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CHAPTER I 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

~1r American society has remained a world leader 

because individuals have been allowed opportunities for 

striving, performing, and achieving as they choose. The 

public schools have been a major contributor to the per

petuation of this successful syste~. Two major factors, 

local control and opportunities equal for all, are respon

sible for the schools in the United States being unique 

educational organizations. Traditionally, local communi

ties have had considerable control over their schools. 

However, legally, control of education belongs to the 

states. Many people fear that as state government 

increases financial aid for the local districts, the state 

will take control of the schools. Similarly, if federal 

government pays a larger share of school expenses, many 

people fear the national level will assume control of 

education which will remove local autonomy. 

Another expressed concern is the risk of losing the 

promise first made in America: "All, regardless of race or 

class or economic status, are entitled to a fair chance and 
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to the tools for developing their power of mind and spirit 

to the utmost." 1 This goal, equal opportunity for all, has 

been evolving for 119 years and has not been achieved as of 

the present date. 

For as long as there have been learning and teaching 

situations there have been disagreements as to how to learn 

and what to teach. Educators of the present and the past 

frequently polarize over the content areas to be presented. 

What is needed to be included in the school's curriculum is 

as controversial today as it was during the birth of our 

nation. 

Educators, parents, students, local boards of educa

tion, federal and state legislatures, as well as the judi

cial system are continually making curriculum decisions. 

For educators, parameters are being defined and redefined 

as to what can be taught in the public schools of these 

United States. The present day consensus is the recurring 

theme "to teach the basics." 

In the past, different time periods defined basics in 

various ways. In the 1980's, the majority of the popula-

tion will agree the basics include reading, writing, math

ematics, science and social studies; the discrepancy occurs 

on how to evaluate the basics currently being taught. 

House Bill 1810 enacted by the Oklahoma T_,egislatllre in 

May, 1982, defined the basic skills of learning and commu

nication as the following: reading, English, writing, the 

use of numbers, science, and citizenship. (See Appendix 
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A.) This same House Bill also included a mandate for each 

local school district to institute an annual evaluation 

process for the defined basic subject areas being taught. 

House Bill 1816 is listed in Section 199 of the School Law 

of Oklahoma and reads: 

The State Board of Education shall formulate, 
prescribe, adopt or approve such courses for 
instruction of pupils in the public schools of 
the state that are necessary to ensure: 

1. The teaching of the necessary basic skills 
of learning and communication, including 
reading, English, writing, the use of 
numbers and science; and 

2. The teaching of citizenship in the United 
States, in the State of Oklahoma, and other 
countries, through the study of the ideals, 
history and government of the Un~ted States, 
other countries of the world, and the State 
of Oklahoma and through the study of the 
principles of democracy as they apply in the 
lives of citizens. 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the 
public school districts of this state ensure 
that each child enrolled therein be provided 
with adequate instruction in the. basic skills as 
set out in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this sub
section. Provided, prior to May 30, 1983, each 
local board of education shall develop a process 
whereby such district shall annually evaluate 
the district's curriculum in order to determine 
whether each child in the district is receiving 
adequte basic skill instruction as set out in 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of this subsection. Such 
process shall provide for parental involvement.2 

A Nation at Risk defined the basic curriculum as: 

English, mathematics, science, social studies and computer 

science. This study also stressed the need to assess the 

quality of teaching and learning in our nation's public 

and private schools, colleges and universities. 3 



4 

Many authors state they believe educational curricula 

comprise an integral part of the social, political and his

torical environment in which we live.· Hastery of the basic 

skills is only one part of what is to be accomplished at 

the school site. Personal, social, and vocational goal 

areas are equally important. 4 Other authors use the cate

gories of cognitive, affective and psychomotor goals. 

Hammand's model for evaluation includes variables of 

behavior, instruction and institution.5 Other research 

indicates the success or failure of an educational program 

is determined by the interaction of specific forces within 

the environment.6 

Statement of Problem 

More areas of the general public are questioning the 

quality of the education that is being presented to the 

youth. Are the schools sending out students who are well 

prepared for the changes of the future? Do the means 

benefit the end? The usefulness of the public school 

system is constantly being questioned in several ways by 

various groups. The public has seen schools against the 

backdrop of declining test scores, discipline problems and 

poor teacher education. Parents and legislators especially 

are demanding that something be done to improve the 

schools. Because of lack of documentation, educators are 

having a difficult time producing evidence as to what has 

been taught. There is even less evidence to demonstrate 



evaluating what has been taught. Maybe the"problem is the 

difficulty of evaluating what has been taught rather than 

failure of evaluating. 

Evaluation is one of the most widely discussed but 

little used processes in today's educational systems. 7 

The concept of evaluation is not new, and the definition 

of the word is so general that informally anyone, any

where, anytime is evaluating or can be an evaluator. 

Educators differ among themselves as to both the essence 

and worth of an evaluation program. The wide range of 

evaluation purposes and methods allows each to keep his 

own perspective. Few see programs "in the round," partly 

because of a narrow approach to evaluation. To better 

understand and to contribute more to the science of 

teaching. each ednca tor should examine the full count

enance of evaluation.R To eliminate the informal evalua

tion of just choosing or making choices among alternatives 

based on limited perceptions, this dissertation will con

centrate on the concept of formal evaluation. 

Formal evaluation of instruction and curriculum is 

recognized by its dependence on checklists, structural 

visitation by peers, controlled comparisons and standard

ized testing of students. Some of these techniques have 

long histories of successful use. 9 When planning an 

evaluation, another method is to use questionnaires or 

surveys completed by teachers, parents, students and 

community representatives. 10 A common method is to limit 



evaluation of a program to the use of one type of measure

ment, a standardized test score. 

Dissatisfaction with the formal approach is not 

without cause. Few highly relevant, readable research 

studies can be found. Behavioral data are costly, and 

often do not provide the answers. Too many accreditation

type visitation teams lack special training or even 

experience in evaluation. Many checklists are ambiguous; 

some focus too much attention on the physical attributes of 

a school. Psychometric tests have been developed primarily 

to differentiate among students at the same point in train

ing rather than to assess the effort of instruction on 

acquisition of skill and understanding. Today' s educator 

may rely little on formal evaluation because its answers 

have seldom been answers to the questions being asked. 11 

Historically, formal evaluation has been very 

closely associated with the measurement tradition in 

psychology and education. 12 Examples of the measurement 

evaluation include: 

1. The first recorded evidence of program evaluation 

in the United States was Rice's comparative study of 

33,000 students' spelling performance during the years of 

1897 and 1898. 13 

2. During the early 1900's, Robert Thorndike, who is 

called the father of the educational testing movement, 

convinced educators of the value of measuring human change 

focused on individual differences among children. 14 
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3. By the 1930's, the measurement technology for 

determining human abilities flourished. Today there is an 

abundance of psychological measurement tools which are used 

by the psychometrists and other educators. The development 

of standardized group achievement tests was a natural out

growth of this measurement movement. 15 

4. Beginning with the 1940's, Tyler is responsible 

for another form of evaluation. This was the first indi

cation that measurement and evaluation had separate defi-

ni tions. Measurement was defined as one tool to be used 

in the process of evaluation. The focus shifted from a 

narrow range of individual differences that had virtually 

nothing to do with curriculum or instruction to a broader 

range of student behaviors that were directly tied to 

instructional objective s_ 16 

During the last decade anthropologic, philosophic, 

econometric, and sociometric techniques have been used by 

educational evalua tors. 17 Stake suggests, "There are 

different ways to evaluate programs and no one way is the 

right way." 18 Evaluations can serve many different 

purposes; for example, to document events, to record 

student change, to aid in decision making, to seek out 

understanding, to facilitate remediation, et cetera. 

In the area of evaluating the educational curriculum, 

the lack of knowledge, lack of agreement and lack of clar

ity concerning the purposes of evaluation present the pro

fessionals with a difficult time determining schools' 
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effectiveness. By May, 1983, each of the 616 school 

districts in Oklahoma had on file a process to evaluate 

their basic curriculum programs to determine effectiveness. 

Therefore this dissertation will establish an interpreta

tion of responses reported by practicing administrators as 

to what process is being used when school districts evalu

ate their existing curriculum program to determine their 

effectiveness. 

Assumptions 

The first assumption of this study was that all 616 

Oklahoma school districts would comply with House Bill 

1816. A second assumption was that all Oklahoma school 

districts had some type of curriculum evaluation process 

in operation by May, 1983. It was also assumed these 

Oklahoma school districts would submit a copy of their 

process to the State Department of Education when the 

request was made in September, 1983. Finally, it was 

assumed the information presented to the State Department 

of Education would supply accurate data as to what is 

happening in the local schools in Oklahoma. 

Findings 

The data used for this dissertation have not been 

personally observed to verify that the performance and 

activities stated are actually occurring. There was no 

uniform survey or questionnaire developed by the State 
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Department of Education to be completed by the local 

school districts. The edict of May, 1983, from the legis

lature via the State Department of Education to local 

school districts was to require them to have on file a 

process as to how their district would evaluate the 

defined basic curriculum programs; the procedure was to 

include parental involvement. Lack of clarity concerning 

the purpose of the evaluation process may make it diffi

cult to compare the various programs. Definition of terms 

used by the different participants submitting the written 

report is so widely varied that misinterpretation of the 

process may occur. The types of data-gathering procedures 

used are widely varied. However, this is the first time 

there has been a statewide effort to collect evaluation 

procedures. Because this type of information has not been 

available before, this seems to be the logical place to 

begin even though the available information may be piece

meal and disconnected. 

Definition of Terms 

In order that there be no misunderstand~ng of terms 

used in this study, the following definitions are 

provided: 

Evaluation is the determination of the worth of a 

thing. It includes obtaining information for use in 

judging the worth of a program, product, procedure, or 



objective, or the potential utility of alternative 

approaches designed to attain specified objectives. 19 

Cronbach urges another step: the inclusion of 

10 

behavioral science varia-bles in order to examine the 

possible causes and effects of quality teaching. He 

proposes that the main reason for evaluation is to uncover 

durable relationships--those appropriate for guiding 

future educational programs. To the traditional descrip

tion of pupil achievement, he adds t.he description of 

instruction and the description of relationships between 

them. 20 

In an address delivered at the Eleventh Annual Phi 

Delta Kappan Symposium, evaluation was defined using four 

key points: 

1. Evaluation is performed in the service of decision 

making, hence, it should provide information which is use

ful to decision-makers. 

2. Evaluation is a cyclic, continuing process and, 

therefore, must be implemented through a systematic 

program. 

3. The evaluation process includes three main steps 

of delineating, obtaining and providing useful information 

for judging decision alternatives. 

4. The delineating and providing steps in the evalua

tion process are interface activities requiring collabora

tion between evaluator and decision-maker, while the 



obtaining step is largely a technical activity which is 

executed mainly by the evaluator. 21 

Assessment is a process that consists of the 
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determination of gaps in the results between "what is" and 

"what should be." A functional assessment should provide 

a valid rationale for relating means to ends. 22 

Review is used synonymously with the word evaluation 

in the letter to administrators from then Associate Deputy 

Superintendent on September 12, 1983. The Curriculum 

Section of the State Department of Education was to con-

duct a statewide curriculum review during the 1983-84 

school year. (See Appendix B.) Also, the State Depart-

ment of Education published a handbook for implementation 

of the process entitled Curriculum Review: A Model. (See 

Appendix C.) 

Process is a particular, continuing and cyclical 

activity subsuming many methods and involving a number of 

steps of operations. 2 3 

Measurement is "a process whereby objects and events 

are classified and numbers or symbols are assigned to the 

classifications according the rules." 24 Norm.ed reference,· 

criterion reference, aptitude tests and other tools fall 

into this measurement category. 

