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ABSTRACT
A COMPARISON OF TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF

ZURRICULUM DEVELOPYENT IN 3ELICTED DISTRICTC
WITH AND WITHOUT CURRICULUM COUNCILS

By
Lois Redmond

The purpose of this study was to ascertain teachers! perceptions of
their roles in curriculum development and teachers! perceptions of the
effectiveness of curriculum councils. Comparisons were drawn between
responses from teachers in districts with curriculum councils designated
in thelr teacher-school board contracts and teachers in districts without
curriculum councils designated in contracts.

Teachers in the state of Michigan have legally been able to bargain
collectively with school boards since 1965 when Public Act 379 was
enacted by the state legislature. One of the goals of the Michigan Educa-
tion Assoclation has been to include a provision in all contracts for a
curriculum council to provide for effective teacher participation in
curriculum development. An increasing number of districts in Michigan
have included provision for a curriculum council in their contracts.
Little research has been done to determine the effectiveness of the
councils or teachers'! perceptions of the effectiveness of the council.

A questionnaire was developed that asked for checked responses with
one open—-ended question permitting respondents to express their opinions
on teacher involvement in curriculum development. The survey was mailed
to 3,017 teacher members of the Micrigar Education Association in the

five county area designated as Region 8. Questionnaires wers coded
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to indicate those sent to teachers in districts with curriculum councils
and those without curriculum councils designated in the contracts.

The response was 34,31% from teachers in districts without councils

~and 38.09% from teachers in districts with curriculum councils designated
in the contract. Both groups of teachers were comparable in that they
were chiefly females with 1-5 years of teaching experience, and about
equally divided between elementary and secondary teachers.

Data were recorded on computer cards, one card for each respondent,
and frequencies and percentages were computed and recorded in tabular
form to answer the following questions:

1. Comparing districts with and without curriculum councils pro-

vided for in the contract, what has occurred concerning:

a. curriculum changes?

b. teacher involvement in curriculum planning?

¢. K=12 curriculum planning?

d. released time and/or other compensations for curriculum
develooment?

2. Are teachers in districts with curriculum councils as com-

pared with those districts without curriculum councils:

a, more likely to feel curriculum development is their respon-
sibility?

bs more actively involved in education association work?

cs more likely to feel they have a responsibility to implement
curriculum change?

d. more inclined to believe that curriculum changes have

occurred in their districts?
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Teachers from districts with councils designated in the contracts
perceived that the curriculum council was more involved in a study of
the total school curriculum, than were districts without curriculum
councils.

Teachers from districts without curriculum councils believed more
changes had occurred in various subject areas, and in other organizational
patterns having implications for curriculum, such as team teaching and
non-grading.

Most teachers from both groups believed curriculum councils should
be provided in the contracts and that teachers should have more influence
in curriculum development. Both groups of teachers felt they were re-
sponsible for the implementation of a curricular change once it had
been decided upon. Curriculum changes were viewed as moderately effec-
tive and valuable by teachers from districts with and without curriculum
councils designated in the contracts. Both groups perceived that ad-
ministrators seemed to have more influence in curriculum development

than did teachers.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

Since the launching of Sputnik in 1957, more attention has probably
been focused on education and the public schools than at any previous
period in the history of our country. People who have no direct rela-
tionship to the public schools have both praised and condemned them.
Educators and philanthropic foundations have engaged in and financed
extensive studies of our educational system. The federal government has
expended money for education and specialized educational programs.
National institutions have been established to examine and develop cur-
riculum in various subjects. The earlier curriculum revisions were in
science and mathematics, representing an attemct to meet increaced
scientific an? technological advances, 1n the wake of the changes in
the science and mathematics curricula, other curricular studies an-
changes were explored and instituted. Dluring this period of increased
concern about school curricula more people have become involved in
curriculum change, including students and teachers.

Changes have occurred in the roles of the curriculum worker as well
as the classroom teacher with respect to terms of responsibility for
curriculum development. In some of the literature the local administra-
tor has been presented as the chief change agent in curriculum; in others
it is the curriculum worker, or national foundations, or textbook com-
panies, or universities or other pressure groups. Ultimately, of course,
any curricular changes are the responsibility of the superintendent and
board.



Teachers have been traditionally considered technicians in the class-
room, and 1in many school districts have not been directly involved in the
process of curriculum development and change. Once a curricular change
has been approved and it is to be implemented, the classroom teacher has
the real authority in its implementation. What happens in a classroom
behind the closed door may be not at all what has been the desired cur-
ricular change.

Teachers have served on various committees related to curriculum
areas such as textbook selection committees. However, teachers have not
been recognized as the changers of the curriculum. Curriculum workers
and administrators do realize that curriculum changes are dependent upon
the classroom teacher; however, this opinion is relatively recent and
not universal.

The report of the addresses of the 21st A.S.C.D. Conference in
March 1966 indicates teachers were not considered the decision makers in
curriculum change.l Lippett spoke of the '"change agent" in curriculum
innovation, but indicated the change agent should be "supportive" of and
an aid to the teacher. Suggestions were made for a coordinating com-
mittee for curriculum development. This committee was to consist of
college based personnel, the superintendent of instruction, the educa-
tional research coordinator, a director of manpower development for a
local industry, a creative program director, curriculum coordinators,
principals, students, and "several teachers".

Preparation of teachers frequently involves psychology and child

1. "Zurriculum Change: Direction and Frocess,” .cca3niation
For Supervision and Curriculum Jevelopment, p. 23.



development, methods, history and philosophy of education, and courses
in the student's major and minor fields of study, but only a brief intro-
duction to curriculum or curriculum development. The first year in the
classroom most teachers are deeply involved in the teaching process and
the "hcusekeeping" involved in classroom operation. Now before too many
years of teaching elapse, teachers are involved in some kind of curricu-
lum development, whether it is textbook selection, serving on subject
matter or grade level committees, building committees, in-service days,
or actual involvement in a curriculum committee. "Given adequate oppor-
tunity to study new developments and new materials, the teacher can
become a helpful participant in selecting and even in originating change
proposals."2

Teachers are becoming more aware of their influence and responsi-
bility in curriculum change. Other educators have come to recognize
teachers as being important to curriculum change. Verduin cites the
values from involvement of the classroom teacher in curriculum develop-
ment. He states that ""the cooperative approach”" as opposed to the "expert
approach" is much more productive for development and change in curricular
areas.> Whether teachers are prepared or not for assumption of this
role and these responsibilities, teachers are being actively involved in
areas of education previously reserved for administrators, through new

laws for collective bargaining for public employees.

