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Introduction

In the 1960s and 1970s there was a widespread effort in most western
societies to transform school curricuia, Canada was no exception 1o this trend.?
During the same period, the central role of the teacher in curriculum development
was ingreasingly recognized. Teachers were involved on curriculum develop-
ment projecis, on Minisiry of Education curriculum committees, and as inter-
preters at the classroom fevel of curriculum guidelines and packages. However,
leachers were mainly involved in these activities as individuals and not as
accouniable representatives of the organized teacher groups o which they
helonged.  Teacher asseciagions were active in the curriculum arca but their
attempts to influence cumriculum pelicy by having formal representation on
curriculum commitices were largely unsuccessful, Their interest in curriculum
policy may be scen as an effort (o establish curriculum as a specialized area of
knowledge in which, by virtue of thelr raining and experience, teachers have
special expertise. Such claims to professional expertise contribute 10 the percep-
tion of teaching as a profession and strengthen the broader efforts of teacher
associations fo establish control over their occupation.”
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There are few studies analyzing the work of teachers’ organizations in the
curriculum arena. Layton’s history of the Association for Science Education in
England provides a detailed example of how one group of subject-specific
teachers tried to gain advantage for its members through exercising control over
the curriculum.” In his discussion of the growth of the ASE from a group of
amateurs to professionals, Layton points o

the explicit acknowledgement of power as the end in view—power, that
is, in the sense of confrolling an occupation—in specific terms, of
making the ASE an institution for the collegiate determination of what
counts as valid teaching of science in schools.>

In this process, some versions of the subject area are seen fo be more useful
in the pursuit of power than others. Goodson and Dowbiggin6 have argued that
a study of the social history of British secondary schocl subjects provides
evidence that, in the competition between different factions of teachers within a
subject grouping, those factions promoting a decontextualized, scholarly version
of the school subject compatible to that produced in universities will gain
influence over factions promoting a more utilitarian version of the subject, They
point to evidence which

suggests that the trend towards more academic qualifies is animated by
the professional desire to acquire the mystique of specialization which
assures a monopoly of power, resources, and prerogatives in a specific
sphere of occupational practice.

An examination of the social history of the physics curticulum in British Colum-
bia during the 1960s and 1970s indicates that similar forces were at work in
Canada.® While teachers organized around a specific school subject may see
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their interests fied to establishing curricuhun control in their subject area, what
stanceis a teachers’ organization encompassing all school subjecis likely to take?
Indeed, how mportand is carricolum policy to their overall strategy? Tradition-
ally these teachers’ associations have been primarily concerned with the pursait
of material improvements such as salaries, pensions, job security, and other
benefits for their members.” For generalist teacher organizations, the 1960s and
the 1970s constituted a peried of rapid growth and of a change in strategy from
consultation to confrontation with Ministries of Education and local school
boards.! During this period economic issues remnained dominant although
concern for attaining professional recognition was also sirong.”- While cur-
riculum policy in Canada is the legal responsibility of the various provincial
governments, there still exists a variety of means for teachers’ organizations 10
influence it.

Broad teachers’ organizations represent many identities, valnes, and inter-
ests that struggle with one another. Differences in values and interests among
teachers become evident when one looks at teachers’ efforts to achieve greater
control over curiculum policy and practice. In particular, the interests of
teachers of one subject can conflict with the inferests of teachers of another, At
the same time, generalist feachers” associations must represent the interests of
teachers as a whole—however they are defined.

Little has been written about the activities of gencralist teacher organizations
in the carricilum field, Tomkins, in his major study of the history of Canadian
curriculum, comments only briefly at the end that teachers” federations had &
direct input to curriculum policy-making, mainly through the representatives of
their provincial subject-specialist organizations on provincial commitiees, and
that, less formally, they sou&hi to influence the curriculum through professional
development programmes. © But arc the interesis of a subject-specialist or-
ganization and of a generalist teachers’ organization always similar in the arca
of curriculum?

