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CURRICULUM PLANNING:


The Human Dimension 

AFTER STUDYING THIS CHAPTER YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO:

1. Describe the roles of (a) the principal, (b) the curriculum leader, (c) the teachers, (d) the students, and (e) the parents and other citizens in curriculum development.

2. Describe the knowledge and skills needed by the curriculum leader.

THE SCHOOL AS A UNIQUE BLEND

Let us for a few moments step into the shoes of the superintendent of a hypothetical school district. It is mid-May. The school year is almost over and summer school plans are ready to be implemented. The superintendent has just concluded a meeting with his principals on the budget and staffing needs for next year. In thirty minutes he will meet with an assistant superintendent and one of the principals of the district, who intend to bring charges of insubordination against one of the teachers in the principal’s school. For a half hour the superintendent muses on what improvements in curriculum and instruction have been accomplished in the school district this year. Since his energies have been channeled into public relations, budgeting, personnel problems, transportation, new buildings, and other administrative matters, he has delegated responsibility for curriculum and instruction. He holds in his hands the assistant superintendent’s report updating developments in the district this year.

The superintendent is struck by the large amount of time and effort that the school district is expending toward improving curriculum and instruction. He is impressed by the sizable number of people involved in this activity. He notes that most teams of teachers meet practically daily; most grade faculties or departments meet as groups regularly, some of them on a weekly basis; every school has its own curriculum council, which meets at least once a month; a number of curriculum committees meet at various times on districtwide problems of curriculum and instruction. The superintendent certainly cannot fault the quantity of effort expended by the professionals in curriculum development. 


As to quality, he is less certain. He reviews some of the accomplishments to date and is struck by the unevenness of developments from school to school. The accomplishments at some schools far outshine those of others. Several innovative programs are in experimental stages in some schools. Other schools have defined their philosophies, goals, and objectives. Some have conducted thorough reexaminations of their curricula, whereas others have been content with the status quo. Several groups of teachers have revised their particular curricula. Other groups have developed some new curriculum guides. Some schools have responded to previously unmet curricular needs of their students, and others have failed to come up with solutions to some of their more pressing curricular problems. The superintendent is surprised (though he realizes that he should not be) that a few schools obviously surpass the others in both quantity and quality of curriculum efforts. A few schools have tackled curriculum development with a vigor that has effected significant change. He finds repeated references in the report to positive changes made by a few schools. He concludes that some schools are imbued with the spirit of change and are willing to move forward and out, while others find the established ways of operating more comfortable. The superintendent wonders why such great variations in curriculum development exist from school to school. Whom should he credit in those schools that seem to be engaged in productive curriculum efforts? The principals? The teachers? The curriculum leaders, whoever they are? The students? The parents? The signs of the zodiac? Just plain luck? Or a combination of all these factors


The superintendent is aware that schools differ considerably from one another. Their physical facilities, resources, and locales all differ. Yet these more or less tangible factors do not explain the great differences in strides made by schools in curriculum and instruction. Yes, we may say that schools differ in many ways, but schools are only brick, concrete, mortar, steel, wood, glass, and a host of other building materials. It is not the schools that differ as much as the people who either support them or operate within them. The superintendent must credit not the schools in the abstract but the people who make them function. In his short period of reflection, the superintendent reinforces a long-held, verified belief—that curriculum development is a “people” process, a human endeavor. Curriculum development is a process in which the human players accept and carry out mutually reinforcing roles. Given a predisposition to change and a subtle blending of skills and knowledge, a faculty can achieve significant successes in curriculum improvement even in a substandard physical environment. The “people” factor far outweighs the physical setting.
Differences among Faculty

Let’s leave the meditating superintendent and focus our attention on another place, another time. It is early in the school year. The principal of a medium-size secondary school is presiding over the initial organizational meeting of the school’s curriculum council. Representatives of the nine departments of the school are about to elect their chairperson. With freshness, high spirits, and a modicum of levity, the curriculum council is getting under way. The principal wonders what progress the school will make this year in curriculum improvement. She realizes as she looks around the room that success in improving the curriculum depends largely on human differences among individual curriculum workers and between curriculum groups.

Each school is characterized by its own unique blend of persons, each with different skills, knowledge, experience, and personality. The principal mentally lists some of the ways individuals within the curriculum council, which represents the faculty, differ. Certainly, the philosophical beliefs of the various council members diverge greatly. It will take considerable effort to reach some kind of consensus on the goals of this school, let alone the general goals of education. The council members differ in their knowledge about and ability to apply learning theory. Some are outstanding instructors, others only passable. Variations exist in the members’ knowledge of curriculum history and theory and in experience in curriculum development.


Some younger members, new to teaching and the particular school, are less knowledgeable about children in general and in this setting than older teachers who have taught several years, many of them in this school. As soon as the council settles down to work it becomes apparent that there are great differences in individuals’ skills in interacting with others;  n the leadership skills of the various council members; in the followership skills; in organizational, writing, and oral skills. 


Some of the council members will show themselves as being more perceptive of parental roles and the needs of the community. Personal traits like friendliness, reliability, motivation, sense of humor, enthusiasm, and frustration level are significant differences among individuals that contribute to the success or failure of group efforts like curriculum development. Outside commitments, family obligations, and allocations of time differ from person to person and can affect the process of curriculum planning. 


The human variables in the process are many and complex. Success or failure will depend to a great extent on how the council members relate to one another, on how each member relates to other teachers on the faculty, and how they, in turn, relate to one another. The way the council and faculty interact with parents, others in the community, and the students can make or break curriculum efforts. 

Dependent Variables

The differences among individuals and groups participating in curriculum development are dependent rather than independent variables. The presence or absence of a particular skill or trait and the degree to which an individual possesses it have an impact on all other individuals who take part in the process. Not only are the leaders’ leadership skills and the followers’ followership skills significant in themselves, but the manner in which they come together is even more important. Competence in leadership must ideally be met with competence in followership. Whether in military service, industry, or education, a superb leader is going nowhere without committed followers. In the same manner superb followers are going nowhere without competent leadership.

In accounting for success or failure in a cooperative enterprise, we should also look to differences among groups as well as among individuals. It is trite but pertinent to say that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. A group is not simply the addition of each individual member to make a sum but something more than the sum, something special created by an inexplicable meshing of the human elements. Working together, members of a group must become unified as they move toward common goals in a spirit of mutual respect. Thus, a curriculum council as a group can demonstrate competence in leadership. Success in curriculum development is more likely to be achieved when the leadership skills of the council interface with those of the faculty, resulting in a total team approach to the solution of curriculum problems. When we compare schools’ achievements in curriculum improvement, we quickly discover great variations in the leadership skills of (1) the person or persons directing the curriculum study, (2) the curriculum committees or councils, (3) the total faculty, and (4) the preceding three entities working together. The contributions to curriculum improvement that may be made by students, parents, and others from the community enhance the work of the professionals.
THE CAST OF PLAYERS

We would not be far off the mark if we perceived the process of curriculum development as a continuing theatrical production in which actors play specific roles. Some of these roles are determined by society and the force of law; others are set by players themselves. Some roles are mandated, whereas others spring out of the players’ personalities. 


When discussing roles of various groups, J. Galen Saylor and William M. Alexander applied the analogy of drama to the process of curriculum planning:
In addition to leading roles of students and teachers in the curriculum planning drama, important supporting actors include the members of lay advisory groups, curriculum councils and committees, teacher teams, and curriculum development units. . . . all of these roles are affected by their interaction with various groups and agencies outside the curriculum theatre.


Although the metaphor of curriculum planning as drama can be overworked, we must admit that a good deal of role-playing does occur, much of it unconsciously, in the group process itself. For the moment, let’s talk about the conscious roles the curriculum participants are called on to play. For purposes of analysis we will focus our attention on roles of constituent groups (administrators, students, laypeople, curriculum workers: teachers, curriculum consultants, and supervisors). To achieve clarity we will focus on the individual school level. When we discuss below roles of administrators, teachers, and students in curriculum development, we should keep in mind the interactions among these constituencies not only in curriculum development but also in the total life of the school. We should be developing as Roland S. Barth termed it, a “community of learners,” striving for high standards in an atmosphere of low anxiety.


Addressing the concept of schools as communities, indeed, the concept of “community as curriculum,”
 Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Robert J. Starratt drew the inferences from “conditions of late or post-modernity” that “there needs to be a curriculum of community, a curriculum that intentionally and explicitly attends to the building up of knowledge, skills, and dispositions which constitute the work of becoming and sustaining a community.”

Role of the Administrator


As long ago as the mid-1950s the Southern States Cooperative Program in Education, sponsored by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, listed “instructional and curriculum development” as the number one critical task for administrators.
 With research on effective teaching and effective schools that pointed to the crucial importance of effective leadership, the decade of the 1980s brought a plethora of articles and speeches stressing the role of the principal as instructional leader—the term in this context shorthand for both curriculum and instruction. We are concerned at the moment about the administrator’s role in curriculum development.


Whether the chief administrator of the school, the principal, serves actively as leader in the process of curriculum development or passively by delegating leadership responsibilities to subordinates, efforts are doomed to failure without his or her support. Although some school administrators claim, in keeping with some current conceptions of the administrator’s role, that they are instructional leaders, others admit that they are primarily managers.


Although the role of the principal as instructional leader is recognized by many, perhaps most, administrators as an important task, instructional and curriculum development do not head the list of priorities of many school principals. Thelbert L. Drake and William H. Roe observed that the principal is torn between his or her desired role as instructional leader and his or her actual role as administrator and manager.


The reasons for the low priority assigned by many principals to what used to be their main raison d’être are found both within the personality of the principal and in the pressure from outside forces. Some of the factors that lead principals away from spending time on instructional leadership are the priority that the higher officers place on efficiency of operation, limitations placed on principals’ fields of operation by teachers’ organizations, and preservice programs for administrators that emphasize business and personnel management, minimizing curriculum and instructional development.


Glenys G. Unruh observed that training programs for administrators may be at least partially at fault for the lower priority placed on curriculum and instruction by some principals.
 With continuing emphasis on the individual school as the locus of change, on public demand for improvement in students’ achievement, on state and federal mandates, and on the assessment of teacher performance, there are signs that the principals’ priorities have shifted somewhat. Professional associations for administrators recognize the importance of instructional leadership. Preservice and inservice education programs for school administrators are incorporating training in the technical, supervisory, and human relations skills needed by the instructional leader. Thus, more and more principals will be able to play a direct, central role in curriculum development. Hopefully, instructional leadership will eventually top the list of tasks actually performed by all principals.