_ieberman and Moskow mark the beginninz of collective negotiations

2. William M. Alexander, "Thaneirz Curriculum lontent,” <sso~iation
of Supervision and urriculum Develormert, p. lc.

3. Joan ... .erduin, Jr., Cooperative Currizgluz Imprpovement, pr. 1°7.




in public schools in 1960. At that time the United Federation of
Teachers began an active movement in New York for collective negotia-
tions. Prior to 1965 Wisconsin was the only state that had enacted a
law pertaining to collective negotiations in education. By 1965 nine
states had had bills passed in both legislative houses. Six of these
bills were signed into law, including the Michigan law. Since then
several other states have also enacted negotiation laws for educators.
Prior to and early in the 1965 legislative session in Michiean, the
Michigan Education Association had proposed a bill that called for pro-
fessional negotiations. The bill was to be a first step toward profes-
sionalization of teachers. Following their success in acquiring state-
wide mandatory tenure, the Association hoped to succeed in professional
negotiations with the passage of a bill permitting teachers to organize
and negotiate with school boards through a professional framework, not
labor negotiation procedures. Legislators were not receptive to the
form of the bill as introduced by Francis Beedon, and instead proposed
changes in the Hutcheson Act. The changes permitted public employees,
including teachers, to bargain collectively. The bill, when enacted,
became known as Public Act 379. Section II of the law states:
Representatives designated or selected for purposes of col-
lective bargaining by the majority of the public employees in a
unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be the exclusive repre-
sentative of all the public employees in such unit for the pur-
poses of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages,
hours of employment, or the conditions of employment, and shall
be so recognized by the public employer.

Were teachers prepared and ready to accept these additional respon-

sibilities?



Collective bargaining, professional negotiations, or collective
negotiations has created conditions in Michigan in which teachers are
learning to cope with a situation and activity previously reserved for
the labor unions. Even the term "collective bargaining" has not been
acceptable to everyone, with local districts of the Michigan Education
Association prefering to refer to the negotiations as "professional
negotiations'--a less unionized expression than collective bargaining.
Early contracts reflected teacher bargainer's point of view concerning
"econditions of employment". The major portion of the contracts had one
emphasis--salaries., As negotiators became more sophisticated, other items

were negotliated into the contracts.

In Michizan, all items are negotiable, which maans curriculux
or any other zonditions of employment are negotianla. IThe commission
an Instruction of the Michigan Educatian Association has establishment
of curriculum councils in contracts as oneof . its goals.

A number of school districts now have curriculum councils, some
designated in the contract and others are provided for in the versonnel
or administrative policies. Teachers themselves may not be aware that
one of the 'tonditions of employment" that can be negotiated into a con-
tract is the procedure by which change in curriculum can occur. One of
these procedures is the curriculum council. In the contracts in some
districts no mention is made of, or provision made for, teacher involve-
ment in curriculum development either in the contract or in board policy.
Teachers need to become and are becoming more cognizant of their role in
determining policy changes and have adooted decision making positions.

The curriculum council is an avenue for teachers to be involved in

"Commission Reports," Michigan Education Journal, May, 1969,
pPe 573 May, 1968, p. 62.
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curriculum development and curriculum decisions.

Some school districts in Michizan have led the way in establishment
of curriculum councils and involvement of teachers in curriculum chanze
through the vehicle of the curriculum council. One such district is the

Kentwood district near Grand Rapids. hLentwood board policy states:

AR - INSTRUCTI
Organizational Plan

CURRICULUM COUNCIL

The Board of Education, to bring about desirable
changes in teaching methods, techniques, class composi-
tion, curriculum and any other phase of the instruc-
tional program, establishes a professional staff Cur-
riculum Council and Curriculum Study Committees. This
Council is to provide effective consultation with, and
assistance to, the Board to make needed improvements
in the instructignal program which it, the Council,
deems feasible.

il=c the ~ontract legally establishes *ne vrorcess for curricular

change.
ARTICLE _Z

A1l curriculum changes shall originate in the
appropriate curriculum committee (as defined in the
handbook for professional staff) which will present
a recommendation with rationale to the curriculum
coordinating council made up of the faculty chair-
men of the curriculum committees and administrative
officers. Those recommendations that are approved
by the coordinating council shall be submitted to
the board of education for consideration and action.

Contracts throughout the state that provide for a curriculum council
state the provision in similar terms. Some contracts such as the one
from Grosse Fointe become very specific in delineating curricular items
that are to be considered, but generally the contract will merely make

provision for a curriculum council, with teachers assuming a major

5. Kentwood Board Policy, p. 1.
6. Kentwood Contract, p. 6.



responsibility in curriculum development.
Statement of the Problem
This studv seeks to ascartain whether districts with curriculu=m
councils designated in the contracts have more curriculum changes than
districts without curriculum councils in the contract; and if teachers
in these districts perceive their roles in curriculum development dif-
ferently than teachers in districts without councils. A further problem
is to determine what the curricular changes are and if the changes are
K=12 in nature. Whether teachers perceive curriculum development as their
responsibility is an additional problem.
Questions to be Answered
Data will be analyzed using frequencies and percents to seek to
answer the following questions:
1. Comparing districts with and without curriculum councils pro-
vided for in the contract, +what has occurred concerning:
a. curriculum changes?
b. teacher involvement in curriculum clanninz?
ce K=12 curriculum planning?
d. released time and/or other compensations for curriculum
development?
2. Are a greater percent of teachers in distriets with curriculum
councils as compared with those districts without curriculum councils:
a. more likely to feel curriculum development is thair respon-
sibility?
b. more actively involved in education association work?

c. more likely to feel they have a responsibility to implement



curriculum change?
d. more inclined to believe that curriculum changes have

ccurred in their districts?

Need for the Study

Opinions vary within the teaching profession between those who ques-
tion whether any items of curriculum are negotiable to a few who would
probably advocate all curricular changes and development should be
negotiated. Currently Michigan teachers in the Michigan Zducation
Association are involved in attemots to secure a Professional Practices
Act and obtain recognition of education as a profession. According to
Dr. Dan Lortie from the University of Chicago, one of the indications,
for education, of professional autonomy, is in the control of what is
taught, how, and by whom.7, One of the means to help obtain professional
autonomy then could be through teacher involvement in curriculum develop-
ment through the curriculum council.

This study will attempt to ascertain whether teachers believe the
curriculum councils already in the contracts are effective, what cur-
riculum changes have occurred, or if teachers believe curriculum changes
can be effected without the council.

