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.unThé"bﬁ¥;gé;jof‘this st 8, to éFovidc'empirical data ébout
'Negfoundrand xepghers‘whé'voluntéered\io work on cuériculum‘déVc{iggégy
p;éjupts.for-frqject Atlahtig Capada (PkC).‘ These teachers -have been
actiQely involved wilh Project Aélanﬁ%g Cauada_(;AC) since éebﬁémbe;'PQ
Spécifically,.comparisons were made between the Project.Atlantié'Qanéda
(PAC)'Lcachurs and teachbrs who were not involved in Project Aélantic
’badada (PAC). These comparisons focused on three sections in a questio
~naire (sce Appéndix B); Séction A co&tainod data related to cersain
pefsénal ahd.profcssional chargc%eristi Section B consist;d Qf the
Rokeachobogmatisﬁ Scale, Fq;m E, which measured the épenﬁesg and élosedﬁess'
of the belicf~disbeijuf sfstcﬁs of respondents; and Section C which
consisted of the éuryiculum Inventory. , This instrumeng measured respon-‘;
dents in terms‘of their attitudes toward cur;iculum use and pldnning.‘
The data inNthe shudy'we}e obtained f&oﬁ a mailed questioﬁna?ré.
The respondents were Lhe\ywentf-five froject Atlantic Canada éqachers and
one‘hundrcd.and twelve reséondents in the control group, the Qon—PAC
téachers.
The non—PAd teache?s were prqvided with infofmag;on about Project
‘Atlantic>Canadq (PAC) and asked if they would like to become involved at
some futufe date. Some of the teachers in the céntrol érouﬁ volunteqye
gZ@Z). 1ﬁef'became‘tpb XZ group in the study.‘ Other teachers in the
cont¥ol proup refused to become involxed (42%). They_bgcamé the X3 group

in the study. For comparative purpases thirty-five teachers werne randomly '

.
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. Wm - T . The Problen ) _ : o L
© + 7 This. reseasch Study was focused on-a sltuation created in
. A - - . . . N ' IS ) - - AY i . ageg. ta.
SO * Newfoundland during the carly 1970's, by Profect Atlantic Canada. T'hiit
I e situation occurred when the creation of Project ALlantle Canada (PAC)
B . = encouraged teachers to become involved fn curriculum development projects.
’ The teachers who volunteered and have. been involved since September 1w -
L B} 'I . - . N 0
o . assuméd a maximum resporisibility for the development of curriculum projeets’
. ; s . =
‘. ) ) y - . R . el . . ‘ a ’
vt *+ based on+loeal l.f;plcs._ - - T . .
‘ X . © . The study made comparisons between Nuwfoundland teéachers involved -
. . © o A ) = .\ ~ A - 5
- . Cwith Project Atlantic Canada (PAC) and Newfoundland teachers not involved ©° -
. with Projdiet Atlantic Canada. -7 ’ ' ‘ k
A - The problems investigated were guided by the followi ng questlons: -
: - - . 1.7 (a) Do teachers whu havé been . involved wi'th_'l’roject Atlantic Ganada’ )
: - . 1 . e . . R . .
. w e - v = (PAC) have more open bellef=disbelief systems, than those who
o have. ;not been involved? ke )
e . - - . . - ‘ r . . © i
. - - A8 1o teachérs who have been involved with Project Atlantic Canada -
1 .o . 1‘.—.{""-" B . . R n w "
. - . o\, (PAC) have more positive attitudes toward curr{culum use and
Y - 3, . . 5 - - 0o . -‘
\ = 5 ~ e - . By
R T planning than those who have 'not been involved?
. - SN 2 . . e

.

. -
. .

. -

e . (PAC)? -

. k. by -
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". -.2. Do -teachers who have been Involved wi th
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Purpoge of the Study S - . ' P .

A

o to the attitudes of Newfoundland teachers involved in Projéct  Atlanti

N . 2 ~o , ’

\\/ -, CGanada. ‘-Spccific:jlly, .the s;,ud); was desdigped to compare the att{tu’cjds
. . : < .- : 3 ]

of Newfoundland teachers involved with PAC to the attitudes of teache

\“

not involvéd with PAC. The data gathered for- the study was used to

. [
. o . . R o . .

answer the 'qucsll.ions_l in’ the problem statement) p'ugc 1.
.‘ LT . . , . ' i .. v R . \. .
. Bagkground of the Problem . o, . '
) Tk

¢, . .

- of operation in Kewfoundland.. Prdject Atlantic Canada-is sponsored b
the. Canada Studie$ Foundation (CSF), a pri\vatcly [inan(':ad, nou—profi‘t

-

3 organization.” One of the aims of thc Foundation,”which has been
] - achiieved by PAC in Newfoundland, .is the _iqvolveﬂlent of t:éachers,('
) Q. ) . .

students and - interested citizens in curriculum development projects..
¢ The Newfoundland teachérs who volunteered fox PAC projects,
their” behaviours and attitudes; what they are and how they change,

a a

o R - ' \ S
whether or not. PAC teachers. have more open belief-disbelicf 'systems

. "

T ! - . P4 ot “ ' b}
» thn{: non PAC teachers. The'writer assumed that the teachers wheo
: A - h Lo o ‘ S
ST volunteered for PAC projects wverd ore receptive to deal with new
. B ° LS

*ideas and ‘accept~<change than teachers who@;e[used to become involved
s with PAC. ©On the basis c;f that assumption, the decision élls made to
o . -y M ‘ .

-

. use the lkeach Lk)gnlatism Scale, Form £ in ®rder to dqtez‘miné '<, '
L4 e . . I . °

. N . ;
¥ + - Whether of not PAC teachers had more 0@1 belief-disbelief systems’
~ -7 -_.-tliin teachers who refused:to become involved in PAC. "
B : © “The s'tudy‘fur_ther investigated the attitudes of PAC teachers
~ ~‘. '- hd . -
” : é'p ’ : e t
R X W .
v ) - g .
- f '.‘g’“ 3 .

Tlhic purpose of the study was to gather empirical data related

3

<

rs

"+ Project Atlantic Canada (PAC) is now complcting“- its sccond year

v

y

& -

:

S formed the basis-for this study. In i)artlcular “the study investigated® ..

e



.