Whether the principal plays a direct or indirect role, his or her presence is always keenly felt by all the players. The participants are aware that the principal by both tradition and law is charged with responsibility for conducting all the affairs of the school and for decision making in that school. In that sense, all curriculum groups and subgroups of the school are advisory to the principal.
“Theory X” and “Theory Y.” Through management style the principal exerts a force on all operations within the school. The success of the curriculum developers may depend to some extent on whether the principal is a “Theory X” or “Theory Y” person. Douglas McGregor has classified into the categories Theory X and Theory Y two sets of assumptions that he believes managers have about people.
 These theories are widely quoted in the literature on management. According to McGregor, managers following Theory X believe the following:

· The average person dislikes work and tries to avoid it.

· Most people must be forced to work and threatened with punishment to get them to work.

· The average person lacks ambition and avoids responsibility.

· The average person must be directed.

· The need for security is the chief motivation of the average person.


Authority, control, task maintenance, and product orientation dominate the thinking of the Theory X administrator. On the other hand, the administrator who subscribes to Theory Y holds these beliefs:

· The average person welcomes work.

· The average person seeks responsibility.

· Most people will demonstrate self-reliance when they share a commitment to the realization of common objectives.

· The average person will be committed to an organization’s objectives if he or she is rewarded for that commitment.

· Creativity in problem solving is a trait found rather widely among people.


Whereas the typical administrator will be more inclined toward one theory, he or she will manifest behavior that will at times lean toward the other. There are occasions, for example, when the Theory Y administrator must exercise authority and follow Theory X principles. Nevertheless, the position among many specialists in curriculum development, supervision, and administration counsels a Theory Y approach. Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Carver counseled: “In our view, the unique role of the school as a humanizing and self-actualizing institution requires that school executives adopt the assumptions and behavior manifestations of Theory Y.”


The human relations–oriented principal nurtures the curriculum development process by establishing a climate in which the planners feel valued and in which they satisfy, to use Abraham Maslow’s term, “the need for self-actualization.”
 The principal must encourage and facilitate the process. Since the principal holds the power for final decision making within the school, he or she must give serious consideration to recommendations made by the school’s curriculum study groups. Further, the principal must always demonstrate sincere interest in the curriculum development process. Personal traits such as a negative attitude or indifference by the school’s chief administrator will effectively block progress in improving the school’s curriculum. The principal’s personality may, indeed, be a more powerful determinant of progress than his or her training, knowledge, or conscious intentions.

Theory Y principals might well find compatible with their views of administration some of the principles of Theory Z organizations.
 Based on practices traditionally followed by Japanese business and industry, Theory Z organizations emphasize collective decision making and responsibility over individual decision making and responsibility. Theory Z organizations welcome the establishment of “quality control circles,” or simply, “quality circles,” small groups of employees whose task it is to study and propose ways of solving problems and improving the effectiveness of the organization.


Regardless of their style or approach—and here we may generalize to all levels of the school system—administrators and their assistants must assume responsibility for providing leadership in many areas. They must establish the organizational framework so that curriculum development may proceed, secure facilities and needed resources, coordinate efforts of the various groups, offer consultative help, keep the groups on task, resolve conflicts, communicate school needs to all groups, maintain a harmonious working climate, assure collection of needed data, provide for communication among groups, advise groups on the latest developments in education, and make final decisions for their particular level.

Role of Students


Before turning our attention to the main participants in the curriculum development process (the curriculum leaders and their fellow workers), let’s briefly consider the roles of two supporting groups—the students and the adult citizens from the community. With increasing frequency, students, depending upon their maturity, are participating both directly and indirectly in the task of improving the curriculum. In some cases, notably at the high school level (and above), students are accorded membership on curriculum councils. More commonly, student input is sought in a more indirect fashion. There are still many administrators and teachers who take a dim view of sharing decision making with the student clientele. On the other hand, it is becoming increasingly more common for administrators and teachers to solicit student reactions to the curriculum. Surveys are conducted to obtain student perceptions of their programs; individual students and groups are interviewed. Suggestions for improvement in the curriculum and for ways of meeting students’ perceived needs are actively sought.


The recipient of the program—the student—is often in the best position to provide feedback about the product—the curriculum. Advice from the student constituency of the school may well provide clues for intelligent curriculum decision making. 


Some schools seek information and advice from the chosen student leaders—the student government—whereas others look toward a wider sampling of opinion about programs. Even in those schools in which student input is not actively sought and in which channels have not been established for gathering data from students, the learners speak loudly by their achievements in class. When standardized and state assessment test scores are consistently below grade level, the faculty can conclude that some adjustments are necessary in respect to either the curriculum or instruction. When diagnostic tests reveal deficiencies on the part of learners, something is being conveyed about the school’s program.

In Chapter 7 we will consider the student as a source of the curriculum. Here we are primarily concerned with the student’s role as a participant in curriculum development.

Student Involvement. Student involvement in curriculum improvement has grown in recent years along with the concomitant movement toward students’ rights. Ronald Doll spoke of the connection between student participation in curriculum development and the students’ rights movement as follows:

The revolutionary movement in colleges in the 1960s had almost immediate effect on many high schools and indeed on some elementary schools. Student rights came to include the right to participate with adults in planning the uses to which pupils’ time in schools was to be put. . . . To some teachers and principals, pupils’ newly acquired status represented a refreshing view of human potential and a deserved position in the educational hierarchy; to others it seemed an especially time-consuming and plaguing form of contemporary insanity.


Students can help out greatly by indicating to the professional curriculum planners how they perceive a new proposal or program. They can provide input from the standpoint of the recipients of the program, the persons for whom the program was designed. The more alert students can point out pitfalls that the professional planners might be able to avoid. The students can communicate reactions of their peers and they can further relate the nature and purpose of curriculum changes to their parents and other citizens of the community. Students can excel in describing how they perceive a development and how they feel about it.


The degree to which students may participate and the quality of that participation depend on a number of variables such as intelligence, motivation, and knowledge. The most significant variable is the students’ maturity. For that reason students in senior high schools and in higher education find more opportunities to take part in curriculum development than students in elementary, middle, and junior high schools.


A particularly valuable contribution to curriculum improvement that students can make is to evaluate the teachers’ instruction. Although some teachers resist student evaluations of their performance, evaluations done anonymously by the learners can provide valuable clues for modifying a curriculum and improving methods of instruction.


Although students do enter actively into the process of curriculum development in some school systems, their involvement by and large still tends to be sporadic and ancillary. Sporadic, too, are opportunities for students to make input by serving on local district and state school boards. We find inconsistencies throughout the country in the practice of student service on school boards.


Some states prohibit outright student membership and voting rights on district or state school boards. Some allow membership on district or state school boards without the right to vote. Others allow membership and voting on district but not state school boards. California, however, permits students to serve and vote on both district and state school boards.


Membership and voting rights on district and state school boards enable students to make known their views on curricular, instructional, and other needs of their school systems.

Role of Residents of the Community


The roles of parents and other members of the community in the affairs of the school have changed considerably over the years. Historically, the community was the school. Parents tutored their young at home for lack of or in preference to a formal school; the well-to-do imported tutors from Europe to live in their homes and to instruct their children. The church provided instruction in its religious precepts, and young men learned trades as apprentices on the job. Women in colonial America would bring youngsters into their homes and for a small payment from each of their families, teach them the three R’s.
 


As formal schools evolved, the community turned the task of educating the young (for many years only the young white males) over to the school. A gap opened between the community and the school. Both the community and the institution it established developed the attitude that the community should get on with its business and leave teaching to those who know how to do it best—the school personnel. An invisible wall was erected between community and school, resembling the one between church and state.


Some parents with their state’s consent have turned in recent years to instructing their children at home. Today, the homeschool movement, discussed in Chapter 15, is significant enough to be of concern to the public schools.

Erosion of the Wall between School and Community. Although some school administrators prefer to cling to an outmoded concept of community/school relationships, the wall separating school from community has crumbled. The process of erosion began slowly and has accelerated in recent years. The involvement of parents and other community members can be readily observed in school affairs today. The literature on professional education is filled with discussions of the necessity for involving the community in the educational process.


For the greater part of the twentieth century, community involvement was interpreted as passive support to the schools. The school would send bulletins and notices home to inform parents about issues and activities. The Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) would meet and discuss educational issues, hear about the school’s achievements, and plan a rummage sale to raise funds for some school improvement. With much fanfare the school would conduct a “Back-to-School Night,” which brought in parents in record numbers. Booster clubs would raise money for athletics and the band. During this period the community rarely participated in decision making even of an advisory nature. The old sentiment prevailed that school matters were best left to the school people. The community’s role was to support and strengthen decisions made by the school.


Erosion of the wall between school and community was hastened when administrators and teachers began to realize that the community might supply the schools with certain types of information that could aid in decision making. Consequently, still resorting to a somewhat passive role for the community, the school sent home questionnaires for parents to fill out and return. While the school and community were taking careful, modest steps toward bridging the gulf between them, American society through the twentieth century was bubbling. First, the sociologists and then the educators began to subject the American community to intense scrutiny, identifying networks of influential persons who are referred to in the literature as “the power structure.”
 Educators started to give attention to the politics of education as they realized that the school was as much a part of the total political structure as other social institutions. The astute school administrator became intensely conscious of public relations and sought to involve community members in support of the school. Some might say that the educators’ attention to community concerns was more effect than cause as discontent, anxiety, and pressure on educators from outside the schools had been growing and increasing in intensity for several decades.

Social Problems. Wars, terrorism, revolutions, the greying of the population, high unemployment rates, the collapse of business icons, the prevalence of illicit drugs, increased international tensions, and the ascendance of the United States as the world’s only superpower all created problems for the schools—problems that could no longer be solved by the schools themselves. With America’s social and economic problems came a disenchantment with the programs of the schools and the low achievement of the pupils. From this dissatisfaction arose the concept of accountability of school personnel for the success or failure of their products—the students. 


Today, community involvement in school activities—beyond the duly constituted boards of education—is widespread, encouraged, and generally valued. Members of the community aid in curriculum development in a variety of ways. Parents and other citizens serve on numerous advisory committees. Schools frequently call on parents and others to serve as resource persons and volunteer aides. Across the country, especially in urban areas, local businesses have entered into partnerships with the schools, supplementing and enriching the schools’ curricula by providing expertise, materials, and funds.