Research is the formal, systematic application of the 

scientific method to the study of problems. Educational 

research is the formal, systematic application of the 

scientific method to the study of educational problems. 25 



Problematic indicates that certain aspects of cur

riculum development and instructional improvement are 

being ignored in the process of evaluation. 26 

Logical positivists assume that knowledge about 

natural phenomena is the same as knowledge about hnman 

phenomena and a major purpose is to develop laws and 

predictions.27 When applying the scientific method of 

research to education, there is a major difference in the 
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nature of the phenomena being studied. It is considerably 

more difficult to explain, predict, and control situations 

involving human beings, by far the most complex of all 

organisms. 28 Fundamental Curriculum Decisions, edited by 

Fenwick English, published various articles which consis

tently advocate the logical positivism philosophy in cur

riculum thinking and practice. Positivism is based on the 

concept that the best knowledge is verifiable and quanti

fiable; it can lead to the following assumptions: 

1. One must deal with facts, and facts are objective 

2. Means and ends can be separated and clearly cast 

3. Curriculum is a means to specified ends 

4. Curriculum solutions in schools should be 

selected on empirical data and be verified on 

how well a set of results are attained 

5. A logical and rational curriculum is designed to 

attain specified ends and can be evaluated as an 

effective tool. The curriculum is a causal 



agent, a planned intervention in what might be 

an otherwise haphazard process. 29 

Hermeneutics study the human and social conditions 
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simultaneously and do not assume that natural and human 

phenomena are the same; they try to understand phenomena 

only in relationship to the location. 30 Their goal is not 

to develop general laws a la logical positivism, but to 

produce, essentially through inductive and qualitative 

modes of study, new understandings, interpretations and 

meanings of objects studied. 31 Robert Stake has 

elaborated on the research of Cronbach and Scriven and 

suggests two major activities for the hermeneutic 

approach, (1) describing, and (2) judging the totality of 

the program. The comparisons of the descriptive data and 

the interpretations of the findings provide a systematic 

method for understanding all of the details with the 

whole. 32 

Critical theorists, like hermeneutics, rely heavily 

on the simultaneous study of human and social conditions 

but go a step further by examining the present data so as 

to intentionally change the future. Critical theorists 

seek fundamental and major change through direct links 

with and impact upon practice. 33 

Epistemologie~ are different traditions of thought 

about the nature and validity of knowledge and how these 

issues relate to an organized society.34 These three 

traditions may be used for studying society's institution 



of schools by supplying new definitions to guide 

inquiry. 35 

Summary 

14 

America's educational system has at least two unique 

characteristics, local control and providing opportunities 

equal for all children. These two factors are continually 

being challenged by various decisions rendered by the 

courts, legislatures, and the state departments of educa

tion. House Bill 1R16 is an example of a piece of legisla

tion which affects both local control and opportunities for 

students by defining the public schools' basic skills 

curriculum as only reading, language arts, mathematics, 

science, and social studies. Goodlad's study, A Place 

_Qalled School, reveals that parents, teachers, and stu

dents want students to graduate with a sound base of 

knowledge and intellectual skills, and they want them to 

be ready to join the work force. They also want to haye 

the understanding of their society that will enable them 

to be successful citizens and they want them to have a 

sense of personal responsibility of their own talents and 

capacities to express them. Therefore, it is necesary for 

schools to provide more than the state's limited defini

tion of curriculum. Also included within House Bill 181A 

was the mandate that by May, 19R3, local school districts 

in Oklahoma were to have on file a process to evaluate 

their basic skills curriculum. 
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Chapters 2, 3, and 4 will define decision objective, 

judgmental, and decision management strategies which are 

organizational frameworks that may be 11sed for curriculum 

evaluation. Another described approach for viewing the 

nature and validity of knowledge is the epistemological 

issue of logical positivism, hermeneutics and critical 

theory. Six problematic aspects of curriculum reform which 

are being ignored will also be addressed. An interpreta

tion of the evaluation processes submitted to the State 

Department of Bducation will be presented. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The evaluation movement has gained momentum with the 

publicity of the decline in confidence with the puhlic 

schools. Evaluation has come to be widely viewed as the 

panacea of decision making and policy development for 

effective schools. But after reviewing the definittons, 

limitations and literature of curricular evaluation, it 

is evident this subject is a complicated and confusing 

issue. 

Because education has not had impressive records of 

providing evidence to show gains or losses, by the middle 

1960's the United States Congress wanted assurance that 

when large amounts of money were dispersed to schools 

throughout the nation there would be evidence to show 

improving or declining results within the educational 

system. Congressmen forcefully insisted that educators 

be accountable for the federal monies they received from 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). 

Evaluation reports and files for each grant were to be 

maintained and submitted to the federal government. 1 

18 
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Basically unfamiliar with the nature and history of 

curriculum and attempting to provide instant, tangible 

results, the evaluators used the meas~rement tools from the 

psychometric, experimental tradition. Since that time, 

curricular evaluation has taken on various meanings and 

methods. 

Review of Literature 

By the end of the 1960's evaluation had become a 

catchword in education which could be heard issuing from 

the lips of almost every leader in the field. The need 

for evaluation is still widely acknowledged and relatively 

few educators will even debate the issue. 

Many state agencies, school systems, hospitals, 

courts, and municipalities now support either evaluation 

offices or staffs of individuals charged with the evalua

tion function. Information management systems, many of 

which display characteristics of evaluation units, are 

also common. 2 

Many agree that evaluation has not been as beneficial 

as had been hoped or expected. Useful evaluation informa

tion is not often produced; and even when it is, decision 

makers and policy formulators sometimes see fit to dis-

regard it. A lack of guidelines and the reluctance on the 

part of educators to include evaluation as a major func

tion of curriculum development have produced a situation 

in which little evidence is available as to what should he 
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evaluated and how evaluation should take place. The 

guidelines offered in the literature are usually in the 

form of recommendations for administering achievement and 

intelligence tests. With these oversimplified approaches 

to the problem of evaluation, teachers and administrators 

are left with the problem of drawing conclusions from 

inadequate data and the general enthusiasm of teachers and 

students. 3 

There are undoubtedly many reasons for this state of 

affairs. The Phi Delta Kappa (PDK) Commission on Evalua-

tion concluded that evaluation is: 

to choose a metaphor, seized with a great ill
ness ... and continued to list several 
symptoms of the illness: lack of adequate 
evaluation theory; lack of specification of 
the types of evaluation information which are 
most needed; lack of appropriate instruments 
and designs; lack of good systems for organiz
ing, processing and reporting evaluative 
information; and lack of sufficient numbers of 
well trained evaluation personne1. 4 

Perhaps one of the most controversial issues regard-

ing evaluation of schools is the exclusive use of stand-

ardized tests to evaluate student/teacher performance. 

Many schools' evaluation programs are designed to increase 

student achievement on standardized measuring instruments. 

When schools do use instruments for measuring student 

achievement Ron Edmonds suggested the following guidelines: 

1. Locally generated curriculum based to insure that 

students are tested on what they are taught 

2. Nationally validated, norm referenced, to insure 

that the definition of mastery in one particular 



school district is acceptable in other school 

districts 

3. Criterion referenced to insure accuracy of 

assessment one student at a time 
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4. Standardized to eliminate teacher subjectivity as 

a possible source of error.5 

These four statements reveal variables that are 

difficult to standardize because of the discrepancies 

between national, state and local regulations and 

guidelines. In spite of all the obstacles, evaluation 

continues. There are over 50 evaluation models, two major 

professional evaluation organizations, a number of evalua

tion journals and several sets of standards.6 

During the past few years, unique approaches to 

evaluation have surfaced. One approach is to focus on 

the interaction between a teacher and a learner as the 

primary unit of analysis; focus on the interaction 

between teachers and individual classrooms as the primary 

unit of analysis; or on a focus that utilizes whole 

schools as the primary unit of analysis. It is interest-

ing to note that in each case the success of the approach 

appears to be due to the development of increasingly 

sophisticated methods of systematic observation of live 

behavior in a more or less natural context.7 

Evaluation studies can be very complex; it is essen-

tial to establish a plan in advance. An organizational 

framework within which details of evaluation strategies 
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are available is an initial step. Deciding on which 

organizational framework approach is suitable for a spe

cific situation may create a dilemma for some educators. 

For this study three approaches will be discussed: deci

sion objective strategy, judgmental strategy, and decision 

management strategy. While these three strategies of 

curriculum evaluation are the most prevalent, they are 

usually not mutually exclusive when they are implemented. 

In practice, components of each model may be combined to 

arrive at different frameworks for evaluation. There is 

overlapping of the three strategies, but Charts I, II and 

III attempt to isolate the specific approaches. 

A review of additional literature also reveals 

another approach in helping to categorize the evaluation 

processes. Culbertson's article provides a summary of 

three epistemological issues (that is, questions about the 

nature and validity of knowledge): logical positivism, 

hermeneutics and critical theory.8 

In a general aspect these three epistemologies 

correspond with the previously mentioned strategies: 

logical positivism with decision objective; hermeneutics 

with judgmental; and critical theory with decision manage

ment. Chart IV outlines the key concepts of thought 

underlying the three described epistemologies. 

American educational curriculum is cyclic in nature. 

In times of international competition the public tends to 

demand a more scientific oriented plan of study. The 



CHART I 

DECISION OBJECTIVE STRATEGY 

DEFIIUTION 

Assesses effectiveness of 
current and innovative 
programs at the local level 
by comparing student perfor
mance with behaviorally 
stated objective standards. 

LIMITATIONS 

Oversimplifies program and 
focuses on terminal rather 
than ongoing and preprogram 
information; focuses directly 
and narrowly on objectives, 
with little attention to worth 
of the objectives; inadequate 
methodology for establishing 
standards; neglects judgmental 
dimension; oversimplifies 
educational aims; ignores 
processes. 

PURPOSE 

PROTAGONISTS 

Benjamin Bloom 
Robert Hammond 
Malcolm Provus 
Ralph Tyler 

Determines the extent to 
which purposes of learning 
activites are actually being 
realized; determines whether 
to maintain or terminate a 
program. 

TYPES OF 
EVALUATION 

Measures performance with 
pre and post tests. 

CONTR IfWTIONS 

Provides continuous communica
tion between program and 
evaluation staff through feed
back loops; emphasizes and 
ascertains student progress 
easily; designs of evaluation 
studies are easy to implement; 
focuses on clear definition of 
objectives. 

CR ITER lA FOR 
JUDGING 
EVALUATION 

Uses local personnel as team 
involvement; behavioral 
objectives clearly stated. 

SOURCE: Blaine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders, Educational Evaluation: Theory and 
Practice (Belment, California, 1973), pp. 40-217. 

Frederick A. Rodgers, "Curriculum Research and Evaluation," Fundamental Curriculum 
Decisions, Assoc·iation for Supervision and Curriculum Development (1983), pp. 142-153. 
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DEFINITION 

Describes and judges an edu
cational program based on a 
collection of descriptive and 
judgmental data from various 
audiences to establish and 
justify merit or worth. 

LIMITATIONS 

Inadequate methodology for 
obtaining information on key 
constructs; possibility of 
leading ~o internal strife 
within program; over-relies 
on subjective perceptions; 
tends to ignore causes. 

CHART II 

JUDGMENTAL STRATEGY 

PURPOSE 

PROTAGONISTS 

L. J. Cronbach 
Egon G. Guba 
Michael Scriven 
Robert Stake 

Assesses effects and provides 
understanding of activities 
and values based on a formal 
inquiry process which should 
produce a broad picture of 
program and show conflict in 
values. 

TYPES OF 
EVALUATION 

Formal and informal; 
formative and summative. 

CONTR I I!UT lflNS 

Provides a systematic method 
for arranging descriptive and 
judgmental data; emphasizes 
inter and intra relations 
between them. 

CRJTERIA FOR 
JUDGING 
EV AJ.U AT ION 

Holistic program; descriptive 
and judgmental data; formal 
(that is, objective, scientific, 
reliable) evaluation. 

SOURCE: Blaine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders, Educational Evaluation: Theory and 
Practice (Belment, California, 1973), pp. 40-217. 

Frederick A. Rodgers, "Curriculum Research and Evaluation," :Fundamental Curriculum 
Decisions, Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (1983), pp. 142-153. 
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CHART III 

DECISION MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

DEFINITION 

Alludes to the judg~ental 
component approach of evalua
tion, however, the primary 
emphasis is placed on the pro
gram description of defining, 
obtaining, analyzing and 
selecting appropriate informa
tion for decision making. 

LIMITATIONS 

Process for decision making 
is unclear; undefined 
methodology; costly and 
complex if used entirely: 
all activities are not 
clearly evaluated; role of 
values in evaluation is 
unclear 

PROTAGONISTS 

lo!arvin C. Alkin 
Leon Lessinger 
naniel Stufflebeam 
Alan Thomas 

PURPOSE 

Provides relevant information 
or data useful to decision 
makers in selecting among 
alternatives; increases 
rationality in day to day 
decisions; provides for an 
evaluation specialist to 
produce information. 

TYPES OF 
EVALUATION 

Context 
Input 
Process 
Product 

CONTRIRIITJO~S 

Provides a service function by 
supplying data to ad~inistra
tors and dectsion makers 
charge~ with conduct of the 
program; sensitive to feedback; 
allows for evaluation to take 
place at any stage of the 
program; nollsttc approacb. 

CRITERIA FOR 
JUDGING 
EVALUATION 

Internal validity 
External validity 
Reliability 
Objectivity 
lle levance 
Importance 
Scope 
Ef!tciency 

SOURCE: Blaine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders, Educational Evaluation: Theory and 
Practice (Belment, California, 1973), pp. 40-217. 