. and teachérs who were not involved with PAC, “towards curriculum use
and planning. 'The-writer assumed that PAC teachérs .would show more

»

positive nttitpdqsftoyards curriculum usc and planning than teachers,
T B . . ' st . . . c Le
» who'were not involved with PAC.. That aSSumﬁtion was the basis for v

. 1
081ng the Currlculum Attltudc Inventory in order to c18531fy PAC

- ey teach@rs and nonsPAC teachers according to- their nttltudes toward
LI - 9. . A‘ 9
: .. -® .curriculum use qnd planning. L o o -
£ o : . - . <= '
~ 7 , ) The final questlon which guided the - 1nvestlgat1on of the

t . }ee
t

problem is rglaggd to changes in professional skills and how these

¢ - 9

. ' ~‘ . changee ‘may influence personal attltudes. Téba (19ﬁ°) pomnted ouf

~

SRR that prof0551ona1 skills and personal attltudi go‘hand in hlnd, each

“ 1

a

affectlng_the other; and changes in one both require changes in the ~
. . -« . >

o +
. .

. . other and produce possibilities for further change (p.°462)." With

e - ' ~tnis in'mind the writer set out to determ{ne whether or not the

dcvclopmcnt of curr;culum skills on the part of PAC teachers brought N

"' : ! . .'15'.
, dbout changes in their attltudes toward curriculum use and nﬁpnnlng.‘

- vb.'
. .
N . o v

- It appcars that attitudes of Newfoun&land tcachcrg towarq becoming

(N
. .

* involved in Png‘projects-nérc related to a number of obstacles.

. A - - .~ .,
- . . B Yy ‘ u

H PR o -Teachcré(who becamelinvolvcd in the above PAC projects
A - - R .
<2 e L o : : ; o
. found many obstancles in their,path.« One of the more common obstacles

0‘ B f

- ) . was conv1ncing administrators and other teachers that it was pOSSlble
’ b—

o
. N

». '+ for classroom teachers to dcvelop teachable curriculum. Hlller2£1973)
noted_that-"curriculum,dévelopment in the past has beeén direc&gd mainly
by oducationgl consultants and by specialistg in thc disciplines

o \]
. o . »

«r'f"i' (p. 78)." Consequently, curriculum development is not usually

recognized as part of the teacher's function.”’
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C e _ 1n addition to the preceding there are other -obstacles to

- - -~ - 4 . .
teachers who are interestéd in expanding thefr‘%kills’to\igzglig'

.,ngéiéulum’aévelopﬁéngi .ghane (1973, p.'SOﬁ) ohtliﬁgd,sonp of th :; -
.'_ - oﬁgtécles common to" all Fehchcré involved in ;ur;ic;lum dcvclqpment
e o pfojccﬁs. Muuy'oﬁ thosé dbstaclés qrcipcttiqéﬁt-tb Ne;foundlahd °
F&;u:r'. projectét "The time fué;or was'cbwmon L; All Ncwfouﬁdl&nd tcﬁms;~a
. A 2ot

. : NS . . . . o !
time to gather material, time to write,.time to meet with other 9

‘team members and make plans for the future:df the project: Many

- -,

‘

t

- teachers” felt insccure because they lacked the background knowledpe
L B - N - N -, N

A : : . © Lol < .

+in’ the areas of curriculum development and curriculum evaluation.

- e

1n mhny cases tcachers were prevented from taking part in curticulum
R ST ‘ o .
development hecduse they lacked. the necessary funds Lo support

their efforts.. Therd were other teachers who watched the failure

o of similar.attempts ‘o chanpge educational practice; as a°result they //
v -

P weré reluctant to become inva}vcd.. N B .
) In the case 6f the Newfoundland feaphers who vélunteéréd for
. . - ° ]
5pAC‘pro§egts, funds were providqd for gatpefing nﬁd producing ' o
.“méterials, as well as for'fravel and purchasing release tin#ﬂ )
\ - . . .

Through the rac workshops teachers were given an opportunity to

< ~ v

broaden their knowledge in needed.areas such as curriculum development
> N X . R “ ° NS ‘ -

and evgluation.

Significance of the Study

.
- ’
T v

Ythe significancce of the study must ultimately be its contribution

) of empirical.data to the field of. teacher initiated curriculum development.
© . The involvement Qf:teacherSyaS major developers of curricula is not a new
N . - "'~ v . & .
4 o '.' )
‘ ¥ “ . , . .
:
] 4 i
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idea. It has been recoﬁmended by. such pedple as John Dédéy (1928) Alice
Mell (19A6), Hilda Taba (1963), John R Joyce (1971) and Philip J. Wafrqp
(1973), In spite of thlb a review of research in Newfoundland edueation

'has revealed that very littre research has been done in the area of teacher

-

initiated currizulum development, ' : R T p

The Newfouqdland.tédchcrs who became involved with Project Atlantic

. . B .-
-, ‘ <, .

Canada were one of the first groups in the province to venture into
- A :

<

co-oberntive cerriculem deveiopment w}th.stedeezs;\universiti professars .
aqﬂ iay peop]e.“ConsequentJy, the findings of the study are related to
basic questibesz * Such questions as: (1) whether or not teachers who became
involved with Project Atlantic Canada have mbre open belief{-disbelief .';

systems than ‘teachers who were .not involved,, (2) whether or not teachers
" involved with Project Atlantic Canada (PAC) have mdre pbsitive attitudes

toward curriculum use and planning than ‘teachers who were not. involved,

(3) ‘whether or not atﬁitudes toward curriculum use and planning changed as

a result of teacher involvement With Projeet Atlahtic Canada. ’ .
) [T

The findings of this study should provide valuable information both:
for. future researchers and for pecople genuinely-.intcrested in a co—operatiVe:~'

curriculum development program. .o ’ .
s\ i P N . . - . . v o,

Definition of Terms - ) S . RN

. The following terms are defined asfthey.apply to this study.

. . . , .
Belief system -~ 1s conceived to represent all the beliefs, sets,

. . A N
expectancies, or hypotheses, conscious and unconscious, that a person at a
& . .

Z~éiven time accepts as true of the world in which he lives (Rokeach, 1960,
p. 33). .~ :

Curriculum -~ 1s a structured series of intended learning outcomes



3 .
_constructing-the substance .of the curriculum, a

. -

(Johnson, 1971, p. 45). o ‘ A

o

Curriculum change —- is conceived as a favorable change in the
‘o . - v . -.~ '
curriculum,'followlqg fromgﬁbé‘turriculum planning and dévelopment process.
Ty .