We will explore the different approaches to curricnium policy during the
1960s and 1970s espoused by iwe ieacher crganizations: one, a subjeci-specialist
organization, the British Columbia Science Teachers” Association [BCSCTAY
and the other, a generalist eachers’ organization, the British Columbia Teachers’
Federation |BCTEF]. The BCTE is a federation of seveniy-six local teacher
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assoctations organized by geographical area. Memher'siup 1s compulsory for all
teachers in the public schools of British Columbia.!® The Federation is the
organized voice of teachers in representations to the provincial Ministry of
Education. The BCScTA is a voluntary organization of British Columbia science
teachers. It was formed in 1959 from the Science Seciion of the BCTE, an
informal group of {cachers within the Federation, The BOScTA is one of
twenty-cight Provincial Specialist Associations {PSAs] within the BCTE—-gub-
associations of the larger group interested in particular subject areas of the
curriculum or in particular groups of children such as primary or intermediate.
Each PSA has its own constitution, by-laws, and administrative officers. How-
ever, as sub-sections of the BCTF, they do not have autonomy in making
representations to influence Ministry of Edvcation policies and praciices in areas
such as curriculum and school programmes. Communications and iniiatives in
these areas must first be authorized by the BCTE This hicrarchical structure
makes the BCScTA less independent than, for example, the Science Teachers’
Association of Ontario, the National Science Teachers’ Association in the USA,
and the Association for Science Education in England. The need forthe BCSeTA
to work through the BCTF on curriculum-policy issues creates ihe potential for
conflict, The need for the two organizations to pay attention {o each other creaices
a series of resolutions, memoranda, and papers which are a source of data for
analyzing the perspectives of the two groups,

A study of these two related but distinct organizagions reveals two different
strategies for pursuing curriculum control. One strategy. taken up by the subject-
specialist organization, emphasizes collective control by teachers over the con-
tent and methods of the curriculum. In this strategy, the standards for the subject
and, therefore, the staius of the feachers, are established through the developmeny
of a standardized curricuium prescribed for all eachers of the same subject and
writicn by selected experts in the ficld. The second strategy, saken up by the
generalist teacher organization, emphasizes controt of the cumiculum by in-
dividual teachers making judgements in the context of a particular community
and students. These individual judgements would be made within broad cus-
riculum frameworks developed by the Federation, Professional status would be
justified by emphasizing the experuse of individual teachers in developing
defensible decisions at the classroom Jevel.

It is our contention that, while not all subject specialist and generalist
teachers” organizations develop strategies similar 10 the two studied, generalist
organizations are likely to be more open to emphasizing the individual avtonomy

13 Unul 1987, membership was compulsory by legistation.  In 1987, the British
Columbia College of Teachers was established and teachers were given the option
of forming local unions. All chose (o unionize, and all excepl one negotialed contract
language requiring compulsory membership as a condition of employment.
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of teachers and subject-specialist organizations are likely to be more open to
emphasizing collective control over a standardized curriculum. Different teacher
organizations define their interests in different ways depending on the context
and the type of teachers they represent.

This essay will examine the conirasting perspectives of the BCTF and the
BCScTA to curriculum over three time periods beginning in the 1950s and ending
in the 1980s, In each period we will focus on two curriculum-related aspects of
the activities of the two teacher organizations: their commitment to a subject
focus, and their choice of anindividual versus a collective approach to curriculum
decision-making,

1955-65

The post-war period was a time of rapid expansion and stress for the
education system in Canada. Critiques of progressive education and concerms
about Canada’s economic prospects and the scientific-technological gap between
the Soviet Union and North America were widespread. In the late 1950s and
carly 1960s, numerous royal commissions were established across Canada 10
examine and make recommendations about the state of elementary and secondary
schooling. The British Columbia provincial Royal Commission on Education
(RCE) was established in 1958 and chaired by S.N.F. Chant, the Dean of Arts at
the University of British Columbia. The Comimission was charged with assessing
and reporting on, amongst other things, “in the light of world conditions the
adequacy of the basic educational philosophy of the British Columbiaeducational
system; the curriculum and courses of study...”

A significant concern for both the BCScTA and the BCTF during this period
was gaining greater control over the official curricuium, However, there was
litle friction between them over curriculum matters even while there were
differences in emphasis. The justification for increased teacher influence over
the definition of school subjects was teachers’ specialized knowledge of the
subject ficlds. The submissions of the two organizations to the RCE, and other
curriculum-related activities, illustrate their respective positions.

The preparation of a submission to the RCE was one of the last acts of the
Science Section of the BCTT before it was reconstituted as the BCSCTA. In the
submission, the science teachers argued that arevision of all science courses from
grades one to twelve was needed.'® They felt that it was important that the

15, BritishColumbia, Report of the Royal Commission on Education (Vicloria: Queen’s
Printer, 1960).
16, Science Teachers” Section of the British Columbia Teachers’ Federation, “High
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revisions be done during the sumrmer by cxperienc{:d teachers who would be paid
a “substantial honorarium and expenses.” 4 University scientists who had par-
ticipated 0 previous revisions could act as consultants but would not actually
produce the new curriculum, These recommendations assurned that practising
science teachers should have the final say in deciding the scope and sequence of
science curricula for the province. In the highly centralized system of education
existing in British Columbia at that time, what such a group of teachers produced
would become a prescription for all other science eachers.