The Michigan Education Assoclation in cooperation with the National

Sducation Association had a study published in 1968 that surveyed 1,064

7. Dan C., Lortie, "Can Teaching Move from Semi-Frofessional tc
Professional Standing?" N.E.A.-M.&.A. pamphlet, og. Z2-~5.



teachers in Michigan. Teachers were askecd to respond to questions re-
lated to curriculum involvement of the teacher. However, the study did
not reveal the kinds of changes that had occurred in curriculum, whether
a curriculum council was involved, nor other areas which the present
study seeks to discover.

The current study should provide information valuable to the teacher
negotiators, to curriculum directors, to administrators, to the Michigan
Education Association, and to teacher preparation institutions. This
study should provide information on the kinds of curriculum changes,
subject matter or organizational, that teachers perceive have occurred
in their districts. The effectiveness of the curriculum council and of
the curriculum changes made in the perception of teachers, would be an
indication whether the Michigan Education Association Commission on
Instruction and teacher negotiators should consider providing for
curriculum councils in the contracts. If teachers perceive that curri-
culum changes should be planned K-12, and that curriculum councils do
plan K~12, then this may be an additional reason that curriculum councils
be negotiated into contracts. Also if all teachers believe a curriculum
council should be provided for in the contract and this is a means of
teacher involvement, then effort should be made for such provisions.

If teachers believe they should have an influence in curriculum
development and teachers are involved, then teacher preparation institu-
tions need to provide for the preparation of teachers to assume these

roles.

No attempt was made in this study to evaluate the effectiveness of
the curriculum changes of the council in any other way than the teachers'

perception.
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Definition of Terms

1. Curriculum Council: A group of teachers, administrators, and
curriculum workers charged with the responsibility to study, plan, im-
plement, and evaluate curriculum improvement.,

2. Curriculum: "All of the experiences of children for which the
school should accept respons:).bil.’n:y.'a

3. Curriculum Committee: A group of educators charged with the
responsibility for study and recommendations for curriculum development
in certain subject areas, grade levels, or topics.

4, Curriculum worker: One who has the responsibility for leader-
ship in curriculum as curriculum director, curriculum supervisor, curricu-
lum consultant, director of instruction, etc., shall be referred to as
a curriculum worker. ?

5. Collective negotiations: '"the performance of the mutual
obligation of the employer and the representative of the employees to
meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith with respect to wages,
hours, and other terms and conditions of employment, or the negotiation
of any agreement, or any question arising there under, and the execution
of a written contract incorporating any agreement reached if requested
by either party, but such obligation does not compel either party to azree

to a proposal or require the making of any concession."10

8. Albert Oliver, um v A croblems,
Sy Pe 12.
9. William F. Young, "The Supervisor: New Demands-New Dimensions,"
An Address delivered before the issociation of Lupervision and Curriculum
Developmsnt, p. 11-12.

10, Myron Lieberman, The Future of Public Education, p. 160.
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The terms professional negotiations, collective negotiations, and
collective bargaining are now used interchangeabtly with the definition
for all three terms being similar to the one above. The term "collective
negotiations" will be used in this study except where other terms are
part of direct quotations.

Scope and Limitation of the Study

Classroom teachers in Region 8 who are members of the Michizan
Education Association were surveyed. Region 8 consists of Ingham, Eaton,
Livingston, Shiawassee, and Clinton counties. Cities or distriects
within the region range in size from urban to small rural districts.

Only teachers who were Michigan Education Association members were sur-
veyed. There are no Federation districts in Region 8 at the present
time. Figures indicate that 90-95% of the teachers in Region 8 are
association members. 1

This study will be delimited by excluding Lansing from the 1list of
districts surveyed. Lansing has an active curriculum counecil, and had
one prior to Public Act 379; however, the 1968-1969 Lansing contract did
not make provisions for the council. The districts with curriculum
councils are fewer in number than those without councils desienated in
the contract, but using percents of responses proviles a comparable
sample, The inclusion of Lansing in the study would change the balance
of teachers and there is not another district of comparable size with a
councll designated in the contract in Region 8. Although there are
fewer districts with curriculum councils, they are of comparable size to
those in the group without. Some of the districts may have what they

refer to as a curriculum council operating in the district: rowever this

11. Accuracy in number of teachers and of Michigan Fducation Asso-
ciation membership is difficult to substantiate because of problems in
maintaining strict account.
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study specifically makes comparisons only between those districts having
and not having curriculum councils designated in the contracts.

For many years the author of this study has been concerned that
teachers become actively involved in curriculum planning for change and
development. Experience has been that teachers who are not a part of
the planning often are negative about any proposed change, refuse to
implement the change, or find a change resulting in frustration for the
teacher who may not know or understand what is expected.

Region 8 teachers were also selected as the source of data because
the present author has been actively involved in education association
activities for many years, and most recently has had leadership roles
in Region 8 and as a teacher in the region.

Summary

With the change in Michigan law, teachers were given the right to
bargain collectively with their school boards. One of the areas con-
sidered in bargaining is curriculum and curriculum councils. Teachers
are assuming new roles as decision makers in curriculum through negotia-
tions and their responsibilities as members of curriculum councils.

This study seeks to ascertain the extent of teacher involvement in cur-
riculum development and the effectiveness of that involvement and of
the curriculum councils in Region 8.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I presented an introduction to the study, the limitations and
need for the study. A review of the related literature will follow in
Chapter II. The design methodology of the study will te in Chapter III,
with an analysis of the data in Chapter IV. The final chapter will con-

tain a summary of the findings of the study, recommendations and conclusions.



CHAPTER II =~ REVIEW OF THZ LITERATURE

The literature is replete with information pertaining to curriculum
development and curriculum change. Volumes have been filled concerning
‘changes or developments in all thzs subject areas, grade levels, and with
various innovative practices such as the non-graded school, flexible
scheduling, milti-age grouping, team teaching, interdisciplinary studies,
and various other practices. Books and articles have been written too
on the roles of the superintendent, the principal and the curriculum
worker. Much has been said about the roles and responsibilities of school
boards, the public in general, and pressure groups outside the immediate
realm of the educational scene. Least has been said about the role and
responsibllity of the classroom teacher, although most writers indicate
the classroom teacher is the decisive figure in curriculum change. The
classroom teacher's role in curriculum development is only recently becom-
ing a topic of concern, particularly since the advent of collective
negotiations in the public schools across the United States.

