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t Introductiop

- Curriculum materials are constiructed to meet the neoeds

of pupils and major research effortq are devoted to the evaluatlon
-of the attainment of curriculum-goals. Ncnds,_concerns and priorities )

of teachers are only rarely introduced into deliberations of curriculum

‘ developers.l' Yet, lacking such considerations the ﬁroduct of the ¢
: “» .
» curriculum.development is bound to be‘)deficient.3 Tq?chers' views are
~ ‘ . . important for, at least, two reasons:(a) Teachers may be'conceived as '

reflfcting needs of pupils because of their intimate ‘knowledge and
experiepce ofbthe realiti% Je olassrooms,.4 b) They play a crucial ro\e

/ //:‘in the ipterpretation and melementation of curricular 1nnovations 9,
These views and concerns of teachqrs about curriculum may be disclosed
by two different approaches. First, teaghers may be asked to assess N
the importance of questions that' they may put to curriculum materials.

An example‘of such a guestiou‘is; "Do the,curriculum materials reflect
. new developmeﬁts rﬁ the particular: discipline?” Assighing high
.importance to this queStion would refiect high concaru of teachers aboutﬂ
' . ' . the subject matter coutentof materials Second, one may inquire about )
S_ : ' ”_ teachers preferences as pertai ing to actual curriculum characteristiocs.
For example, the questions uhether or not drawings and figures should \
be incorporated in curriculum materials may be a551gned "low importance"*d
SO e by .teachers,who are not overly concerned with the format o{,materials..
'Yet, these same teachers may view dranngS and figu%es a;-hithy
desirable characteristics of curriculum materials. K‘thIrd question
about the interaction of teachers and éuvriculum materials relates to
their .own image as)to their involvmment*iu curriculum implementation

Do teachers conceivc themselves as autonomous decision makers who adapt :
_materials to their own classroom qituations, or do they expect to AN

LR L . implement these materials as faithfully as,pOSSible?

i
-
-
-
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--Curriculum Characteristics Inventory (CCI)-Statements. The ‘items =, ~ " o

The following qudggkcns aboyt views and concerns of

teachers in relation to curriculum matertals were studied: ° }

1) What quest ians about curriculum materials concern
teachers most?

2) what is the relationship bptween the importance teachers
attach to questions about rriculum materials and their
preferences regarding actual curxriculum)characteristics? (

3) What is the image teachers have'of~their own role in

curriculum implementation? \

. : L
The identifiqption of teachers concerns about curriculum materials

and their priorities regarding curriculum characteristics has imp-
ortant practical implications Knowledge of these concerns and

priorities may guide curriculum development as well as the planning

of teacher education At a theoretical level it may provide a v
4 N -

framework_for research on teachérs' roles in-the curriculum enterprise

ar -

Method . ‘ Lo ~ .

N
0N

Instruments: ~Two instruments were developed. One'consisting'of
¢

40 questions that can be put™to curricylum materials, is designated

and the relaiiouship between teachers and curriculum ﬁéﬁelopérs;

as Curriculumy’ Characteristics Inventory (CAl)-Questions. The. other,

écnsisting of the same items put in the form of positive statements

describing chﬁracteristics of curricular materials, i3 designated as

Py

were designed in part on the basis of a llperature review of existing -

eystems,of curriculum analysis such as Eashs, Stevens and Morrissett7 '
. 8 -

and Ben-Peretz . Additional items ‘included in CCI were produced by -

the investigators on the basis of their experience in cdrriculum

;development and teacher educetion. Content validity of the 'iteps N © N

‘was determined by five curriculum experts;- CCI consists of . 40 items

represent&ng the fallowing curriculum characteristics~ Subject matter;

R

Book layout; Instruction:Studentz Useabildity; Teacher For the kind of

items representing each of these'aspedts see Table 3. the respondents T

were asked a) to rate each item on A ix point scale, b) to rank the



. ]
five least important/ desirable ité#ms, They were also invited to
add items if they so desired~
Samgie: Three samples participated in the study, one consisting of .

- secondary biology teachets'and the other two non-biology teachers
_ (“othere“). “The piology teachers (N=70) and one sample of others
A (N=85) responded to CCl-questians. The third sample (N=90) which
was very similar’in compositioi to the -second, reépénded to CCf;
. - Statements. Table 1 shows the composition of-each sample across
‘\ . L several background variables.
' v

Insert Table 1 here . . -6

¢ ' ' ~ .
Although the sampies are not random ‘they do represent a substantial
portion of Israeli teachers wigh_similar‘backézounds. " The biology
teachers are\different from:- the other twb samples in several important
characteristics. The percentage of male biology teachers'is almost

' equal to the percentage of female teachers‘ they hold higher academic
degrees and were .trained as teachers.)n Uniyersities, - Moreover, all ’
tha\\iologyJ}eachers have been teaching new inquiry oriented biology .

! I programs with a strong emphasis on laboratory inveatigations and many

\f\- . . of them, at least those with more than eight years of teaching, exper*
. .