- -

Curriculum planning?and curriculum development —- is the involvement

of teachcrsn pupils and consultants in the process of otganizing and

Y

Curriculym uge -- is the willingness on the part of the teacher to

pilot new curricula or to usdexisting textbooks coupled with new content '

ideas. "
hY

. O’ ",. ) B .
Disbeliefl system -- is comprised of. a series df subsysteps rather

.

. . . ¢ . ] .
than one single unit and contains all the beliefs, conscinus and uncon-

"scious, that a person at a given time-rejects as false (Rokeach, 1960,

p. 33). '

f

Open and closed be]ief—disbelief systems -- is a'npmerical,rating .

ds measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E. A high score indicates

- v e

a closed belief-disbelief syétem and a low score indicates ,an open belief-.

disbelief system. ’ : ‘ )

° 4

Project Atlantic Canada (PAC) -- i§'a'iégional curriculum develop-
ment project sponsored by the Canada Studies Foundation. Projéct Atlantic ¢

Canada in turn supports teacher initiated curriculum development préjecps
throughout the Atlantic provinces. ¢ )
. . L) @

+ e .

Limitations of the Study ‘

The following limikatlons of the study should be noted:

1. This study was limited to an investigation of those teachers who
. s *
had volunteered to work on curriculum development projects sponsored

by: Praject Atlantlc Canada (PAC). Thug the results of this s tudy
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"+-may be generalized to teachers who volunteer.

2.° The small size of the sample had an effect on the Qécisions made *

Hl'ln'this study.” When comparing respondents- statistically, in some

instances there wére less than two respondents in a cell. Because

PRENY
.

of this fact, results were possibly not as rel}pble nor as conclu-
- " 5 LA N

sive as thoy could have been with a larger-sample. . - -
] . -
3. The results of the study should be generalized only to teachers ~

I

r . .
similar to those involwved in Project Atlantic Canada (PAC), and

who are teaching in situationsnsiq;lar to PAC. teachers.
o .

-

~A

’ Summﬂ!! RN
oA .
"y,  The first chapter was an introductidn to the study; consequently,

- i
-

the problem, purpose, background to the problem, significance of the sfgdy,

definition of terms, aﬁd limitatigns of the study were set down. In :

) v ";i" . . s .
c R .
Chapter 2, research relevant to.,he study is reviewed. The procedure, -«
p 2 Y . pToO; ’
. . ~ T . - ‘,‘-‘f:“'\ . .
questionnairereturns, instrumentat%gg?’design‘of the study, hypotheses,

and methods of data analysis are set down in Chapter 3. .In Chapter 4, the
: E] [ .

data obtained from thc'questionnaire aqg anai;zea and the findings reported.
. ) .

b .
These findings are interpreted and conclysions are drawn in Chapter 5.

Lastly, the investigation is suﬁharized, implications are drawn, and

recommindations for further study are suggested in Chapter 6.

7
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. ] © ' Review.wf Literature = . _ ) .

;
.

.. .. ‘The' present study is focuSed on the attitudes of classroom teachers-

-

involved in curriculum development and ch’ange. With "that.in mind the
- . . ’ «

writer set out to review the literaturé pertinept to the following areas:

(‘l) the rol.e'c?f_t:he change-agent in—;t]"le light of present social. and . . L

educational cl':,ange; (2) the major app;oa_qlle’s' to ot/T¥iculun development and

. - . . s : t
-change; and (3) the role of the tcacher in the framework of curriculum

5o
PR

change.

<9

. The Change=Agent in Sociadl and ' . .
Educational Change . < . - .

There is no doubt that in present day.society change is a common &

-

. . everyday 1oc:currence. Moore (1_963‘) pointed out that: - - v

-

By any crude‘measurement, the contemporary world appears - .
to.be changing more rapidly than at any othet time in Human )

] ) histoty, partlculaﬂy if we accept an arbitrary division and - - ,
define the contemporary period as the twentaeth century (p. 2).

a

Ryan (1968) stated t:hzit "the whole weight of knowledge in modern social

-

science pqshes toward the concluslon that social chang 1s one t 1ng that

Tl
Vs

1s here to stay (p. 13)." Ryan fxﬁthe'r noted. that ''socia ?Jc.:hange arises -
when the ~relatib‘nships among persons or groups are mndified (p.:3)." The .
-te.chnologies‘of '.s'ti’énce,. communication and travel have,created al: rapidit
of social change'tllan is un:iqu'e.‘ to this. tenturys -
‘From the above— then it appe'anlrs ;hnt change itself“’is' ohe of tng

gredtest problems facing society today and a major obstacle to this problem =

g .



" the ability to make rzipid and adequate adaptations to our last changing

Y

. ’ . . s .
w @ .
or dealing with change (Reckinger,

.

lg the inadequacy of our social systems

<1973, p. 513). TIn the case of our udu(‘.ntlonafsysilcms we have added all

the new techniques and acceessories; yét [t appears that the schools lack

. ' !

4

timads (Carlson, 1969, pp. 3-7). ) ¢

One reason sugpested by Carlson for the delay of change in-cduca-
! B y $

tional systems is .the absence of a change-agent. Qe said:

.

L .
N Parc of the explanation of the slow rate of change in public
schools, according to many students of organizational change, / ¢

lies with the absence of an {nstitutionalized change agent pesi-
tion in public education. A change agent is a professional who
has as his major function the advocacy and Introduction of lnno-
. vations inhto practice.

However, Bennls (1966) made a strong case for "planned change,"” a
’ ) . ¢ &

process that appears to off-set what Carlson has sald.
. - ‘ E o .
Bennis saw planned change as follows: "A consclous, deliberate,

and collaborative effort to improve the operations of a system, whether it

be sclf-system, soclal system, or cultural system, through the utilization

. of sclentific knowledge (p. 2)." In his paradigm Bennis viewed pldﬁned

" change has emerged as a professional “person' whose tasks are those of '

. -
\

N . R 4 . .
!change as being superior to all qgther types of change. It has a change-

agent-client relationship that iLs beneficial to both sldes. ' v
" Any person who aides the change prbcbss in any way is usually a

referred to as the él\ange-:agen't. The group, organization, individual, etc.

. ) . 1] , ~
befng helped Is called the client system. In recent years the agent of
: . - . ) . i

.~

helping ‘comnunifics,‘éd@ational systems and otlier groups to plan develop-
A * . . . .
ment or reform ob jectives, to focus on problem situations, to sce possible.