In many discussions on curriculum change, the group process is
extolled as the most effective means to bring about change. Teachers are
included in the group process, but emphasis in considerable literature is
on the responsibilities of the principal, the administrator, and the cur-
riculum specialist, and the various means curriculum development occurs
and change can be initiated also receives ruch attention. "Group study

is an essential ingredient of optirum curriculum improvement."l Other

1. Vernon Anderson, Principles and Procedures of Currdculum lmprove-
ment, p. 26.

13
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writers not only discuss the group process, but frequently delineate those

who should be involved in it.
fMrst-rate curriculum development demands the coordination

of a vast array of resources: subject matter specialists, ex-

perienced teachers, educationists with a broad understandinz of

schools, psychologists, programmers, film makers, pu-lishers, and

skilled managers to get the most out of this talent. 2

Literature pertaining to the group process or group dynamics, of
course, is relevant to the operation and function of curriculum councils.
This study, however, was not designed to explore group dynamics, but only
to survey teachers'! perceptions of the curriculum development in their
districts.

The roles of administrators and other external forces need to be
mentioned in this discussion prior to a review of the emerging rcle of the
classroom teacher as a developer or change agent in curriculum planning.
Writers have outlined clearly the roles and responsibilities of principals,
supervisors, superintendents, and other administrative personnel in cur-
riculum change.

The view that the greatest power to change and improve curriculum
lies in the hands of the local administrator has been expressed by a num=
ber of writers. MacKenzie and Corey in referring to the "status or official
leader" names the principal, superintendent, and the curriculum coordinator
as the instructional leaders.3 The principal has probably been designated
most frequently as the curriculum leader.

{ believe many people must contribute their talents if a

school is to be successful. But pre-eminent among them, I

believe, is a principal who knows his place, who knows what is

going on in every field, who involves himself actually in the
continuing work of developing curriculum in his school. . .

+

2. John Goodlad, Sch c and i , P 169.

3. Gordon MacKenzie and Stephen Corey, __§§;g_§;gggl_nggg_§g;2 p. 24,
4, Harry Walen, "A Principal's Role in Curriculum Development", The

Bulletin of N.A.S.S.P., p. 44.




Kent Myers discusses a curriculum advisory committee consistins of
the principal, counselor, curriculum coordinator, and three administrators. >
Note that teachers are not involved in the committee's work; however, the
article stated that the faculty was to submit recommendations to the com-
mittee for consideration. Alice Miel stated that teaching was'closely
related" to curriculum planning, but that it was not really a teaching
function.6

Other groups than the teacher have had direct influence on curriculum
change. Shifts have occurred, however, in these external forces and
their influence in curriculum change and development. Parent Teacher
Assocliations, tax payer groups, Chambers of Commerce and the American
Legion have given way to other groups that have no legal authority to maxe
curriculum changes. Occasionally orne public person can bring about some
changes in the curriculum. The emerging influence in the 1970's in cur-
riculum change may be the classroom teacher.

The Role of the Teacher in Curriculum Change

The 1965 Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develooment year-
book recognizes that changing curriculum involves changing those veople who
are directly related to the learning experience of the children=-=-the
teacherd? In 1929 John Dewey stated "The contributions that might come
from classroom teachers are . . . an almost unworkable mine."3 Blackman

says "involvement of the professional staff of a school in effecting chanze

5. Kent Myers, "iAdministering the Curriculum," Clearing House, p. 147.

6. Alice Miel, "Curriculum Design and laterials," Childhood Educa-
tion, p. 4.

7 s "Role of the Supervisor and Curriculum Director in a
Climate of Change", Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
xgﬂz:mgk 126 i. Pe 23,

8. Albert Oliver, Curric vement, p. 53.
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is likely to produce satisfactory results because those involved will have
an opportunity to acquire new ideas and a new perspective to contribute to
their own developmant."9 Anderson says, "Group study is an essential
ingredient of optimum curriculum inprovement."lo By statements such as
these, one should not assume curriculum changes are only those brought
about by the teacher closing the classroom door and teaching whatever and
however he or she believes without regard for an overall curriculum plan.

The belief that teachers are the experts and are on the scene of
action in the classroom 1s usually cited as the reason to have teachers
become more a part of the declision-making process in curriculum change.
Teachers are finally the ones who are responsible for implementation of
any change.

According to George Beauchamp four different groups of people have
been involved in decisions in curriculums "(1) specialized personnel,
(2) representative groups composed of specialized personnel and some class-
room teachers, (3) all professional personnel, and (4) all professional
personnel plus representative lay citizens."ll

The involvement of specialized personnel and representa-

tive classroom teachers constitutes an extension of the use of

specialized personnel. Such involvement assumes that the com-

bination of specialized personnel and representative teacher

groups will improve the effectiveness of curriculum decision

making. Presumably, it will be improved because of the

recency of experience of the teachers in classrooms and

because teachers will be able to sxert leadership in imple-
mentation when the planning is completed. 12

9. Charles a. Blacknan, 'An Effective “acziz for lurrizulu~ T rovementn,
» P 103,
10. Vernon Anderson, Qg;zlgglygL;gng_gmgn_. p. 65.
11. George Beauchamp, Cyrriculum Theory, p. 118.
" 12, m_do. P 119,
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Cay found that if the teacher does not feel incluced in curriculum
rlanring, a barrier to curriculum imorovement has been raised. .t e
further states that "curriculum building usually begins in the classroom."l4

Sarriers that exist in curriculum imrrovement as it relates tc teachers
have teen isolated.

3. The teacher needs to be included in planning and policy making,

t. The principal needs to consult the teachers before making decisions.

cs The teacher needs to feel other teachers are supportive in cur-

riculum change.

d. The teacher needs to feel accepted professionally and socially.

e. The teacher needs to interest pupils in planning.

f. The teacher reeds to see changed b:havior in the pupils.

g. The teacher needs to know goals and practices in connection with

pupils.

h. Parents need to let the teacher know they are interested.15

Teachers perceive other barriers, too, in addition to lack of time,
lack of instructional materials and money, and lack of community interest
and support. Barriers as perceived by teachers are unprofessional conduct
of teacher groups, suggestions are from the top administrators not from
the teachers; teachers want grade level groups for study; the administra-
tion never clearly defines limits; and the teacher is suspicious of the

motives of consultants and administration.16 MacKenzie and Corey also

cite the negative attitude of teachers toward curriculum change vwhen the

13. Donald Cay, ic j ng, p. 43,
1“‘. Ibido. Fe 520

15, Ibid., pp. 61-62.

16. Ibid., p. 142.
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proposals for curriculum study corme from the administration.1?

Leese, at 3l., discuss the modern role of the teacher. They state

that the modern teacher:

1.

2.

In

change,

have as:

1.
2.

3.
4,

Je
6.