' oriented program to a new, different one. . The general atmosphere in
. - _ ' Israellschoola is highly conduciv /to curriculum refoms and consequently
“the questionnairpe used in the gsent study are well wgthin the interest

- of most teachers., ) : N
N .
. . . Y N
o L 7 . -
'tData Analys&s. TWO modes of responses were requested a) rating of each

o item'on a six point scale in which 1¥= not important and 6 = very
important, b) ranking , of the most important and 5 lbast, important items.
The rating results are’ reported both as frequency Qistributions and as

> o - . ' ot - <
. . , :

ienced’ within thei} own teaching career a transition from a traditiona}ly,-
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'/ Tmean scores and standard Qeviations on a 6 point scale. The ranking
results are reported as meantranking scores. 4

. \

Since there were 40 items the top item received rank ©f 40, the next
39 and so on till 35,‘while the bottom received ranking from 1 to 5. *®
. - The rest 30 jtems of each respondent received ranking of 19. S‘each

. The date was analyqﬂd by SPSS computei programs yielding frequency

. il ;
. 2

distributions, meansd standard deviations, correlations, t tests "and one'
way analysis ‘of variance.

"Findings . -,

A “

) ' N )
General views of teachers. ’ ’

\
Two independent samples, one comprised of secondary school

. biology teachers and the other comprised of elementary and secondary
teachers of other subjects, responded” to the Questions part of t‘he ’ i
Curriculum Characteristics Inventory (CCI) Table 2 represents the
results of th two\bamples.

Insert T?ble 2 here

B . ..The subtests, each representing a particular aspect, are arranged in
Table 2. from highest ?1( lowe\st according to the ratings (Part A) of
A . the seconary school biology teachersﬁas.follows:%.Subject mdtter}
Imstructiony Boo? bayout, Student, Useability end Teacher. The same
sequence with one exception is found in the "others" group, for
which the "Student” subtest is second ‘and the "Instruction” subtest
- is‘fourth"-Generally,*there is complete'congruence betWeen‘the Lrating o
| (Part -A) and ranking (Part B) in both samples with one exception. in
' Zf' . o the "others" groqp, in Part B, the "Student" subtest occupies the top
| .'position. It may be concluded that questions related to Subject matter
are mdst important for all teachers, while questions related to students o
.are equally important for noQ-Qiology teachers but not 80 important to
. biology teaehers. Interestingly for both samples both rating and ranking

o o ~shbw tﬁat questions related. to the_teacher a\:\conceived as the least.
e og , A A N ' S -
; - x mportant. e e . e _ .
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Since in most items the mean scores of the two samples were
T e - a

- similar, the twd samples were combined thereby representing.theé \iews

of Israeli teacheré in general (sre Table 3),
<,

Insert Table 3 here
x \ e "l
.. The'responses in ‘'able 3 are airanged according to the mean rating and

v ranking scores from highest tb lowesit within each subtest. '

Jrm
¥

. . Differences between bioloyy and non-biology teachers. v
- \ j

~

A preliminary comparison ¢f the olehentary (N=40) and ' '
secondary (N=4S) non-biology tcachers revealed very similar results.
Since the biology teachers sere secondary schoool yeachers, only )

the secondary non-biology teachers were included in the comparison

\\ . TaBle "2 represents'the subtests and items for whiqc statistically

, y signif}cant differences were found.

e - ]

T ' B R |
‘Ingert Table 4 here -

\, Table 4 shows that a major differenceobetween the two groaps-related to
items dealing with various aspects of the "Student"'such as age and ‘
opportunities to deveﬁop creativity, attitudes and values. Biology
teachers appear to be signtficantly less concerned with these "issues.
While concerns related to the téacher occupy the lowest priority in
both groups, biology teachersg appear to be less concerned than their

- non-biology counterparts about issues such as whether or. not the

authors' background or authors' reasons for curricular deéisions,'or the

. time required for teachers’ preparation are specified Qn the other 7
! o ; hand, bioclogy teachers express\a higher level ofiinterest in suggestions
_ ~=2 | for homework. They ‘are also considerably more interested in “Book Layout"_
. l Re R , and especially in the quality and adequacy of the illustrations. Lastly,

‘with regard to “Useability"; non- biology teachers are more interested

T -

" | j:j”l | - o ) I




_ aesigned to the role of the larora

_ correlations between Parts A and B we;e found for the biology teachers

>

- ?
to ascertain that the necessary instructional means will be readily
)

available. -
As may be seen in Table 3, five items were oonsidered only by the
bioloqy teachers, Theselig;mé are science orientedtwith'special interest
to bidlogy. It is interesting to rote the extremely high oriority

Rgry and_the very high interest in the,
role of field work, as well as the emphasis on the acquisition of inquir¥y
skills. These expressed interests certainiy-reflect the -inquiry orient-
ation of the Israeli high school biology curriculum..