The school principal always faces a dilemma in deciding how laypeople should be involved and who these people should be. Some principals seek the participation of parents of children in their own schools. Some try to involve a broader spectrum of the community, including parents and nonparents and representatives from all socioeconomic levels of the area served by the schools. Some limit participation by plan or by default to parents who happen to be available to attend meetings during the day. The chief participants under this condition tend to be middle-class homemakers. Some principals seek out the community decision makers from among the citizens who make up the power structure.

State and National Initiatives. State and national efforts have supplemented local initiatives to involve the community in school affairs. States have empowered schools and school districts to create advisory councils. The Florida legislature, for example, in 1976 not only established school advisory councils but also charged the principal of every public school in the state with the responsibility of publishing by November 1 of each year an annual report of school progress that must be distributed to the parent or guardian of each student in the school.


Amending the 1976 legislation on school advisory councils, the Florida legislature in 1993 required school boards to establish school (or district in the case of student populations of less than 10,000) advisory councils whose task it is to assist in preparation and evaluation of mandated school improvement plans and to help the principal on request in preparing the school’s annual budget. The statute set forth the composition of the councils to reflect the socioeconomic demographics of the community. 

Each advisory council shall be composed of the principal and an appropriately balanced number of teachers, education support employees, students, parents, and other business and community citizens who are representative of the ethnic, racial, and economic community served by the school.


Local, state, and federal initiatives have promoted the involvement of members of the community in affairs of the school. The universal use of program advisory groups in connection with federally funded vocational education programs, for example, has exerted a significant influence on the curriculum of local school systems.


Looking to the future, Roald F. Campbell, Luvern L. Cunningham, Raphael O. Nystrand, and Michael D. Usdan identified community groups with which administrators must be concerned and made the following prediction:

Interest groups representing blacks, American Indians, and other ethnic groups will continue to focus on the schools as a major mechanism for equalizing educational, social, and economic opportunities for their constituencies.


Taxpayer groups, concerned about periodic inflation, recession, and energy shortages in an uncertain economy, will continue to scrutinize school expenditures.


Hispanics, comprising the fastest-growing minority group as shown by data of the U.S. Bureau of the Census, are projected to constitute 24 percent of the U.S. population by July 1, 2050.
 Census data released in May 2006 reported almost one in every three U.S. residents was part of a group other than single-race non-Hispanic white.
 Assuming current trends, the Bureau of the Census projects minority groups as constituting about one-half of the projected 419 million U.S. population by 2050.


The wise administrator realizes that strong community support can make his or her job much simpler and for that reason devotes considerable time to building that support. Some schools have been turned into community schools in which the resources of the school are shared with the community and vice versa.


Models for community participation in school affairs differ widely from state to state. In some communities residents play a purely advisory role; in others they share directly in the decision-making process. In some localities members of the community serve on standing committees that meet regularly; in other locations they serve on ad hoc groups that undertake a specific task and are then disbanded. In some school districts parents and others are invited to address themselves to any and all problems of the schools, whereas in other communities their areas of responsibility are clearly defined.


Members of the community can serve the schools in a variety of ways. They may be consulted in the curriculum designing stage. They may participate as resource persons, volunteer tutors, and school aides. The resources of individuals, businesses, institutions, and other agencies are tapped to enhance the learning experiences of the students.


With guidance from the school, parents can assist their children in their studies at home. By posting school news and homework assignments on the Web, schools strengthen ties with the community.


Parents and others share in curriculum development by responding to surveys sent out by the school. They are able to describe the effect of new programs on their children and can be very specific in telling teachers about problems their children are experiencing.  They may invite children to their places of work and thereby contribute to the children’s knowledge of the world around them. They may supervise student work experiences in the community.


Parents and others can inform the professional planners about potential conflicts that are likely to arise in the community over teaching of controversial issues. They can help the school authorities review instructional materials and books for bias and distortion. Parents and other residents are often able to suggest programs that would help meet certain educational needs in the community. By actively seeking citizen participation, the principal is able to develop a reservoir of goodwill toward the school that will stand him or her in good stead when problems inevitably develop. The principal is more readily able to gain support for new programs and to defuse potential controversies if parents and others perceive the school as their institution and as a place where their voices may be heard and their opinions valued. Community participation in curriculum development is a natural consequence of the American public’s political power.

Role of the Curriculum Workers


Primary responsibility for curriculum development is assigned to teachers and their elected or appointed leaders, both of whom we will refer to as “curriculum workers.” This group of persons working together carries the heaviest burden in seeking to improve the curriculum. In Chapter 3 we saw that curriculum groups function at several levels and in several sectors. To make the following discussion clearer, however, let’s conceptualize the curriculum council of a particular school. Let’s choose an elementary school with grades kindergarten through six that is fortunate enough to have a full-time curriculum coordinator on its staff. By agreement of the total faculty, the grade coordinators (seven of them) join with the curriculum coordinator (appointed by the principal) to form the school’s curriculum council. In our hypothetical school, by tacit understanding between the principal and the faculty, the coordinator serves as chairperson or leader of the council.


Let’s imagine that we are neutral observers watching this council at its first session of the year. We watch the group get organized; we listen to its discussion; we study the faces of the council members; we observe the interplay between the coordinator and the council members and among the council members themselves. We cannot help speculating about whether this curriculum group will have a productive year. The question crosses our mind, “What conditions make for a productive year in curriculum development?” We wonder, “Could we predict whether a curriculum council is likely to be productive?”


After a great deal of thought, we might conclude that success in terms of productivity is more likely to come about if the group:

· sets its goals at the beginning of its work

· is made up of compatible personalities

· has members who bring to the task expertise, knowledge, and technical competence

· is composed of persons who are motivated and willing to expend time and energy

· accepts its appropriate leadership and followership roles

· has persons who can communicate with each other

· has developed skills in decision making

· has members who keep their own personal agendas in appropriate relationship to the group’s goals


What are the roles, we may ask, of those persons whom we call curriculum workers? How do teachers function in curriculum development? What role does the curriculum leader play?

Role of the Teachers. Throughout this text teachers are repeatedly seen as the primary group in curriculum development. Numerous examples are given of teacher involvement in curriculum development. Teachers constitute either the majority or the totality of the membership of curriculum committees and councils. Teachers participate at all stages in curriculum development. They initiate proposals and carry them out in their classrooms. They review proposals, gather data, conduct research, make contact with parents and other laypeople, write and create curriculum materials, evaluate resources, try out new ideas, obtain feedback from learners, and evaluate programs. Teachers serve on committees mainly at the classroom, team/grade/department, school, and district levels or sectors and on occasion may serve at other levels or sectors.


New teachers typically view themselves primarily as instructors and are often scarcely aware of the responsibilities that are likely to be expected of them in the curriculum area. Beginning teachers’ lack of awareness of their professional obligations in curriculum development is not surprising given that preservice teacher education programs, as a rule and understandably, emphasize the mastery of instructional skills over curriculum development competencies.


At the very least, preservice teachers should be oriented to the obligations and opportunities they will encounter in curriculum development. Becoming aware that they will serve on various councils and committees, that curriculum development takes place at many levels and in many sectors, and that instruction and curriculum are different domains, both worthy of involvement, should be part of their training. Thus, the teachers, in cooperation with the administrators and other professionals, can bring appropriate knowledge and skills to bear in efforts to improve the curriculum. Only the teachers, by their presence at the classroom level, can ensure that curricular plans are carried out.


Assumption of a primary role by teachers not only in curriculum development but also in the general affairs of the school is the goal of efforts at “empowerment,” which permits teachers as professionals to take part in the decision-making process.
 The empowerment movement, which gained momentum in the 1980s and 1990s, seeks to raise the status of teachers and thereby improve the school’s program and effectiveness.


Empowerment of teachers is a fundamental and essential aspect of the more recent conception of school administration referred to as “site-based management.” Following the practices of site-based management, administrators literally share their power with teachers.


Although critics of empowerment argue that teacher involvement in decision making is an unnecessary demand on teachers’ time, an inappropriate role, or an infringement on administrative authority, industrial research of the 1930s and the success of Japanese quality circles in recent years have revealed that meaningful involvement in decision making enhances worker morale and consequently increases production.
 Translated into school terms, this principle indicates that when teachers find themselves to be valued professionals whose opinions carry some weight, they will be more satisfied with their profession. This improvement in teacher morale, in turn, will increase school productivity—that is, student achievement. George H. Wood connected the empowerment of teachers to the empowerment of students when he said, “Only by linking democracy to empowerment, that is, working for the democratic empowerment of students will teachers find a genuine sense of empowerment themselves.”

Role of the Curriculum Leader. As we consider the complexities in carrying out curriculum development we become keenly aware of the curriculum leader’s responsibility for the success or failure of the work of a curriculum committee or council. The curriculum leader most often is a member of the faculty but can be an outsider. It is perhaps inaccurate here to refer to a curriculum leader as the curriculum leader. A person may serve as a leader for a period of time and then give way to another leader for any number of sound reasons. Some teachers may serve as leaders at one level, such as the grade, whereas others may serve as leaders at another level, such as the school. In a democratic organization individuals serve as either leaders or followers as the situation demands.


The curriculum leader (coordinator) may also come from outside the teacher group, as in the case of central office supervisors, curriculum consultants, directors of instruction, and assistant principals for curriculum. Perhaps even in these cases it would be useful to think of the teachers and leaders from outside the faculty as constituting the “extended family,” for they are all colleagues, albeit with different functions and duties. The leadership position is filled either by appointment by an administrator or supervisor, election by the group’s members, or self-selection from the group.


The principles discussed in the following pages apply to all curriculum leaders regardless of whether they come from inside or outside the teacher group. We may begin to look at the role of the curriculum leader by asking ourselves what special knowledge and skills the leader must bring to the task. The curriculum coordinator must:
· possess a good general education

· have a good knowledge of both general and specific curricula

· be knowledgeable about resources for curriculum development

· be skilled in research and knowledgeable about locating pertinent research studies

· be knowledgeable about the needs of learners, the community, and the society

· be a bit of philosopher, sociologist, and psychologist

· know and appreciate the individual characteristics of participating colleagues


Most significantly, the curriculum coordinator must be a specialist in the group process, possessing a unique set of skills. Many treatises on the functioning of groups reveal that managing groups effectively is not a trivial task. It is an enormously complicated effort that brings into play all the subtleties of environment and personality. Curriculum development is an exercise in group process, a human endeavor that can lead to both joy and frustration.