Frederick A. Rodgers, "Curriculum Research and Evaluation," Fundamental Curriculum 
Decisions, Ass9ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Development (1983), pp. 142-153. 
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schools respond with greater requirements in mathematic 

and science areas. Fewer electives and less choices 

result in a rigid, standardized, nationalized curriculum 

to which the students attending school responrl by dropping 

out of school. As the student dropout rate increases the 

public outcry will be to insist that something is wrong 

with the schools' curriculum and that the schools need to 

emphasize student motivation and school climate. There-

fore, the pendulum begins to swing back toward a more 

flexible curriculum schedule including a variety of 

courses in various subject areas from which to choose, 

thus eliminating many requirements. 

In an Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development article, Roszak commented: 

--when a society begins to fear its culture is 
not interesting or important to the young--that 
indeed its culture violates nature--then it 
concludes that education must be made to happen: 
must be organized strenuously into existence 
and enforced by professionals. And then we 
have much heavy talk about methods, discipline, 
techniques, discipline, incentives, discipline, 
inducements, discipline, and the "crisis is our 
schools" ... and discipline. We also have 
blue-ribbon committees, top-level conferences, 
exhaustive surveys, bold reforms, daring experi
ments, courageous innovations ... and thg 
educational establishment grows and grows.' 

This paragraph is as true in 19R4 as it was when it 

was first published in 1970. Curriculum evaluators should 

analyze past events and responses of the American educa-

tional system. Evaluators must also consider future 

trends which are transforming society. Preventing 
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recurrence of historical problems would be beneficial in 

helping to improve the quality of the educational system. 

Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting address six aspects of 

curriculum development and evaluation that tend to become 

con trover sial or "problema ti c." 10 

1. Lack of well-perceived and articulated philo
sophic posi tion(s) about a "sense of purpose" 
for schooling the young 1 1 

28 

America encourages independent thinking and supports free-

dom of speech; therefore, purposes of education are as many 

as there are individuals willing to express opinions. Con-

sequently, the public school has assumed the task to become 

the place to do all things for all children. This is an 

impossible goal as well as an unrealistic purpose. How-

ever, there seems to be a hesitancy for groups to address 

the subject as to what schools are to provide for children 

and how and who will decide which students are capable of 

being productive and contributors to the free enterprise 

system. 

2. An almost exclusive use of a technocratic
rationale in planning, designing and implement
ing cu12iculum development and pedagogical 
reform 

Educators have attempted to narrow the aspects of instruc-

tion and evaluation to quantitative (logical positivism) 

measures at the expense of eliminating aspects that tend to 

be qualitative (hermeneutics) experiences. The trend has 

been to focus on a specific area, rely on measurement 

tools, and ignore the issue of how one instrument can fit 



into the holistic perspective. The total "happenings" of 

variables work in concert for schools to be effective. 

3. An absence of an agreed upon definition of 
curriculum1:1 
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Curriculum, as a field of study, began in the early 1900's 

and even until today there has not been a consensus as to a 

definition or a model. Epistemologies have emerged which 

tend to classify curriculum into categories of qualitative 

(hermaneutics) or quantitative (logical positivism). 

Neither area is right or wrong, good or bad. The diffi-

culty arises when trying to maintain a balance between the 

two while working with human behaviors. 

4. An ahistorical mentality reflected in the 
activity of currilulum and instruction theorists 
and practitioners 4 

This aspect was mentioned in an earlier paragraph. Educa-

tors continue to "reinvent the whee 1." For schools to 

become more effective and efficient, there needs to be a 

clear understanding of educational history. Moving into 

the fast-paced information age, an analysis of the past 

will help shape the future. 

5. An absence of dialogue relative to a "balanced 
curriculum" 15 

Curriculum has not been specifically defined. As with most 

subjects there are two extremes, quantitative and qualita-

tive. On the continuum, a balance does need to be main-

tained. To help keep this delicate balance, a continuous 

evaluation process involving parents, teachers, and stu-

dents must be in operation in each school district. 



6. The language (r.1etaphors) of currict~:Jum develop
ment and instructional improvement 

Not much thought, emphasis or time has been placed on the 
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terminology used by educators. The educational system uses 

vocabulary patterned from industry (management programming, 

output, time on task); military (line and staff, disci-· 

pline, target population, centralization of power); and 

medicine (diagnosis, treatment, prescription, label). All 

three of these categories emphasize the logical positivism 

·epistemology. 

Summary 

Chester Barnard warned his readers in 1938 not to 

accentuate the "parts" at the expense of the "whole." 17 

However, in the 1960's when federal monies were allocated 

to local school districts for educational reform, Con-

gressmen limited the required evaluation procedure to only 

a measurement tool from the psychometric tradition with no 

consideration or mention of other variables which affect 

student performance. 

Americans have a tendency to want to make only two 

categories for data. First, objective type information 

which tends to become synonymous with reliability. 

Observers can agree on what they see and then perhaps 

replicate the programs for similar results. 18 This type 

of data falls into the decision objective strategy or the 

logical positivism epistemology. Second is subjective 

information which tends to be dismissed as invalid data 



because at times the observers cannot reach an agree

ment.19 This type of data falls into the judgmental 

strategy or the hermeneutic epistemology. Problematic 

Aspects of School Reform, an article by Dobson, Dobson, 

and Koetting, addresses this current issue of curriculum 

evaluation by presenting an analytical tool which will 

provide a broader data base. This critique will furnish 

educators with a greater understanding of their surround

ings.20 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Introduction 

Educational leaders and the general public both 

rightly expect the scientific method to play a key role in 

reshaping and revitalizing educational programs and 

practice. Cronbach and Suppes phrased this expectation by 

stating: 

There has been agreement, both within and 
without the ranks of educa~ors, that system
atic investigation has much to offer. Indeed, 
there is agreement that massive, lasting 
changes in education cannot safely be made 
except on the basis of deep objective 
inquiry.l 

Methodology and Procedures 

During the month of September, 1983, each Oklahoma. 

school superintendent received a letter from the State 

Department of Education requesting a copy of their curricu-

lum reviews or implemented evaluation processes be sent to 

the State Department of Education, Curriculum Section. 

The State Superintendent of Public Instruction con-

firmed the information received from the school districts 

could be reviewed for this study and referred the 

researcher to coordinators for the curriculum section of 
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the State Department of Education. The officials presented 

the researcher with the information received from the local 

school districts. This information was contained in boxes 

labeled reading, language arts, mathematics, social 

studies, and science. 

The State Department of Education divided the state 

into quadrants using Interstate Highway 40 as the north 

and south dividing line and Interstate Highway 35 as the 

east and west division line. A random sample from each 

quadrant for a total of 57 school districts from the 616 

local school district in Oklahoma was prepared. A request 

for a copy of their curriculum evaluation processes was 

made. A second request was made to the school districts 

that had not submitted their curriculum evaluation pro

cesses. Also this contact informed the superintendents at 

the local level that this project was being expanded at 

the state level and districts had been selected randomly 

to participate. A request that their curriculum evalua

tion process be sent to the Curriculum Section of the 

State Department of Education was also included. After 

this second request, each of the schools randomly sampled 

submitted some type of information for the state's curric

ulum review process. The State Department officials 

allowed the researcher to utilize this random sample. 

The researcher selected an additional random sample 

after discovering that by June, 1984, only 72 districts 

from the state's 616 districts had responded to the State 



Department's request of submitting a copy of their cur

riculum evaluation processes. The districts from the 

second selection without a process on file were contacted 

by the researcher and asked why they had not sent a copy 

of their district's curriculum evaluation process to the 

State Department of Education. The Oklahoma Educational 

Directory was used as the resource to alphabetize the 616 

dependent and independent school districts. A number from 

1 to 616 was assigned to each of the districts. Fifty

seven districts were chosen randomly from a table of 

random numbers. The number 57 was chosen to keep this 

sample number consistent with the State Department sample 

number. 
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The reseacher read through the State Department's 

random sample of local districts' submitted reports. After 

reading each report and finding evidence of a wide varia

tion of volunteered·information, the researcher developed 

checklists consisting of concepts which occurred most fre

quently. The researcher was the only reader and inter

preter of the reports. After reviewing the reports for the 

second time, the checklists developed into major categories 

of (1) the state's defined basic skills' goals and objec

tives, (2) philosophy statements and additional information 

which included more than the state's defined basic skills, 

and (3) variables involved with the teaching and learning 

stiuations. The researcher classified the curriculum 

information stated in the districts' philosophies into 



either the logical positivism or the hermeneutic episte

mology. No districts reported any specific curriculum 

changes which were to occur within their present programs. 

Therefore, the critical theory epistemology could not be 

addressed during thi~ study. 
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Because there was such a wide range of variance within 

and between the submitted reports, the researcher used the 

1982-83 Annual Report from the State Department of Educa

tion and the 1982-83 Oklahoma Educational Directory to 

obtain additional information pertaining to the random 

samples. This additional information was compiled to 

determine if there was also a wide range of variance within 

and between the demographics of these same school dis

tricts. Certified personnel, student population, teacher/ 

pupil ratio, and revenue per capita are areas commonly 

addressed when discussing school districts. 

An analytical tool which provides for a broad data 

base when evaluating curriculum development and instruc

tional improvement has been developed by Dobson, Dobson, 

and Koetting.2 This document identifies six aspects of 

curriculum which can be considered when evaluating for a 

greater understanding of local districts' present school 

programs. The researcher listed the six problematic 

aspects and then compared the information received from 

the random sample of local school districts with each 

concept. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

Chapter IV will consist of three sections: (1) infor-

mation from the State Department of Education's random 

sampling school districts, (2) information from school 

districts taken from a table of raridom numbers sample, and 

(3) interpreting the information from the curriculum 

evaluation processes received by the State Department of 

Education. 

Examination of State Department 

of Education Sample 

The State of Oklahoma has 458 independent school 

districts which maintain kindergarten through twelfth grade 

levels and 158 dependent districts which consist of kinder

garten through eighth grade levels. Summarized in Table I 

are data collected from 57 selected districts. The quad

rants represented are the Southwest with 2 dependent and 8 

independent districts; the Southeast represented by 1 

dependent and 17 independent districts; the Northeast 

represented by 4 dependent and 13 independent districts; 
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TABLE I 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS FROM STATE 
DEPARTMENT SAMPLE 

UVIIIUI 
TIACH lUI/ PUP 11. Pllll C4PIT.\ Dli:PI!NDENT I NDIIPINilENT 11.\TIO liAS IS ADA No. of No. of No. of-- NO. ol No. ot No. of Teacllera st .. cleua Teacllera st"cleate Teacller• ltllcie&U 

Soutbweat 

015 21111 ol,l78 1: 18 2,8311 0118 8 43 1: 7 4,170 070 32 588 1: II 1,107 150 21 181 1: II 3,321 181 211 3,11011 I: II 2,168 184 
29 383 1: 14 2,484 307 1,082 17,180 I: Ill 2,3118 482 
53 480 1: a 2,448 503 13" H 1: 1 3,11117 11411 17 1,373 1: 18 2,2011 

So.. tlle&a t 

003 
130 1,11711 1: Ill 2,477 012 
40 487 1: 12 2,8411 024 222 3,382 1: 15 2,843 IIIII 

151 2,4118 I: 18 2,104 171 111 308 1: IS 2,1138 281 103 I, 744 1: 17 2,158 2112 82 1,244 1: 15 2,743 271 131 1,1108 1: Ill 2,449 347 
212 3,201 1: Ill 2,288 3110 

17 202 1: 12 2,908 390 
812 11,538 1: 14 2,287 420 
105 1,875 1: 18 2,9711 ol57 
38 454 I: 13 2,980 511 
70 1,041 1: Ill 2,474 514 
21 379 I: 1-l 2,890 522 
13 1,418 1: 18 2,447 525 82 1: 12 2,8114 543 
23 282 1: 12 3,171 

llortllt0&8C 

007 
II 287 1: Ill 2,371 051 

1411 2,2114 1: Ill 2,222 073 
571 11,138 I: 18 2,128 2113 8 210 

1: 23 2,412 304 7 82 
1: II 2,981 343 18 281 
1: 17 3,755 358 

144 2,580 I: 18 2,297 378 ., 
1,341 1: 18 2,147 388 8 HI 1: 18 2,248 398 

28 370 1: 14 3,200 428 
81 1188 1: II 3,487 454 
311 127 1: 17 2,5811 478 

233 ol,253 1: II 2,223 513 
101 1,13ll 1: II 3,3511 628 au ll,ll? 1: u 2,488 1183 ... Ill 1: 14 2,871 581 
57 ••• 1: 18 2,483 

llonll .. at 

018 
84 1,1113 I 14 3,8113 0117 
47 3112 I I 3,764 114 
32 438 1 14 11,030 1111 ••a 7,2411 I Ill 2,497 213 
311 628 1 13 2,79d 240 

131 1,1121 I 111 3,404 288 
38 4211 1 12 3,3011 2115 
13 1,148 1 14 3,225 388 
40 484 1 12 3,500 3~1 
74 1171 1 13 2,4211 414 
43 413 1 11 4,108 584 
25 3211 1 1:S 3,741 
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and the Northwest represented by no dependent and 12 inde

pendent districts. 