Whether or not the program containd experimenﬁs with living animals or

requires prerequnsite know]edge of chemistry and physics appear to be of
considerably less concerp to thé biology teachers. ’

lnterrelationshﬁps among different areas of concern

. . : - e .l
Table 5 represents .the intercorrelations among the subtest
scores. - : t
. A Insert Table 5 ha)e

It may be observed that for ‘both groupsla concern for one.area is, with ).
few exceptions, moderately associated with concern with other areas.

This means that,some'teachers are mbdbre interested than others in knowing
about the programs ‘that they areféoing to teach. For both;groups however,
a high concern for "Subject matter" is not dssociated with a high concern
for issues related either to the "Teacher or to the "Book layout"

Congruence befween rating and ranking» . w

The ;elatiOnships between Part A (rating) and Part B Arankingl -

¥

~ were examined by computing the correlations between a) the responkes to

the same subtests in the “two, parts, and b) the responses to all items of
Part A with those to all items in Part B, ” Statistlcaly significant
(N=70) in the follo ng subtests' , .
Subject matter (. 46:i Layout (.42), Student t\AS) and Useability ( 38),
all significant difﬁerences beyond the 0 01 level. For thé: non-biologv
teachers (N=85) there were statistically differéhces beyond the 0. Ol level
rin Subtests Subjeqt Matter'( 329 and Bdbk Layout (. 31) ‘ Statistically |
differences beyond'the 0.05° leyei werg found for subtests instruction (.20)

.“a.'- v v - i . ‘ . .-y./'7-
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and Usoubflity (.22). . : :

b

yhen individual items intercorrelqtions are considered we
ﬂ&nd for the biology teachers a mean correlation index of .39 with a
lowest value (.14) fQ; item 35 and a highest value (.57) fox item
26. _ For the non- bi7fogy teachers the mean correlation index was .27
with a lowest level (.11) for itcm 22 and a highest level (.49) for

item 29, It may be concluded that whild the ratifig and ranking are

\\\\ alightly or moderately correlated; they are not ddentical and, there-

iy

»

ore, when information gatheted by both points at similay trends it

mhy be regarded with a high level of confidence. , !
] -

Yationship of responses to background variables

——

-~ \ In each of the sémples} i.e. biology and non-biology teachers,
oné way"%palysis of variance was performed to detect differemces’among

gfoups with different backgrounds, In both samples there were no stat-

" \iftically significant differences according to sek, education, teach-

-

e B A

ing experiéenc¢e and type of school,

*

Within the non-biology teachers there werxre 9 geography

. teachers who differed from the rest in two subtest§$qk_Their mean score

in.subtest "Instruction" was 3.33 as opposed to that-of other non-

fbiology teachers 4.53 (F=3.64, p<o, Ol) and in subtest "Student" 4. OO

as opposed to that of other non-biology teachers 5.00 (F=3,18, p<0.02).
Among the biology tepchers}there was one statistically significant
difference in subtest "Useability" in which the mean of teachers in
grades 7-8 (N=6) was'4.96 and that of‘teachers in other grades ues.
significantly lower 4.16 (F=7.27_; p<0.001).. - _ . e
Owestions versus Statemeq;s ‘ -

The items which comprised CCI were formulated eidger as '

quéstions or as statements. For example: item 23 reads as a astion-

"Are there opportunities to deVélop'creativity?“ As a statement it

reads: "There are opportunities to” develop creativity".

LY

U

. .
Rs stated above two samples of non-bjology\teachers responded

"each either to CCIéQuesiions or*to CCI—Statementsn " The two samples

vere very similar in al background variableq

The results obtained with CCI St’atements were generally

very similar to those - reported for CCI—Questions, both in mean scores.
. . . )

-
*
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and in the intercorrclations among subtests in Parts A and h.

2

\ . , Insetrt Table 6 here

T thete wape o e b ey bt at gl lee i Uy gt i e e nceyg

in the mean scores of-three subtests. These statistically :Lignificant
differences which occured are presented in-Table 6. : '
_.Table 6 shows tnut most of the statistically significant differences
found were in the rating of items in subtest "Studentﬁ and in the Sy
rnking of itemv in subtest "Teacher". Since the results gonerally

lend support to the assumption about the similarity of the two samples,

we consider the fewifferences reported in Table 6 as representing

the effect of item format, rather than differences between samples. As

may be seen in subtests "Subject mat ter" and "Student", higher vaﬁues'

were obtained in LCI Queot.on while with one exception, the oppositc

was the case for subtest "TexAcher", where higher values appear in

LY
.

-CCI—Statements? ) "

Discuseion ' . ) ' \
Three ‘questions were dealt'yith in the study and each will

be discussed separately.