’

(_solutio’ns and to ecvaluate the results of planned effort. .

P
.

Lippit, Watson & W:éétley ('1958) proposed a definition of planned

.o

f"‘
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change similar to the one presented by Bennis, ‘with one ecxception. As they

-

4 . ’ ' Y B
sce it the change-agent is from outside the #lient system, a person or team

9
~

brought.iqto the system to help. This appears to he a narrow vicw when %
- t° 2

%
one looks at the large number of well—educateéﬂzsaiuiétrdtors, specialists
and classroom tcachers employed-in any one school district. =°In fact 'there

. N .

should be no lack of change-agents. School boards should éncourage those

pcople whé arc open to change to becofie*involved in the planning of change.
N ] . e
In this way the educational system will build into itself a vigorous

. \ E oo

change-~agent function which will enable it to adapt to a coﬁtinuallﬁ ) .

-

changing environment (Bennis, Benne .& Chin, 1961, p. 16).

. FAN AP
In thé opinion of the writer the change-agents In cducation-are

the superintendents, consultants, supervisors, principals and teachers;

In recent years it appears that the process of curriculum develqpmen;>hhs

;
N ’ -

B .

. N i . R

taken on the chhrgq&%ristics of a change-agent. 1In the case of Project

e, e
+ .

Atlantic anada'thg_yniber;ifyipr?feééors.and tedchers of‘the regiéﬁalJ
stecring committec were Ehe d}iginaliéhange—agents: The role was 1at§r..A -
.a55qmed by classroom teachers_wHo,véiun;eered;to bécomq invoived in tﬁe
development of lo;al curriculum units. At the present time ft appears -

that these local curriculum projects will become the catalyst of change

in that the high level of work in each unit will inspire the development

€

3

of further attempts to change the curriculum. . : o

- ‘
Appro®ches to Curriculum Development
- and Change *° | ¢ S E ) .

~ WS o s

<

.- AR ) :
Currlcqzhmidevelépmeﬁt as an agent of change is not a new idea.

% -~ .

\ h . . P - ’ g . : K
"Sequel (1966}, Caswell WL966) and Kliebard (1968) agreed that the 1920's,

n

saw the emergence of curriculum as a fiéld for professional activity. Lt

-

was during. this period tﬁat Bobbitt (1924) demonstrated how écientific

- 1

. L)
‘



»

‘. SR ) ,“,T _ | “ t»/f 1;:;11
prlnclplesqmlght be ngpliéd to the }ractical pr;b]cms‘of de#eiopmégﬁﬁ@&ﬁp
“the same decade the tltle "activity curriculum" came into éener;l use.
John De;ey had used the expression as early as 1897, in reference to his

laboratory school at the University of Chicago (Smith, Stanley-& Shores,

v
r

1957, p. 264). o a s

. 'The curricylum of the Dewey school "was desigried to utilize in the™

14 ’ -

education of young people those basic impulses toward saying, making,
finding out, and creating (Dewey, i9b3, pp. 30-33)." John Dewey, as an '
agene of change durlng the 1920's and 19130's, was to become one of the

major contributors to twentieth'.century progressive educational theory and

‘v
.

practice (Ragan, 1966, pp.AZO—Ql). The Progressive Education Movement:,

' a .

another agent of change during the same period, was not crecated by Dewey
. -

although he played an lmpbrpunt'rolb in-its-growth. Cremin (1964) noted

.~

. . .
that "the progressive movement was a many sided effort to use the'schools
X

- .

: / _ _ ‘ ‘ . 4 "
to improve the tives of indlviduals (p. 21)." : “

- 4 J

From the 1920's until the mid 1950's the Progressive Movement

A . ’ -

brought the work of curriculum development and curriculum change to the

point where it became a significant part of most major school systems..

,.'The mowement advocated a comprehensive approach to curriculum development, -

»

so that all levéls of child growth would receive equal attention. It was’ e

- L% B . ’ -~ .
zggsidered important to have feachers participate as change-agents in the ’

T

work of curriculum development so that total acceptance of new changes ‘

would occur, at the classroom level (Verduin, 1967,'pp. 22-23). .

\

It was during the late 1920's and through the 1930's that the

A

. - T '
rcconstruction of the curricula became popular. Bagley (1934) pointed out

) -

that "by 1?33 there were no fewer than 35,000 differept curricula on file’

in theé curriculum laboratory.of Teachers' College, Columbia University .
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(p.. 140)." VUnderneath this cano of curriculum reconstruction lay a
. 4 y

hd -

dispute centered around the ‘responsiblilities of teachers as changé-agents

. : . - I
in curriculum development. Whipple (1930) and Bag]e§}(1936)lkith felt that

3

the work of tcachers In this field was amateurish and a wasté of time. . On
the other hand Caswell®s Campbell (1935) and Bauernféind (}930) believed

\33Mt sincé teachers were closer to the classroom thanthe specialists they

hd
P LI .

- : s, hemnrhtisd
shiould have a say in curriculum developments s {3V

«
* ’

In spite of the controversy over the teacher's role in curriculum »

v ,

development, the movement to develop curricuja thrived. More and more .

. - “
N

,School systems accépted it -as essential t& have system-wide, organized

currlculum programs; schools of education began to include courses on o

.

curriculum in their programs, in addiklon large .nuhbers of books; articles
and studi’es’ were written around the tbpic (Caswell, 1966, p. 2).

LIS

The curriculum movement which began’ in the 1920's and included

.teachers, university pro?essors, speclalists and curriculum development as -

. t

-change—agcnts, has now bersistéd for ovet fifty years. OGwynn.& Chase ) \\‘
(19699 reported thit over that period of time there have been six stages
; . , _
of change azxl grohth in the curriculum field. They are: - ~

1. The aims;and—objeccives stages;

r

2., ghc survey movement; P
;Tﬂ_;;:\§§velopment of the unit teéhnique; - 6 ~T
. . S _ .,
. 4. Systewwide-curriculum revision; . .
5. The core curriculum and large-unit procedures, including - .
L the fusion movement; . o N

6. Subject-matter curriculum revigion by college disclplines'_
amd resgarch psychologists, gjith some help from high school ’
teachers (p. 143). ’

.
‘. .
.