Success in curriculum improvement depends, of course, on the concerted effort of both group members and leaders. We will focus our attention, however, on the curriculum leader; no matter how well intentioned, motivated, and skilled the followers of the group are, group effort cannot succeed without competent leadership.

THE CURRICULUM LEADER AND GROUP PROCESS


Neither technical expertise nor knowledge about curriculum theory can substitute for a curriculum leader’s knowledge of and aptitude for group process. What, then, we might ask, are some of the basic principles from the research on group process that would help those who take a leadership role in curriculum development? What skills and knowledge about group process are essential to the job? Four sets or clusters of group process skills appear to be of particular significance:

1. The change process. The leader must be knowledgeable about the process of effecting change and be able to translate that knowledge into practice with the group. He or she must demonstrate effective decision-making skills and be able to lead group members in demonstrating them.

2. Interpersonal relations. The leader must be knowledgeable about group dynamics. He or she must exhibit a high degree of human relations skills, be able to develop interpersonal skills among members of the group, and be able to establish a harmonious working climate.

3. Leadership skills. The leader must demonstrate leadership skills, including organizational skills and the ability to manage the process. He or she must help members of the group to develop leadership skills so that they may assume leadership roles when necessary.

4. Communication skills. The leader must communicate effectively and be able to lead members of the group in communicating effectively. He or she must be a proficient discussion leader.

The Change Process


Axiom 1 in Chapter 2 presented the proposition that change is both inevitable and desirable. Human institutions, like human beings, must change if they are to continue growing and developing. Institutions, however, tend to preserve the status quo.


Gail McCutcheon cited the ease and comparative safety of the status quo, the requirements of time and effort, the lack of rewards, established school policies, and routines as impediments to change.
 Nevertheless, neither the status quo nor regression to outmoded practices is a defensible position for living institutions like the schools. They must constantly seek to better themselves.


Curriculum development is the planned effort of a duly organized group (or groups) that seeks to make intelligent decisions in order to effect change in the curriculum. Planned change, far different from trial and error or natural evolution, implies a systematic process to be followed by all participants. Let’s begin our examination of the change process by looking at the variables that exist within organizations and that have an impact upon that process.

Four Variables. Harold J. Leavitt and Homa Bahrami identified four organizational variables: “structure,” “information and control methods (i.e., the technology of managing),” “people,” and “task.”


Every organization establishes its own structure. In Chapter 3 we considered some of the organizational patterns that schools have adopted to carry out curriculum development. As already noted, structures differ considerably among school systems and among individual schools. A school’s organizational structure is shaped not only by the tasks to be accomplished but also by the idiosyncrasies of administrators, supervisors, and teachers. No single organizational structure will satisfy the personal and professional needs of participants in every school system. Determination of the appropriate organizational structure is one of the prior decisions that curriculum developers must make.


The element of technology of managing encompasses both the technological equipment at the school’s disposal and the procedures followed to accomplish the school’s task.


The human variable—the people—sets the operation in motion and carries on the task. The differences in people make each school’s efforts at curriculum development a unique undertaking. The persons essential to the curriculum development process have been discussed earlier in this text. Experts in the social science of human behavior refer to the main characters in the change process as the change agent and the client system. In their language a change agent is a person trained in the behavioral sciences who helps an organization change. The client system consists of those persons in the organization with whom the change agent works and who may, themselves, undergo change. This point reinforces Axiom 4 in Chapter 2, which postulates that curriculum change results from changes in people.


Although behavioral scientists argue about whether the change agent must come from within or outside the system, in practical terms schools will ordinarily use their own personnel for developing the curriculum.


Robert J. Alfonso, Gerald R. Firth, and Richard F. Neville identified change theory as one of four theoretical fields assumed to have implications for the behavior of instructional supervisors. They took the position that a school system should designate the supervisor responsible for promoting change and that the supervisor be conversant with change theory and willing to devote “a significant amount of time, effort, and creative thought to the change process.”
 If an outside change agent is brought in, they warned:

Simply “importing” a change agent will not assist the supervisor markedly unless teachers perceive such a person as connected to the system or to the supervisor in some acceptable way.


What are the typical functions of a change agent? Warren G. Bennis listed normative goals of change agents including such tasks as improving interpersonal relationships among managing personnel, helping in resolving conflicts, and reducing tensions among workers.


The task of the school is set out in numerous pronouncements of mission, aims, goals, and objectives, for example, the cardinal principles, the ability to think, the transmittal of the cultural heritage, and so on. More accurately, we should speak of the tasks of the school rather than task. The school performs many tasks in a number of curriculum development areas and provides a vital service—the education of the young. Although the school is not engaged in the tasks of manufacturing and selling products for profit, it does turn out products—a quite different kind of product—the learners themselves, human beings whose behavior is modified as a result of exposure to the school curriculum. Leadership calls for the judicious integration of these four variables.


Kurt Lewin viewed organizations as being in a state of balance or equilibrium when forces of change (driving forces) and forces of resistance (restraining forces) are equal in strength.
 Changes occur when the organization is forced into a state of disequilibrium. This state of imbalance may be accomplished by augmenting the driving forces or by reducing the restraining forces—either action breaks the force field that maintains the organization in equilibrium.


Following his concept of the force field, Lewin proposed a simple strategy consisting of three steps. Or was it so simple? Lewin suggested that existing targets of change be unfrozen, then changes or innovations made, and finally the new structures refrozen until the start of a new cycle.


How shall we go about unfreezing old programs and practices—in effect, changing old habits? How would we move, for example, from the junior high school to the middle school; from independent to cooperative learning; from discrete linguistic concepts to whole language; from exclusive stress on cognitive learning to provision for cognitive, affective, and psychomotor learning; from emphasis on convergent thinking to more on divergent thinking; or from rote learning to critical thinking? How do we thaw out old patterns?


When we identify the barriers or impediments to change and eliminate those barriers, we can set the organization into disequilibrium. Table 4.1 lists several commonly encountered barriers and suggest tactics for overcoming them. Uppermost in the minds of curriculum planners must be the purpose of change: improvement in the organization, not change for change’s sake nor for creating an image of newness per se but for bettering the products of the school.

Decision Making. Axiom 6 of Chapter 2 takes the position that curriculum development is basically a decision-making process. A lack of skills in decision making on the part of a curriculum leader and group can be a formidable barrier to change. Are there any principles of decision making that could be helpful to curriculum study groups? Let’s turn to Daniel L. Stufflebeam and the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, which Stufflebeam chaired, for guidance on the process of decision making.


Stufflebeam and his committee ventured that the process of decision making consists of four stages—awareness, design, choice, and action—during which four kinds of decisions must be made—planning, structuring, implementing, and recycling.


Planning decisions are made “to determine objectives.” They “specify major changes that are needed in a program.” Structuring decisions are made “to design procedures.”
TABLE 4.1 Common Barriers to Change
	Barriers
	Tactics

	Fear of change on the part of those likely to be affected
	The group should proceed slowly. Leader gives repeated reassurance to those affected by change.

Involvement of those affected in decision making.

The changed status must be made more attractive than the old pattern

	Lack of clear goals
	The group must set clear goals before proceeding further

	Lack of competent leadership
	Superiors must appoint or peers must elect persons as leaders who are most qualified.  Leaders who prove to be incompetent should be removed.

	Lack of ability of group members to function as a group
	Training in group process should be conducted.

	Lack of research on problems before the group
	The leader should have the ability to conduct research, to locate pertinent research data, and to interpret research studies to the group.

	A history of unsuccessful curriculum efforts 
	The group must be made to feel that progress is being made continuously

	Lack of evaluation of previous curriculum efforts
	Efforts should be made to evaluate previous efforts, and an evaluation plan for current efforts must be designed.

	Negative attitudes from the community
	School personnel must call parents and citizens in for discussion, involve them in the process, and try to change their attitudes.

	Lack of resources
	Adequate resources both to carry out curriculum planning and to implement plans decided on must be available. Personnel needed must be available.

	External pressures such as state and federal legislation, regional accreditation, and regulations of the state departments of education
	Efforts must be made to work within the framework of laws and regulations or to try to get the laws and regulations, which are broad and general, may vary from school to school.

	Lack of experience or knowledge about a particular curricular problem
	The group may call in consultants for assistance, or the school may provide training for its personnel.


They “specify the means to achieve the ends established as a result of planning decisions.” Implementing decisions are made “to utilize, control, and refine procedures.” Decisions on implementation are “those involved in carrying through the action plan.” Recycling decisions are made “to judge and react to attainments.” “These are decisions used in determining the relationship of attainments to objectives and whether to continue, terminate, evolve, or drastically modify the activity.”


From the time a perceptive staff member in a school first starts to feel uneasy about a program and senses that something is not right and change is needed, decisions must be made constantly. Since decision making never ends, skills in the process need to be developed.

Concluding “any kind of educational innovation, including curriculum change, is never a simple matter,” Colin J. Marsh and George Willis pointed to differences in organizational climate, staff, student body, and community views as affecting the change process.

Creative Individuals. Although the literature on change stresses the necessity of group involvement, change can be and often is brought about by creative individuals and small groups working independently. Many of our great inventors, for example, have been individualists.


What sometimes happens is that an individual experiments with a new idea; a few others who like the idea adopt it; success with the idea builds on success and the idea is widely translated into practice. Creative individual enterprise should be encouraged by administrators and faculty as long as the implications of the activity do not invade areas outside the individual’s own sphere. When creative endeavor begins to force demands on others without their sanction or involvement, independence must give way to cooperation.


In summary, curriculum leaders guide cooperating workers in bringing about change. In so doing they must exhibit skill in directing the change process. Both leaders and followers must have skill in decision making if positive curricular changes are to be effected.

Interpersonal Relations


The principal’s reminder, “faculty meeting today at 3:30 P.M.,” is normally greeted with less than enthusiasm. The typical teacher responses are likely to be “Oh, no, not again!” “I hope it’s short,” and “Faculty meetings are such a waste of time.” At best these group meetings are received with a quiet resignation. Why does a group effort like a faculty meeting, which should be such a potent instrument for group deliberation, provoke such widespread dissatisfaction?