_1)" What questions-about curriculum materials concern teachers

most? The three samples pérticipatinq in the study above showed the

highest level of concern for the "Subject Matter" aspect oE‘curricuLum

0, . ~ -
gterxals. On the other hand, questions related to the "Teacher" were

coricerned as. least important. N

The'high priority all teachers accord to "Subject Matter" is-

A . C 9, 10 °
cconsistent with findings™ of studies dealing with teacher.planning ! L ¢

Y

showing that teachers spend the largest pr?portion of their planning

on content decisions. The centrality of content in teachers' planning

deliberations is reflected in the importance they attach'toCQuegtions

about curriculum materiéls related to thié area. On the other hand it
appears as if teachers' are reluctant to ask qunqtions focused on the o
"Teacher"-aspect. One possible explanation for these findingé*is that
.teachersiexpcct curriculum materials to focus.on content and/or students é?
_and accept this d4s a legitimate and defendibl orientation. On the other K
hand the, do not expect curriculum materials to deal with the mode of

;1nt$ractyon between ‘themselves and the materials.

10 - '.'._./93_



. + ’ . - ] .
findings .of studies related to teachers' idplicit fhuoriesll. 'l one
of thesge studiesl2 it was found that afdes and parents were much more
galient’ in the teachers' thinking than were other teachers aha the
'y Principal. One may conclude either that teachers tendlto asfrign con-
siderations about their own profession a minor place in their pr§¥4s--
ional dellﬂgrations, or a1ternat1VQly, one may argue that teachers. o
not give prlorlty to. questions concerning their interaction:with '
curriculum materials because they assume, the role and stance of
dec131on maker. In that case teachers will any way make the decisions
. . they consider appropriate to circumstances of the1r classroom, SO 4(’
\\\ 7 is of no great 51g2}f1cance whether the curriculum materials provide
them with alternative options nor does the teacher guide seem very
impertant. Further research_is needed to ascertain which of these P :
interpretatiéns matches rkality. Such research is aspecially imp- :

- ' : 13 -
. ortant in the light of the findings of the Rand Study = on they impact

of‘teachers‘ sefise of efficacy namely, their attitudes about their

N . professional competence, on their success-in implementing innovative
. »
- curricula. a P . ’ .

If we lo&(.at the ranklng order of spe01flc items, and focus
on the most ah9 least destrab]e and/or 1mpor¥ant, an jinteresting picture
" emerges. In subtest "Subject matter" tho highest ranking goes to emphasis
. on principles and'concepts of the disc1p11ne and the -lowest to pre—
requisite knqwledge in other disciplines. Thlereqult may be a
reflecEion of teachers' acceptance of the "structure of knowledge"
doctrise on the one hand, and their apparent’inclinatioh to die- LN
regard previous learning experiences of their students on the, other Tt
“hand. .In subtest "Student" the highest ranking has been assigned to'the"
Pdaptébiiity of curriculum materials to students of'differéhtlability
) : levels, and the lowest to the specification of the ta get population.

¥$ potentially adaptable

In -other wordsg,the question whether the material
to a range of ability levels is con51derab1y more 1mportant than the

questlon whether the developers have de51qnated the materials to a

L4
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specific target pOpulation " It .seems that teévhvrs are well aware
of their 1ntimate knowledge of classroom realities and’ students’
needs and are therefore interested in flexible curriculum materials.
The leading item in subtebt "Instruction is related to laboratory
werk, for biology teachers, and to the use of additional information
sources by_qtudents themselves. as far as non-biology teachers are

concerned, Apparently teachers are highly interested in materials which

provide for individualiZation and ekberiences in:which students are

"~ actively involved. This'preference ties very nicely with the high

priority assigned to the flexibility of curricular materials. The a
lowest rarking adsigned to the specification of .detailed objectives
is congruent w1th similar findings which indicate that teachers think

’

in terms of contents and students actlvities, rather than in te rms of

objectives* 9y 107 11,

In the"Teacher" subtest.the highest-ranking has
been assigned to teachers' autonomy to choosc and initiate teaching"
strategieg. This finding supports the interpretation that'the low

postion assigned to subtest "Teacher" is a result of teachers' self

“confidence in their abllitv to handle the materials ‘without lockstep

directions of the curriculum deVelopers. Their low interest in the
developers background may be another 1ndication of their readiness
to~assume the role of 'user—developers" who are respohsible for the

transiation of externally. developed materials into classroom use through

a process of choice and instructlonal planning4 in _subtest "Usedbility"

availajility of instructional means  is obviously a questiOn of great

impo nce. The low concern of teachers as to. whether or not the

: materials are required by school authorities ‘may serve as indlcation of

the: relatively wide range of freedom that Ivraeli teachers haVe in
selecting their cufriculum materlals. ' '
Of all background variables analyzed, only the nature of dlscipllne