Thc.precéding periods of growth and change in the curriculum field

2

PR
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.,appear to have comeg about .as a result of four major approaches to curri- .
culum éhange. Tﬁ;ﬁe of these appréaéhes a;e discussed in deéth by Smith, |

S?nnlcy.& Shores (1956, pp. 426-449). Thcy are: - < o ‘ﬁzif#\
. . The administrative approach; - g

. Tﬁc_graSSLroots approhch;

0 3.- “The demonstratioﬁ/apprdach.

The commi ttee approach receives such wide support (Taba, 1962; Oliver,.

- . 1965; and Doll, 1970) that the present writer will Ereatuit hsnthe fousth

-
A

i approach, : :

/ \

The administrative approach. 1In this approach the administfgkor

decides when the curriculum needs revision, what revision is needed and
: :. :how it shall be dome. .There are cases where the adﬁiniétrative approach
appears to be democratic, because of.the appointment of teaéher éommigtces;
. However 1in most césés the administrators direct every move of the committees ™
- ‘ (Miel, 1946, p. 151). Courses of study produced by tbis type of curriculum.

"development, where teachers had very little impact, were often used ineffec--.

y or not at all (Taba, 1962, p. 447)- SR

<

The administrative approach to curritulum development was popular -
diring the 1920's. Although the approach has resulted in some curricula

improvements: it has ndw been abandoned in theory and in most places in
[ ] . ' ) . . l A
practice, largely because of its undemocratic approach (Smith, Stanley &

Shores, 1957, p. 428). -

. ¢ »
-
- -
L.

The "prass-roots" approach. The big wtakness of the administrative

* approach appears to be in its failure te invol those teachers who are
. | : : .
open to and intgrested in changing the curriculum. The "grass-roots"

approach involves teachers, administrators, consulgants and lay people. in

a . . -
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?

the process of curriculum development and change.. In this approach the
role of thé district administrator is to provide®leadership, rcelease time

and whatever else nfay be needed. The approach has been used primarily as

a catalyst to have individual schools improve thelr programs. Goodlad
s . xis

(1971) suggested thatsthe "key unit for education@al change is the indlviduatl-
:L“":;V [

school, with its principal, teachérs, students, parents and community |
setting (p. 160)." ' . e

Saylor & Alexander (1966) pointed out "that the real "grass-roots"
level of curriculum planning is thé pupil himself (p. 23).'"" After teachers,

adminlerators and other members of a'plﬂnning group liave had their say,

then finally it is the individual pupil'nnd hils present lcvel of learning-

that will modify the curriculum, . -

There are many techniques that might be employed to introduce the o

grass—roots approach. However Stratemeyer, Fo;k{%r, McKim and Passow

,61963) reported éhat "workshops and similar procedures can have particular

value for groups of teachers working toward the development of curricula g

o

(p. 688)." Whatever techniques are used, the\jmportant thing in the

. - § * e L ] ) :“ g -
"grass—roots'" approach is to have teacherg, "administrators, lTay people,

students and consultants working together as change-agents; in an effort

to solve curticulum problems, for the betterment of all levels of society.

.
o

The demonstration approach.  This approach 1s primarily interested
N - P . * ) . . .

in having teachers become involved in curriculum development and change on

a small scale, before making changes in a whole disgrict or school system.

a

The approach has two basic methods. "The first involves setting up

.an experimental unit within the school, This unit usually consists of.

N -

administrators and teachers and is résponsible for developing and evaluating

Y



".a curriculum project wlithin the school. 2 - T,
proj 4 lQ\

.

A,

The sccond method in this approach involves‘idcnti(ykgg teachers

- within a school who are dissatisfied with the repular program and interested

in bringing about curriculum change. . These people are given relecase time
and encouragement by the administration .in order 'to develop neW programs

\ ot
. 1
LY . .

)

at.the level of’c]aésroom practice.

Provided the teachers in either oﬁ;;he abové mthods are successful,

““~then they are given an opportunity to demonstrate their success to other

teachers in their-districts. _
— ",‘_'-\ -
s -

The demonstration approach dictates that a gdu&ksystcm of communi-

cation be set up betweeﬁ“ﬁﬁose tenc?ers who are involved.in the curritulum
development projects undﬂthosg who are not involved; in an attempt to avoid
negative feelings and confrontation between the two groups. The appreach

avoids the open conflict that may result frometotal staff involvement. The

approach avoids conflict between teachers and administration in that the

support of administrators is available when teachers are ready and willing

to use it. The demonstration approach serves as a catalyst to gradually

—— .

involve teachers who will not change or get involved in any investigating

activityyr - . , - . .-

3 -

The committee approach, The committee approach resembles .the

«,

"grass-rookg" arid_ the demonstration approaches. However because 'of its
' * -

-
-

5 drpte . .
consistent appearange in the literature, the writer has considered it -

s —

as a separate approach Lo’curnicu}um°development and chanpe.
“Wewton (1966) noted that "dissatisfaction is often represséd with -

the first threc. approaches (p» 11)." The administrative approach does not

-

involve classroom;teﬁthers; consequently, programs produced are usually

-

-

.

-
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not employed ef fectively by teachers. The "grase-roots" approach involves

‘- [

the personnel of each school in ‘a dlstrict and usual]y results in too mueh.

-

diversity (Taba, 1962, pp. 447-448). . ! o
. 3 . - . . N
e N ] . .
. » R " . . .
, The demonstration approdch usually results In negative-'attitudes ‘s
. ‘ . ¥ . TR -’ N
- toward the. new programs and toward tecachers involved in their deverbpment."

Thcse ncgntlvc effi£9¢05'are often dlsplayed by tquers not involvbd in

\

the program (Smlth, Stanley & Shores, 1957, P. 436) o
ey Tod ‘. 7 .
One of the most popular and richest natural resources available to

F) o . Yo e

the education community is the curricuilum development committee (O'Hanlon

& WOOd;t]97i,'P. 157). As change-agents these committees may be used to

: ) : .. -
-t

<\¢d>p¢eﬁ{ha a general framework for'the curriculum of a province or district,

and on another scale to plan a course of study for a particular subject .- =~

l.—/\_'_( ) - - . . 'Q ’_/'
area. It appears that the basic idea'Behind the committee aﬁproach is to

provxde peop]c who arg_interested in changlng the curriculum with an

. .
] °

opportunity to comc together and ement their ideas info a plan of action.