The focus of the BCScTA was on increasing the universily-oriented,
academic nature of science in the schools. The science teachers’ submission
recommended that the high school courses continue the trend begun in the
revision of 1953 to reduce the amount of general science i favour of greater
speclalization of the disciplines and to extend the amount of specialized science
taken by university-bound students. In 1933, 2 grade eleven general science
course had been eliminated. In this 1959 brief, it was argued that the compulsory
grade ten generai science course should also be eliminated from the university
programme and that each of the existing one-year courses in physics, chemistry,
and biology, available as electives to students in the senior grades, be extended
10 two years. All university-programme students shounld then be required to take
one science discipline for two years or two science disciplines for one year each,
Science majors in high school would be required to take two disciplines {or iwo
years. In refurn for this extension of territory for science amongsl nniversity-
bound stirdents, the brief’s authors were prepared to-make the existing required
grade nine general scicnee couwrse for general programme students an clective.
Atatime when there was a perceived shortage of teachers trained in science, the
science teachers recommended that science teachers “he conserved to teach only
those studenis who are capable of, and interested in, more advanced study in
science.”’?

Foliowing its submission o the RCE, the first commitice established by the
new Science Teachers’ Association was the Curricolum Cormmitice. This com-
miitee began 1o solicit the views of the Association membership, publish reports
of research, texts on methods, classroom texts, and magazine articles pertinent
to curriculum matters, and o “develop a cwrriculum policy i a methodical
manner.”' At its Anreal General Meeting in 1961, the Association passed a
resolution reiferating the stand that had been taken 1n the brief to the RCE in
opposition to “the present practice of appoiating revision committees from

School Science,” in BOTE, Brief Presented 1o the Royal Commission on Education
{Vancoover: BCTE 1959), 164,
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among teachers carrying a full teaching foad.”* However, at the same meeting
the Association also rejected & motion that teachers withdraw from curriculum
committees unless they were relieved from teaching duties with pay. 1t was felt
that under these conditions the Association would have no voice whatever on
course revision and those teachers who did such a ““yeoman service under adverse
conditions” would feel they had been criticized. !

The first hints of a disagreement between the BCS¢TA and the BCTF arise
in the minutes of the 1961 AGM. A resolution was passed voicing opposition to
the BCTF's policy of opposing the appointment of a Director of Science Educa-
tion by the government. The Association’s view reflected “the growing concern
among science teachers regarding the difficulty of obtaining a sympathetic
hearing regarding problems in science teaching., 1t was felt that the appointment
of such a Director would strengthen the position of the science teachers in the
province.’ »22

While active in presenting its view of what science curricula should stress,
who should teach it, and how the process of revision should take place, the
BCScTA was, in facy, limited in its ability 1o establish the control it wished to
exercise during this pertod. The Department of Education was unwilling to make
science {eachers on its revision commiitees representatives of, and accountable
1o, the BCScTA. It ignored the urgings of the BCScTA to begin revision of the
secondary curriculum at the grade eight level and to have extensive piloting of
the new courses. The desire of the Association for a provineial director of science
education was not supporied either by the Depariment or by the BCTE. Although
the course revisions that actually took place were in line with the BCScTA's
ideas, their direct influence on the process was limited. lmplicit in the
Agsociation’s position, however, was {he notion that science curriculum policy
should lay out common topics, methods, and standards for the subject for the
province and that the iole of the Association in that process should be to actas a
gatherer of the wishes of its members as to whai topics, methods, and standards
should be, To this cnd, it instituted & number of questionnaires amongst its
members (o collect reactions to the many new cousses that began o appear in
1964,

The BCTE, as an umbrella group representing all teachers in the provinee,
was also interested in gaining greater contral over the curriculum. However, it
also had to contend with the competing interesis of iis various subject-specialist
subgroups. In its submissions to the RCE, the science teacher group was not
alone amongst the various subject teacher groups in asking for an extension of
the territory and resources aliotied to it. The BCTE chose not io take sides in

20, BCScTA Newsleter 2,4 (1961): 2.
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22, Ibid.
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deciding which of the claims of its various subject subgroups should be given
priority. Inits own brief it simply commented wryly that “the Royal Cotnmission
will note conflicting requests, in a few instances, between one provincial associa-
tion and another.”” The BCTF was not committed to a focus on subjects for
their own sake. While the Federation acknowledged that the main function of
schools was the teaching of basic skills and the transmission of a body of
knowledge, it stressed that the development of curricula should take info account
the needs of pupils, not just the academic organization of the subjcct.