* taught was found:to show statistitally significant differences. Some

interesting differences between biology teachers and non—biology_teachers
disclosed in the study have already been discussed. 'The lesser emphasis

of biology teachers on questions related to the "Student“ aspect of

.. /11

o 12

B



r o
: Yy
Vay . . y
curriculum materials can be accounted for by their higher academid
[] - . * . . .
i orientation. It may be that $econdary bioloqy tcachers view them-

selves more as "represehtat ives”" of the science of Biology whvrea%
‘ the other teachers tend to view them:sclves as oducatoru, orlentod
¢ l toward the teaching of children. * Corraboration®of this intcrpretation
.. T o may be found in a study14 comparing the nriorjties of secondary - . -f. -
ﬁg‘ - teachers and elementary tecachers in reqard to educational goals. Itv ¢ ) [
. .bﬁ-- was found that secondary teachers tended to attach_highqr priority
.,»:”.,”.-N,.”..”,rm-ﬁnvinteilentual.AChieMamanhk,Mhexaas"elementarywteachens.considd:ada,n,“.,”w,M:”.n,
‘ "sqcihl'intégratibn as a more important‘goal.' That biology tehdhers~"
' are more concerned with “"book layout™ may be due to the sidnificant
' o

role illustrations have in Biology. ’

b 4 .
A\ \bi%e finding that biology teachers were iess concerned than
pthers to ascertain that the neccssary instructional means and serviceq A
. . will be readily availableqmay be‘a reflection of the fact’tnat instruct- |
ional means and se¥vices are made availabfe‘to biology teacners'more

" than to other groppe of teacherso15 The inquiry orientation of high .
' N/ i X .

¥
- - school biology teaghers has already been discussed.

- - 2) . What-is the relationship between the importance teachers
\\‘ ’ attach to_que ions about curriculum materials'and.tneir.

preferences as to actual curriculum characteristics?

. . ] . ) . - . .

T ; . : " As stated above statistically significant differences were found only
. " | in rating of items in suﬁtest'"éubject Matter" and "Student" and Ih
i ranking of items in subtest "Teacher". These diffefences reported in
2" Table 6, .are considered as representlng the effect of item format,
rather than differences between samples.' In subtests “Subject-matten"
and “Student“ “higher values were obtainod in CCI-Questions, while with
one exception th opposite was the case for subtest.“Teacher". It -
rf__ ‘appears as if teachers are reluctént'to ask questions related to their
own role in the curriculum, although thoy do conceive themselves aB.
_:” ',playing af important role. On the other hand, it is apparently desirablel
ég_;_' - L ~to know what kind of opportunities the curriculum offers to students,

but_it;is not so important whether or not such opportunitiges

. R LA
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are actually included in the curriculum, The only exception is (he'
item "Can'the.tcachpr use th  curriculum materials without ,poc1al B
training"”, Here fho soclal'd 111b111ty of the question is Lelatively
high, since it implies that "if special’training is necessary 1-am
‘ / I ready for it". On the other hand to say that\Et Ls important that d v
| teachers can 'use the curricul um without special tr. ining implles
that "I do not want‘to spend my time in such train ng which 1s much . .
..less.acceptahle. in. the.. e_duca,ticmal community. . . e
"It would be interesLJng to follow up in :urther studies
.whEther teachers' apparent concern for question abcut'the~”Studenth .
.aspect of curriculum material‘ stems from the social desirability of |
i these questions ind is not accon&anled by a similar h]gh preference _
of curriculum characteristics related to the: "Student"..'The signifi=
cant statistical differences in items in s&btest "Teachor" are spec-
_ially intriguing; Teachers' disinclination to give high priority to'
questions concerning their own role, whlle ranking slqplfiCantly
% higher scatements ~about cUrriculum characteristlcs pertaining
‘ " to teachers, seems to point to a need for raising teachers's awareness
to,the cexistence of a possible ambivalence in'their attitudes:about
teachers' role in curriculum implementation. éﬁp

- i au

N

o 3) " ‘What is the image toachols.have as to their own role_in Ca
| " curriculum implementation? - T . o
This question was partly answered in the dlSCUS910d of the other two
problems treated in this study._ Tt seems that too llttle is known, .
as yet,:about the views of teachers about this important issue. Teachegs
do ‘not assign high priority to quéstion related to the "Teacher" '.:
aspect of, currlculum materials, but we lack additional evidence that

" would provide us with insights into the causes for this phenomenon. 'It S

i

~may be that teachers receive conflicting messages rom the educational‘
L o establlshment and the scholarly community as regards expeotations about
their rolé 1h currlculum 1mp1ementat10h The apparent ambivalence\in o ~:.'

teachers' views calls. for further 1nvestlgations that- could clarigyn '_' :”L._°;
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this issue. In the light of qrowing awarcne:ss that active involvement

.. \ . . .
.of teach@?s as change agents, who molkd curriculum materials according
* L] - . * . - . ]
to their specifi¢ situations is crucial for the successful' introduction

of ,innovations into the educational system, it.seems that teachers"”

image of their role in curriculum inplementation should become a focus .

AN

»~

= The presént study was not conducted in relatxon to qpec1fied

sets of curriculum materials. ‘The findings ‘about biology teachers

' rq?orted in this study may be fﬁterpreted as related to the w1de—

: 15
“use of B.S.C.S. materlalsu . -An interestlng avenue of investlgation

would be to find out whether the ‘naturé of curriculum materials does

indeed influence the choices of teachers as to the importance of

v

questidns that can be put to the materials,-or to their preferences
abbvut curriculum characteristics. Knowledge abont pessible -inter-
relations between teachers views and the nature of curriculum materials

could prov1de valuable background 1nforma\10n for curriculum developers.

