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. ABSTRACT
) Because of fewer humaa resources, teachers in rural
schools have to assume a larger respoﬂs1b111ty for their own «
curriculym development than.do teachers in city sg¢hools. There is a
"need for a curriculum specialist to gét into a situatién quickly, to -
assess the. problem, and to solve ithe problem gquickly in order to move
to another problem. In rural schools, one of the most important ways
of getting teachers to assume that respons1b1l1ty is to teach them to
become independent learners by using the student as a major source of
information and gu1dance in curriculum development. While this is a
generic principle in curriculum development, ‘it is a principle that
assumes the critical role in rural school curriculum development.
Generalizations suggested by the model developed from this curriculum
project include: teachers, particulaziy in rural school districts,
need proof of the ‘effectiveness 2f a curriculum development (they
must see a change in student behavior or learning needs); teachers.
. need to value the .approach to curriculum development (they must ¢
decide what is best and what is effective within the context of their ’
own classroom); and teachers” need. more concrete guidance initially,
but they need to work towards independence in learning via learning
how to learn from their students. (AH) )
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Need for Special App'roach o

.

v R

There is a néed for a special approach to curriculum development in
. - '.

. .
’ ey ‘ N

rural schools mainly because rural schools do not have ‘the support systems
. . 3 . . .

3

’

. that gpay be found in urban areas. Sspools in urban areas ordinarily. ha@e

-~ N .

continual support and tBey can often depend upon that support. In rural

schools, there is the same teacher need and fewer people to do the job. -

o l
- Because of fewer human resources, teachers in these schools have to assume,

P lafger responsibility for their own cunriculum:development than® do

L teachers "in city schodls. In ru;al areas, there is a need for a cur-

riculum specialist to get into a situation quickly} to assess the

problem; and to solve the problem quickly in order to mer to another
' v L .

- . .

. - problem. °

. s In rural schools, one of the most important ways of getting .teachers

. to ‘assumé that responsibility is to teach, them to become independent’

P learners by using the student as the majdor source of information and . .

. .

guidance in curriculum development. While this is a generic principle :

Voin curriculum development, it is a priunciple that assumes the critical

\ - PR

.role in rural school curriculum development. , -

. It is impcrtant'that teache;§ in rural schools learn about the9r§ so
that they can generalize prqcticeé and £ill in the gaps. .They néed,
. AN -~ * *
so to speak, a generic code, an understandiny of the giobal, to enable

{
Theory and Practice

. A
<® them to be a positive force in the developmental proless. They need, N

[

- .
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* howevery to develop this through practical experjiences., It is the most

. .

# meaningful way to learn theory.

If the teachet is dealing with something thav is practical, something

'.},.l) ' . .
, that is valued, some thing CQ?C can be. demonstrated to be effective, then

- «

the teacher will thirst for theory. They will want to know why it works.‘

[y

This brings one_ to the second step.“ In order to develop curriculum n&

v

» /‘?’$ rural schools, one needs to be specific about'what~one is doing, and one

-
5

has got to develop something that actually works. It also has to be

” . demohstrated to the teachers that it works or, even better, they have to

-
] 3

7 demonstrate to themselves.that it works. -
. = -~

) ~

: Neéd for Assessment . = ’ . .

There is a critical need foxs pre~assessment andspost-assessment in
this kind of situation. Pre-and post-assessments are the grist for
demonstrating~effectivenéss. It helps to specify what is going on and

A ’

specificity is important here.' In these schools one cannot be iﬁvesti—

gating general kinds of concepts that can be ivestigated-over time at,

i

\ N '
an,appropriate pace. -There is not enough time for that. One has to °

’

deal with Specifics and find out whether the curriculum at each -~ *
developmental stage works or does not work. Therefore, for cqrriculum

development, especially i xural schools, pre—assessment and post-

assessment are essential.

* The Approach . ..

As a specific exauple, the authors have developed%ap.approach.to
+ . . t -
curriculum development for a particular rural schdol in Southeast Idaho

. which seems, to have been very effective after only four mcnths of inter-

- L}

vention. This curriculum presents an apprbdach that héﬁ great potentié&

L% ]

for contiruation withia that school even thoéugh the curricudun specialist

- K »
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has moved on. There are a number of reasons why this curriculum will

. : . , |
L ] > . -
continue to be used. One major reason'is that thes teachers know it works.
They know it works because of the pre-asses§pent/post—assessment measures

t 4

|
L ) which demonstrated positive student change. . . A 4
Teachers in this %lementary school had requested help in the teaching

| . . .. : - -
of language development with particular emphasis in writing. Before the " .

. “« L4

. - he . 1
“ intervertion began, teachers were asked to. gather data by having youngsters

-
/

.

write in response to a particular piqturE whick teachers selegted. Rather
‘ . than having some sophisticated .assessment tethnique impoged ypon them,
- & . >
¥ teachers developed the assessment technique themselves which wag' then used
. 2, -

for student pre- and. post-assessment. By defelppiné ;his assessment tech-

. . ( .
nique on theif own, it was assured ‘that the teachers would understand the .
- " . \J ‘ .
meaning of the results gnd its relationship to their imstructional goals ‘ o .

¥ .
and objectibés. The gsseésmént rated each student sample on a 0 tﬁofb

.

. scale hased upon a criteria establiéhed by the teachers themselyes using.

group consensus. The curriculum specialist acted as an independent rater

using the same criteria. . . - ' ) [ ' ) . ’

’ - '

» After the.assessment, the teachers &eveloped, under guidance and ~ l
) ) . ! ¢ .J
direction, a step-by-step approach for improving the writing of youngséers Y

. in that school. This ép%roach was developed by the tsachers, again uﬁdep

’ -

P . . .
Girection, but constgntly in relationship to childrep's learning. This ‘ P

* L

led the teachers to become incréasingly more confident about their own .