7
8.

rust have imagination and ingenuity in the classroom,

finds subject centered teaching inadequate,

knows there is real learning only when there is a turvose,
understands real professionalism,

has a broader responsibility in the function of the school,
has confidence in his own ability to act independently,

has a healthy attitude toward specialists,

has an open mind for challenge.18

order to function effectively in a group situation and affect

Leese et al. cite a number of characteristics teachers ought to

Initiative, self-motivation, drive

Responsive to opportunities to learn, to self evaluate, to
participate

Alert to educational trends and issues

Able and willing to experiment sensibly

Self control, and interactive skill

Widely trained, informed in other areas than their subject field,
and in research on learning

Independent and self directed

Emotionally stable and mentally healthy 17

Preparing teachers to develop these characteristics in itself would be a

major task for the teacher preparation institutions without the charge of

preparing teachers in subject area fields or for various grade level teaching.

17.
18.

Gordon MacKenzie and Stephen Corey, Educational lLeadership, p. 83.
Joseph Leese, Kenneth Frasure, Mauritz Johnson, The Teacher in

Currjculum Maldng, p. 64.

19.

Zbid‘ » Po ?50
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Not all educational leaders or writers believe that teachers do have
a role in curriculum development however, or that if they have a role it
is limited to classroom decisions, not overall school district decisions.
Statements such as ". . . any areas he (the teacher) makes decisions are
given to him and not inherent in his role as teacher"20 indicate that the
teacher really doesn't make many decisions, or that "areas for teacher
decision making are shrinking."21 Another statement also indicates that
the teacher "selects tactics within the classroom for the pupils,"” but is
really "carrying out judgments that have been made for him from outside."??

Whether teacher participation in curriculum development is recognized
as necessary to curriculum change or not, in Michigan and other states as
well, teachers are assuming leadership roles in curriculum. In 1964
Betchkel said "Teachers are struggling for higher salaries, reduction of
class size, duty free lunch periods, relief from other non professional
chores, fringe benefits, and grievance procedures." Now he indicates
thelr interests and concerns have expanded to other areas including cur-
riculum revision.23 Curriculum change becomes teacher re-education; and
teachers will change by seeing and accepting for themselves the need for
change, not by administrative edict.zu

Collective Negotiations
Legal negotiations for public school teachers is a relatively recent

phenomenon. Lieberman and Moskow state that the beginning of negotiations

20. Harry Passow, rossroads, p. 43.

21. ;bido, jo 990

220 E;_d_o' De 48,

23. Charles Benson and Lester Dunn, "Employment Practices and Work-
ing Conditions," Review of Educational Research, p. 277.

24, W4lliam C. Jordan, "Emergin Craft of the Teaching Profession,"

Cleari}x ﬁgg§e, Pe 236.
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for teachers was in 1960.25 Teachers, on an informal basis, had discussed
through their educational associations salaries for each ensuing year.
Boards and superintendents in many districts listened to the teachers
while others paid them no heed. Regardless of the situation, boards
usually established salary schedules without the consent of the teachers.
If teachers did not like what they were given as salaries for the ensuing
year, their only recourse would be to find a position in another district
where salaries were commensurate with thelr exvectations. In 1952 the
N.E.A. Research Division asked superintendents if no group was recognized
for collective negotiations in their districts, what were the reasons
that none had been so recognized. In answer, 94% of the superintendents
gave as a reason that neither the teachers nor the administrators deemed
such a group necessary.26 Although collective negotiations in labor has
a long history in the United States, the first collective action in public
education along the lines of labor negotiations created considerable con-
sternation in educational circles.

Until recently local and state education associations collected small
amounts of dues from members, and frequently had the reputation of being
purely social groups to sponsor teas and retirement parties. National
Education Association in 1958-1959 showed that 644 of the local associa-
tions had dues of less than $4 per year. Only 6.7% of the education associa-
tions had full or part-time staff members and 77.3% of the associations
spent less than $1,000 a year. Two or less communications in writing were

sent to school authorities in a year, and 93.5% of the associations

25. Myron Lieberman and Michael Moskow, Collective Negotiatiouns,

260 Ibido. De 57.



received two or less communications from school authorities.?’ Conditions
changed in what appeared to be a rapid succession of events and legal
enactments.

However, bargaining by employees has been a part of American life for
many years and current collective negotiations for public school teachers
has its roots in the various labor negotiation events that have occurred
in the United States.

Lieberman and Moskow detail early legal action relative to unions and
negotiations.28 In 1806 in the Philadelphia-Cordwainers case, it was
declared illegal for any concerted group action for higher wazes. In 1842
the "doctrine of criminal conspiracy" was ended with the Commonwealth
versus Hunt case. Unions were no longer considerered "conspiracies.”
When the Sherman Anti-Trust Act was passed in 1890 to limit and regulate
the effects of business combinations , which were considered harmful, the
debate continued as to whether the act applied or not to unions. It was
not until 1914 and the Clayton Act that the issue was clarified. The
Clayton Act removed unions from the anti-trust laws. The Supreme Court,
however, continued to use the Sherman Act against the unions into the
early 1940's, A series of laws: Apex Hosiery Company versus Leader;
United States versus Hutcheson; and Allen Bradley versus Local 3, I.B.E.W.,
finally settled the issue of whether unions could legally function in
our country.

So called "yellow dog" contracts were used in labor, ani it was

assumed these would also be applicable in public education. In the "yellow

270 Ibido' Pe. 560
28. Ibido, PP 63-780



dog" contracts, employees agreed not to join a union as a condition of
employment. These contracts were used in public education. Their legality
was never tested in the Supreme Court; however, the Washington Supreme
Court made these "yellow dog" contracts legal.

The Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932 neutralized the role of the federal
courts in the relationship between labor and management by taking power
from the courts to interfere with or restrict a wide range of union
activities as long as these activities were not involved with fraud or
violence. The 19233 National Industrial Recover Act endorsed collective
bargaining, but it provided no effective penalties for non-compliance
leaving the National Labor Board with no authority to penalize unfair
labor practices. The consensus was that the act applied to company unions.
The 1935 National Labor Relations Act, or the Wagner Act as it was generally
called, limited the employers' rights to oppose employees organizing for
purposes of bargaining. In fact the Act encouraged collective bargaining.
The constitutionality of the Wagner Act was upheld on the commerce clauses
in the Constitution. The constitutionality of the agner Act was tested
in 1937 in the case of the National Labor Relations Board versus Jones
and Laughlin Steel Company. The Supreme Court upheld the Wagner Act in a
5-4 deciaion. The case was argued on the basis of employees working in
activities affecting interstate commerce. WwWith this decision some con-
fusion as to the position of teachers was somewhat clarified. Because
teachers work for a political subdivision of the state, they are excluded
from coverage of any federal labor legislation.

In 1947 the Taft-Hartley Act was passed over President Truman's veto.