The major concern of the BCTF at this time was not so much what was taught
but who determined what was to be taught. The BCTF argued it should have
official representation on provincial curriculum committees. This effort to gain
official representation on curriculam commitiees was part of a larger effort 1o
increase the professional status of teachers. As one paper put it, “an active role
in curriculum construction by teachers as members of the federation could be
equated with full professional status.”** At the time, the BCTF had little control
over which of its members would be appointed to the various Department of
Education commitiees and those who were appointed were not accountable to
the BCTF, in fact, the Federation had difficulty in getting information on the
direction of curriculum development within the commitiees, Committee
deliberations were considered confidential. Individual commitiee members were
accouintable to themselves and to the Department, not to the BCTE. Neither the
Federation as a whole nor the various subject subgroups felt they had much power
10 control events and they became increasingly frustrated with their position,

The Federation worked to change this situation. It organized a series of
summer curriculum workshops between 1960 and 1963 in order to acquaint
delegates with the “philosophy, techniques and various procedures involved in
curriculum construction, appraisal and revision” and o constder how the
“Federation might be able to increase its role in influencing and even shaping the
curriculum.”® Inaletter to the guest speakerat the 1961 workshop, an Execative
Assistant of the Federation explained that “the Federation, as the professional
organization of the teachers, should have more part in the defermination of
curriculum policies and in the actual revision of courses of study in (his
province.”

On the whole, delegates to these suminer curriculum workshops were
representatives of the PSAs since it was the intent of the BCTF o involve teachers
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in curriculum development through the activities of PSAs. Historically, cur-
riculum construction had been goided by the structure of disciplinary knowledge
and, as the Chairman of the Curriculum Commitiee in 1960 noted, “Our strength
in the field of curricuium lies in our ability to handle specific problems in subject
fields and to work together as a strong provincial organization to take a stand on
major issues.” " The views of the BCS¢TA and the BCTF with respect to the
place of subjects in the school curriculum wese similar at this time.

However, later summer workshops presented some challenges (o the view
that subjects should be the focus for the organization of curriculum. For instance,
in the 1962 summer workshop in Vernon a series of twelve basic curriculum
principles was drafted and subsequently endorsed as official Federation policy. 28
The Vernon principles stressed the need to construct curricolum in regponse (o
the needs of individuals rather than the needs of a larger society. The principles
included statements such as, “A course should be organized and taught becaunse
of the intrinsic value of the course i serving the needs of the pupils,” and “No
single course or general subject area or particular grade or particular procedure
at a particular time must be permitted 10 serve as a special qualifying proce-
dure,””’ By 19635, the idea that corriculum could be defined not just in terms of
course content, butas “the sum total of experiences that are planned and promoted
by an education system for its students,”>® was being promoted by the BCTF
staff, Rather than being impariers of knowledge, teachers would be organizers
of learning, providing for individual student differences by adapting the cur-
riculum, sclecting materials, and grouping students.

By 1965 there was some evidence that the BCTF’s attentions to curriculum
were beginning to pay off. At the initiative of the BCTF, the Department of
Education and the BCTF created a commitiee toreview and revise the elementary
science carriculum. Members of the commitice were jointly selected by both
agencies. The BCTFE credited its direct participation in the curriculum revision
with the committee’s resistance to pressures to conform to 4 traditional textbook
approach, and the production of a “resource” course of multiple units for teacher
development. More importantly, in participating with the Departiment as an equal
partner on the project, the BCTF felt it had undermined the commonly held notion
that cmnculum revision was the sole prerogative and responsibility of the
Dcpcmmcm
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(1965): 64-66.

31, BCTF, Report of the Division of Professional Development to the Executive
Committee, 29/30 May 1965.



76 Historical Studies in Education/Revue & histoire de I éducation

However, the BCTF was disappointed that the pattern of work established
in the elementary science committee did not become a precedent for work in other
revision committees. Moreover, despite the fact that the provincial Professional
Committee on the Elementary Curriculum gave official approval of the
programme, a whole year passed before the Minister of Education gave the
go-ahead for partial implementation. This impressed upon the BCTF that “cur-
riculum revision is merely the introduciory phase in effecting clxange.”32 The
experience of the elementary science revision did not produce a “strong wish on
the part of the BCTF {0 participate directly in another provineial revision™ and,
instead, contributed to aredirecting of the BCTF s efforts toward “working where
the educational action is—in schools, in classrooms, and in any other learning
cenire.”*