These committees of interested teachers, administrators, professors

\ .
z Ll

and lay peoplé provide each other with clear, ﬁeaningful objedtives}fﬁlong

with a gense cohesiveness and belongingness which-encourages exploration
. . . b

o RS oY

of new ways;‘ short a clima%;-ffiendly to the Cesting of ideés and

-~
.

procedures (McNally & Passow, 1960 PP. 44-45) . McNally & Passow furthe;
suggested that_{p 'such a grdup it is p0551b1e to create an atmosphere

which stimulates growth towards mutudldy accepted goals (p.¢¢5)ﬂ'

o T A » a A

. The kind of curriculum development'imp}ied above doeg not happen

3

]

- -

simply by br&nging'ﬁagethez’peoﬁlé of like interests. Fish (1968) pointed

out that "it has to be planned'By professional educators who understand

the'impoftanceqof such involvement (p. 330)." These professidnal .educators

o

are to be found at the classroom level, the district level and the univer=

o' -
2
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mentioned in this chapter.

deeléioqsﬁhas Qeen one of thelmost signiﬁicané’movements in.e4ucation

llowever’

3

-, They ares

¢

McNal%ﬁdirgassow"(}960).ooflined'the more common types of

Grade 1eve1 commltte
: withln a,single- achool or from single schools.

Ay

Unit leveﬂ committees:
Junlor high or senior hlbh school units.

‘.

When these cﬁange-aéents plan and work with

’

es:

Dcpaxtmental committees:

System-wide committees:

“on cumulative -records).

v

»

.

sity leveriall across the‘qpqptry.

{

»

.17“‘ .

These afe the.change-agepts previously .

At

5

.

©

.

Y

h

.

€

Geographical area or-regional committees:

Special committees:

; -

'organized for speciai purposes .with
personnel- who have appropriate competenc1es or status
\positlons.

[

organized for sifgle graaes either

R

‘ organized by Subject-areas in
either a dingle schopl gr {rom several schools.

organized by
geographicals sections in large school systems,’
2 T

s

organized by pr1mary, intermediate,

organized by representatlﬁes from
various levels and areas in the school system (for example,
kindergarten™=- Grade 12 committee on mathematics; or junior -
" senior high'school committees on artlculatlon, or commxﬂtee

Teachérs and other ﬁrofess{onal workers may particioate'in

‘the improvement projects of other organizations. -
include provincial (sfate),

These may
regional or national profes-

v

eonpdttces that exist Qton*the school level np to the provincial level., .

.

sional bodies; university- or college-5ponsored schodl study
councils; state departments of education curriculum studies;
edusational foundation projects; and nonprofessional otgani-

zations at the loqpl

(pp: 46-47). e

N

° .

state, ;eélonal and national level

A

"The 'number and types of coﬁmittees vary with each school district.
a2 ' 4 . .

-~
L3

pe

The committee apﬁroach'on the $urface appears to be the thread. to.

=

1nterested poople at the c0mm1ttee level the results are often gratifying.
. \

;'Sand (1971) has ‘said that “more general partlcipation in curriculum
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L i " . o ' ‘ -
_ bind .the fabrlc of curriculum development {rom.thie classroom teacher to the

. R R o . : . N ?
depaftmeht'o[ficial,‘including students and lay people along the way. - Doll.

(1970) stated that "piannihg by equals scems to have the greatest long-term

N ) . ! ..

‘ onogg cslrable. Lffect (p. 167) " AR o o !

N ]t’may.nppear from the above .that working committees are guaranteed
to he successful change-agents. ﬁéweygriit is also'tque that committee

e

awork may become isolated from the teal proo]ems of the.curriculum and,

unrelated to currlculum improvement. The. committec, system may be unpro-

-

duetive un]ess it is accompaniedioy'an adequate methodo&pgy'of work and is

able to penerate the dyuamice of involvement within the group (Taba, 1962,

p. 4&2). McNally & Passow (1960) guggested six poaitive directives which, *

if formulated at the outqet may help a committee reach its goals. They

are:” )
=
1]

1. Define sharply the task’or purﬁose. . Cl
a 1
2. Select the; committee membership so that participants repre-~
sent a balance of competencies, intcrests and vieWpoints.

3. "Indikate-the life span of the committee. ) y

4. Establish the relationship of the.committee's work to the
* total curriculum program.

R 3

5. . Clear the avenues of communication.

«

.-6. Allot time and resources so that members can mesh committee </
i functions with other responsibilities (p. 47). .- \\\.’_’__,//v

n

- R ' & '
When the kinds of assistance and commitment described above are provided ’

hd »
’

to curriculum committees, the chances for successful completion of their

tasks is greatly increased

o' Hanlon & Wood (1972) suggested that the payoff from the committee

L e 2

approacﬁ for the school and school system will-include such outcomes as’

the following: | T !
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1. Curriculum committees which have the support of other staff .
mémbers In the bchool.communxty, especially those mos t

dirLLtly a(fected by thelr final product. = ) .
. ! ) ! ' ) '
2. Currlculum commltteeq which -complete -their taqks, determine
: take

©' >  'steps nccessary to, implement their produgts, b
aLtlon- on thcs7 steps. :

- '

3. Curriculum committeas whOSe‘membefq believe the ef\{orts in-
volved in curticulum planning .arc worthwhile and of valuc to

~

4. Curriculdm @bmmittees whose mcmbers are skilled in currlculum .
devulopmtnt and in working as. teams” (p 159)

. . - f

.

If these, outcomes are possiblq then the_currlculum commi ttee

appioach is indced one of the, richest resdurces of the educational commu-
. - . : [
N & P ‘ ’ . -
nity. This’ resource could be. the catalyst for teachers intedested in -

o\

inditlating curriculum development, i
’ ' Co IS ‘ ‘n. ) . T
The success or [ailure of Sﬁﬁhﬁg\the apprOdchcs to curr1Culum s
. . . \?

development and change mentioned above appears to depend on the role which
. . b . >
the classroom teacher accepts in the process. of cliange. .o

. This range of teacher différencq& toward beeBming.idVleed in

N

change activities is one of the stumbling blocks in many attempts to bring

about positive changes in the curriculum, with,the‘heip of classraom

teachers. In the 1ight of the prcceding’it is interesting to see that
Y 4
réqearch reveals evidence to support the fact that when teachers do become

involved in currltuthm_dgvelopment projects they display more positive
attitudes towards all levels of‘education, asa regult of their Involvement.

The next-section of this chapter-will examine the role of the
classroom teaclier 4s change-agént and attempt to support the generalizations
made above. - - ' I ’ ‘ .