]
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“ Table 1: Characteristics of the throee samples (Distribution in percents)
w
f’ .
Backdround Biology )Secondary Others -Others Secondary Others
variable ’ * Ne70 N=85 N=gs C N=90
. cCl - Queslions CCT - -Questions CCl1 - Statements
i - —'. * — . 2 ]
Sex Male 45 6 \ ° '19
Female - 55 9 91 81
¥ \ 3
N ‘ .Y
Digciplines™ -~ / /
- : C .- . General - - . - .
— — 2
| (e]:en.ten.\ax.yi) ‘ 30 6
-, Hebrew - . 29 48 22
Mdthematics R o2 32 29
_ Foreign Language 2 12 .11 ! "15
. '-_ Geography * Y . o - | 7 9 8
’ Biology 100 -— - -_ “ -
. - ’ * [
1S - . .
Grade Level . s .
{ . o v ~ 3 .
1‘2 - ":f ;! - 14 } - _ ‘E J‘ \
3-b AT 33 - 27
7-10 e7 _ 33 62 ' 28
11-12 | 7‘3K\ & 20 38 . 36
X ) .
Academic Dedree - . '\ )\ ’
. None v 107 3 as S I " 46 :
\ S : : : - T
~ B.A. _ - 56 45 . 68 43 -
M.A," " B T 34 7 14 11
’ Ny - . ~ -
' .Teacher Training . ' : 7 ) A\
None | - - ’ 18 : 36 _
Teachers "College 17, 59 : 82 _ ‘64 . .. O
University . =~ {3 : == " -- _ -~ .
. . : i‘ _'A__A [}
-7 Years of Teaching .
* . Experience L , o~ oy o
. 1we 3 _ S 24 17 . 18- , 14
' . . _ _
4 -7 | 28 20 18 ! 11
._...—.' . . - / \ : - . > ’ . "
SRR AT - L IR 20 o 31 R
P 3 U VR 28 33 33 . a3
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Table 2: 0 Mean scores on the two Pattss of iy ;'('l Ovet ton s,
. . . ’\.
'Q .
4 \ v ,
-I Al
% - X "‘v
. . /f
1 : ' )
\ ) Part A * Part 13 #* .
Subtest Bivlogy - (N=70}--Others- (R=nsy CBISTEGY T IN=707 " Others  (N=85)
G
X S.D. X S.n. X S.D. X SiD.
. . . . : . .
. ) ‘I
- Subject matter 5.10 .43 5.6 .73 24.06 3.26 22,23 4.63 '
. ‘) '
Boak laygput 4.97 1.03 v 4.78 1.22 21.06 6.33 . 19.68 5.71
Instruction 4.55 .58 4.65 .71 | 7 20,03 2.25 - 20.41  3.69
Student 4.48 .68 5010 .61 21.05 ' 3.09  23.37 3,1
Useability 4.27 .74 4.40 47 | 19,58 3.92  17.88  4.65
. q - . «, -
Teacher’ 4.01 .70 4.21 \ .73 17.91 2.22 17.65 2,06+«
/ \ | , s
- ‘ —— ) - - ,
total : 4.47 M7 Y465+ .56 ] 20.36  2.10 - 21.34  2.00
A d ' N ‘ ' ' - [
* Rating - Highest possible -score = 6 - .
. kw Ranking - Mean rank on a 40‘—point' scale
L \ : .
J - ’ o«
[
* - “ »
B _ 7 .o ’
[y hd - . 8
-) 1Y
L [°Y V
N N
f . N 1 >
s i .
A
g =
: - 17
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.33.

32.

19.

23.

28,

22.

24,

le6.

40.

36.
. 7_popu1ation specified?

Table 3: Mean response scores on individual items of ,
CI-Quasitions - 1IhY
CCl-Quesitions (N } ) y
[ ! '
%dlt A Part R
Subtedts and Ttems X S.D, v S.D.
- e —— o
. 4
1 ) .
Subject Mattoer “o10 .80 231.08 4,42
Are principles and concepts of the ! _
discipline emphasized? . 9.50 0 .85 25.97 10.10
Is the content up-to-date? 5.49 77 26.61 10.07 /
DO the curriculum materials reflect ‘ N
new developpents in the particu]ar . '
discipline v 5.21 .94 - 2.21 6.80
-.Do.the currniculum materials requ1re ‘ . )
out-doors nature study? 5.07 .80 24.84 8.02
Do t curriculum materials stress the
development of inquiry skills? 5.06 1.08 21.99 8.85
Do the, curriculum materials provide a _ ,
broad knowlcdqo of qubj¢ct mattor? «4.96 1.02 23.15 8.58
-"Do the c¢urriculum materials require prior :
knowledge of chemlstry and physics? ; 4.44. 1,16 20.03 5.03
4 . . 'ﬁ"‘ . v o : '
' . . ,_:.\} : " N .
Book Layou& , . 4.82 1.20 20.64 6.17
: » . ' %
Are the print and general layout > . :
attractive? . L 5.06 . 1.15 20.92 7.63
Are the materials well illustrated? 4.67 1,40 £20.36 6.90 '
S S S - >
Student . CI N wd.75 .80 22.77  3.54
_ o a e T T
Can the ‘curriculum materials be adapted o - \
to students of different ability levels? 5.25 .99, 24.48 9.82
Are there opportunities to - _
develop creatlvity? 5,24 .93 25.11 +8.89
Are there opportunities for value
~education? 4 = §T14M,1.04 24.83 9,32 '
Is the subject matter applicable and - . 2
 relevant to life outside school? -, 5.11 1,11 24.38  9.39 e
Are there opportunities to express - : . s
feelings and attitudes? 5.06 1,10 . 23.64 8.24
Is the age of the target student ° - ’
population specified? . o 4.46 - 1.46 20.55  6.43
Are there opportunities to educate for - L
national values? - ,”_-74;31 1.68 20.33  9.33 )
Is the level of the target. studenr 7“\‘- o _ y
: - 3299 1:41 5.33

