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Introduction 

'The heart of teach1:1g is curriculum making' (Ben-Peretz, 1993). Nobody will deny that it is 
the work of the teacher lo brmg to live and bring live to curriculum vision (cf Boiin, 1987). 

The issue becomes problematic in defining the role of the teacher in curriculum 

development for innov&tions. Two extreme roles can be distinguished: 
teachers using teacher proof materials; 

teachers as curriculum developers. 

In her work Ben-Peretz ( 1990) tries to overcome the extreme dominance of either 
curriculum or teacher in favour of a more equitable arrangement. Building on her work 

with Connelly (Connelly & Ben-Peretz, 1980), she advocates a point of view in which 

teachers trnnsform curriculum materials according to their specific educational sit•mtion by 

analyzing, criticizing and modifying curriculum materials. It is a major challengl~ for prc
scrvice and in-service education to provide teachers the skills and the motivation to do so. 

According to this approach curriculum materials arc a source for educational change and 

not a tool or framework for classroom teaching. In creating curricula, inspired by existing 

materials, teachers develop a kind of 'ownership' with the change prOiJOsal which might 

benefit the implementation process. But this mutual adaptation approach carries the risk 

that adaptations made by teachers cause distortions destroying the spirit and meaning of the 

curriculum implemented in the classroom (cf. Prawat, 1993). Especially in implementing 

science education which stresses upon guided discovery learning this danger is not 
imaginary, because the quality of c:urriculum adaptation depends highly upon the 

pedagogical content knowledge (the professional blending of content and pedagogy which 
enables teachers to organize and adapt teaching topics to diverse student populations 

(Shulman, 1987). Exactly the lack of pedagogical content knowledge. is one of the major 

problems in implementing elementary science (cf. Tilgner, 1990). 

Taking into account the fact that beginning teachers lack knowledge, skills and experience 

to teach with0ut the support of teacher guides and textbooks, Loewenberg-Ball and 
Freiman-Nemser ( 1988) argue that teacher educators should learn beginning teachers how 

to learn from published curriculum materials. They state that 'teaching well even from a 

highly prescriptive curriculum is also more complicated than many of us seem to 
appreciate'. In his article 'The Teacher as Learner in Curriculum Implementation' Van den 
Akker ( 1988) shows that teacher guidelines with accurate how-to-do advice lead to teacher 
hl·havior which is much more according to the intentions of the designers than m,:re open 

suggestions. 
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Paper session - Curriculum lmplcmcnrntion 

The aim of this paper is exploring the effect of using curriculum materials in an inservice 
training for elementary teachers. 

Methodology 
Based upon the work of Joyce and Showers ( 1988) and of Yeany and Padilla ( 1986), an 

inservice teacher training in elementary science education has been designed and evaluated 
(Van den Berg, 1993). In this training curriculum materials played an important role in 

demonstrating the underlying principles of hands-on science, and serving as a tool for 

analyzing science lessons, micro-teaching and teaching in real classroom settings. 

In this paper we will report about the lessons in real classroom settings in which the teacher~ 

act as curriculum interpreters. Both qualitative and quantitative data gathering techniques 

are applied. 

Main conclusions 
Giving a lesson as part of the trammg program had a very poslttve effect on the 
motivation of the teachers. Especially the enthusiasm of the students was experienced as 

~urprising and stimulating. 

The majority of the teachers can he chssified as 'learners from the curriculum materials'; 

they implemented the lesson according to the guidelines given. Only one teacher acted 

as a critical modifier of the curriculum materials. He transformed the guidelines in a way 

that better fitted with ris teaching style and his perception of the needs of the students. 

An experiment in which half of the teachers received open teacher guidelines (group i) 

and the other semi-structured ones (group '2) leads to the following main conclusion~. 

The more structured version reduces preparation time which might enhance science 
implementation, because the time consuming lesson preparation is one reason 

avoiding science teaching. 
Teachers using the open materials were more active in designing their own lesson. In 

some cases this resulted in creative lessons within the boundaries of the intentions of 

the innovation. In other cases adaptations were made which resulted in more teacher

centred lessons, in which students were not allowed to explore the materials in their 
own way and not stimulated finding solutions for their problems themselves. 

Most teachers preferred the structured version because, among others, it reduces 
uncertainty about the forthcoming lesson and gave them support in learning a new 

teaching approach. 
Only a minority of teachers could create, with the help of open suggestions, a lesson 

in accordance with the intentions of innovative science . 
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