Numbers were used to identify the local school 

districts. A number was assigned to each district with the 

first school on the list receiving a 001. The sequencing 

numbering continued until the number 616 was placed by the 

last school on the alphabetical list. The researcher's 

only revision to the State Department of Education's study 

was to use the assigned numbers instead of names for the 

local districts. 

The table revealed the: 

1. Seven dependent districts and 50 independent 

districts for a total of 57 schools 

2. Number of certified teachers varied from 5 to 

1,062; the range was 1,058 

3. Student population varied from 43 to 17,160; the 

range of scores was 17,118 

4. Teacher I pupil ratio varied from 7 to 23; the 

range was 17 

5. Revenue per capita based on average daily atten

dance varied from $1,807 to $5,030 per child; the range was 

$3,223. 

All 57 districts from the State Department random 

sample had submitted some type of information concerning 

their curriculum evaluation processes. 
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Examination of Table of Random Numbers Sample 

Summarized in Table II are data collected from 57 

districts selected by using the table of random numbers. 

The rationale for the second sample was to identify 

districts not responding to the State Department's request 

and then contact by telephorie the districts which did not 

respond to ask the reason for not submitting the informa

tion. 

This table revealed the: 

1. Seventeen dependent districts and 40 independent 

districts for a total of 57 schools; 

2. Number of certificated teachers varied from 4 to 

2, 646; the range was 2, 643; 

3. Student population varied from 37 to 43,946; the 

range was 43,910; 

4. Teacher/pupil ratio varied from 2 to 23; the range 

was 22; 

5. Revenue per capita based on average daily 

attendance varied from $2,097 to $10,404; the range was 

$8,307. This $8,307 amount reflects the effect of skewness 

because of the extreme amount of revenue received by one 

school district. Without the one extreme amount the range 

would be $2,832 which is more in line with the actual 

amounts of revenue schools do receive. 

Only five districts' numbers appeared on both samples, 

and only five districts from the table of random numbers 

had submitted information. This indicated that nine 
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541 
612 
259 
398 
044 
188 
495 
277 
380 
166 
473 
363 
189 
071 
051 
407 
139 
087 
283 
428 
239 
303 
238 
069 
427 
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425 
313 
542 
412 
057 
089 
583 
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TABLE II 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS ~ROM TABLE 
OF RANDOM NUMBERS SAMPLE 

TEACHER/PUPIL 
DEPENDENT INDEPENDENT RATIO 

No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of 
Teachers Students Teachers Students Teachers Students 

21 313 1: 15 
6 52 1 : 9 

44 718 1: 16 
20 132 1 : 7 

7 143 1: 20 
26 370 1: 14 
40 641 1 : 16 

7 58 1: 8 
37 456 1 : 12 

300 6,080 1: 20 
394 7,010 1: 18 

12 150 1: 13 
20 250 1: 13 
71 1,172 1 : 17 
19 239 1: 13 

24 261 1: 11 
149 2,294 1: 15 

30 480 1: 16 
49 579 1: 12 
29 395 1: 14 

9 210 1: 23 
80 1,242 1: 16 

163 2,946 1 : 18 
13 220 1: 17 
10 122 1: 12 

30 448 1: 15 
14 199 1 : 14 
50 692 1: 14 

13 204 1: 16 
48 77 1: 2 

2,646 43,946 1: 16 
4 37 1: 9 

47 392 1: 8 
24 245 1 : 10 
35 31!:1 1: 9 
18 265 1: 15 
50 844 1: 17 

11 187 1: 17 
16 181 1: 11 

90 1,297 1: 14 
222 3,362 1: 15 

38 536 1: 14 
13 127 1: 10 
19 179 1: 9 

22 342 1: 16 
35 351 1: 10 
21 325 1: 15 
16 231 1: 14 

14 219 1: 16 
29 439 1: 15 

27 339 1 : 12 
54 922 1: 17 

11. 152 1: 14 
15 182 1: 12 
59 951 1: 16 
18 226 ·1: 13 
12 162 1: 14 
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REVENUE 
PER CAPITA 
BASIS ADA 

2,473 
2,629 
2,126 
5,450 
5,275 
3. 200 
2,463 
3,416 
2,539 
2,445 
2,333 
2,543 
2,985 
2,248 
3,500 
3. 395 
2,222 
2,249 
2,303 
2,572 
2,412 
2,533 
2,223 
2,606 
2,760 
2,484 
2,573 
2,259 
2,403 

10.404 
2,681 
5,452 
3,754 
3,211 
4,654 
2,611 
2,181 
2,320 
3,036 
2, 294 
2,643 
2,306 
2,617 
3,225 
2,097 
3,864 
2,419 
3,380 
2,265 
2,216 
3,008 
2,173 
2,868 
2,773 
2,168 
2,918 
2,861 



percent of the school districts from the table of random 

numbers had submitted information. 

The researcher visited with people from districts 

which had not responded to the request· by the State 

Department and the question was asked as to why a process 

report was not submitted. 

The responses were: 
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1. The request from the State Department of Education 

was not a mandate; it only asked for a volunteered response 

2. The district plan was not in a final form or the 

process for each of the five defined basic skills had not 

been completed 

3. The district did have a process and goals and 

objectives for each subject taught but did not respond to 

the State Department request 

Included in this mandate is the statement that the 

evalu~tion "process shall provide for parental involve

ment ," 2 therefore another question concerning parental 

involvement was asked. Various ways of participation were 

expressed, and there were endeavors to receive information 

from areas other than local educators. The plans ranged 

from informal surveys to complex, formal procedures. This 

process again confirms that local school districts use 

various modes of communication and activities dependent 

upon the size of the district, number of personnel, and 

available revenues. 
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Curriculum Evaluation Processes Data 

On the previous pages only four variables per 

district were d·escribed: (1) number of teachers, 

(2) student population, (3) teacher I pupil ratio, and 

(4) revenue per child. The evidence intiicated a wide 

discrepancy among each. Just as there was a wide range 

within and between the groups from the previously mentioned 

items, there was a wide range of differences within the 

information submitted to the curriculum section of the 

State Department of Education concerning evaluation 

processes. However, this was to be expected when the 

democracy of the state mandate allowed for local autonomy 

while developing the process. No stated purpose was 

expressed for the use of the evaluation process other than 

to have developed one whereby the local district can 

annually evaluate the curriculum in order to determine 

whether each child is receiving adequate basic skill 

instruction; this process shall also provide for parental 

involvement. Specific definition of terms was not out

lined; there were no surveys or questionnaires to be 

returned to the legislature or to the State Department of 

Education. Each local district defined and composed"their 

own. 

As a reminder, the mandate states that prior to May 

30, 1983, each local board of education shall develop a 

process whereby the district shall annually evaluate the 

district's curriculum in order to determine whether each 



child in the· district is receiving adequate basic ski 11 

instruction as defined. This process shall provide for 

parental involvement.3 
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Only one district from the sample submitted a process 

per se as to how the curriculum evaluation occurred and in 

this process there was no mention of parental involvement. 

Only teacher and administrator input was recorded. 

The 57 reports on file in the curriculum section at 

the State Department of Education have characteristics in 

common. Fifty-six of the 57 districts submitted goals and 

objectives for House Bill 1816's defined basic skills of 

English, reading, writing, use of numbers, science, and 

citizenship. English and writing have been combined into 

the one category of language arts. Use of numbers is 

interpreted as mathematics and citizenship is being taught 

through the social studies content area. However, there 

were differences in how detailed the stated goals and 

objectives were. Explicit goals and objectives were sub

mitted by 14 districts while 42 districts presented only a 

general overview for the five subject areas. One district 

reported only the process describing how the basic skills 

and the other subject areas were evaluated. Table III 

indicates the districts' submitted goals and objectives 

format as to detailed or general information. Twenty-two 

of the reports included a district philosophy which 

addressed the basic skills and also recognized that basic 

skills are only one part of the educational process 



TABLE III 

STATE'S 
GOALS 

DEFINED BASIC SKILLS' 
AND OBJECTIVES 

Diatrict 

Southweat 

01!> 
066 
07U 
150 
168 
1114 
307 
46~ 
503 
~411 

sOutbeaat 

003 
012 
024 
1811 
171 
268 
282 
271 
347 
360 
390 
420 
4!>7 
511 
514 
52~ 
52!> 
543 

Nortbeaat 

007 
061 
073 
283 
304 
343 
Jlltl 
37~ 
396 
3118 
428 
454 
478 
513 
!>28 
583 
!>Ill 

Nortbweat 

018 
057 
114 
181 
213 
240 
268 
2115 
3611 
3111 
4114 
564 

Detailed 

& 

& 

& 
a 

& 

" 
a 

a 
a 

Geaeral 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 

X 
a 
a 

a 

& 

a 
& 

X 
& 

& 

& 

• a 

& 

a 
a 

a 
a 

• • • 

a 
& 
a 
a 

• 
NOTE: This table ls compiled fra. 1nfonaatloo received 

froa the State Depart.-ent of Education'• raoda. aa•ple aad 
recorded ••. lnterpret~d by tht:J researcher. 
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provided for every child. Additional expected outcomes 

were listed which included general objectives for social, 

emo~ional, and physical development. Table IV indicates 

the districts which voluntarily offered a school philosophy 

that included more than the state'~ defined basic skills. 

These expressed purposes correlate with the Goodlad 

research which reveals that parents want and schools pro-

vide four major goals: (1) academic or intellectual 

development which involves mastery of basic skills and 

functional processes (Oklahoma's defined basic skills 

list); (2) vocational development which prepares students 

for employment; (3) social, civic, and cultural skills 

which develop interpersonal behavior for helping to "get 

along with people" (social development); and (4) personal 

development which produces self-directed citizens (emo

tional development). 4 Physical education, which eight 

districts stated they do provide, pertains to developing 

muscular strength, organic power, and skill for development 

of physical growth of the body. 

In addition to the basic skills, districts also 

addressed other variables which are involved with the 

learning and teaching situations. Schools do offer and 

teach more subject areas than just the state's defined 

basics. Goals and objectives for all of the content areas 

taught, that is, music, art, physical education, et 

cetera, were submitted by 14 districts. Twenty-seven 

districts recog-nized that all students do not learn at 



TABLE IV 

LOCAL DISTRICTS' PHILOSOPHY STATEMENTS 

Academic 
Development 

(State's Defined Social Emotional Physical 
District Basic Skills) Development Development Development 

015 
066 X 

070 X 

150 X X X 

168 X 

194 X X X 

307 X 
462 X 

503 X X X X 

549 X 

003 X 

012 X X X 

024 X 

169 X 

171 X X X 

268 X 

262 X 

271 X 

347 X 

360 X X X X 

390 X 

420 X X X X 

457 X 

511 X X 

514 X X X 

522 X X X 

525 X 

543 X X 

007 X 

051 X X 

073 X ·x X X 

283 X 

304 X 

343 X 

356 X 

378 X X X X 

3!16 X 

398 X 

426 X 

454 X 

478 X 

513 X X X X 

526 X 

563 X X 

5!11 X X X X 

016 X 

057 X 

114 X 

181 X 

213 X X X 

240 X X X 

266 X 

295 X 

3o9 X X X 

3!11 X 

484 X X X X 

564 X X X 

NOTE: This table is compiled from information received from the 
State Uepartment of Education's random sample and recorded as 
interpreted by the researcher. 
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the same rate and specified goals and objectives for 

students who are working above grade level and for those 

who are performing below grade level. Four districts 

addressed the issue of the specific amount of time to be 

spent for teaching the basic skills. Eight districts 

considered the art of teaching and included methods and 

techniques for presenting the basic skills. Additional 

facilities were identified by six districts as a need for 

teaching the necessary curriculum. Eleven districts 

stressed the importance of instructional materials and 

supplies for teaching and learning improvement. Table V 

records districts' additional information voluntarily 

submitted. Nineteen districts did not volunteer any 

information except for the goals and objectives of the 

state's defined basic skills. Most likely these local 

districts address the listed variables in some way. How

ever, no conclusions can be drawn because there is no 

recorded information. 
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It was encouraging to read that 12 districts' reports 

listed some or all of the following multi-criteria for 

evaluating the students' progress: (1) parent/teacher 

conferences, (2) report cards, (3) achievement tests, 

( 4) textbook prepared tests, (5) teacher observations, 

(6) teacher made tests, (7) daily assignments, and 

(8) homework assignments. Three districts listed a 

specific percentile score a student must obtain on a 



TABLE V 

VARIABLES INVOLVED WITH 
TEACHING/LEARNING 

SITUATIONS 

Diatrict 

01& 
0116 
070 
160 
1611 
194 
307 
462 
603 
f>49 
003 
01~ 

024 
1611 
171 
~liB 
2112 
271 
347 
3110 
3110 
420 
467 
611 
sa 
&22 
!>211 
!>43 
007 
061 
073 
283 
304 
343 
3511 
378 
398 
3118 
426 
4114 
478 
f>l3 
6~6 