During this period, both the BCScTA and the BCTF were concerned about
gaining more influence over the provinciaily authorized curriculum but their
strategies for achieving this goal were diverging. The BCTE was becoming
increasingly frustrated by the reluctance of the provincial Depariment of Bduca-
tion to accept the teachers on its curriculum cominitiees as official representatives
of the BCTFE. It was less committed to a strong defence of discipline-based
subjects as the starting place for curriculum development. If it could not gain
influence at the provincial level, the Federation was prepazed to shift focus and
atiempt to influence teachers directly where they worked, in the ¢lassrooms.
However, the BCScTA remained committed (o its subject focus and continned
its cfforts at the provincial level.

196575

As Tomkins notes, curricutum change between 1965 and 1975 reflected the
social ferment and permissiveness of that decade.>  Increased teacher profes-
sionalism and militancy, themselves a product of a better-educated teaching force
than in the past, spurred decentralization. As wetl, locally developed curricula
were encouraged as aliernatives or additions to Ministry-developed curricula,
although the major subjects were still prescribed through Ministry guidelines and
Ministry-authorized texthooks, Locally developed curricula tended to have a
more thematic, integrated approach and less rigid, discipline-imposed boun-
daries.

32, 1.5.Church, “The Role of the B.C. Teachers’ Federation in Revising the Elementary
Science Program in B.C. Schools,” 1970, BCTF Records PD70-55.
33, ibid.

34 Tomkins, A Common Countenance, 306,
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The BCScTA, whose membership grew from 424 in 1963-64 to a peak of
985 in 1971-72, was influenced by and supported the movement for greater
curricular diversity. It called for the teaching of science to university-bound
non-science students and separate courses for “non-academic” students. It
recommended that

there should be a plethora of alternatives with numerous locally
developed units.  An optional credit course embodying aspects of
science other than the traditional biology, physics and chemistry should
be devg%o;)ed as a desirable alternative at the grade eleven and twelve
levels.™

Science study expanded outside the traditional disciplines, Units on agriculture
and sex cducation and courses such as physics and society were developed in
some districts. In a brief to the 1968 BCTF Commission, the BCScTA expressed
the hope that “the reliance upon a standard text will become something of the
past. The text should be replaced by school and district resource centres that
would contain a large variety of books and pamphlets as well as_serics of
monographs that deal with the concepts related to laboratory wor % Several
years later, in 1973, the BCScTA executive minutes noted the expectation that
“curriculum matters will become more and more local responsibilities and...the
role of the Department regarding specific détails of curriculum will vanish.”¥’
Money was sought from the Ministry 10 assist science curriculum development
at the local level,*®

These developments indicate that the Association was open to some
decentralization of corriculuin development 10 local groups of teachers. While
retaining a subject focus, the Association was also open to broader definitions of
school science, especially for the university-bound non-science students and for
those not going to university at all. However, the university-oriented science
courses remained centrally controlied. It was through these discipline-based
courses that the science teachers retained their links with university scientists,
and strengihened their position as professionals with specialized knowledge.

During this same period the BCTF moved away from an emphasis on
subjects as organizing frames for the curriculum, In 1967-68 the BCTF held its
own Commission on Education, which received 266 hriefs and hosted 170 public
meetings.39 The recommendations of the Commission’s Report led to the

35 BCScTA Minutes, Dec, 1971,

36.  BCScTA Newsleter 9, 4 (1968).

37. BCScTA Executive Minutes, 16 Nov. 1973,

38, BCScTA AGM Minutes, 1974.

39.  Involvement: The Key to Better Schools: The Report of the Commission on Educa-
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development by the BCTF Curriculum Committee and the Curriculum Directors
of a statement outlining a working philosophy. This statement ernphasized that
education should be “humanized and personalized” and that the development of
emotional maturily and social responsibility should parallel the development of
the intellect. Subjects were to be de-emphasized: “Teachers would teach in a
subject context rather than teach 511bjcc[s.”40 A human growth and development
model for curriculum development was adopted and four elements of that model,
pupil growth, the educative environment, teachers’ plans, and evaluation, were
emphasized because “these are the components over which teachers can exert a
strong measure of control.” 4

Adfter the experience of the elementary science revision and the success of
the BCTE’s Commission of Education, the Federation turned the attention of its
staff and committees from provincial-level curriculum decisions to district and
school curriculum work. The statements of philosophy and goals prepared during
these years provided a rationale for this shift in strategy developed in response
to the stonewalling tactics of the government in the early 1970s, tactics peu,elvcd
by BCTF staff as a way of keeping the BCTF quest for power in check.*