The Taft-Hartley Act resulted because it was felt unions now had too much
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power in their hands. The Act placed the federal government in a more
neutral position and added some rules concerning unfair labor practices
on the part of the unions. For example, it became an unfair labor prac-
tice to refuse to bargain collectively with an employer, to permit employees
not to join a union if they so desired unless the labor contract contained
a union shop agreement; and there was to be no discrimination if an
employee was not a union member. In 1958 the Landrum=Griffin Act further
attempted to regulate the internal affairs of the unions.

One point of view that needs to be established is the general phil-
osophy of the American labor unions that there is a management system.
The unions do not intend to overthrow the system of private enterprise.
Unions have accepted the philosophy that management has the right to manaze.
The evolution of this basic philosophical point of view and the recognition
of labor unions has not occurred in a short time. Public education and
its activity in collective negotiations is passing through similar
strugzles both legally and philosophically that the labor unions d4id years
ago.

Professional Autonomy and Public Act 379

In a relatively short period of time teachers generally have traveled
a long way in changing their perceptions of their relationships with boards
and administration. In 1945 the National Education Association Department
of Classroom Teachers endorsed the idea that school boards should not deal
directly with any staff members other than the superintendent. 3Scme cities
such as San Francisco had laws against teachers participating in political

activity of any kind.2? Durinz that era in education, teachers "bargzained"

29. Myron Lieberman, Education as a Profession, p. 350.
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directly with the superintendent for salaries on an individual basis, and
frequently no two teachers on a staff received the same salary. The last
teacher to be given a contract often faired financially better than one
who signed in early spring. Courses of study established by the state
were distributed, textbooks decided by the superintendent, and state
board exams given in a number of states. As the vepartment of Classroom
Teachers favored, teachers rarely communicated with school board members
other than at a social sometime during the school year.

Then terms such as "professional autonomy," "professional practices
act,"” and "professional negotiations" began to be heard among public
educators across the nation. Teachers wanted to be recognized as a pro-
fession on par with others who called themselves professionals and were
recognized as professionals,

According to Lieberman a high degree of autonomy is a characteristic
of a profession.30 Prior to the Michigan Education Association being
admitted to the Michizan Association of the Professions, one of the points
of arguement used by the governing members of Michigan Association of the
Professions was that the Michigan Zducation Association did not have pro-
fessional autonomy, that the association did not control entry into its
membership nor did it have control of the actual functioning of teaching
as a profession in the state of lfichigan. Frobably to Lieberman the most
"glaring invasion of professional autonomy"31 is the practice in most
states of the legislature requiring certain subjects to be taught at cer-

tain grade levels. In 1949, thirty-one state boards of eduration still

300 Ibido’ jo} 8“‘-
1. Ibid., p. 100.
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had the responsibility for adopting courses of study. Some states as in
Michigan find the state legislatures attempting to legislate even nmore
areas of curriculum as in the current move to provide state=ile testing
for all fifth grade pupils.

4s a step toward the professionalizatinn of teachers, the .ichigan
Zducation Association and National Zducation Association began to move
toward two ideas that these organizations felt woulc provide means of
acceptance as a profession. One was a Professional Practices Act and the
other what was then called professional negntiations. At the representa-
tive assembly of the National Educatior Association in Atlantic City in
1961, the delegates passed a resolution calling for "professional negotia-
tions",32 Again in Denver in 1962.33 the representative assembly formu-
lated a stronger resolution with a demand for legal enactments to -uarantee
to teachers the right to negotiate. At that time and early in the necotia-
tions experiment, National Education Association and Michigan Edueztion
Association drew a distinction between professional negotiations and col-
lective bargaining. The rationale was that prcfassional negotiations
would remove teachers and boards of education from labor laws and nrccedures.

Stinnett states, "Professional negotistions has been defined -s a
set of procedures, written and officially adopted by the local staff
organization and school board; which provides an orderly method for the
school board and staff organization tc negotiate on matters of mutual

concern, to reach agreement on these matters, and to establish educational

32, ,» Addresses and Proceedings, National Educatior Assccia-
tion, pp. 214-218.

32, » Addresses and Froceedings, National Education Associa-
tion, p. 237.
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channels for mediation and appeal in the event of an :‘.xr.p:.v.sse."y+ The con-
ceot of professional negotiations 2as expressed by Stinnett imolied that
mediation and appeals would go througsh educational channels, not labor
channels.,

In 1960 the United Federation of Teachers began an active drive in
New York for collective negotiations with the assistance of the Indepen-
dent Union Department. Prior to 1965 Wisconsin was the only state with
a comprehensive law regulating collective negotiations in public education.
Michigan's law came into effect in 1965. Known as Public Act 379, the
act was not a new one, but represented revisions in what was known as the
Hutcheson Act. The act as now stated provides that employers must bargain
with public employees, including putlic school teachers, on '"conditions
of employment." The earlier concerns in conditions of employment related
most specifically to salaries, duty free lunch hours, class size and
other so called "welfare" items.

The term 'conditions of work?, when used to indicate the
matters which are negotiable becomes highly nebulous as one
discusses it with staff members. First, it is nebulous within
the welfare area including salaries. . . 4An even more impor-
tant extension of 'conditions of work! may be found in the
curricular offering. There are few program adaptations
which do not in some way affect the working conditions of
the teacher, whether it be a change in pupil/staff ratio,
the use of TV instruction, the extension of the school day,
or the addition of an elementary librarian. The decision to
implement each of these practices has undoubtedly been
reached after consideration of certain alternatives which
would also zffect the teacher's conditions of work. On this
basis, to what extent do such non-economic factors as the cur-
riculum program and organization become negotiable items? 35

Law itemizes and discusses topics for nezotiations, but does not

34, T. M. Stinnett, Jack Kleinmann and Martha L. Jare, Frofessional

Negotiations in Public Education, p. 2.
35. Ibid., p. 154,
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mention curriculum items specifically other than a few that were on the
fringe of curriculum such as length of the school year and class size.36
Dr. Dan Lortie of the University of Chicago addressed a National Education
Assocliation seminar on Professional Negotiations in Public Tducation on
August 2, 1966.
It could be that teacher militancy is no more. Or it
could be that having tasted the fruits of victory on wages,

working conditions, and lunch periods, that teachers may want
a greater say in school policy. They may be saying, 'Superin-

tendent, forget all those laymen committees. Don't be calling
in everybody in the community on curriculum. Call us in.
We're your instructional experts.!