6113 
591 
OUI 
067 
114 
181 
213 
240 
266 
296 
3119 
3111 
484 
684 

" 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

• 
I 

b 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

• • 
& 

& 

& 

• 
& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

c d 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

& 

• 

& 

& 

& 
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& 

& 

& 

& 

& 
& 

a lad1catea cUatric:ta which voluntarily eubell.U.ed aoale 
aod obJ"Ctlvea for all aubJttCt areas tau"ht. 

b lndtcates dlstricta which. voluntarily submitted soala 
ana obJ~CtiY~ti tor students who were V"rtonain" 
above 1£f&de level and below arade level. 

c Indicate& districts which voluntarily addressed the 
an10unt or tlme to be spent teachlnl each aubject area. 

d Indicates district& which VQluntar111 discus~ed teacb
in" technl4Uefi •httn ~Jresttntln~ the baste &kills. 

e lndtcates dlstricta which voluntarily subcaitted the 
tnfureatlon that additional facilities were needed to 
11Dprovtt lnwtruct1on ot the b&aic akllla. 
lndicatea cHatricta which voluntarily lteted that 
additional lnatructlonal •ateriala were needed to 
ia~rove te&chln~. 

N01'&: Thla table 1& c011plled froa lnfonmtlon 
received tr011 the 3t&te Oe~&rtiiM!nt of Education• B randrna 
aaeple and. rttcorded •• ~ntttrpreted b)" the reaearcher. 
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standardized achievment test before passing the basic 

skill content area. 
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How they received input for evaluating the district's 

curriculum was recorded by fourteen districts. The 

involvement included teachers, administrators, parents, 

students, community, and other resources. 

Three strands of goals surfaced while reviewing the 

submitted reports for social studies: (1) skill lists, 

that is, use of maps, globes, et cetera, (2) content or 

subject facts and, (3) citizenship values and/or social 

interactions. Science scope and sequence charts developed 

into two major strands: (1) thinking skills or scientific 

reasoning process, and (2) specific subject or content 

facts. Mathematics goals were relatively easy to classify 

into three categories: (1) computation skills, 2) concepts 

and application skills, and (3) logical reasoning and 

problem solving. Reading skills emphasized were (1) vocab

ulary growth, (2) comprehension, (3) study skills, and 

(4) reading for pleasure. Language arts' goals and objec-

tives concentrated on learning to use oral and written 

communication effectively through listening, speaking, and· 

writin~ activites. 

Individual schools are addressing the three previ

ously mentioned strategies and epistemologies as defined in 

Chapter II of this study. Therefore, the local districts 

are providing a much broader base for curriculum evalua-

tions than the state is requiring. The state's definition 
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limits the evaluation process to decision objective or the 

logical positivism approach, whereas 23 of the 57 local 

district~ volunteered additional information indicating 

they are addressing more than the state's defined basic 

skills. It was the researcher's interpretation from read

ing the submitted philosophy statements and the additional 

compiled information that local school systems are attempt

ing to understand their total district as a single unit. 

This type of action reveals schools are also using the 

judgmental or hermeneutic approach. The decision manage

ment or the critical theory approach cannot be addressed in 

this study because no districts reported any specific cur

riculum changes which were to occur as a result of their 

evaluation processes. However, the districts did list 

instructional techniques, time, materials, and facilities 

as items which were needed to improve the effectiveness of 

their programs. Table VI shows the 23 districts which 

voluntarily offered additional information that indicates a 

broader based curriculum than that which the state has 

required. 



District 

015 
066 
070 
150 
168 
194 
307 
462 
503 
549 
003 
012 
024 
169 
171 
268 
262 
271 
347 
360 
390 
420 
457 
511 
514 
522 
525 
543 
007 
051 
073 
283 
304 
343 
356 
378 
396 
398 
426 
454 
478 
513 
526 
563 
591 
016 
057 
114 
181 
213 
240 
266 
295 
369 
3!H 
484 
564 

TABLE VI 

STRATEGIES AND EPISTEMOLOGIES 

Decision ObJective/ Judgmental/ 
Logical Positivism Hermaneutics 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

Decision 
Management/ 

Critical Theory 

NOTE: This table is compiled from information received from 
the State Department of Education's random sample and recorded as 
interpreted by the researcher. 
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CJ-IAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

Summary 

Early in the century curriculum evaluation was 

considered too unimportant and unsystematic to concern 

anyone but professionals in the field. For the last two 

decades curriculum evaluation has been too important and 

too complex to be left to only the curriculum experts. 

The change occurred in the post-S~1tnik years when 

curriculum became a national concern. Beginning in 1957, 

people outside of education took up the challenge to 

reform the nation's curriculums. Massive amounts of 

federal monies were intended to ensure the public that 

schools would produce a better product in the areas of 

mathematics and science. With this money along went 

objective evaluations to measure what the students had 

been taught. At this time, the word evaluation was still 

synonymous with measurement. Consequently, curriculum 

evaluation had become to be regarded as a technical 

process of applying standardized methodology in order to 

reach decisions. 
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Within the last decade experts in the curriculum 

field have developed alternative forms of evaluation which 

incorporate four basic processes of criticism during an 

evaluation: observation, description, interpretation and 

judgment. These alternative forms are compatible with the 

information collected in the Goodlad study, A Place Called 

School. 

While most of the recent reports about the condition 

of education have been issued from national commissions or 

corporate boardrooms, Goodlad's report comes from the 

grassroots. While the information behind other r~ports 

was assembled in a matter of months, Goodlad spent seven 

years gathering and analyzing data. And while the thrust 

of most reports has been to criticize the schools and make 

broad policy recommendations to improve them, Goodlad's 

study describes the day to day realities of schooling. 

Goodlad states, "We cannot reform schools if we do not 

understand how they work and why the people in them behave 

as they do." 1 Two pervasive themes emerged from the 

gathered and analyzed data. The first is that the school 

as a whole is the unit that must be improved, not just a 

single entity, the students, the teachers, the principals 

or the curricula. The second theme has to do with caring. 

John Goodlad said, "Data very clearly show the differences 

in schools and differences in classrooms have more to do 

with human relationships than anything else." 2 Both 

items, treating the school as a whole unit and inter-
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personal relationships, are subjects that must be evalu

ated with multi-faceted data and cannot be measured with a 

single objective type instrument. This type of process is 

also advocated by Lee Cronbach who proposes that a reason 

for evaluation is to uncover durable relationships. 3 

Cronbach, Stake, and other educational researchers 

advocate the judgmental strategy and the hermeneutic epis

temology which provides an understanding of the occurring 

events. When changes need to take place, the decision 

management strategy and the critical theory epistemology 

should be utilized. 

Findings 

The 1982 state mandate of House Bill 1816 specifi

cally defined basic skills as reading, English, writing, 

the use of numbers, science, and citizenship. Local 

school districts with parental involvement were to develop 

an evaluation process for these defined basic skills and 

use this process annually to determine whether each child 

in the district is receiving adequate basic skill instruc

tion.4 

The first assumption of this study was that all 616 

Oklahoma school districts would comply with House Bill 

1816. The State Department of Education requests from 

each local district an application for accreditation 

between October 1 and October 15. This annual report asks 

whether or not specific statutory requirements are heing 
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being met, such as the teaching of basic skills as 

required by House Bill 1816 and the annual plan for evalu

ating curriculum. Each district must respond with either 

a yes or a no answer. Appendix E is a copy of the second 

page of the accreditation report on which question number 

17, items c and g, portrays the specific wordage. The 

completed individual reports are reviewed by area super

visors from the accreditation section of the State Depart

ment of Education. If schools are not in compliance with 

state law, then monies may be withheld. It is accurate to 

assume that all schools checked the response for being in 

compliance with the 1982 mandate. 

The second assumption was that all school districts 

had some type of curriculum evaluation in operation by May 

30, 1983. The mandate stated that "prior to May 30, 1983, 

each local board of education shall develop a process 

whereby such district shall annually evaluate the dis

trict's curriculum in order to determine whether each 

child in the district is receiving adequate basic skill 

instruction . • . and this process shall provide for 

parental involvernent." 5 Again state funds may be withheld 

if districts are not complying with state law. Therefore, 

it is accurate to assume that all schools met the May 30, 

1983, deadline. 

A third assumption was that these same Oklahoma 

school districts which are complying with state law would 

submit a copy of their evaluation process to the State 
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Department of Education when the request was made in 

September, 1983. Only 12 percent of the districts had 

submLtted information to the State Department of Education 

by June 15, 1984. A majority of the responses were 

because an official from the State Department contacted 

people at the local level and informed them their district 

had been selected for a project to be implemented at the 

state level and asked them if they would be willing to 

participate. After the personal contact from the State 

Department of Education the local districts did respond. 

The researcher visited by telephone with people from dis

tricts which had not responded to the September, 1983, 

request and the question was asked as to why the evalua

tion process was not submitted. The responses were: 

1. The request from the State Department of Educa

tion was not a mandate; it only asked for a volunteered 

response 

2. The district plan was not in a final form or the 

process for each of the five defined basic skills had not 

been completed; 

3. The district did have a process and goals and 

objectives for each subject taught but did not respond to 

the state Department request 

The last assumption was that the information pre

sented to the State Department of Education would supply 

accurate data as to what is happening in local schools in 

Oklahoma. From reviewing the information submitted to the 
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State Department it was obvious school districts inter

preted the evaluation process to mean specific goals and 

objectives for each of the defined basics instead of the 

process used to arrive at these specific district goals. 

This study revealed Oklahoma school districts are comply

ing with House Bill 1816 by responding to the state man

date of evaluating the state's defined basic skills but 

are not complying with the request to submit the method of 

review or evaluation as adopted by the school to the 

Curriculum Section at the State Department of Education. 

One hundred percent of the districts are using the 

state's definition for curriculum as the five defined 

basic skills of reading, English, writing (language arts), 

use of numbers, science, and citizenship (social studies). 

No one will deny the importance of learning the basics, 

but academic development is only a part of the school's 

curriculum. In addition to the intellectual development, 

social, emotional, and physical growth are also being 

provided at the local level, according to the submitted 

districts' philosophies. However, the state mandate did 

not make any reference to these affective areas. There-

fore, how these other areas, which are recognized at the 

local level but not at the state level, are being evalu

ated is still unreported. The state's narrow definition 

of the school's curriculum limits important learning to 

acquired short term observable knowledge and ignores 

creativity and logic or abstract reasoning. 
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The literature indicates that evaluation processes 

may be viewed from three different strategies and episte

mologies. The three strategies are: ( 1) decision objec

tive which assesses the effectiveness of current programs 

by comparing student performance with behaviorally stated 

objectives; (2) judgmental which describes and judges an 

educational program based on a collection of data from 

various audiences; and (3) decision management which uti

lizes the collected data from various audiences to help 

provide alternatives for decision making when change needs 

to occur. The three epistemologies fall into basically 

the same three categories: (1) logical positivism which 

explains and predicts using specifically developed means 

to achieve established ends; (2) hermeneutics which 

attempts to understand and interpret from the past and 

current events within the present environment; and 

(3) critical theory which is closely aligned with herme

neutics but the purpose is to use the information to 

promote change. The state's recognition of only the spe

cific items which can be measured objectively has limited 

the evaluation of schools to only the decision object~ve 

or the logical positivism approach and excluded the other 

areas of collecting data from various audiences for an 

understanding and then to provide alternatives if change 

is needed. However, from the local districts' volunteered 

responses pertaining to their curriculum evaluation 

processes, it is evident that schools are using a much 



broader base for their definition of curriculum than the 

state's five defined basic skills and a wider data gather-

ing process than the state's required mandate. This indi-

cates that local districts are using both the decision 

objective or logical positivism and the judgmental or 

hermeneutic _approaches. Because submitted reports listed 

various items which were needed to improve instruction, it 

may be assumed changes will occur within the programs. 