“ v

18.68 -
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‘ions for homework? 4.20
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Tabla 3
Part. A Part B
Subtests and ltems X S.D X 5.0,
S \ i ' .
Instructi n , i ) 1.54 76 20059 3,13
A : . -
)
5. Do the curriculum materials require
work in the Laboratory? . 5] 78 56.91 8.93
37. Are-students directed to additional ,
_information sources? 1Y 5.09 1.03 21.70 6.66
. Does the sequence provige-for-incn ...
- {uased difficulty level? 5.0/ 1,06 22.34 7.88
88. Is the lahguage difficult? 4,82 1.23 21,00 9.06
21. Are innovative instructional
Strategies required? 4,51 1,10 20.25 6.92
15, Are experiments with living
animals included? 4.29 1.32 19.03 5.72 J
17.. bo eurriculum materials - require .
- group work? H 3.71 1.32 17.60 7.39
27.,Do the curriculum materialq Speclfy )
"Jetailed students' outcomas? «3.41 1.33 15.93 7.26
b * T
. : —
Useability T 4.27 .90 18.92 4.42
- . v ~ s ! ' /
18. Are the necessary instructional means ~
‘readily available? < 5.40 .90 24,50 8.58
3. Do the curriculum materials allow ®
“for tramsfer from one school to . N
another? . ,4.12 1,36 18,83 10,93
29. what is the price of the stuGEnt . :
‘ textbook? N, 3.97 1.%2 is.46  &v22
4. 'Are the curriculum, materials desiqned -
-as an enrichment program or are they - v
required/by the educational . 3 : . .
authortfébh? _ | 3.82 1.33 1686 7,17
N e .
Teacher e - . 4.11 .80 ,18.17 2.41
38. Is the teacher free to choose and _ _ -
- . initiate teaching strategies? 5.32 .92 24.54  B8.14
13. Do the curriculum materials provide ' .
the teacher with alternatives for . -
~ cholce? 5,090 .97 . 22,04 7.14
7. Do the curriculum materials include ' )
a teacher guide? 4.86 1.28 ° 21,69 ' 7.78°
'34. Can the teacher utilize the. curr- .
iculum materials without special . K
training? = - . . gg%a 4.66 1.26 19.94 5.33
39, Do the materials contain suggest- . _ .
1.36 .17.56 . 7.63-

R
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. Table 31
L J
) .
] 4 ' part A Part B
Subtests and Itcms ) x  S.D. X S.'D.

14. Do the curriculum materials provide
ready-made tests? 4.M 1.42 19.50  7.39
31. Does the teacher guide explain the
considerations of tbe_curriculum .
developers? 3.92 1.48 . ., 17.82 7.64

30. Is the teacher required to devote
\\ a lot of time for preparation? 3.86 1.48 16.56  7.43
26. Does the teacher guide include '
explicit edirtational objectives? 3.83 1,57 17.21  7.28
N 12, Is the time necessary for instruct-
. ¢ jon specified in the teacher's
~ gulde? ¢ 3,43 1.45 - 13.83 8.53
357 1s background information about . . ]
‘ ' curriculun developers made ,
available to tewchers? ' 2.56 1.43 9.15 8.60
* Responqes to these items -were obtainod only by bioloqy teachers
( N=70 )
) . & l\ F 4 .
4 - ’ b
) . . b \J »
* | ' b | \ \
. ] [ ~ . _'
¢ ] v. - v
) o
e //
S
- F.. . . .
: ’

~ 20 L
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Table ¢ SLatisticafly Significunt ditferences botween prology (N 70) ' L.
and non-biology (N=45) sccondary teacher: ,