In 1973 the BCTE qem a brief on curriculum development to the new NDP
Minister of Education.*> The brief suggested a transformation from a policy in
which the subject disciplines dominated the curricufum 10 one emphasizing
“personalized learning.” Under such a policy provincial curriculum committees
would be restricted to recommending intended student Iearning outcomes, and
money traditionally spent at the provincial level for curriculum development
would be transferred to the districts for local curriculum development,

The abandonment of subjects and provincial-level carricubinm development
by the BCTF Executive resulted in astruggle between the Executive and the PSAs
over who would have primary responsibility for curricalum leadership, In a brief
to a Task Force on Reorganization {established by the Executive), the PSAs
argued that they should continue to comdma!b leadership in curriculum develop-
ment at the provincial and local level. ™ However, the Task Force made recom-
mendations that put the PSAs more in 4 consultative than a leadership role with
respect o curriculum matters. Local PSA chapters were to work closely with

tien of the British Columbia Teachers’ Federation (Vancouver: The Federation,
1968).

40,  BCTE Executive Commitiee Minutes, 14/15 June 1969: 6.

4. W.V. Allester, “In-service Education from the RCTF point of view,” A talk for a
conference sponsored by LEARN, Dunean, 28 Oct. 1972, BCTF Records PID72-535.

42, C.D. Ovans, Memo t¢ I.S. Church, 11 Aug. 1971.

43, BCTF, Curricuium Development Brief submitted to the Honorable Eileen Dajlly
Minister of Education, Government of British Columbia, Sept. 1973.

44, BCTE, "PD in the BCTE" Brief from PSA Council to the BCTF Task Force on
Reorganization, 7 June 1973, BCTE Records PD73-399.
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locat associations which would “help coordinate the aclivities of PSA chapters”
through the dppomtmcm of focal Professional Development and Curriculum
Committees {PD&C‘C] 5 The additional recommendation that “PSAs in related
fickds should be encouraged to integrate” was (he clearest indication to the PSAs
that the Executive was looking for ways in which to redirect the subject-discipline
orientation of the PSAs. The Executive hoped that the PD&CC would work with
the PSA Council to “help ensure that PSAs develop a K-12 interdisciplinary
orieatation based on a mutual concern for human growth and development.”

The PSAs felt under attack., At a meeting of the BCTE executive in June,

1974 the PSA officers present pointed out that the PSA Council policy was o
ENCourage Illlt,;__l duan hetween willing PSAs but that “it was adamantly opposed
to any coercion.” 7 In the fall Reprmmmuvc Assembly, a “considerable under-
current of anti-PSA sentiment” was noted. ¥ The PSA budget was reduced from
$55.,000 10 $40,000 and that of the PSA Councit from $7,700 to $2,500. Atthe
close of the year, the BCTF President addressed the PD&CC, suggesting that
PSAs become directly respensibie to the PD&CC, local PSA chapters become
responsible to local professional development committees, the PSA Council be
eliminated, and grants to PSAs be withdrawn in favour of increased aid to local
professional development programimes.

One response 1o these manoeuvres came {rom a past chairperson of the PSA
Council who suggested that severance from the BCTF should be considered
because “its accompanying financial, professional and political independence is
desirable.”® However, a questionnaire was sent out o the PSAs by the PSA
Council to gather their reaction to these suggestions.

On receipt of the questionnaire, the BCScTA executive decided that “such
integration is not in our interests and that we should not respond.”50 [t setupa
commiltee {0 investigaie the idea of withdrawing {rom the BCTFE. In the end the
BCScTA decided to stay within the BCTF structure, but the debate led to amore
deliberate challenging of BCTF curriculum policy by the BCScTA.

In a reversal of their 1968 position in which they were supportive of some
decentralization, in May of 1975, the BCS¢TA executive passed a motion that
the Association oppose the decentralization of science curricula in BC. This
move against decentralization in science was made in conjunction with a move
to support the retention of government scholarship examinations in the face of
explicit BCTF opposition (o them. The BCScTA argued that examinations would

45, BCTE Exccutive Committee Minutes, 14/15 Dec. 1973,

46, PSA Coiuncil News 3, 2 {Jan, 19743,

47. V. Haslin, Memo to PSA Counci} Executive Committee, 9 July 1974,
48, V. Guenther, Letter o the Editor, PSA Council News 4, 2 (Nov. 1974).
49, Ibid.