However, the decision management or critical theory 

approach cannot be addressed in this study because no 

districts reported any specific curriculum changes which 

were to occur as a result of their evaluation processes. 

The literature reveals there are other aspects of 

curriculum evaluation which have been omitted by the state 

mandate. Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting address items which 

educators seem to, or choose to, forget when attempting to 

bring about reform. The researcher will list six defined 

problematic aspects as reported by Dobson, Dobson, and 

Koetting and compare the random sample information with 

each topic. 6 

1. Lack of well-perceived and articulated philo

sophic position about a "sense of purpose" for schooling 

tqe young 

It is obvious from the state's definition of provid

ing for only specific basic skills which must be taught, 

and the local school districts' stated philosophies which 

included more than academics that there is not a well 
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perceived and articulated position about the purpose of 

schooling for the students. The local districts appear to 

be in more agreement with each other concerning a common 

philosophy for schooling than the local districts and the 

state. The schools include social, emotional, and physical 

growth as well as the academic growth; the state mandate 

addressed only the academic area. The local schools' 

expressed purposes correlate with Goodlad's research which 

reveals that parents want and schools provide four major 

purposes: (1) academic or intellectual development, 

(2) vocational development, (3) social development, and 

(4) personal development.7 The state has limited its 

definition of curriculum to the decision management 

strategy or ·the logical positivism epistemology and 

excluded the judgmental strategy or hermeneutic episte

mology. The single process mandate does not provide a 

broad enough data base to accurately evaluate for instruc

tional improvement. A variety of information from various 

sources is needed to help educators understand what is 

happening within their total school program. 

2. An almost exclusive use of a technocratic

rationale in planning, designing, and implementing 

curriculum development and pedagogical reform 

Technocracy is government by scientists and engi

neers. This definition is related to the logical 

positivism epistemology and the decision objective 

strategy previously discussed. The state mandate used 
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this approach by excluding all except reading, language 

arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. However, 

the legislature did allow for "the State Board of Educa-

tion of formulate prescribe, adopt or approve such 

courses for in~truction of pupils in the public schools of 

the state that are necessary to ensure the teaching" 8 of 

the defined basic skills. Even though the legislature did 

use the technocratic-rationale for the state's plan of 

reform, the local districts were given the liberty to 

develop a process at the local level using parental 

involvement. This unique.American educational system has 

continued to be strengthened by allowing for this type of 

freedom by receiving decision making information from 

parents, students, teachers, and community members at the 

local level. As the data previously presented indicated, 

there are no two school districts with the same composi-

tion of students, teachers, and revenue. Each district's 

needs will vary according to the individual characteris-

tics. This study lists only four categories, but these 

four categories can be divided into areas that provide 

even greater discrepancies such as: 

a. Teachers: 

-number of years of experience 

-number of degrees and hours completed 

-different areas of concentration and/or 

expertise 



-variety of techniques used to present 

materials 

-motivation 

b. Student population: 

-percentage of minority students 

-percentage of bilinguals 

-percentage of handicapped students 

-anticipated performance level 

-attendance records 

-mobility of students between districts and 

states 

-motivation 

c. Teacher/pupil ratio compared with: 

-suojects offered 

-administrative positions 

d. Revenue per capita and the: 

-additional monies received from the federal 

government 
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-assessed valuation of real property, personal 

property and public services 

-local bonded indebtedness 

-increasing or declinin~ student population 

It is the belief of the researcher that there is also 

as wide a discrepancy within the personnel aspect of the 

people responsible for implementing the curriculum and the 

evaluation process as there is in the four variables 

described in this study. 
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With the above mentioned variables, "one must be 

willing to view schooling from a holistic perspective and 

to recognize that when one variable. is altered all other 

variables in the network are affected." 9 From this infor

mation one surmises more than a technocratic-rationale is 

a must when attempting to evaluate schools' curriculum. 

3. An absence of an agreed upon curriculum definition 

This problematic aspect may be as it should be 

because a curriculum definition should not be absolute and 

final since it responds to an ongoing understanding of the 

happenings within the individual school building at the 

local level. 

House Bill 1816 has defined only specific basic 

skills as a school curriculum however, the submitted cur

riculum evaluation processes included social, emotional, 

and physical development as well as the academic growth. 

Conflict occurs as the legislature and the State Depart

ment of Education attempt to provide for each school a 

neatly packaged program that can be transported and 

installed from district to district, state to state, and 

nation to nation. The process, problems, and needs of 

education are far too complex to be controlled from a 

centralized hierarchy. Patrons need to have an under

standing of what is actually occurring locally and then 

persuade local leaders to develop better performance 

standards. By mandating and implementing a simplistic and 

inadequate evaluation process, people are becoming frus-



trated as there is no one solution applicable or relevant 

for all schools or districts. The study, A Place Called 

School, offers ample evidence that schools are not all 

alike. Schools are different in 

the way students and teachers relate to one 
another, the school's orientation to academic 
concerns • • . the way principals and teachers 
regard one another, the degree of autonomy 
possessed by principals and teachers in conduct
ing their work, the nature of the relationship 
betweep0 the school and its parent clientele, and 
so on. 

6R 

Perhaps there is a nonstated consensus, and that consensus 

is to have an absence of an agreed upon definition of 

curriculum. 

4. An ahistorical mentality reflected in the 

activity of curriculum and instruction theorists and 

practitioners 

School leaders need to possess a working knowledge of 

the educational evaluation processes of the past. "Time 

on task" and "man is a machine" philosophy was first 

recorded in eduational journals in the early 1900's as 

Frederick Taylor's model of the scientific management era 

(logical positivism philosophy). Then came the Mary 

Parker Follett movement with the human relations approach 

(hermeneutic philosophy) which was to develop and maintain 

dynamic and harmonious relationships. The late 1950's and 

the early 1960's were the return to the classical organi-

zation (logical positivism philosophy) with more emphasis 

placed on science and mathematics content areas. Higher 

standards were emphasized and graduation requirements were 



increased. Ry the middle 1960's the student dropout rate 

was so excessive that the schools began to offer more 

electives and to provide programs which would entice stu

dents back into the schools (hermeneutics philosophy). 
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The cycle has now returned to the scientific (logical 

positivism philosophy) era of increasing requirements and 

standards. With the historical information now accessible 

to educators the pendulum should not be allowed to swing 

so far from the balanced curriculum. The state legisla

ture should be apprised of the cyclic nature of the 

educational system and then review the state's limited 

definition of curriculum. History of the schools in the 

United States has revealed that the extreme of only the 

decision objective strategy or the logical positivism 

approach has not been successful nor has the other extreme 

approach of completely ignoring requirements and standards 

been any more successful. Professionals must provide the 

leadership for maintaining an understanding of the total 

school program, therefore preventing a limited philosophy 

or any single approach as being the only measure for 

evaluating schools. The Problematic Aspects of School 

Reform is an analytical tool to be used by school dis

tricts to provide a broader data base for a comprehensive. 

understanding of what is actually occurring within the 

total school setting. 11 

5. An absence of dialogue re la ti ve to a "balanced 

curriculum" 
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As mentioned in item four, the pendulum tends to 

swing from one extreme of the decision objective strategy 

or logical positivism philosophy to the opposite extreme 

of the judgmental strategy or the hermeneutic philosophy. 

The key to the matter is to balance the curriculum that 

includes all areas of knowledge--English, science and 

mathematics, social studies, vocational education, and the 

arts. Goodlad's study reveals that all five of the areas 

are expected from those who use the schools. Parents, 

teachers, and students want students to graduate with a 

sound base of knowledge and intellectual skills, and they 

want them to be ready to join the work force. They also 

want them to have the understanding of their society that 

will enable them to be successful citizens, and they want 

them to have a sense of personal responsibility, of their 

own talents and capacities to express them. Therefore, it 

is necessary for the schools to provide for intellectual, 

social, emotional, and physical development for the child. 

A balanced curriculum is the avenue for providing growth 

for the total child. Thirty-nine percent of the districts 

from the random sample volunteered additional information 

concerning the social, emotional, and physical development 

provided within their districts. The other 61 percent may 

provide instruction in these areas, the state mandate did 

not require districts to address anything except the 

- defined basic skills which is not the definition of a 

balanced curriculum. 



6. The language (metaphors) of curriculum develop

ment and instructional improvement 

Educators continue to use metaphors from the busi

ness, medical, and military realms. Educators have not 

developed a vo~abulary that is commonly understood among 

its own, much less understood by people outside of the 

field of education. Schooling has continually borrowed 

dialogue from other fields, therefore there are many 

interpretations of every concept, dependent upon who is 

speaking and who is listening. From this study it was 

revealed that the words evaluation, review, assessment, 

measurement and test have all been used to mean the same 

thing, a specific objective item that can be answered 

right or wrong. Further review of the literature indi

cates that each of the words do have differentiating 

characteristics and do not mean the same. There is a 

great need for at least the educators in education to 

be familiar with common terms and understand the usage. 

Recommendations 
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The first recommendation for further study is that a 

replication he made of this research inquiry in other 

states. A replication would serve as a basis for greater 

generalization. For example, one would contact representa

tives of the other 49 states for their state definitions 

of curriculum and their evaluating processes. 
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The second recommendation for further study is that a 

researcher develop a survey instrument to be completed by 

the person in the school district who was responsible for 

the development of the curriculum evaluation process. The 

questionnaire should be developed to answer t~e following: 

1. Define curriculum as it pertains to your district; 

2. Outline an organizational chart of personnel 

responsible for curriculum and instructional development. 

Also include age, sex, salary, degrees and experience of 

each person on the chart. 

These suggestions are only a few of the questions that 

might be raised. 

A third recommendation is that a sample selection of 

local districts be repeated at a later date to see if 

there has been any significant change in the districts' 

stated· philosophy or goals and objectives. 

A fourth recommendation is for the state legislators 

to review the limited definition for the schools' curricu

lum. Research indicates parents, students, and teachers 

expect and provide more than just academic development 

within the local schools' environment. The single process· 

mandate does not provide a broad enough data base to 

understand accurately or evaluate the schools' total 

instructional program. 

A fifth recommendation is for further study of evalu

ating curriculum using the six Problematic Aspects of 

School Reform. This will provide additional information 



and a broader data base for understanding the curric"ulum 

evaluation processes in the State of Oklahoma. 

Concluding Statement 
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The curriculum evaluation processes in this study were 

similar in the respect that all the districts addressed the 

state's defined basic skills and all except one district 

submitted the end product of goals and objectives for each 

of the five content areas. Local districts' goals and 

objectives for each of the five defined basic skills 

identified almost the very same concepts per subject area. 

Variations occurred because districts composed their own 

unique process and definition of terms depending upon 

local variables and accessible resources. 

The state's limited definition of the school curricu

lum, misin1:erpretations of the term "curriculum evaluation 

process," and lack of uniform information are findings of 

this study; therefore, Oklahoma's curriculum evaluation 

processes need further study. This should be a topic of 

interest to personnel who are responsibile for decision 

making in the curriculum areas at the local district 

level; to the State Department of Education who is respon

sible for providing accreditation to the districts which 

are in compliance with House Bill 1816; and to the legis

lators who have been authorized by the tenth amendment of 

the United States Constitution to improve the individual 

and society through the educational system. 



ENDNOTES 

1Rexford Brown, "A Place Called School," The Oklahoma 
Observer, March 10, 1984, p. 10. 

2susan Walton, "There are No One-Two-Three Solutions 
for Schools' Problems," Education Week, November 23, 
1983' pp. 12' 15. 

3 Blaine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders, Educational 
Evaluation: Theory and Practice (Belmont, California, 
1983)' p. 120. 

4state Board of Education, School Law of Oklahoma 
(Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, 1984), p. 173. 

5 rbid. 

0Russell J. Dobson, Judith E. Dobson, and J. Randall 
Koetting, Problematic Aspects of School Reform, 1983, p. 
11. 

7John Goodlad, "What Some Schools and Classrooms 
Teach," Educational Leadership, Vol. 40 (April, 1983), p. 
10. 

8state Board of Education, p. 173. 

9Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting, p. 11. 

10walton. p. 12. 

11Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting, pp. 1-23. 

12 rbid. 

74 



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Barnard, Chester I. Functions of an Executive. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1938. 

Baughman, Dale. "What Do Students Really Want?" Phi 
Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, Fastback~ pp. 
27-32. 

Brandt, Ronald S. "Fundamental Curriculum Decisions." 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop~ 
ment Yearbook, 1983. 

Brodin sky, Ben. "De fining the Basics of American Educa
tion." Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, 
Fastback 95. 

Broudy, Harry S. "General Education: The Search for a 
Rationale." Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, 
Fastback 37. 