' -

. ~

- - and sequence for that approach. It also led theﬁ to realize ;pat the major

N w

. s - .

abilities not only to teach the new approach, but alse to develop a‘scope N
|
|

guide for the curriculum development Was not the teacher trainer but the
‘ \ - ~

- "

students themselves., P b

. - : . \

- For example, when the teacher trainer was askgd, "Where do we go -

[y
.
. »

|
.\ a .
next?", the answer of the trainer was usually, "Where do you think you
) ' .

)
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eeed to go?"‘ The discussions that followed were centered on.discovering
the need for reinterpretatlon of data already possessed or the need for
. mo;e student data for guidance. Thus, teachers were made aware of the
. .
constant cyclic proces§ that moves from assessment of needs, problems,

“ H

+  based evaluation. of_outcomes of the strategy. . ' :
. e L .
. Acquisition of .this process, through guided practice on the part’ of

T hd * -

teacher trainees, Has led them to greater independence from the teacher

.

-

role to that qf a reflector of trainee thought, it was apparent that
_teachers had internalized the problem solving process. This ecquisition

"

_of process now allows them access to a continuous prdcess made to.expand
N . LY

and deepen their own curriculum using ‘their students' needs as the

’
& generator of curriculum. ° .

™
[ . . .

~ . - . ¢

Ef fectiveness : ) .

. - - N 0

The effectiveness of the curriculum was most” convincing. K6 Pre and

- ’ . .
- R . .

’ « poOst-assessment analyses of student achlevement score indicaged, in the

! ~ ' [ ¢
5
judgment of the teachers and using their own cgigeria—referenced assess-

. v .‘ment, that students improved significantly in their writing abilities.
The assessment device was not SOphisticated but the results of its use
’ ‘* . \ ’ :
<, weré convincing. Each teachér rated his/her own étudents papers and
) ‘.
. "" the curriculum specialist also rated each student's writing. The inter-

-

\cater reliability was .éb, meaning‘that judgments based on the criteria

across teachers and the cuxriculum Speciallst was very high. T-test

LI

results for the 220 students are displayed i%‘Table 1,

1 - » Standard | | Probabitity
. Groups Number (H) £4d 24 Dev. o) t Valve (p<)
S -
+ Total Group I 220 481 2,035 x 4.49 7.22 .0005

- °. : Table 1 .
“‘ N ’ t-Test Data -
‘ * 1
ERIC~ - Lo ,
Wi;ﬁﬁ . . f;

. issues, etc., to strategy developmeat which sheuld always.lead to a data- ~

‘traiﬁer. As the trainer gradually removed himself from a éurely pnoactiﬁe
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The t-value indicates to the writers that student outcomes achieved would
N . : =

-

have occurred by bhance in only five out of ten thousand instances. .
An.a follow-up survey one and one-half'years after the inservice pro-

. / K
gran ended, it was found that all teachers in that school had conginued to .

expand their own curriculum by using the student$ as guides. Three téachers

&
. who were new to the School since the inservice -Stated that they were using
) . A -
the curriculum. This curriculum nse and expansion is a strong contrast to .

our experiences with curriculum.Projects which resultéd in a Well-packaged

- . ~

product which was placed on a shelf and never used.. ,l . : .
‘ .
Independence " ‘ ’

7T, . 1

The guidance of the curriculum development was directed but not imposed.

The curriculum specialist in this instance trained teachers to perceive their

© -
' .

students as the true guide of the contedt and strategies of their program to“’
" rd

Amprove their students' writing skills. Using dempnstration teaching,

« teacher experimentation with new skills, and reflections on classroom suc-

cesses and failures, teachers rapidly acquired the theory-base and the ski{l

-

to carry on-alone for they had.succese in the form of a "pkoven" enhancer of
. ' ev * ‘
‘ student skill/knowledge that worked effectively. -

\

5‘ .
ADAPTABILITY OF THIS MODEL

1Y

Three major generalizations are suggested by the model developed from

®

this curriculumloroject.

1. Teachers, particularly in rutal schoolydistricts,'né%d proof
of the effectiveness of a curriculum development, The time
and effort.they expend must demonstrate student behavior
change in the form of a sclution to what teachers perceive

~

as student learning needs.

»




Z: 'Teacheré need to value the approach to curriculum develop-
4

-ment. The authors see inherent in this,statement teacher

involvement from "day-one" to a simultaneous production of .
. . . . " .

a usable ptoduct as their learning takes place. They must’
. . ‘ —~—— L N

. . help decide what is best and what is effective within the -

context of their own classroom.
4
3. They need more concrete guidance initially, but they need to .
™~ -
work towards independence in learning. They need to learnJt
. ~ . . 3 ;

how to learn from stqdents, particularly from their own . .

Students. And they need to be guided by a process whereby

.

- the teacher trainer removes himself fram the process and is

. N .
: assured that éhe trainees can assume guidance for future
. '.
development. ) i

Teachers need to .learn to lgok less to the teacher trainer for gui@gnce 0
¢

_and more towards the students. The teachers need tp be confident enough to
[ -
learsi how to extend their .skills so that, eventually, they will look towards
. - . l . &
themselves and their relationship to_their students for furthering the °

develupment of their skills in teaching and in durricq}un‘developmeﬁt. '
- . ) + .
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