50, RCScTA Exccufive Minutes, 15 Nov, 1974,
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ensure some standardization of the courses taught throughout the province—
without them “some teachers might be encouraged to go off on their own
favourite topic, to the neglect of giving a broad course.”  Not only did
examinations encourage some measure of standardization, they also provided a
set of common standards—an “external measure by which both teachers and
students could judge their effectiveness.”

During the period 1965-73, a sharp break developed between the views of
the specialist science teacher’s organization and the views of the generalist
organization representing all the teachers. The BCScTA had been prepared to
experiment with locally developed courses and with integration of the sciences
for students not majoring in science at university, but when this trend seemed to
undermine the status of their academic courses through the elimination of the
scholarship examinations, and to threaten the integrity of the subject field itself,
it moved swiftly to protect its boundaries, During the next decade this conflict
with the BCTE heightened,

1975-80

The election of a Social Credit government in December, 1974 brought
increased tension between the Ministry of Education and the BCTF, which had
supported the New Democratic Party during the election. The new government
brought in a policy on core curriculum which stressed subjects and de-em-
phasized locally developed curricula, There was increasing emphasis on ac-
countability, standards, and “back to the basics.” A subjeci-based Provincial
Learning Assessment Program {PLAP] was introduced in 1978 beginning with
science. The response of the BCScTA and the BCTE to these initiatives was quite
different and represented their different approaches (o curriculum policy.

As part of its struggle with the government, the BCTE withdrew its repre-
sentatives from Ministry committees and tried to limit the participation of ali PSA
members on curricuium commitiees, In spite of these moves by the BCTF, the
BCScTA actually developed stronger links with the Ministry during this period.

In 1978, after the first Science Learning Assessment, the BCScTA Executive
Minutes note that the question, “What direction do we want science (o take?” is
important because “now is probably one of the best chances we have ever had o
influence it.” They also note that “the Curriculum Branch is undecided as to the
future. They are leaning heavily on this PSA for support and recommenda-

51, BCScTA Execulive Minutes, Apr. 1975,
52, Ibid.
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tions.”>® The Ministry was looking for allies in its fight with the BCTFE, and,

with its emphasis on a return 1o the basics through traditional subject matier, was
offering the science PSA an opportunity to have considerable influence if it would
break ranks.

The BCScTA initiated a nurber of surveys, in Junior Secondary science and
in physics, for example, to determine its members’ feelings with respect to the
courses and to build arguments for the need for revision. Curriculum develop-
ment work swung back 1o a focus on provincial committees which would provide
a commeon programme with uniform texts for the whole province. Science
teachers argued that they had both the pedagogical and disciplinary expertise to
establish curriculum guidelines by themselves, Initially, the Ministry of Educa-
tion accepted these arguments, and the physics committee set up in 1978 was
composed only of teachers and one science educator. The composition of the
1978 committee was in contrast to that of the previous commitiee set up in the
early 1960s which had had three university physics professors, three physics
teachers, and 4 science educator. However, the 1978 commitiee was later
modified under pressure from university physics departments, and two physics
professors were added to 1L,

While the academically oriented PS As used this period as an opportunity o
consolidate their position as subject specialists who had the right to be consulted
in curriculum matters, the BCTF continued (o stress decentralized curriculum
planning, and to de-cmphasize subjects. It argued that the curriculum model
implicit in the core curriculum emphasized the importance of subject matier
rather than child development, and would lead to fitting the child to the cur-
riculum rather than moulding the curriculum to fit the needs of each child. M x
fought hard against the introduction of the learning assessment programme and
the re-imposition of provincial examinations. It argued against moves which they
saw as leading to more centralized control, and more structured forms of school-
ing.”"

The BCTF continued to develop structures (o encourage decentralization,
The PD&CC was replaced with the Professional Development Advisory Com-
midiee [PDAC], a committee of sixteen members based on geographical zones.”"
PDAC co-ordinators were to have a dual role: advisors to the Execufive on
professional development matters including cwrriculum, and promoters and
planners of professional development within a cluster of five or six local associa-
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tiens. The Executive-approved recommendations of the BCTF Task Force on
reorganization made it clear that PDAC and not the PSA Council would act as a
liaison on matters of exisiing policy between the BCTE, the Minisiry of Educa-
tion, and other provincial education ageucics.ﬂ Morcover, the PSA Council
would serve in an advisory capacity to PRAC and the Executive Commitice only
on matters relating to the PSAs, A recommendation that there be close liaison
between the PSA Councﬂ and the PDAC on all matiers requiring action with the
ZOVETnment was deleted.”® These moves by the Executive amounted 1o a shamp
reduction in the PSA Council’s role in curriculurs affairs.