Brown, Rexford. "A Place Called School." The Oklahoma 
Observer, March 10, 1984, pp. 10-11. 

Commager, Henry Steele. "The People and Their Schools." 
Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, Fastback 79. 

Cronbach, L. J., and Suppes, P. Research for Tomorrow's 
Schools: Disciplined Inquiry for Education. New 
York: 1969. 

Culbertson, .Jack A. "Three Epistemologies and the Study 
of Educational Administration," UCEA Review, Vol. 22 
(Winter, 1981), p. 2. 

"Curriculum Planning." Educational Leader
-- ~hip, Vol. 38 Number 8, May 1981, pp. 598-670. 

Della-Dora, Delma. Perspectives on Curriculum Develop
ment 1776-1976. Washington, D.C.: Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1976. 

Dobson, Russell J.; Dobson, Judith E.; and Koetting, J. 
Randall. Prob~ematic Aspects of School Reform, 
Oklahoma State University, 1983. 

75 



76 

Dyer, Henry. "How to Achieve Accountability in the 
Public Schools." Phi Delta Kappa Educational Founda
tion, Fastback 14. 

Edmonds, Ron. "The Five Correlates of an Effective 
School," The Effe9ti v~chool Report from Research 
and Practice, Vol. 1, November 1983, p. 4. 

English, Fenwick. Fundamental Curriculum Decisions, 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop
ment, 19 8 3 , p p. ) -1 7 3. 

Gay, L. R. Education Research: Competencies for Analy
sis and Application. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. 
Merrill Publishers, 1981. 

Goodlad, John. A Place Called School. New York: McGraw 
Hill Book Company, 1984. 

Goodland, John. "What Some Schools and Classrooms 
Teach," Educational Leadership, Vol. 40, April, 
1983' p.9-. 

Guba, Egon G., and Yvonne S. Lincoln, Effective Evalua
tion. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1981. 

Guba, Egon G. "Toward a Methodology of Naturalistic 
Inquiry in Educational Evaluation," CSE Monograph 
Series in Evaluation, Los Angeles, California: 
1978. 

Gu tek, Gerald. "Basic Education: A lli storical Perspec
tive." Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, 
Fastback 167. 

Heckman, Paul E.; Oakes,Jeannie; and Sirotnik, Kenneth A. 
"Expanding the Concepts of School Renewal and 
Change," Educational Leadership, Vol. 40, April 
1983, p. 28. 

Hilliard, Asa G. "Democracy in Evaluation: The Evolu
tion of an Art-Science in Contest," Using What 
We Know about Teaching, Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development, 19R4, p. 128. 

Jones, Ralph li. 
Research. 

Methods and Techniques of Educational 
Danville, Illinois: 1973. 

Kaufman, Roger A. "Needs Assessment," Fundamental Curric
ulum Decisions, Association for Supervision and Cur
riculum Development, 1983, pp. 53-67. 



Kraushaar, Otto F. "Private Schools: From the Puritans 
to the Present." Phi Delta Kappa Educat~onal 
Foundation, Fastback 166. 

Lauderdale, William B. "Progressive Education: Lessons 
from Three Schools."· Phi Delta Kappa Educational 
Foundation, Fastback 166. 

Lemlech, Johanna, and Marks, Merle B. "The American 
Teacher: 1776-1976." Phi De 1 ta Kappa Educational 
Foundatio~, Fastback 76. 

Lutz, Frank, and Iannaccone, Lawrence. Understanding 
Educational Organizations: A Field Study Approach. 
-Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing 

Company, 1969. 

Molnar, Alex, and Zahorick, John A. Curriculum Theory. 
Washington, D.C.: Assoication for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 1977. 

National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation 
at Risk. Washington, D. C.: 1983. 

Oklahoma Legislature, House Bill 1816: Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma, 1982. 

77 

Oklahoma State Department of Education. Administrators' 
Handbook for Elementary, Middle, Junior High and 
High Schools. Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: State Board 
of Affairs, 1983. 

Oklahoma State Department of Education. Curriculum Re
view: A Model. Oklahoma: Bond Printing, 1982-83. 

Postman, Neil, and Weingartner, Charles. "How to Recog
nize a Good School." Phi De 1 ta Kappa Educational 
Foundation, FastbacK 30. 

Rodgers, Frederick A. "Curriculum Research and Evalua
tion," Fundamental Curriculum Decisions. Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1983, 
pp. 142-153. 

Oklahoma State Department of Education, Annual Report, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, 1982-83. 

_________ " Suggestions for Reforming the Schools: 
Goodlad's A Place Called School." Research Digest, 
·October, 1983, pp. 1-4. 

Saylor, J. Galen. The School ~f the Future. Washington, 
D.C.: Association for Supervision and Curricul urn 
Development, 1972. 



State Board of Eduation. Oklahoma Educational Directory, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, 1982-83. 

State Board of Education. School Laws of Oklahoma. 
Oklahoma ·city, Oklahoma, 1984. 

Stevens, Leonard B. 
Critics " 
21, 24. 

"If Schools Had Heeded Their 1960's 
Education Week, June 1, 1!=}83, pp. 

"Taking Stock of Your School." Educa
tionar-Leadership, Vol. 39 Number 3, December 1981, 
pp. 164-227. 

Tyler, B.alph W. A Place Called School, Phi Delta Kappan, 
Vol. 64, March 1983, p. 462. 

Tyler, Ralph. "Curriculum Development Since 1900." Edu
cational Leadership, Vol. 38 Number 3, May 1981, 
pp. 599-601. 

Wagoner, Jennings L. "Thomas Jefferson and the Education 
of a New Nation." Phi Delta Kappa Educational 
Foundation, Fastback 73. 

Walton, Susan •. "There Are No One-Two-Three Solutions for 
Schools' Problems." Education Week, November 23, 
1983, pp. 12-15. 

Wilhelems, Fred. "What Should the Schools Teach?" Phi 
Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, Fastback 13-.--

Willis, George. "Democratization of Curriculum Evalua
tion." Educational Leadership, Vol. 38, May 1981, 
pp. 630-632. 

Worthem, Blaine R. and Sanders, James R. Educational 
Evaluation: Theory and Practice. Califo~nia: 
Wadsworth, 1973. 

78 



APPENDIXES 

79 



APPENDIX A 

HOUSE BILL 1816 

80 



ii .s 
~. 

I 
I 

~ ~\ ... "1\ 
lJ} t; 11 1 1 ... 

... L. .... 

------- --·------------·--- ----------- -· ----
ENROLLED HOUSE 
BILL NO. 1816 BY: GRAY (Charles), MONKS, 

DUNN 1 MILACEK, DUCKET'l', 
KINCHELOE and COLE of th 
HOUSE 

and 

MILLER and KILPATRIClt of 
the SENATE 

L"" ACT """'"""' TO ''"00"• '""'""' " '·'· ""· SECTIONS 6-114, 11-103, 24-110, 24-112, 24-119, 
1210.199, 1210.223, 1210.224, 1210.225, 1210.253, 
1210.254 AND 1210.255; STATING PURPOSE; DESC~IBING 
A BASIC EDUCATION; DIRECTING LOCAL SCHOOL BO~RDS 
OF EDUCATION TO ADOPT A ~LICY FOR DISCIPLINE AND 
CONTROL OF PUPILS; MODIFYING CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS 
OF THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION; STATING 
LEGISLATIVE INTENT; REQUIRING CERTAIN CURRICULUM 
EVALUATIONS; MODIFYING CERTAIN CURRICULUM AND 
EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS; 
MAKING PARTICIPATION IN CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRk~S VOLUNTARY; REPEALING 70 O.S. 1981, 
SECTIONS 1210.226 AND 1210.256; AND PROVIDING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATEr---------------------------------------_.1 l 

I 
I 
'BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA: 

I SECTION 1. It is the purpose of this act to redefine a basic 

~education foe the children attending public schools in the State of 
I 
~Oklahoma. Such a purpose shall encompass the mandated subjects to be 

:taught in all educational levels, and the responsibilities of a 
I 
,parent oc guardian in assisting the public schools to ensure that 

·each child receives a basic education. 

SECTION 2. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 6-114, is amended to read as 

follows: 

Sect ion 6-114. 

for the control and 

The local board of education shall adopt a policyl 

discipline of all children attending public I 
school in that district. Such policy shall provide options for the 

me~hods of control and discipline of the students. The parents or 

guardian of every child residing within a school district shall be 

notified by the local board of education of its adoption of th~ 

I 
I 
I 
i 

l 
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policy and. shall receive a copy upon request. Provided, the teacher 

of a child. attending a public school shall have the same right as a 

parent or guardian to control and discipline such child. according to 

local policies during the time the child is in attendance or ~ 

transit to or from the school or iUlY other school function authoru 

by the school district or classroom presided over by the teacher. 

SECTION 3. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 11-103, is amended to read aa 

follows: 

Section ll-103. A. The State Board of Education shall 

formulate, prescribe, adopt or approve such courses for instruction 

of pupils in the public schools of the state that are necessary to 

ensure: 

1. The teaching of the necessary basic skills of lea.ruing iUld 

communication, including reading, English, writing, the use of 

numbers iUld science; iUld 

2. The teaching of citizenship in the United States, in the. 

State of Oklahoma, iUld other countries, through the study of the 

ideals, history and government of the united States, other countries 

of the 140rld, and the State of Oklahoma and through the study of the 

principles of democracy as they apply in the lives of citizens. 

~It is the intent vi the Legisla~Jre that the public school 

districts of this state ensure that each child enrolled therein be 

provided with adequate instruction ~ the basic skills as set out in 

.,aragraphs 1 and. 2 of this subsection. Provided, prior to May 30, 

1983, each local board of education shall develop a process "hereby 

such dis~ict shall annually evaluate the district's curriculum ~ 

order to determine whether each child in the dis~ict is receiving 

I adequate basic skill inst.-uction as set out in paragraphs 1 and 2 of 

~ this subsection. Such process shall provide for parental 
:: 
~ involvement. 

B. The State Board of Education may formulate. prescribe, adopt 

1 
or approve such courses for instruction of pupils in the public 

E."ffi. H. B. NO. 1816 Page 2 
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!schools of the state that are approved by a local board o£ education 

and are necessary to ensure: 

1. The teaching of health through the study of proper diet, the 

effects of alcoholic beverages, narcotics and other substances on the 

human system and through the study of such other subjects as vil~ 

promote healthful living and help to establish proper health habits 

in the lives of school children; 

2. The teachi.ng of safety through training in the driving and 

operation of motor vehicles and such other devices of transportation 

as may be desirable and other aspects of safety which vill promote 

the reduction of accidenta and encourage habita of safe living among 

school children; 

3. The teaching of physical educatio11 to all physicall.y able 

stude11ts duFing the entire school year from first through sixth 

grade, through physical education, a weekly minimum of seventy-five 

(75) minutes per student, exclusive of recess activity, supervised 

play, intramurals, interschool athletics or other extracurricular 

activities, provided any student participating as a member of any 

school athletic team shall be excused from physical education 

classes. And provided further that certified physical education 

instructors shall not be required to administer the programs required 

for grades first through sixth. An elective program of instructional 

physical education designed to provide a minimUm of one hundred fifty 

(150) minutes per week per student shall be provided for all students 

in the seventh grade through the twelfth grade. The State Board of 

Education shall presc=ibe qualifications for physical education 

instructors. Provided, however, that the State Department of 

Education shall be empowered to exempt all or a portion of this 

requirement if an undue hardship would result to the school district. 

Provided, further, that any student who has exceptional talent in 

music may, with the approval of the superintendent of schools in 

independent districts or with the approval of the county 

ENR. H. B. NO. 1816 Page 3 
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superintendent in dep•ndent districts, substitute a course in music 

for the above-required physical education course; 

4. The teac:hinq of tn. conaervatioA of nAtural resources of the 

state and the nation that a:ra nec:ess~ and desirable to sustain lif 

and contribute to the comfort and welfare of tn. people IIDV living 

and those who will live here in the future, such aa soil; water, 

forests, lllinerals, oils, gaa, all for:ma of wildlife, both plant IID4 

animal, and such other natural resourc- aa. may be conaidUed 

desirable to study; 

5. The teaching of vocational education, by the study of the 

various aspects of agriculture, through courses IID4 fUlll youth 

organi:ation.s, such as FFA and 4-ll clubs, homeaaakiAq and ho

econolllics, trades and industries, distributive education, mechanical 

and industrial arts and such other asp..Cta of vocational education as 

will proiDOte occupational competence among school children IID4 adults 

as potential and actual citi::r.ens of the state and nation; 

6. The teaching of such other aspects of h=an living IID4 

citi::r.enship as will achieve the legitimate objectives and purposes of 

public education. 