Let’s try to answer that question by picturing a typical faculty meeting of a secondary school. Some fifty faculty members shuffle into a classroom and take their seats while the principal stands at the desk at the front of the room.


We observe the faculty meeting in session and take some notes:

· The classroom is crowded and the pupils’ desks are uncomfortable for some of the faculty, particularly the heavier teachers.

· The straight rows are not conducive to group discussion.

· No refreshments were provided to help set a pleasant tone for the meeting.

· It is difficult to understand the purpose of the meeting. Is it information-giving on the part of the principal? A sermon from the principal on responsibilities? An effort to gain faculty approval of policies? An attempt to get faculty opinion on an issue?

· One teacher in the back was reading the daily newspaper.

· One teacher by the window was grading papers.

· Two teachers were talking about an incident that took place in one of the teachers’ classrooms that day.

· One teacher, tired, sat with her eyes closed during the meeting.

· The football coaches were absent.

· A couple of teachers spoke repeatedly, whereas the majority remained silent.

· Several teachers watched the clock on the wall.

· The principal became visibly annoyed with the comment of one teacher.

· A restlessness among the teachers was apparent after the first thirty minutes.

· The group rushed out of the room as soon as the meeting ended.


None of the behaviors at this hypothetical meeting was unusual. The behaviors were quite predictable and to a great extent preventable. The general faculty meeting is but one of many group configurations in which teachers and administrators will participate. If the administrator fosters a collegial approach to administration, teachers will find themselves working on a number of committees for a variety of purposes, including curriculum development.


Most new teachers do not fully realize the extent to which teaching is a group oriented career. Training in group process, for example, is conspicuous by its absence in preservice programs. The mind-set that novice teachers have developed about teaching pictures the teacher as an individual planner, presenter, and evaluator. When they begin teaching, they are unaware of the degree to which teaching involves group activities in which responsibilities must be shared.


Whereas beginning teachers realize from student teaching that they work with groups of children, they are often not ready to work cooperatively with their professional colleagues. A preparation program for teachers should seek to develop an appreciation of the necessity of working in groups, an attitude of willingness to work cooperatively, an understanding of the working or dynamics of a group, and skills of group participation. If these cognitive and affective objectives are not achieved in preservice teacher education, their attainment should be sought in inservice education programs.


Let’s try to improve our understanding of the composition and functioning of groups by examining some of the salient characteristics of group dynamics. We shall not belabor the question of defining group but will call two or more persons working together for a mutual purpose a group. The faculty as a body, curriculum councils, departments, advisory committees, and teams are illustrations of formal groups.


Informal groups are self-constituted, ad hoc, impromptu collections of individuals who gather together for some immediate purpose and later disband. Protest groups and cliques of teachers are illustrations of informal groups. Although we are primarily concerned with the functioning of formally constituted groups, we should not overlook the possible impact of informal groups. It is quite possible, for example, for the formal and informal groups within a school to be working at cross purposes. The wise curriculum leader seeks to identify informal groups that may have an impact on curriculum development efforts and to channel their energies into the deliberations of the formal structure.


Recall that in the illustration of the hypothetical secondary school faculty meeting, the sense of purpose was unclear. Both the general purpose and the specific goals of the group must be known. Groups are organized most frequently for the following purposes:

· To receive instructions or information. Faculty meetings are often used for this purpose.

· To help individuals develop personally or professionally. Sensitivity groups, study groups, and workshops in pedagogy are examples of groups with this purpose.

· To recommend solutions to problems. Making such recommendations is a major purpose of curriculum improvement groups.

· To produce something. Curriculum committees, for example, may be charged with the task of creating new programs or writing curriculum guides.

· To resolve conflicts. Curriculum development efforts sometimes result in disagreements among factions, necessitating new groups to resolve these differences.


To some extent all these purposes operate in curriculum development. However, the latter three are the primary purposes, which make curriculum committees action- or task-oriented rather than ego- or process-oriented groups. In all human groups we find individuals who are there to serve the social needs of the organizations—that is, the fulfillment of the group’s task—and others who are there to satisfy their own ego needs.


One of the great difficulties for the curriculum leader is keeping a group “on task.” Challenging this goal are the many individuals who are impelled to satisfy their own personal needs in a group setting, behavior referred to as “processing.” Some processing is essential in any group, particularly early in the group’s activity when individuals are getting to know each other and trying to analyze the task. The curriculum leader must ensure some, though not equal, balance between “task orientation” and “process orientation.” He or she must see to it that a group moves on with its task while permitting individuals to achieve personal satisfaction as members of the group. Excessive stress on either approach can lead to frustration and withdrawal.


The curriculum leader who is, of course, a key—or the key—member of a curriculum planning group, must be aware of the presence of three types of behavior within a group. First, each group is composed of individuals who bring their own individual behaviors to the group. Some will maintain these behaviors, sometimes consciously and at other times subconsciously, regardless of the group setting. Thus, the teacher who is habitually punctual, conscientious, confident, or complaining is likely to bring those traits into the group setting. Some traits have a positive impact on the group, others, a negative one.


Individuals bring their motivations, often covert, into group efforts—their personal desires, feelings, or goals, commonly referred to as the “hidden agenda.” Individuals may react negatively to a curriculum proposal, for example, not because they object to the proposal per se but because they dislike the person who made the proposal. Individuals may attack a proposal because they feel their ideas have not been adequately considered. Individuals may strive to ask a group member embarrassing questions because they perceive that person as a potential rival for a leadership position. The curriculum leader must constantly attempt to channel negative behaviors into constructive paths or to eliminate them where possible. He or she must often act as mediator to ensure that the individuals’ hidden agendas do not sabotage the official agenda.

Second, individuals in groups often behave in ways that are quite different from their individual behaviors. We have only to turn to studies of mob psychology to demonstrate that individuals change their behavior in group situations. Have we never observed, for example, a group of otherwise sweet, innocent elementary school youngsters taunting a classmate? Have we never seen an otherwise cautious adolescent driver become reckless when driving a car filled with friends? The presence of companion human beings who read and evaluate an individual’s behavior causes that individual to behave in a way in which he or she perceives the group members wish him or her to act.


We see great contrasts in behavior between the individual who relies on his or her own inner resources (the inner-directed personality) and the individual who takes cues from those around him or her (the outer-directed personality). Although few individuals are completely immune to outer-direction in our society, some individuals are more adept than others at weighing external influences before acting on them. Some individuals are aware when they are being manipulated by others, whereas others are highly subject to suggestion. Not only do personal behaviors sometimes change in a group setting, but also individuals assume, as we shall soon see, special roles that they do not and cannot perform in isolation.


Third, the group itself assumes a personality of its own. We already noted that the functioning of the group is more than the sum of the functioning of each of the individuals who make up the group. The individuals interact with and reinforce each other, creating a unique blend. In this respect some departments of a school are perceived as being more productive (pick your own word: creative, enthusiastic, reactionary, innovative, obstreperous) than others, just as schools are perceived as being different from one another.


The curriculum leader must try to develop pride in the group as a team organization by promoting group morale and by helping the group feel a sense of accomplishment. The group concept is fostered when • interaction among group members is frequent, on a high professional level, friendly, and harmonious

· personal conflicts among group members are infrequent or nonexistent

· leadership is allowed to develop from within the group so that the group capitalizes on the strengths of its members

· constructive dissent is encouraged

· the group realizes that it is making progress toward meeting its goals, which points out again the necessity for clearly specifying the goals the group expects to attain

· the group feels some sense of reward for accomplishment


Perhaps the most satisfying reward for a group is to see its recommendations translated into practice. A word of appreciation from the administrator also goes a long way in securing the continuous motivation of teachers to participate in curriculum development.

Responding to Teacher Concerns. Fundamental to successful change, be it curricular or other, is an understanding of concerns of individuals who form a group. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) developed at the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas illuminates the necessity for analyzing concerns among individuals in a group that intends to effect change. CBAM targets the personal concerns of individuals in the group.


Gene E. Hall and Susan Loucks described seven stages of concern during the change process from simple awareness of an innovation to be considered to refocusing on benefits of the innovation.
 The perceptive curriculum leader is aware of these concerns and guides the members constituting the group through the seven stages to shifting concerns away from themselves to successful implementation of the innovation.

Roles Played by Group Members. Many years ago Kenneth D. Benne and Paul Sheats developed a classification system for identifying functional roles of group members. 
 They organized their classification system into three categories: group task roles, group building and maintenance roles, and individual roles. Group members take on task roles when they seek to move the group toward attaining its goals and solving its problems. Group members play group building and maintenance roles when they are concerned with the functioning of the group. Group members indulge in individual roles to satisfy personal needs.


Since the Benne-Sheats classification system stands as one of the most creative and comprehensive expositions of roles played by group members, its categories and roles are reproduced here:


Group Task Roles

a. Initiator-contributor. Suggests ideas, ways of solving problems, or procedures.

b. Information seeker. Seeks facts.

c. Opinion seeker. Asks opinions about the values of the suggestions made by members of the group.

d. Information giver. Supplies facts as he or she sees them.

e. Opinion giver. Presents his or her own opinions about the subject matter under discussion.

f. Elaborator. States implications of suggestions and describes how suggestions might work out if adopted.

g. Coordinator. Tries to synthesize suggestions.

h. Orienter. Lets group know when it is off task.

i. Evaluator-critic. Evaluates suggestions made by group members as to criteria which he or she feels important.

j. Energizer. Spurs the group to activity.

k. Procedural technician. Performs the routine tasks that have to be done such as distributing materials.

l. Recorder. Keeps the group’s record.


Group Building and Maintenance Roles

a. Encourager. Praises people for their suggestions.

b. Harmonizer. Settles disagreements among members.

c. Compromiser. Modifies his or her position in the interests of group progress.

d. Gatekeeper. Tries to ensure that everybody has a chance to contribute to the discussion.

e. Standard setter or ego ideal. Urges the group to live up to high standards.

f. Group observer and commentator. Records and reports on the functioning of the group.

g. Follower. Accepts suggestions of others.

Individual Roles

a. Aggressor. Attacks others or their ideas.

b. Blocker. Opposes suggestions and group decisions.

c. Recognition-seeker. Seeks personal attention.

d. Self-confessor. Expresses personal feelings not applicable to the group’s efforts.

e. Playboy. Refrains from getting involved in the group’s work with sometimes disturbing behavior. [Since the term playboy may give a different connotation in today’s climate, we might want to use a term like frivolous or noncommitted individual.]

f. Dominator. Interrupts others and tries to assert own superiority.

g. Help-seeker. Tries to elicit sympathy for himself or herself.

h. Special interest pleader. Reinforces his or her position by claiming to speak for others not represented in the group.