~

Biology Otho;s BiGlOgy Others
Suhtesg ._ Items  x S.D. x _S.b. .t X é.ﬁ. X 5.0, t-,
Subject , _
matter - Whole 5.10 .48 5.40 .60 -2 04 i
A\ - RS | o, C29016 979 24,71 9,23 -2.43*
C 11 }.98 .98 s.&a 82 -3.15 S '
Layout whole 497 1.03 4.54 1.28 1.97* )
‘ 32 5.00 1.11 4.09 1.64 = 3. 28%
Instruction whole . ' : ' "_' "
8  5.12 1.18 4.49 1.41 AN .
' .9 478 1.14 5.24 1.02 2204 ]
Stﬁdopt ., whole 4.48 .66 5.06 48 . -5.008 T | ‘ ‘
16 3.87 145 5.04 1.10 -4.50** 18.86 0.18 22.47 7.45 ' -2.82**
- (' - 23 4.94 .95 5.49 .77  -3.19%* 23.37 8.42 27.80 B8.87. -2.70%
- 1?4» r4.68 1.14 5.25 1.06 -2.05%* 20,29 6.20 25118 8.25 -3.40%*
28 4.60 1.17 5.59, .58 -5.0044 22.23 8.N 27gbd 9.09 -3.20%
, . 40  3.38 1.58 5.04 1.12  -06.09** 15,42 8.34_ 24.89 B8.81 -5.55**
Useibility whole T . | N |
3 3.81. 1713 4.47 1.56- -2.42% 20.89 6.31 23,67 8.18 -2.05
18 , . N S 26.84 9.16 22.47 7.90 2,64
Teacher &hole ! _ '
© 30 7 3.47 1.43 4.09 156, -2.21% S e
| | .31 o  16.44 7.40 19.20 7.42 -1.95%
< 35 2.19 1.16 2.84 1.62 -2.54* I S

-39 439 1.22 3.40 1.57 . 3.00**

‘;p <0.05 )
**p €0.01

' : o
/1 ,
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Table 5:, Intercofrelation among aubtests (Part A) ’
¢
' :
. o * el. 2. l. 4. : 5.
Subtest Biology Others Bioloyy*Others Biology Others Biology Others Biology Others
. ‘ . .
——— Ay . . __._' : - <= —
l. Subject matter  --- -~ . o ' ‘
A
2. thstruction .58 .33 -- - ’ ‘
' : < I
<
- 3 act .19 .26 - .57 .62 -= -
" pacher : . ’ e ’
\ 4. Book'Layout ) .03 - .10 .20 .41. .53 .46 -- -- S
i 5. Student ' 32 .37 .59 .46 .55 -.51 .20 . .36 -}— _—
. . : 5 - « 4 ; '
6. {Jegabllity Vo33 .23 - 42 .49 .39 6L , .20 27 ' .28‘4 .36
/,' o
A !‘ - \_ . o
% ‘Cc;rr¢1at:ion indic(.{s étatistic_ally si'qnif-icant . .
) P . - T at 0.05 level are 0.23 for biology (N=70)
. . R : .
- and 0.20 for othpers (N=85).
. » [ .
v L] < L] L} ‘
? . - | . . -
~ LR
v « -
- \! \\ - .'\ .
o , ’ ¢ . - .
\/// \ rd "
’ N rd ’ 'r’."
. . -
A . , .
f ‘ ~
< »
\ - P ¢
.
*

A a L . e




Table 6: Statistically significant differences between CCl-Questions (N=85)

and CCI-Statements {N=90)

L 4

ot

\

e .
Subtest Items Questions Statements Qudstions State&énts ¢ \\\)
) ' "x  s.D, X S.D, t X s.n. " x . S.D. t
q_ _— ’
Subject matter whole 5.26 .73 4,136 .63 22.43 4.63,/ 19.27  1.39
) 6 - 5.02 1.11  4.51 - 1.09 2.07
11 ;&;40 L7 5.06 1.10 222 <L
. Student . whole 5,10 .61 4,70 . 90 73,77 3.11 22.74  3.94
23 5.49 .85 4.88 1.46 3.37** :
; 24 5.38 .96  4.80 1.42 3.09%* S
- 28 5.60 .62 4,95 1.34 4.09** ,
g 4-95 7 1.28 | 3.98  1.58 4.40%* ‘ :
‘40  5.08. 1.08  4.65 1.56 2.12%* . 4
! ) .
Teacher ~  whole 4.21 .73 4,26 .73 17.65 2.06 19.01 2.0l *
T, 7 ‘ 21.06 8.34 28.85 8.38 -2.20%
e 12 14.34 8.05 17.46 8,29 o252+
14 15.49 7.51 18.18 8.10 ~2,25*
3, L 18.41 7.31 20.40 4.84 -2.11
‘ 34 4,59 1.35  3.79 1.64 3.49**19.34 5.32 - 15.66 7.98 3,58%%
o 35 287‘1~57* 3,87 7150 <2,97** 9,51 B8.66 16.50. 6. 79 -5.90%*
| .39 ; ) 15.87 7.88 19.21 7.4 +-2.87
. . ] \
| . ) L | “r‘rf’
- * p .« 0.05 * p <001 /
\
J
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