The Role of the Teacher in Curriculum

Qhange _ N ; .
- . ; . . S
s - . r i N
By’ the nature qf\their work, teachers are change-agenhts.” In the

'

°
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specilic .atmosphere of their own. classrooms the .curriculum becomes what

they want it to be. " Connel ly (197‘3) noted t‘hat:

[} B
) .

teachers, wil]y nilly, already interpret and modi[y
materials. For the most part, it can be assumed that these

interpretations ar(, in response to situational chaructcrlstics,

¢ such as the teacher's own .1p'1bilitlc.5 (p. 171).

[

In many cases the changes thlncc.red by t:eachers are unplanned and cofe on’

- . -

the spur of the ‘moment. ]lowcver there is little doubt that changes in

N -

,educntion;‘\ﬁkc other types of s?ali .change, must be planned if the

greatest benefits are to be realized” (Bennis, Benne & Chin, 1961, p. 31).

1
T

'l‘hc'involvement of teachers as change—agents in a planned program

: ’ -' : t. .
of change appears to be possible through the committee "approach more so
than any of the other approaches. In this method the initial leadership

is provided by admin(strators, specialists or university professors, while
\ - .

classroom ,teachers have the. opportunity to apply their knowledge of the

leaming situation within the classrgom. Sabey (1973) pointed out that:

L.

.A\ i .. Py

.

"in. this manner the teachers become fully functioning professionals; ©

. diagnosing, brescribing- and treating thelr clients in a manner designed to

-

meet both-soclal and Individual geals (p. )13)." . i

) The involvement of-classrobm- teachers, university professors and
‘{‘Q R ¢ - ’ ¢
others on curriculum committces will require a particular kind of field

work, since many teachers-are not aware of the .theories or the practical

A\

. -application of the theories surrounding curriculum development and
évolution, Anderson & Roald (1973), in citing the Canada Studies

Foundation example, stated that:

£

- This fleld work, if it is to.be successful, should be of a
~longitudinal nature rather than of the single experience variety..
. « « - The teacher-initiated currlculum development work spon-
d sored by the Canada Studies Foundation has .involved education
professors as advisors and consultants over a-long period of
time. 1In many Instances, an individual education professor is

.
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involvéd as a consultant throughout the life of a particular
project. This type of longitudinal field work is beneficlial to
all concerned. It enables a positlve rapport to be developed
between the consultant and the teachers in the field (p. 5).

With this type of co-operative effort the classroom teacher is soon able

to couple his knowledpe of the classroom sit;umlo?x with the theories of '

curriculum development. These factors then become the tools of curriculum

1 ‘ ‘ - . 3
devel opmentgy ! :
s
3

Teacher differences.  Teachers who-volunteer for curriculum develop-

mient projects such as PAC appear to display dif{ferences in their opinions

and actions from their colleagues who refuse to become involved. The type
- ‘o “ .
of teacher involved in the PAC projects refuses to be bound by the existing

curriculum, Miller (1972); in his anhlys-is of tc.d'cl;ers in the Project
Cm\;;dn West 'pr\ojccts, pointed out that "the teachersgyho participatedm
Projxct Canada West were highly motivated toward involvement In curriculum
de&pmcnt (p. lé(w)." Thi:':‘- is not to say -'that tcachers who do not become
involved in curriculum de,veloprment have no complaints about existiné -
programs. However in their eyes the obstacles énd the risks of trying to
bring about change are overpowering. Or}-ev of therbig obgtagles ,according

to Duncan (}973) 1s that "generally a teacher is not expected to develop

curriculum, . Npr does teacher preparation sufffciently.involve the.novice

r

in curriculum development (p. 5).)' In the words of Taba (1962), '"'teachers

‘have to consider the risks., of m.aking mistakes, discovering deficiencies,

of not’ succeeding or of proceeding without suff,icient skill (p. 463)."

i
-

From the above it scems that teacher initiated curriculum develop-
ment will come about as a result of the efforts of "Sei.t"Reviewing"
teachers. Horton (1973) describes that person as follows: "He will cope

successfully with chaoge and uncertainty, wel.éome it and seek 1t out as
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means for adding zest to his teaching and his life. e will Iccl'nd need

for closure (p. 25)." Rogers (1963) mentioned similar types of teachers; .

2

[y
"

he called them "innovators." "They are the first members of a soclal

system to adopt new ideas (p. 252)."
‘ ]

v

The type of teacher described above is sharpened by contrast to

whad Rogers (1963) cklls the "laggard."  "Their point of reference is the™

past, and thuy interact primarily with those peers who have traditional
values like theirs (p. 253)." Héugh & Duncan (1970) further defined this
type of teacher as follows: "They are sp bound by the suggested content

and .time schedule of their school system's course of study that they do

s

not make the responsible professional decisions that they .as teachers

’

should make (p. 30)."

[3

Apart from thes¢ traditional risks and obstacles ‘there are other -

factors-which tend to influence teacher involvement in projects seeking to

-

change the curriéuluﬁ,n Hough & Duncan (1970) suggested that "teachers‘pake

decisions about cxistihg érograms according ‘to the values they hold

{(p. 33)." Hough & Duncan further stated. that:- . -

A teacher's concept of self and others represents an extremely
important set of internal forces that determine in part what
“curriculum decisions he will make and how others will influence
him in the decision making pracess (p. 33).

Rokeach (1960) pointed out, that closely related to the idea that

attitudes and values are difficult to change, is the tendéncy to label
attitudes that resist change 4% rigid, abthoritarian, and closed~minded;

~ .

while attitudes that accept.change may be labelled 'as progressive, mdture

and open-minded (pp. 355~338). Loweke (1966), adopting the work of H. H.

V"

" Anderson (1961), noted that: -
X

of
- The open system is a system of relationships which -accepts

-

uniqueness in perception and thinking; it permits originality,

2




experimentation, initiafive, and invention. A closed system
encourages conformity and resistance to change. The develop-
ment of creativity is clearly related to learning and contri-
buting, which take place within an open system (p. 27).

{ .
It appears possible to hypothesize from the above that teachers

. A
. .. ) “

wlth open beliel-disbelief systems would be recepfive to new ideas and

)
[y

o) ' .
willing to accept change such as involvement in curriculum development
projdcts. The teachers with closed belief-disbellef systems would be

reluctant to accept change and try new ldeas.

.