A group will be more effective if the individual and negative roles are minimized or eliminated. Groups can be helped by the leader or by an outside consultant through exposing them to group dynamics theory and a classification system such as the Benne- Sheats model. Help of a more personal nature can be achieved through group interaction that permits feedback to its members. This feedback could be in the form of simple analysis of interaction skills possessed by the various members. Certainly, a group will be more productive if its members already possess a high degree of interaction skill. If, however, a group appears to lack skills in interaction or human relations, it may be advisable to depart from the group’s task long enough to seek to develop some fundamental interpersonal skills.


A trained observer who records the performance of individuals participating in a group can provide valuable feedback. To record the performance of individuals in a group the observer can create a simple check sheet by listing the task, building/maintenance, and individual roles in a column on the left and the names of members across the top. The observer then records with a tally the frequency with which a participant plays a particular role.


After the observation period members would be furnished feedback about their performance. The observer must exercise great tact in how he or she presents the information. Some of the individual roles are particularly unflattering, and it will be difficult for some individuals to accept the fact that they behave in this way. Therefore, negative feedback should be supplied to individuals only on request and in confidence.

Task-Oriented Groups. Curriculum development groups are or should be essentially task-oriented groups. They are given a specific job to do, carry it out, and then either accept another job or cease to function. Their productivity should be measured first in the quality of improvement that takes place in the curriculum and second in the personal and professional growth of the participants.


Curriculum development consists of a continuing series of interpersonal experiences. Both leaders and followers are obligated to make the process successful. With a modicum of training, professional persons should be able to bury their hidden agendas and to eliminate or suppress negative behaviors that disrupt the group’s effort. Fortunately, some human beings have learned during their formative years to demonstrate human relations skills like warmth, empathy, valuing others’ opinions and beliefs, intellectual honesty, patience, mutual assistance, and respect for others as persons. They have learned to accept responsibility and to refrain from blaming others for their own deficiencies. They have learned to put aside their own ego needs in deference to the needs of the group. They have learned to enjoy and take pride in group accomplishments. Others who demonstrate a low level of performance in these skills should be encouraged to participate in a human relations training program to improve their interpersonal skills.


Remember that curriculum development is ordinarily a voluntary undertaking. Curriculum workers might ask themselves what motivated them to agree to serve in a group devoted to curriculum improvement. They might uncover motives like the following:

· a desire to please the administrator

· a desire to work with certain colleagues

· a desire to be where the action is

· a desire to grow professionally

· a desire to make a professional contribution to the school system

· a desire to make use of one’s skills and talents

· a desire for a new experience

· a desire to socialize

· a desire to use the group as a sounding board for personal beliefs and values


The reasons why individuals agree to participate in group activity are many and varied, sometimes verbalized but often not; sometimes valid in terms of the group’s goals, sometimes not. Individuals who are motivated and possess the necessary personal and professional skills should be encouraged to take part in curriculum development.

Characteristics of Productive Groups. From examining the wealth of literature on group dynamics and group process, how might we summarize the characteristics that make for group effectiveness or productivity? We have already noted in Chapter 1 that research conducted in the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company in Chicago produced evidence that involvement of workers in planning and carrying out a project led to greater productivity. Research by Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph K. White on groups of eleven-year-old children showed their productivity to be greater in a democratic group climate than in an authoritarian or laissez-faire one.
 Rensis Likert saw a supportive environment, mutual confidence and trust among group members, and a sharing of common goals as contributing to group effectiveness.
 Ned A. Flanders’s studies of classroom verbal interaction led users of his instrument for observing this process to conclude that group leaders need to decrease their own verbal behavior and stimulate members of the group to interact more.
 John Dewey
 and Daniel L. Stufflebeam and associates
 wrote of the importance of the skill of problem solving or decision making. Warren G. Bennis, Kenneth D. Benne, and Robert Chin advocated skill in planning for change.
 Fred E. Fiedler concentrated on the effectiveness of the leader,
 and Kimball Wiles gave attention to skill in communication as essential to group effectiveness.
 These latter two sets of skills will be discussed in the next section, but first, based on the foregoing principles, we might conclude that a group is effective when

· leaders and members support each other

· trust is apparent among members

· goals are understood and mutually accepted

· adequate opportunity exists for members to express their own feelings and perceptions

· roles played by group members are essentially positive

· hidden agendas of members do not disrupt the group

· leadership is competent and appropriate to the group

· members possess the necessary expertise

· members have the necessary resources

· members share in all decision making

· communication is at a high level

· leadership is encouraged from within the group

· progress in accomplishing the task is noticeable and significant

· the group activity satisfies members’ personal needs

· leaders seek to release potential of the members

· the group manages its time wisely

Leadership Skills


Let’s attend the meeting of a school’s curriculum committee as a guest of the curriculum coordinator who is serving as chairperson. It is early in the year. We take a seat in the back of the room and in the course of less than an hour we observe the following behaviors:

· Two teachers are discussing an action of the principal.

· Each person speaks as long as he or she wishes, sometimes going on at length.

· The coordinator engages in dialogue with one individual, ignoring the group.

· Several members ask whether this discussion is in keeping with the group’s purposes.

· The coordinator pushes his ideas and is visibly annoyed when someone disagrees with him.

· Two teachers become involved in arguing with each other.

· The coordinator steers the group toward a proposal that he has offered.

· The meeting breaks up without closure and without identifying next steps.

We might conclude that this session of the curriculum committee was less than productive. Would we attribute this lack of productivity to deficiencies on the part of the group members? To lack of leadership on the part of the coordinator? To both? Certainly, group productivity arises from a harmonious blend of skills by group members and the group leader, yet a heavy burden for the productivity of the group rests with the leader. This person has been chosen to set the pace, to provide expertise, and to channel the skills of others. The skilled leader would have been able to avoid and resolve some of the unproductive situations that developed in this curriculum committee.

Traits of Leaders. When asking ourselves and others what traits a leader should possess, we would probably garner the following responses:

· intelligent

· experienced

· assertive

· articulate

· innovative

· dynamic

· charismatic


Some would say, “You must be in the right place at the right time.” Others, perhaps more cynical, would say a leader must be

· a politician

· a climber

· a friend of a person in power


Like Laurence J. Peter, Jr., some people would observe that persons rise to their level of incompetence.


What the research has found, however, is that it is almost impossible to ascribe any single set of traits to all persons in positions of leadership. Generalizing that leaders tend to possess, among other traits, slightly above average intelligence as well as requisite personal and administrative skills, Ralph B. Kimbrough and Michael Y. Nunnery concluded that the possession of certain traits does not guarantee success as an administrator nor does their absence rule out success.


Commenting on trait theory, the attempt to predict successful leaders through judging their personal, social, and physical characteristics, Robert H. Palestini noted the theory’s popularity in the 1940s and 1950s.
 Among the traits considered significant were “drive, desire to lead, honesty and integrity, self-confidence, cognitive ability, and knowledge of the business they are in.”
 Palestini opined, “The trait approach has more historical than practical interest to managers and administrators, even though recent research has once again tied leadership effectiveness to leader traits.”
 Two Approaches. Leaders tend to lean toward one of two basic approaches to administration: the bureaucratic or the collegial. The first approach has been labeled autocratic; the second, democratic. Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. Reller discussed  the assumptions that underlie these two approaches. According to these authors, leaders who follow what they termed the “traditional, monocratic, bureaucratic approach” hold to a line-and-staff plan of organization that places responsibility and authority at the top, that encourages competition, and that allows individuals to be expendable.
 On the other hand, according to Morphet, Johns, and Reller, leaders who follow what they called the “emerging, pluralistic, collegial approach” believe that power, authority, and decision making can be shared, that consensus leads to unity within the organization, and that individuals are not expendable.


In contrasting these two approaches to administration Morphet, Johns, and Reller noted that the traditional approach operates in a closed climate, whereas the democratic approach functions in an open climate. The traditional approach relies on centralized authority with a fixed line-and-staff structure. Authority is spread out and shared under the pluralistic approach; the structure, while sometimes more complex than the traditional structure, is more flexible to allow for maximum participation of members of the organization. The flow of communication is much different under these two approaches. The autocratic or authoritarian approach is imbued with the philosophy of going through channels. Messages may originate from the top of the echelon, which is most common, or from the bottom. Messages from the top pass down through intermediate echelons but may not be stopped by these echelons. On the other hand, messages originating from the bottom proceed through intermediate echelons and may be stopped by any echelon. Subordinates are required to conduct business through channels and may not with impunity “go over the head” of their immediate supervisor. Under a pluralistic approach communications may flow in any direction—up, down, circularly, or horizontally. They may skip echelons and may be referred to persons outside the immediate chain of command. The pluralistic administrator is not “hung up” on channels and personal status. It is the traditional approach that begets the “organization man.”


Morphet, Johns, and Reller cautioned, in comparing these two approaches, “It should not be inferred, however, that democratic administration is ipso facto good and that authoritarian administration is ipso facto bad. History provides numerous examples of successful and unsuccessful democratic administration and successful and unsuccessful authoritarian administration.”
 They noted, though, that some studies reveal monocratic organizations to be less innovative than pluralistic ones.


Some people would identify the traditional leader as an adherent to Theory X; they would classify the pluralistic leader as a follower of Theory Y. Leaders in organizations of the Theory Z type are largely Theory Y practitioners who structure their organizations to secure maximum involvement and commitment from the workers. The pluralistic assumption that the individual is not expendable, for example, has been interpreted in Japanese Theory Z organizations as a guarantee of lifetime employment in the organization in return for full commitment to that organization in the realization of its goals.
 This guarantee has become less certain in the economic stress of the late 1990s and early 2000s.


Leadership style is a potent factor in the productivity of groups. A classic study of the impact of leadership is the previously mentioned research conducted by Lewin, Lippitt, and White, who studied the effects of three different styles of adult leadership on four groups of eleven-year-old children. They examined the effects of “authoritarian,” “democratic,” and “laissez-faire” leadership.