Lieberman and Moskow list negotiable items that are to he included

in collective agreements as:

Acclident benefits

Additional facilities

Book duty

Cafeteria duty

Central placement

Class size

Compensation for extra duties
Cumilative absences

Damage to teacher property
Duty=free lunch period
Hospitalization insurance
In-service courses

Jury duty

Leave without pay

Legal assistance for teachers
Length of school day

Medical examinations

Military leave

Paid absences for negotiators
Pensions

Personal leave

Preparation periods
Professional meetings
Promotions

Relief from non-teaching duties
Sabbatical leaves

Salary schedules

Seniority

Sick pay

Surmmer school assignment
Teacher aides

Teaching assignments

Teaching hours

Transfers

Washroom facilities 38

Although some of the listed items are related to curriculum, no

specific reference is made for teacher participation in the curriculum

36. Kenneth Law, Kenneth Melley, Thomas Mondani, and James Sandler,
The Manual for Teacher Negotiators, p. 24.

37. Dan Lortie, Transcript of an Address, National Education Associa-
tion Seminar on Professional Negotiations in Public Education, p. 10.

38. Qp. cit., Lieberman and Moskow, pp. 225-227.
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development process.,

Once wages, hours, benefits, and rights are established,
curriculum and instruction will become the next logical area in
which to move. Most of the negotiations contracts available for
study make some provision for curriculum study or review. Within
certain limitations this can be a promising development; it is
in contrast to the fact that many teachers and principals in
recent years avoided involvement in curriculum development. low
many groups are moving to mandate individual participation or
to mandate the existence of the group; this is done, however,
as an alternate power play rather than to eggourage this
activity as a professional responsibility.

The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development's position
concerning curriculum negotiations is further indicated in part of a

resolution of the 1967 conference.

In the present context of professional negotiations it
is essential that welfare concerns and curriculum concerns be
handled as separate entities. A.S.C.D. believes that program
and curriculum decisions per se must not be negotiable items.
All prcfessional versonnel should have the right to participate
in curriculum policy making; the procedures to be followed are
negotiable, but the result or outcome of the process must not
be subject to negotiation. Rather, such decisions must result
from the application of a variety of professional expertise
after a thorough study of all factors basic to a curriculum
decision. Curviculum making is a study process and not a
confrontation., %0

Most people in public education agree that teacher participation in
curriculum decision making is necessary. Differences are found, however,
in the way teachers are to be involved in the process. The Michizan
Education Association position is that the most propitious means is through
negotiation of a curriculum council., As a model for other councils and
teacher participation pattern, the Kentwood School IJistrict council is

often c:’|.1:ed.b’l

39. Leslee Bishop, "Collective Negotiations in Curriculum and In-
struction," Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, p. 4.

40. Ibido, Pe 6.

41, Kentwood School District Contract, 1968-69.
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Contracts that include a curriculum council often use the general
terminology established by the Michigan Education Association.

onal] Counci
A, 1. There is hereby established a joint Instructional
2. Council consisting of four (4) representatives appointed
3. by the Board, and five (5) representatives appointed by
L, the Association, The Instructional Council shall meet
5. on the first (1lst) and third (3rd) Tuesday of each month
6. during the regular school year and advise the Board and
7. the Association on such matters as teaching techniques,
8. textbooks, pupil testing and evaluation, philosoohy and
9. educational coals of the district, research and experimenta-

10. tion, educational specifications for buildings and related matters.

B. 1. The Instructional Council may appoint such joint pro-
2. fessional study sub-committees as are deemed necessary.

It is essential to establish contractual language where
curriculum and instructional matters are concerned. Emphasis
should be on process, not program; on work toward openness in
the process of instructional improvement, leaving prerogatives
of instruction to teachers and to constituted groups. Proced-
ures for research, study, and experimentation should be in-
cluded in the process for instructional improvement as regular,
not ad hoc measures. ¥2

The drive for negotiations procedures is not only an

attempt to redress certain inequities, to modify procedural

weakness, but also to place the classroom teacher more inti-

mately within the decision-making apparatus through the role

of the professional association or the union. -3

Michigzan has led the way in collective negotiations in public educa-=
tion. The Michigan Education Association move to establish a curriculum
council in every contract in the state may some day be realized. Teachers
need to be made aware of the goal of the Michigan Zducation Association.
The association has held vorkshops, published materials, and done some
research in the area of teachers!' involvement and contractual items.

In early 1968 the research division of Michizan Education issociation

conducted a survey of 1,066 Michigan teachers with assistance frorm the

L“Z. 920 _C'Ltoo. Bishop, Do 21.
uBo 9’_2- 32&0. Eishop, De. 13.



National Education Association.
Jetween 20% and 35% of the respondents said that the

following areas should be negotiated but were not: (1) teacher

involvement in curriculum decisions; (2) teacher involvement

in budget making; (3) selection of textbooks; (4) determina-

tion of class size; (5) non-teaching duties; (6) procedures

for selecting school principals; (7) secretarial and clerical

assistance in preparing reports, tests, etc.; (8) procedures ’

for teacher evaluation; and (9) student discipline procedures +*

A number of these items pertain directly and indirectly to curriculum
concerns.

Other opinions relating to curriculum were:

1. Vearly 60% of the teachers believed there should be a

greater degree of teacher planning for curricular decisions

negotiated in future agreements,

2. \ majority believed that freedom of the classroom

teacher to determine methods of instruction, with*n broad

goals, should be negotiated in future agreements. +5

The Michigan Education Association study has found some of the
opinions and attitudes of teachers in Michigan in regard to curriculum
and negotiations. The effectiveness of the curriculum councils, what
curricular changes have been affected with the council, and how teachers
perceive their roles in curriculum decision-making was not part of the
Michigan Education Association study.

Two recent disserations have dealt with negotiations; one in particular
concerning the curriculum councils. Marilyn Steele looked at 30 instruc-
tion related areas in the contracts of 52 districts in !Vi:lchigan.“6 The

contracts Steele studied were both }Michigan Education Association and

Michigan Federation of Teachers contracts. The study attempted te find

Ly, . "A Survey of Teacher Attitudes Concerning Xegotia-
tions," ™ichigan Education Association, p. 6.

45. Ibid., p. 12.

L6, Marilyn Steele, '"Has Collective 3argaining Contributed to Instruc-
tional Improvement in Michigan Schools?" Unpublished dissertation, p. 197.



31

if collective negotiations had made a difference in the number of curricu-
lar items negotiated, but did not pertain to curriculum councils.

Phillips studied the curriculum council membership, organizaticn,
and operation, and implementation of innovations.? His sample consisted
of K-12 districts with 1,000 or more school population, with data col-
lected from chief administrators in these districts. The current study
is concerned with teachers' perceptions and used more diversified selection
of school districts.