In spite of the many factors working against them there are

teachers and ddmlnl@tr1t0rb who will volunteer to bQCOme 1nvolved in

«
a

curriculum devclopment projects. Wood (1973), reporting an the findings

of Gross (1965, Halpin (1967), and Stern (1950), noted that the teachers

and administrators who do become involved have some or all of the following
| :

factors working in their [avor.

’

I3

1. They believe that they can create new programs and strategles
which will improve the qunlity of education In their schools.

2.  They and the board of education have a feeling of mutual
trust and understand?ng.

'

3. ° They believe that they will receive psychological and finan-
cial support for their efforts .to develop, implement, and
‘evaluate innovative. programs.

4. They believe that it is more important to seek better ways of

educating young péople than to be absolutely sure\ that what °
they try will be successful. \\\,_n*;-»

« 5, They have a commitment to and. an understanding of the long

-

range goals of thelr school. - Yo \

et .

- 6. They feel free to communicate openly with each obher about
) . their concerns, beliefs and ideas (p. 518)

)
It appears from the research that'the factors mentioned above could

be used as guidelines.for teachers who are interested. in initiating curri-

- A3

culum development. Reichdrt (1971) pointed out that such -an "approach

°
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‘COu]d result in teachers becoming lcaders as they rightly should be b

3 ; .

using change as.something to create upon rather than having change control’

them through external prassures (p. 15)."°

Teacher changes.- Although the barriers to teach¢f involvement In

‘ ~ " eurriculum development are varied and complex, it appears that once teachers

- become inyolved there Is a positive change in their attitudes towards.

.ud'ucational “prdblemg. McKim (1957,.p. 31) reportéd that; one of the

v\ o "'..‘lexrii‘esL'mz;jo_'r attempts to invdlve teachers in LYrriculum development was

" made by t;hu Su.u.thern Association of Sceondary Schools and Colleges. Miiler
. (1972)? rc.portlng ‘Lhe findings of -Jenkins (1946a, 1946b), noted that t:heup .
Souihgrn A:}s.ociz;tioﬁ study began in lI938 and continued ;mtil; 1945,  The \‘

- proj'ect'was (designéd by educators in the Upited States ‘to encourage pharti-
cipating school staff members to develop their own local curricila. An

analysis ‘of the projdct revealed that the classroom teachers who were
e ' S involved were successful in conducting curriculum development at the

building level. The analysiy also revealed an awareness on the part of,

no

the teacher participantsg of positive changes in attitudes toward education.

'l‘eachér'init.iatcd\*curriculum development and the involvement of |
v . r

classroom teachers In.co-pperdtive curriculum devélopment projects boomed

.

v

in the United States from 1955 to 1968. Such groups-as the School
E -+ I : .

" Mathematics Study Groub, The Biological Sclences Curriculum Study Group,
. . .

r

The High School Gédgraphy Project and ‘many others involved classroom

Y " B T . - “ +
-teachers- as curriculun developers. In aﬂlmost all cases the final reports

. Ty :
' from these national projects revealed how teachers bencfited from their

involvement. 1In_many casgs new,skills were developed for classroom use.
. . ~p

: In.other cases teachers.were.exposed to the process of curriculum research

i
X -~
f . - R il

4 Y - . .-
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these projects, 4tated the Iolloding:

" .curriculum development (p. 115)."

.
[
-

for the first time.  But most important of all, appears to be the r_\ch'uwo

of ideas between tlassroom teachcrs and experts in the field of curriculum
development (Wooton, 1965; Patton, 1970).

In addition to the national projects there were regional projects
. * . 3
in the United States and Canada. One such effort was the teacher initiated

1

projccts-in Sonoma County, California. Loweke (1966), in her analysis of

Y

e

The chief value of participation as perceived by the teachers
were intelléctual stimulation, a sense of achicvement, the pride. .
of accomplishment, the experience of leadership and heightened -
professional self-respect and self-confidence (p. 78). N
- . “ . i
Verduin (1.9()7) reported that te:;chcrs involved with the Cassoplis , O
5 Yp—

Co-operative Curriculum Study in Michigan "showed a substantial increase

in intecrest towirds all phases of education as a result of involvement in
: , .

¢
»

Miller & Dhand (1973), in their analysis of teacher involvement

with Project Canada West, found that tlie vast majority of teachers
. ) . y,

, _ .
perceived an increase in their knowledge of educational skills and class-

room. techn_iqurr As a result of their involvement, the same group'reported

g,reatLr interests in readlng, educational literature, the ﬂCC]lJlSlthn of a

new undcrstanding of curriculum and instructicnal design, the realization

of -the benefits of greater exposure to the ideas of curricylum consultants

and the paining of a greater awareness of the nceds of students (p. 29).

v These findings are supported in the writings of many leading
. . )

curriculum theorists, Smith, Stanley & Shores (1957) stated that "the com-

.

petence of teachers will be imptoved only as the teachers become involved
personally in the problems of curriculum revision ('p. 428)." . Doll (1970)

‘reported,that "classroom teachers behave more insightfully and effectively

¢

"



?‘. ) 26

as a.conseqience of their expericences in curriculum improvement activities

(p. 399)." Table (1962) noted that teachers who become fnvolved in curri-
. . N . . 0

culum development projects usually "clmncgcd_ in the ways of thinking about

. . . - . {xw

and tackl ing educational problemse as well as in skills L\h:g make possille

- .
v . l-‘ . .
an experimental approach to curriculum and teaching (p. 492)." Saylor &
’ \ L P

Alexander (1960) wrote that the fundamental values which accerue ' to the

teacher participant in curriculum planning are those of changes in know- .
. ~ o -
ledge, insights and self-perceptions (p. 439).

A review of litcerature has rg#caled that although the 7re$u1ts of

° .

teacher involvement in curriculum projects may be fragmentary, there is
t

cnough empirical evidence and opinion to Ssupport the claim that there arc

distinct differences between teachers who volunteer for curriculum projects’ .

v .
B

.

a
Ts

.and those who refuse to become involved. Research also supports the claim |+

that teachers who become involved display positive changes in their

attitudes towards education as a result of their involvement.

Symmar

Throughout this chapter the writer has attempted to show that the

role of change and change-agents is bt something new for education. In

. $ - /_../
fact curriculum development has been a econsistent change-agent since the

1920's., But most important of.all the success of curriculum development
— ® bl

as a change-apgent depends on whether or not classrgbm teachers are involved.

The chapter also supplied evidence to support the hypothesis that

teachers who volunteered for cur