Under the authoritarian leadership, the children were more dependent upon the leader, more discontent, made more demands for attention, were less friendly, produced less work-minded conversation than under the democratic leadership. There was no group initiative in the authoritarian group climate.
The laissez-faire atmosphere produced more dependence on the leader, more discontent, less friendliness, fewer group-minded suggestions, less work-minded conversation than under the democratic climate. In the absence of the laissez-faire leader, work was unproductive. The laissez-faire group was extremely dependent upon the leader for information. The converse of these situations was true for the democratic group climate. In addition, relations among the individuals in the democratic leadership atmosphere were friendlier. Those under the democratic leadership sought more attention and approval from fellow club members. They depended upon each other for recognition as opposed to recognition by the leader under the authoritarian and laissez-faire systems. Further, in the absence of the leader the democratic group proceeded at their work in productive fashion.


Thus, if a curriculum leader seeks commitment from a group, the authoritarian and laissez-faire approaches are not likely to be effective. The curriculum leader’s power (what little there is) is conferred by the group, especially if the leadership is encouraged from within the group. The democratic approach is, indeed, the only viable approach open to the curriculum leader who is a staff and not a line person propped up by external authority.

Task- and Relationship-Oriented Leaders. Fred E. Fiedler studied the age-old question of whether successful leadership results from personal style or from the circumstances of the situation in which the leader finds himself or herself.
 Fiedler spoke of the need for an appropriate match between the leader’s style and the group situation in which he or she must exercise leadership. Developing what is called a “contingency model,” Fiedler classified leaders as task-oriented or relationship-oriented. We might substitute human relations oriented for the latter term. In some respects this classification resembles the dichotomy between the autocratic and democratic leader. The task-oriented leader keeps the goals of the organization always in front of him or her and the group. The needs of the organization take precedence over the needs of individuals. The superordinate–subordinate relationship is always clear. The relationship-oriented leader is less task oriented and more concerned with building harmonious relationships among the members of the organization. He or she possesses a high degree of human relations skill and is less conscious of status.


Persons exhibiting either of these two styles may find themselves in organizations that are either structured or unstructured, or in mixed situations possessing elements of both structure and lack of structure. Successful leadership depends on the fortuitous combination of both style and circumstance. Fiedler found that task-oriented leaders perform better than relationship-oriented leaders at both ends of the continuum from structure to lack of structure. They perform well in structured situations where they possess authority and influence and in unstructured situations where they lack authority and influence. Relationship-oriented persons function best in mixed situations in which they possess moderate authority and influence.

Leadership, then, arises from the exigencies of a situation. Stephen J. Knezevich, for example, espoused a situational view of leadership when he said:

A person is selected to perform the leadership role because of possessing a set of sensitivities, insights, or personal qualities the group may require for realization of group objectives and decisions. . . . The leader is selected and followed because of being capable to achieve what the followers need or want. A leader successful in one community with a unique set of educational needs may not experience similar success when moved to another with a markedly different set of educational problems, personnel, and value orientations. Changing the situation, or group’s nature and purposes, results in a significant variation in leader characteristics desired that upsets all but the broadest interpretations of personal attributes.


When a group member who has been in the role of follower assumes the role of leader that person is then expected to demonstrate democratic behaviors associated with his or her new status of leadership. If the original leader remains a part of the group, he or she then assumes the role of follower. Some status leaders find it difficult to surrender power and are compelled to be constantly on center stage. Such behavior will effectively prevent leadership from developing within the group and is likely to impede its progress. When the original leader resists being replaced, the leader’s superior with executive, line power may have to correct the situation by urging changes in the original leader’s behavior or by removing him or her from the scene. The research on leadership thus suggests that the leader in curriculum development should

· seek to develop a democratic approach

· seek to develop a relationship-oriented style

· move between a task-oriented and relationship-oriented style as the situation demands (Jacob W. Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbell called this flexible style “transactional”
)

· keep the group on task and avoid excessive processing

· avoid a laissez-faire approach

· encourage the development of leadership from within the group

· maintain openness and avoid a defensive posture

· fulfill his or her role as a change agent by serving as



adviser 

interpreter



expert 


reinforcer



mediator 

spokesperson



organizer 

intermediary



explainer 

summarizer



discussion leader 
team builder


Even with the best leadership some groups experience great difficulties in moving toward accomplishment of their goals. Without effective leadership little can be expected of groups in terms of productivity.

W. Edwards Deming, whose ideas on management are credited with helping Japan’s rise as an industrial power, blended industrial management principles into a concept known as Total Quality Management (TQM). Although Deming’s ideas applied to industry, TQM when applied to education would incorporate principles of shared-management, the notion that quality should be determined in process rather than tested at the end of the process, learners should share responsibility in evaluating their own work, abandonment of performance ratings of individuals, and participation of group members in finding solutions to problems. You have encountered some of these principles earlier in this chapter when we discussed quality circles.
 William Glasser, in a vein similar to Deming’s, pointed out obstacles to quality schools in the presence of too much “boss-management,” too much coercion, not enough cooperative learning, too much traditional testing, too little emphasis on enhancing the ability to use knowledge, and too little opportunity for learners to evaluate the quality of their work.
 Neither American industry nor education has fully implemented all principles of quality management. However, we see some evidence in performance assessment, cooperative learning, and constructivist psychology, which encourages the learners to take responsibility for formulating their own knowledge under the guidance of the teacher.

Communication Skills


Curriculum development is primarily an exercise in verbal behavior—to some degree written but to a greater degree oral. Through the miraculous gift of language one human being is able to communicate his or her thoughts and feelings to another. Much of the world’s business—particularly in a democratic society—is transacted through group discussions. Sometimes it seems as if most administrators, including school personnel, spend the majority of their hours participating in groups, for the standard response to callers is “Sorry, he’s [she’s] in a meeting.”


Thoughts are communicated verbally in the form of oral activity, handwritten, printed or electronic documents; visually in the form of pictures, diagrams, charts, and the like; and nonverbally in the form of gestures and actions. Styles of oral communication differ from individual to individual and from group to group. Styles vary among ethnic, regional, and national groups. The choice of words, the loudness or softness of speech, and the rapidity of the spoken language differ from person to person and from group to group. We find differences in “accent” and in tone or intonation. The flexibility of language, both a strength and a problem, can be seen in a simple example. By using the same words but by varying the intonation or stress pattern, a speaker can convey different meanings as follows:

· They said that.

· They said that.

· They said that.

· They said that?


Individuals from some cultures are said to “talk with their hands,” indicating frequent use of nonverbal behavior, whereas individuals from other cultures are taught not to be so expressive. Proficiency in communication skills by both the leader and the group members is essential to successful curriculum development. They must demonstrate proficiency in both oral and written communication. At the same time, they must be aware of their own nonverbal behavior and be skilled at reading other people’s.


The leader must demonstrate proficiency in two ways: He or she must possess a high degree of communication skill and must also be able to help group members to increase their proficiency in communicating.


For purposes of our discussion, we will assume that the school or district curriculum committees, in which we are most interested, operate through the medium of the English language and that, although they represent a variety of ethnic groups and national origins, they possess at least average proficiency in English language usage. What we have to say about communication goes beyond the mere mechanics of grammar, syntax, spelling, vocabulary, and sentence structure. Deficiencies in the linguistic aspects of communication can be remedied perhaps more easily than some of the more complex psychological, social, and cultural aspects.


It is safe to conjecture that even in a group in which all members possess an excellent command of the language, communication leaves something to be desired. Have you ever sat, for example, in group meetings where

· two people talk at the same time?

· one member consistently finishes sentences for people?

· one member jumps into the discussion without recognition from the chair, elevates his or her voice, and continues to do so until he or she has forced others to be silent?

· one member, angered with the way the discussion is going, gets up and stomps out of the room?

· members snicker and make snide remarks whenever a particular member of the group speaks?

· one member drones on ad infinitum?

· one member cannot resist displaying his or her advanced knowledge of the subject under discussion?

· one member becomes sullen when another disagrees with his or her ideas?

· the leader has to explain a point three times before all group members seem to understand?


Do you recognize any of these people? Some of them are, of course, playing the roles discussed earlier. It is possible that many, even most, of the members thought they were communicating something to the group while they were speaking. It is highly probable that what they were communicating was much different from what they thought they were.


Two people vying for the floor may communicate that they both are individuals who demand attention. Or shall we say that they possess a trait, lauded by some, called “assertiveness”? The member who finishes others’ sentences may communicate that it is necessary for him or her to think for others. The member who stomps out of the room might attempt to convey that he or she is a person who sticks to his or her principles. More likely, in rejecting the group, the person will be perceived as a “sore loser.” We communicate not only through words but through our actions as well.

Common Misunderstandings. We should clear up some common misunderstandings about communication. First, skill in speaking is sometimes mistaken for communication. The ability to respond quickly and fully—to think on one’s feet—is an attribute desired, some say required, of a leader. However, facility in speaking does not ensure that a message is getting across. One need only listen to some political leaders to make the distinction between the ability to articulate and the ability to communicate. People place great stress on oral skills, often to such an extent that they do not realize they are accepting form in the place of substance. A glib tongue may obfuscate a topic under discussion. A speaker should strive to be both articulate and communicative.


Second, group interaction is sometimes taken for communication. Comments like “We had a lively discussion” are meaningless unless we know whether the discussion led to understanding and decision making. Processing, the sharing of personal feelings and opinions, is sometimes equated with communication. Interaction for interaction’s sake cannot be accepted as a legitimate activity for work in curriculum development.


Third, the assumption that communication is full, clear, and completely understood is often made without sufficient evidence. Alfonso, Firth, and Neville advised supervisors against making such an assumption: “Communication will always be inaccurate because sender and receiver can never share common perceptions. Supervisors often operate on the assumption that communication is perfect. Instead, they should function on the basis that communication is imperfect and must always be so.”


How many times have we heard the words of a speaker, understood them all, yet not comprehended what the speaker was saying? How many times have we heard a member of a group tell another, “I hear you,” but mean, “Even though I hear you, I do not know what you are saying”?


What are some common problems people experience in trying to communicate and what can be done to solve them? Let’s create three categories: (1) problems with oral communication or those that oral and written communication share, (2) problems with written communication, and (3) problems brought about by nonverbal behavior or the absence thereof.

Oral Communication. Difficulties in oral communication can arise in the following situations:


1. Members of the group either unintentionally or deliberately fail to come to the point. They talk around instead of to an issue. Sometimes they engage in avoidance behavior—that is, they resist coming to grips with the issue. The curriculum leader must help group members to address the issues and to come to the point. When some group members prattle on, others in the group become bored and frustrated. The burden of keeping the group’s attention on the issues falls on the group leader.

