scope and sequence, and format of kits not.qade !
explicit 1nit1a11y? It'would appear that at times a hierarchical
| \ approach was superimposed upon the teams in terms of the expectau. | |
4 - _ tions held by the department of education. SR s
- . - I
Before any approach is adopted, certain questions should be asked:
Why do we intend to use this method? Is it best suited to our
- expectations and purposes? How are we to monitor the effective-

ness of the approach in. terms. of our ongoing interests?

1
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GFCTION III: FOR CONSIDERATION '

The Approach as Pérceived by Partic{pants:4—Hiererchica1

3 {;:’-t._ - Perceptions concerning what was the model of mutualism varied
' greatly among the partlcipating groups. The thirteen development .
‘ | .‘teams, the trustees, and fhe consultants- who were involved did o B B
e CF - ‘notappear to perceive co-aetlvrty-and-decentrallzatron‘;n the o
: 0 . | ' same,;.manner.’ . ‘ ‘. '. . | “ '__‘ S , [ } .

| «  The greatest ‘amount pf confusion seems to. have been with the'
.‘J'f't' 5; r 'development team members. They were acquainted with the proper
| I jargon of the approach, but there was little evidence that most
¥ of them understood mutualism. In fact, many.of their expectations
texpressed_about.the department of education revealed an underlying
SR ‘hierarchical model of program development. They perceived the:
| “locus of power in decision mak1ng as resting with the ‘social '
studies- experts within. the department of educatlon As a consequence,
S these teachers kept looklng and asking for direction from these <
curiiculum experts For some teams it b&came like a game in which
.f they had to gueys. what the administrators w1th1n the department
.of education reiigy had in mind. oy

'
1}

Further, the majority of teams did not share thei: power with |

minority groups, departmént of education

content, and activities

hlch they cons1dered to be relevant to | Loy

'students. Though they used\the language o? mutuallsm when' dlscuss1ng

the process with out51ders thy of the team members perceived the




~from one another each person developed his own program and

. The Approach as Experienced’in'Actuality' Randomness

"There were as many approaches o local program development as
there were development teams. And even within .one team itself,
members would differ in the manner in which they ‘operationalized
their tasks. Some - teams worked closely . together as ‘a group,
mutually devel,p;ng3the1r intents and- materials At the other

'extreme,,group members worked as indiv1duals in virtual isolation

A

became committed-to it. Only one development team utilized the -\

mutualistic approach as prescribed by the department of education, o

student, parent, teacher, and local community and buslness groups

' were involved in all aspects of developing, the curriculum, Although

several groups had token parcnts or trusiee!'qp their groups

initially, .the teachers involved did not perceive this arrangement

as satisfactory. Even the mpny governmental consultants associated

with the project tended to interpret and 1mplement the notion

of mutualism differently A question arises, therefore, .as,_to

what approach to program development was 1mplemented and- Qperation-

alized. - . T B R
. . . _ o o

~In answer, 1t would seem that a random rather than a mutual:stic

approach to curriculum development was utilized for the project.
“Each development teanm interpreted the 1ntent of, mutualism and

defined their tasks in their own - individual ways. The‘parameters

and the guidelines prov1ded to them by the department of %ducation

" were interpreted,and implemented in a random fa@hion, and there was

little evidence that the teams understood the idea of mutualistic
program development " Rather, each group developed curriculum-in
their own ways,_and the only conclusion which can be made. is that.
‘there were thirteen different approaches in operation. "And since "

the outcomes .of a random approach are of necessity divergent,’

basic questions became problematic concerning the overall fit

‘(scope and sequence) of the programs with one another and concgrning
L . ’ E

s
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”

f their congruence with the Rlberta Soc1a1 Studies Program._

Iﬂ a mutualist1C°£bproach is used agaln 1n the future to décelgp

';T + programs, the‘follow1ng quest1ons should “be cons Rred.

’ 1. AShould groups at the in1tia1 meeting co—operatively def1ne roles
~ obligations, and rights? e L |
2. Should.groups, have jointly establlshed criterla by whx%h the
'programs could be judged? . ° .i - .
3. Should crlteria be established- 1nit1aI1y for selecting partici-
_pants of 811 groups iﬁvolved? | LI o
4: Should an. 1nservice _program be designed to. ensure that all '
N part1c1pant have exposure to curgent knowledge, techniques,_

| or1entat1ons, and materlals relévant to their projects.

. 5. Should the applicability of var1ous approaches to program

-development be explored11n‘order to ascertain their possible

Jfit for divergent purposes and within Various\contexts?

¢ . .. [ . - ) ‘ ]
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