C. It is the duty of the State Board of Education to require 

that there be included in a yearly report, authori::r.ed iA puaqraph 16 

of Section 3-104 of this title, a certification of compliance with 

the provision-s of subsection A of this section or an accep~le 

explanation of noncompliance with any such provision. 

SECTION 4. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 24-110, is amended to read as 

follows: 

Section 24-110. The several school boards of this state and the 

superintendents, principals, and other school officials aaay on 

ii "Oklahoma Statehood Day" plan and conduct programs co111111emorating 
::: 
~ Oklahoma history and the achievements of Oklahoma from an historical 

viewpoint and may in other appropriate manner conduct a program or 

!programs for the purpose of teaching and inspiring the 

j ENR. E. B. NO. 1816 . 
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!children of our state in the appreciation of the rich Oklahoma 

heritage and the achievements of the sons and daughters of Oklahom& 

in pe•ce and war. 

SECTION 5. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 24-112, is amended to read as 

follows: 

Section 24-112. '!'he several school boards of this state and the 

superintendents, principals, and other school officials may on "Bill 

of Rights Day• plan and conduct programs commemorating the Bill of 

Rights of the United States Constitution and the Bill of Rights of 

the Constitution of t-~'le State of Oklahoma and may in other 

appropriate ~er ~onduct programs for the purpose of teaching and 

inspiring the school children of our state in the appreciation 

signif:icant=e for individual freedom of said Bills of Rights. 

SECTION 6. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 24-119, is amended to read as 

follows: 

Section 24-119. The State Board of Education may adopt 

rules and regulations providing coverage of the outstanding events 

involving and surrounding the history of the Negro race acd other 

minority races and the development of their cultures. 

SECTION 7. 70 o.s. 1981, .Section 1210.199, is amended to read as 

follows: 

Section 1210.199 A. All students enrolled in physical educatio 

in classes in grades nine through twelve in th~ public schools of 

this state may receive instruction in the techniques of 

cardiopulmonary resuscitation sufficient to enable such students to 

give emergency assistance to victims of cardiac arrest. 

B. The State Department of Education may administer the 

cardiopulmonary resuGcitation instruction program and train teaching 

personnel pursuant to regulations adopted by the State Board of 

Education. Teaching materials and training courses provided by the 

American Beart Association and similar organizations may be utilized. 

ENR. B. B. NO. 1816 Page 5 
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SECTION a. io o.s. 1981, sec:-eioa 1210.223, b Ulellded to read a 

follows: 

Section 1210.223 the p~oae of this act is to authorize the 

developiD&Ilt of a comp.reheuive <kug abuae education prOq%"&111 for 

c:h.ildrea and youth ia k:indergart&ll aad q%"adas one through twelve ill 

the pul:llic acbool districts of this state which chooae to 

participate. It ia the leqis.lative illt&llt that this prQ9ra.a may 

teach the adverae aad dangerous effects of drugs oa. the humaa m.iGd 

and body and lllal" include proper usage of presc:rlption and 

noaprescriptioa medicines. 

SECTION 9. 70 O.S. 1981, Sectioa 1210.224, ia Ulellded to read 

follows: 

Sectioa 1210.224 the Deputmeat of Education may adlllinister 

co•preheasive Drug Abuse Educatiou Act of 1972, pursuant to 

regulatioas which the State Board of· Education is hereby empowered 

promulgate. Ia adminis-eerinq this section, the Oeputmeat shall tak 

into coasideratioa the advice of the Commissioner of Narcotics and 

Dangerous Drugs Control and the Advisory Board to the Commissioaer o 

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Coatro1. 

SECTION 10. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 1210.225, is amended to read 

as follo,.s: 

Section 1210.225 In administering this act, the State Board of 

Educatioa and the State Department of Educatio.a shall be governed by 

the following: 

l. Implemeat in-service education proqrAIDS for teachers, 

administrators and other personnel. Special empbasis sbAU l:le plac 

on methods and materials necessary for the effective teaching of dru 

abuse education. In-service teacher educatioa. materiAls which are 

based on individual performance and designed for use with a minimum 

of supervisioa shall be developed and made available to all school 

districts which are participating in this program; 
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2. Implement provisions of this act in the most expeditious 

manner possible, COllllllensu.rate vith the availability of textbooks and 

materials, as well as the availability of teaching personnel; and 

3. Reco-end degree progrms and short eourse seminars for the 

preparation of drug edueation teaehing personnel. 

SECTION 11. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 1210.253, is amended to read 

as follows: 

Section 1210.253 The purpose of this act is to authorize the 

development of a eomprehensive econo.ic edueation program for 

children in kindergarten and grades one through twelve in the public 

school districts of this state which choose to partieipate. It is" 

the le<iidative intent that this. program may teach a positive 

understanding of the American economy, how it functions and how the 

individual can function effectively within our economy as a consumer, 

worker and voter. While dealing with economic problems and issues, 

the program may teach the positive values of profit and competition 

in a basically free-enterprise economy which underseores the worth 

and dignity of the individual. 

SECTION 12. 70 o.s. 1981, Section 1210.254, is amended to read 

as follows: 

Section 12lv.2S4 The State Oep&rement of Education may 

administer the comprehensive Economic Education Act of 1974 pursuant 

to regulations which the State Board of Edueation is hereby empowere 

to promulgate. Support shall be provided by the state senior 

colleges and universities in the preservice preparation of teachers 

to carry out the provisions of this act. These institutions of 

higher educa·tion are also encouraged to establish formal Economic 

Education centers to assist the common schools with curriculum 

planning, in-service training and further work in the development of 

instructional materials. ln administering this section, the 

Department shall take into consideration the advice of the Oklahoma 

couneil on Economic Education. 
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SECTION 13. 70 O.S. 1981, SectioD 121.0.255, is amellded to rea4 

as follows: 

Sectiou 121.0.255 ID adllliuistering this act, the s-ate Board of 

Educatiou aDd the St.te Deputllleut of Educ:atioa. sholl.l be gove=-4 by 

the following: 

1. Imp1-t iD-s~ice educatioD progxama for teache.~;s, 

adllli.Distrators aDd ot.bu pe.~;souuel. Geue.~;a.l guidel.i.aes ou:e provided 

by the E:collCIRic Educatiou cu=icu.lwa Guide - lt-U, published by the 

Oklahoma State Depu-tmeut of Educatiou in 197%. suppl-tur i.A

seJ;Vice teachu educAtiou materials which ue bued o" iu<iividua.l 

perfom;mce and designed for use with a IILinimwa ot. supe.!;Visioll sha.l.l 

be developed and made available to all school districts which ue 

participatiDq iA this proqram; 

2. ImpleJDeDt provisiollS of this act iD tbe -st expeditious 

manner possible, coiDIDeusurate with tbe avai1aaility of teachiuq 

persoDDel; 

3. Implemeut local school system evaluatiou of the effectiveness 

of the economic educatiou p.~;oqram prescribed by this act ill those 

school districts participatiDq; and 

· 4. Reco111111end deqree proq:ums md short course semiuars for the 

preparation of eco:::-~mic education "teachi.lq personnel. 

SECTION 14. 70 O.S. 1981, Sectiona 1210.226 aDd 1210.256, are 

hereby repealed. 

SECJI0£1 , 5. This act shilll beco111e ef:ectivs October 
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Passed the Bouse of Representatives the 24th day of May, 1982. = 

n------------------------------·~speake~ ~se ot 
Representatives 

Passed the Senate the 25th day of May, 1982. = 

~·~& 11-----------------------------~President ~ 

---Z:.:;:::;:::J)}~-;-
sr,~"'\::...~----
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~~soc.ate 
OP.uuty Supermtendtmts 

JACK STRAI-IORN 
TOM CAMPBELL 

JOH-N FOLKS 

~tate 1!lepartment of ~bucation · 
LESLIE FISHER. Superintendent 

LLOYD GRAHAM, Deputy Supe!uHendent 
2500 Nntth L1ncoln Buulr.vard 

Oktatmm<J Cnv. Qkl&~huma 73105 

September 12, 1983 

Dear Administrator: 

Asststant Supenntendeuu 

MURL VENARD, Finance 

J.O. t1100ENS. 1ns~ruct10n 
F REO JONES, School Lunch 

At a time when public education is being scrutinized very closely 
it is more important than ever to establish a basis on which the 
level of performance can be evaluated in each subject area of the 
curriculum. Having stated competencies at the local school level 
helps to make the school district as well as individual teachers 
more accountable for the educational advancement of students. It 
provides each teacher with a stated list of competencies which 
he/she is to'address in each subject and/or grade level which 
make'lesson planning and implementation of the planned educational 
program easier. · 

At the State level it is also extremely important to have stated 
suggested competencies for the states educational program and to 
set a standard for publishers of curriculum materials being 
utilized in the public schools. More importantly it establishes 
a curriculum standard for public education. 

The State Department of Education, C~lrriculum Section will be 
conducting a curriculum review statewide for grades 1-8 during 
the 1983-84 school year. In order for us to validate the com
petencies that are developed statewide we will need to have the 
methods of review or evaluation that each school district has 
in place as mandated by H.B. 1816.(»Prior to May 30, 1983, each 
local board of education must develop a process by which to 
annually evaluate the districts curriculum in order to determine 
whether each child is receiving adequate basic skill instruction. 
Parents must be involved in this process"). Please send the method 
of review or evaluation. as adopted by your school district to: 
Mary Reid, Administrator, Curriculum Section, Suite 382, Oliver 
Hodge Bldg., Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 by October 30, 1983. 

At the end of the school year, 1983-84, a random sample of cur
riculum evaluations will be selected to help validate the compe
tencies that have been developed statewide. Your assistance in 
this endeavor will be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your compliance. 

:my~ 
n M. Folks 
ociate Deputy Superintendent 
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CURRICULUM REVIEW 
A MODEL 

A Handbook For Implementation 

1982-83 

LESLIE FISHER, State Superintendent 
LLOYD GRAHAM, Deputy State Superintendent 

TOM CAMPBELL, Associate Deputy State Superintendent 
JOHN FOLKS, Associate Deputy State Superintendent 

JACK STRAHORN, Associate Deputy State Superintendent 

J.D. Giddens 
Assistant Superintendent 

INSTRUCTION 

Fred Jones 
Assistant Superintendent 

SCHOOL LUNCH 

Murl Venard 
Assistant Superintendent 

FINANCE 
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6. Programs offered (check all that apply): 

1. Arithmetic 

2 Art 

3. Civics 

4. English 

5. Reading 

6. Science 

7. Music 

6. Physical Ed." 

9. Foreign Lang. 

10. Social Studies 

11. Writing 

12. 

"An instructor is assigned to this subject (outside the sell-contained classroom concept). 

7. Is there a central library in the school? ....................................................................... Yes__ No __ 

6. Does the school have a librarian? ............................................................................ Yes __ No __ 

9. How much was spent last year for library and audiovisual materials? ..•........•..•....•...•......•....... 

10. Do any elementary students participate in more than 14 interscholastic 
games and 3 tournaments in any sport during the year? ....................................................... Yes__ No __ 

11. Do any teachers teach more than 8 hours a day? ............................................................. Yes__ No __ 

12. What is the counselor-pupil ratio? ....................................................................... . 

13. What special education programs are provided In the elementary school? 

Speech Therapy__ Learning Disabilities__ Mentally Retarded __ Physically Handicapped__ Others __ 

14. Are teacher aides assigned duties in compliance with the State Board ol Education regulations (H. B. 1524)? •.... Yes__ No __ 

15. Are class sizes in conformance with state law? ................................................................ Yes__ No __ 

16. What time does your school open? ----o'clock Length of noon hour ___ _ Time school closes ___ _ 

17. Are the following statutory requirements being met? (Yes or No) 

a. 
b. 

c 
d. 

e. 
f. 

g. 

h. 

k. 

Policy lor control and discipline for all children attending school (H.B. 1816) 

Written policy to be followed by classroom teacher in cases involving students that appear to be under the influence of 
nonintoxicating or alcoholic beverages or controlled dangerous substances (H. B. 1283) 

Teaching of "Basic Skills" as required (H.B. 1816) 

Citizenship as required (H. B. 1816) (Civics in 7th or 8th grade- dependent schools) 

Gifted/talented (S.B. 214) 

State and national governmenVhistory (H. B. 1816) 

Annual plan for evaluating curriculum (H.B. 1816) 

Entry year assistance program (H. B. 1706) 

Staff development (H. B. 1706) 

Teacher consultants (H.B. 1706) 

Fire drills as required (H. B. 1362) 

Prescriptive Teaching Act of 1974 (S.B. 531) Oklahoma Screening Instrument 
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