2. Members of the group use fuzzy, imprecise language. They use words with many interpretations, like “relevance,” without defining them. They use “psychobabble,” like “Tell me where you’re coming from” and “I’m into behavioral objectives.” They employ without defining words of low frequency, like “nomothetic,” “synergy,” and “androgogy,” that some members of the group may not understand. They lapse into pedagese, like “Each child must develop his or her personal curriculum,” without venturing to explain how this may be done. They borrow Madison Avenue jargon, like “Let’s run it up the flagpole,” or they turn to sports analogies, like “What’s the game plan?” The group leader must be alert to difficulties members may have in following a discussion. He or she must ask speakers to repeat and clarify statements and questions as necessary. The leader must keep in mind that some members hesitate to ask for clarifications themselves, feeling that in so doing they may expose their own ignorance.


3. Members of the group select out of a discussion those things that they wish to hear. It is a well-known fact that we hear and see selectively. We hear and see those people and things that we wish to hear and we see and reject those people and things that we do not want to see or hear. The leader must help group members to see all facets of a problem, calling attention to points they may have missed.


4. Members fail to express themselves, particularly if they disagree with what has been said. Some persons hold back their views from a sense of insecurity. They feel that their opinions are not worthwhile, or they fear embarrassment or ridicule. They may not wish to seem in disagreement with status persons who are in a position to reward or punish them. The group leader must assure members that dissent is possible and encouraged. The leader must foster a climate in which each person can express himself or herself without fear.


5. Members fail to follow an orderly process of discussion. Communication is impossible when group members are unwilling to discipline themselves and do not take turns in discussing, listening to each other, and respecting each other’s views. The group leader must enforce order during the discussion process to ensure that everyone who wishes to be heard has an opportunity.


6. Discussion is shut off and the group presses for a premature vote. The group should be striving to reach consensus on issues. The goal is commitment of as many persons as possible. The group leader should keep the goal of consensus in front of the group. Close votes on issues should be reexamined, if possible. A vote may (or may not) secure compliance on the part of the people affected; it does not guarantee, however, commitment that is so necessary to curriculum improvement.


7. Sessions break up without some sort of closure. If next steps are not clear, members leave the group sessions confused. The leader has the responsibility for seeking closure on issues when possible, for summarizing the group’s work, and for calling the group’s attention to next steps.


8. The communication flow is primarily from leader to members. The leader should resist the temptation to dominate a discussion and to foist his or her views on the group. He or she should ensure that communication is initiated by members of the group to the leader and to each other as well as from the leader to group members.


9. Acrimony, hostility, and disharmony exist within a group. When these conditions occur, the leader must spend time developing a pleasant, harmonious group climate before positive communication can take place among members. Members must learn to work together in an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect. The leader should seek to promote a relaxed, threat-free atmosphere.

Written Communication. In the course of a group’s activity there will be occasions on which the leader and members of the group will wish and need to communicate in written form between group sessions. They will also need to communicate in writing with persons outside the work group. Difficulties arise with this form of communication when the following situations occur:


1. The writer cannot sense the impact of his or her words in a written communication. Extra care needs to be taken when structuring a written message. Writers of memos must weigh their choice of words and manner of phrasing their thoughts. Some messages are unintentionally blunt or curt and cause negative responses in the receivers. A message when put in writing may give a far different impression from what the writer intended. The writer should review any written communication in the light of the impact it would have on him or her if he or she were the recipient.


2. Written communications are excessive in number. Some persons indulge in memorandum writing with almost the same frequency as some individuals write letters to the editor of a newspaper. Some vent their own frustrations in memo after memo. Some people believe that every thought, word, and deed must be committed to writing in order to (a) preserve them for posterity, (b) maintain an ongoing record for current use, or (c) cover one’s posterior, as is crudely suggested. Some recipients—or intended recipients—will not take any action unless they have information in written form. Some organizations have almost immobilized themselves with the ubiquitous memo to the point where there are many communiqués but little communication. The leader should encourage the use of memoranda and other written communications as needed and discourage their excessive

use. Courtesy, clarity, and brevity should be earmarks of written communications.


3. The use of English is poor. Many memoranda, particularly from professional people, lose their impact because of poor English usage. Inaccurate spelling, improper grammar, and poor sentence structure can detract from the message contained in the memoranda and can subject the writers to unnecessary criticism. Special precautions must be taken when the medium of e-mail is used to deliver messages. E-mail conventions (e.g., the avoidance of sending messages all in capital letters which can be interpreted as shouting) must be observed to prevent misunderstandings. Further, writers of e-mail must keep in mind that there is no clarifying, correcting, or softening of a message once they’ve hit the Send button.

The writing of intelligible memoranda that do not create negative responses on the part of recipients is an art that, at least in a cooperative activity like curriculum development, should serve only to supplement, not replace, oral communication. Face-to-face communication is ordinarily—barring the need for complex or technical data—a far more effective means than writing for conveying ideas among members of small groups of peers such as a typical curriculum development group. Even in the case of complex or technical data presented in written form, follow-up discussion is usually necessary.

Nonverbal Behavior. Human beings communicate with each other without the use of words. A smile, a frown, a wave, a shrug, and a wink all say something. Nonverbal behavior is shaped both biologically and culturally. Most human beings start out life with basically the same physiological equipment—two eyes, arms, legs, and so on. But what they do with that equipment is shaped by the culture in which they grow and develop. Thus, it is possible for every human being to smile, but some individuals within a single culture are more prone to smiling than others, and members of a particular culture are more prone to smile than members of another culture. South American Indians, for example, are much more stoic and reserved than the more expressive Latinos of Spanish origin.


Nonverbal behavior is less studied and less understood than verbal behavior. We have great need in our teacher education programs for training in understanding the differences in nonverbal behavior between members of the U.S. culture and foreign cultures in the United States. In our pluralistic society many social and work groups are composed of persons from varying subcultures: white, black, Hispanic, Native American, and Asian, among others. Every individual brings to a group his or her culturally determined ways of behaving. While some cultures prize assertiveness, others stress deference. Signs of respect are accorded to age, status, and experience more often in some cultures than in others. Attitudes of both males and females toward children and of one gender toward the other vary among cultures. Some cultures value physical closeness among individuals and gregariousness. Other cultures strive to maintain distance among individuals both physically and socially. These attitudes are shown in both verbal and nonverbal behavior. Accepted styles of dress vary from culture to culture and even from subculture to subculture.


We need to learn to perceive what our colleagues are trying to communicate to us by the expression on their faces, by the look in their eyes, by the way they hold their mouths or heads, by the movement of their hands, and by the fidgeting of their legs. A group leader should be able to detect fatigue, boredom, hostility, and sensitivity on the part of members of the organization. He or she should be able to sense when one individual is stepping on another’s toes and turn the discussion to constructive paths. He or she should strive to effect signs of pleasure, not pain, among members of the group. The leader must be especially cautious of nonverbal signals he or she gives and must make every effort to ensure that those signals are positive. Finally, for successful curriculum development both the leader and group members must exhibit a high degree of skill in all modes of communication.

SUMMARY


This chapter focused on the roles played by various persons and groups participating in curriculum development at the individual school level. Some principals perceive themselves as instructional leaders and take an active part in curriculum development, whereas others delegate that responsibility. A Theory X administrator emphasizes authority and control, whereas a Theory Y administrator follows a human relations approach. Theory Y leaders may adopt Theory Z principles.


Students in some schools, depending on their maturity, participate in curriculum improvement by serving on committees and by providing data about their own learning experiences.


Parents and other citizens participate in curriculum work by serving on advisory committees, responding to surveys, providing data about their children, and serving as resource persons in school and out.


The professional personnel—teachers and specialists—share the greatest responsibility for curriculum development. Both leaders and followers need to develop skills in group process. Among the competencies necessary for the curriculum leader are skills in producing change, in decision making, in interpersonal relationships, in leading groups, and in communicating.
QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. What evidence is there that today’s principals either are or are not instructional leaders?

2. What are some community groups with which school administrators and supervisors should be concerned?

3. What are the characteristics of a school as a community of learners?

4. Should students be allowed to participate on district or state curriculum councils and boards and, if so, should they be allowed to vote?

5. How would you as a curriculum leader proceed to bring about change in the curriculum?

EXERCISES

1. Write a paper stating the pros and cons and showing your position on the role of the principal as instructional leader.

2. List qualities and qualifications needed by a curriculum leader.

3. Explain what is meant by Theory X, Theory Y, and Theory Z, and draw implications of these theories for curriculum development.

4. Report on ways students are involved in curriculum development in a school district with which you are familiar.

5. Report on ways parents and others from the community are involved in curriculum development in a school district with which you are familiar.

6. Explain the meaning of the term “power structure,” and draw implications of the power structure for curriculum development.

7. Analyze the power structure of a community that you know well.

8. Write an essay on the curriculum leader as a change agent.
9. Write a brief report on ways to unfreeze curricular patterns.
10. Identify roles played by group members and  how the curriculum leader copes with each. (You should make an effort to describe roles in addition to those mentioned in this chapter.) 
11. Describe common barriers to educational change and suggest ways the curriculum leader may work to eliminate them.
12. List steps in the decision-making process.
13. Create an observation chart based on the Benne-Sheats classification system discussed in this chapter and use it in observing a discussion group in action. (You might want to try using this system at a school board meeting.)
14. Observe a discussion group in action and record evidence of task orientation and process orientation. Conjecture on hidden agendas present in the group.
15. Observe a discussion group in action and evaluate the effectiveness of the leader, using criteria discussed in this chapter. 
16. Choose a particular culture and report on the meaning of gestures used within that culture.
17. Analyze the gestures you use, if any. If you do not use any gestures, account for this lack of use.
18. Explain the ten kinds of human activity that Edward T. Hall labeled Primary Message Systems (see bibliography)
19. Explain and demonstrate examples of body language as described by Julius Fast (see bibliography).
20. Prepare a written or oral report on the Concerns- Based Adoption Model (CBAM) developed by the University of Texas Research and Development Center for determining stages of teacher concerns about an innovation and levels of teacher use of innovations. See references to Gene E. Hall and Susan Loucks and to Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove in the bibliography. See also a description of this model in John P. Miller and Wayne Seller (see bibliography).
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