Summary

Much has been written about curriculum development and change. The
roles of the curriculum worker and administrator have been explored and
delineated. A consensus is that teachers are important to curriculum
decisions, tut their actual involvement in any depth has come in recent
years with collective negotiations. Collective bargaining or negotiations,
has had a lcng history in the United States in industry. Ildchican's his-
toric Public Act 379 placed negotiations for public educators in the
arena of labor relations. Negotiations in relation to curriculum has not
been fully accepted by all educators, althourh more schools in Michican
are moving in that direction i:ith the inclusion of a curriculum council
in contracts. The effectiveness of these councils has not been investi-

zated, nor the kinds of curriculum changes the councils have affected.

L7, Johr !, Phillips, "A Study of the Siznificance of the System-
wide Curriculum Council as an Azent of Zurriowlar Chanze in Selected szhocl
\

Districts in Southwestern Kichigan,"(Unpublished doctecral dissertatiovn),
DDe. 1-670



CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The curriculum council or the curriculum council as a negotiable
item has received little treatment in the literature. HKecognition was
given to the teachers! influence in curriculum development, but little
as to their perceptions of their role. Nothing was found pertaining to
the changes teachers belleved were a result of curriculum council action.
This study attempts to discover some of these changes and to survey
whether the changes were effective as compared to changes within dis-
tricts without curriculum councils.,

Chapter IIT will include a description of the sample, design,
development and distribution of the questionnaire used in collecting
the data for the study, and the technique used to code and record the
data, and how the data will be analyzed.

Basis for Sample Selection

The samnle for this study was the classroom teacher members in
Region 3 of the Michigan Zducation Association. Region 8, for purposes
of M.tB.A. services, includes Ingham, Clinton, Eaton, Livingston, and
Shiawassee counties. The five county area has a fairly representative
cross section of the school districts of the state. There are rural,
and urban ar-~a- witnin the sncompassment cf the reeion; nouwever
non: of the Aistricts in =egion 8 is the size of some nf the
larger metropolitan areas in Michigan “embar~ imal’ ta- s2hool Aice

tricts, except the teachers in the Lansing Public Schools, were surveyed

32



by means of a mailed questionnaire. 4 pilot study, to be l!iscussed later,
was made in one Lansing school. Lansing was omitted frcm the study for
two reasons. Firstly, Lansing is by far the largest district in the
region, with nearly as many teachers as were in all the districts without
curriculum councils designated in the contract; consequently there was

no other district with which to compare Lansing. Secondly, Lansing has
had an active curriculum council functioning for a number of years,
although the council has not been designated in the contract of Iv<Z=-
1;%9. The establishment and operation of Lansing's curriculum council

is found in the printed administrative policies of the district.

Districts of comparable sizes appear in those both with and without
curriculum councils. Those without curriculum councils designated in the
contracts include both the largest district other than Lansing and the
smallest district in the region. In number, there wer= both more dis-
tricts and teachers represented by the group without curriculum councils.
With the relatively recent move for curriculum councils, and particularly
curriculum councils designated in the negotiated contracts, Region 8 is
not unique in the state. Any other Michigan Education Association region
would probably find the same situation prevailing with fewer districts
having councils.

Contracts for all the districts in the region were read and pro-
visions for a curriculum council were noted. Some contracts made no
mention of even a professional growth committee or an in-service committee.
However, items have been negotiated into other contracts in Michigan that

can be related to curriculum as Marilyn Steele found in her study of the
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contracts.l Other committees or provisions apveared in some contracts
that could be considered curricular concerns. For examole, in Olivet's
contract provision is made for teachers to attend state department of
education curriculum meetings. However, for this study, districts were
considered as having curriculum councils ""designated in their contracts"
only if the contract stated this, usually in the terms used in the model
contract developed by the Michigan Education Association. The provision
for a council in the Kentwood contract previously cited is an example
that includes this model clause.
Districts Surveyed

Table I shows the districts and the number of teachers who were sent
surveys. Table II shows districts without curriculum councils designated
in the contract. Any other districts within Region 8 not included in the
districts surveyed were omitted because no teacher-school board contracts
were available.

Collection of the Data

A data gathering questionnaire was designed to be as brief and con-
cise as possible, yet yield the desired information concerning teachers'
perceptions of the kinds of curriculum changes within each district, tne
effectiveness of curriculum changes, and the effectiveness of the cur-
riculum councils. The questionnaire was also devised, hopefully, to elicit
the information desired with the least effort and time on the part of the
respondent. Teachers are asked to respond to numerous surveys, some

quite detailed and requiring lencgthy and complicated responses (see

1. Marilyn Steele, "Has Collective Bargaining Contributed to
Instructional Improvement in Michigan Schools?" 1969 (Unpublished dis-
sertation).
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TASLE I

Districts with Curriculum Councils Designated

in the Contract

Districts Number of Teachers
Brighton 37
Charlotte 131
Corunna 83
Dansville 34
taton Rapids 112
Grand Ledge 174
Howell 123
Laingsburg b1
Owosso 237
Waverly _208

TOTAL 1240
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TABLE II

Districts Without Curriculum Councils Designated

in the Contract

Districts Number of Teachers
Bath 50
2ellevue 51
DeWitt 46
Durand 118
East Lansing 245
Fowler 21
Fowlerville 53
Haslett 81
Holt 146
Leslie 3
Maple Valley 74
Mason 117
Marrice 31
Okemos 150
Olivet 55
Ovid - Elsie 96
Pewama - Westphalia 24
Pinckney 75
Potterville 19
St. Johns 115
Stockbridge £5
Webberville 34
Williamston Y4

TCTAL 1757
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Appendix A). With this in mind, a questionnaire was desiened in which
the teachers generally needed only to check one response thev considered
most applicable in their perceptions of conditions in their own districts.
The first five questions were to yield demographic information. The next
five questions concerned whether or not the district had a counecil; or if
not, how teachers participated in curriculum development. Questions 11
through 16 were questions of influence on curriculum and effectiveness

of the council. Questions 17 through 20 concerned more specific curricu-~
lar changes. The remaining four questions covered opinions as to respor.-
sibility in change and compensatory concerns in curriculum development.
The final question was open-ended allowing respondents an opportunity to
state freely, in as much detail as they desired, their perceptions of
curriculum development and teacher participation in curriculum change.

A few of the questions, specifically numbers 9, 17, ani 18, called for
more than one response. An explanatory cover letter iras included with
the survey (see Appendix B).

With the hope of ensuring a better return, the questionnaires were
mailed to each teacher's home address using first class mail rather than
third class mail or sending the questionnaire through school tuildinzs,
Michigan Education Assoclation representatives, or school administrators.
The most exnaditious mean<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>