The PSAs were not prepared to aceept their diminished curriculum role.
Dissatisfaction was expressed by both PSAs and local associations. 9 The PSA
Council presented a rationale for becoming the BCTEs Curriculum Conymnitiee,
arguing that “because of PDAC’s regional crganization and broad terms of
reference, it is difficult for PDAC to have the required expertise in many
curriculum areas, or 1o have the time for curriculum development. 50 The
argument was made that the BCTF “desperately needs an effective initiative in
curriculum development if tcachers are going o advance toward professional
status and if the BCTF is going to break out of its pattern of the fast few years of
merely responding to Ministerial initiatives. "S1 The Executive responded to the
pressure by modifying its initial plan and approving both PDAC and the PSA
Council as curriculum advisors to the Executive Committee.®

The conflict over cwriculum policy, however, was not resolved by this
compromise. In response {0 continuing criticisms of the professional develop-
meni activitics reported to the Execcutive via PDAC, the Federation commis-
sioned a report to identify weaknesses and recommend improvements, After
extensive interviews with teachers, Flanders found a low level of awareness of
what the Professional Development Division was doing in the area of cur-
riculum.®®  Awareness of PSAs was very high and they were thought of as
separate from the BCTF., “PSAs were said to be ‘more real’, ‘tangible’, and ‘not
as political” as the BCTE* On the whole, Flanders found that classroom
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teachers were content for others fo prepare the curriculum, Most thought of
curriculurn as a minimum kind of standard which would always be adjusted or
adapled.("S

During this period of conflict between the government and the BCTE, the
BCTF made its strongest push to establish a form of curriculum policy that
de-emphasized subjects and maximized the control of individual teachers over
curriculum decisions.  Subject-based PSAs such as the BCScTA resisted, and
attempted (o develop closer relations with the Ministry of Education in return for
increased influence over the development of provincial curriculum guidelines
intended to set lopics and standards for the whole province, In interviews, some
of the key players gave a sense of the conflict.  Art Creelman, an influential
science teacher in the province, commented,

We objecied as members of the BCScTA because the Executive of the
BCTF was trying to use us. We felt at that time they were trying to use
ug politically, We wanted 10 make our own decisions on matters of
curriculum and deal directly with the Ministry. And they said “No—all
those matters have 1o be first of all approved by some Executive
Comumitiee of the BCTE."®¢

John Meredith, Director of Curricufum in the Ministry of Education in the carly
19G0s and later Superintendent of Instruction in the 1970s, commented when
asked about the role of PSAs in curriculum development in subject areas:

Specifically the Science Teachers” Association; they were excellent,
They still wanted 1o work but, 1 don’t know, behind the scenes, 've
heard by “the grapevine™ that they were being brought under control,
They were going to dissclve the PSAs at one time apparently, There
were some arguments about whether or not they should fund them,

The fact {was) that cducational philosophy was operating there too.
Some of the PSA people that [ knew were still pretty wedded to the
academic content, the quality. They didn’t want 10 see their subjects
subverted o something loose and vague and sort of wishy-washy. ’
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Discussion

During the period under study, the BCTF and the BCS¢TA, while both
atternpting to achieve greater teacher conirol over curriculum-making, diverged
sharply in the models of teacher control they struggled for. They took different
stances with respect to the imporiance of subjects in the development of cur-
riculum and in the responsibility of individual teachers versus representative
groups of teachers for making curriculum decisions,

For the BCScTA, subjects were always a central focus for curriculum-
making and a way of confirming the expertise of science teachers. The BCScTA
sought to extend the number of discipline-based science courses available to
students (at the expense of general science courses), especially during the first
few years of its existence. In the 1960s, when there was widespread support for
more locally developed courses with integrated themes, the BCScTA was sup-
portive of these but only for those students who were not bound for university
science programmes. When these initiatives opened the door to the idea of
widespread integration and loss of subject identity, the Association pulled sharply
back and reasserted the importance of subjects and subject-centred teachers’
associalions. The Association did not support the BCTF’s campaign to de-em-
phasize subjects even though amongst its members were individuals who upheld
the Federation’s position.

The BCTF, while initially not antagonistic to subjects, was always less
committed to them as a primary focus for curriculum-making. In its brief to the
Chant RCE, the point was made that as much emphasis should be placed on the
needs of children as on the organization of subject matter, During the 1960s,
curriculum papers from the Federation increasingly stressed a human growth and
development model for curriculum development as opposed to a subject-based
model, The change in preferred model for curriculum development coincided
with a reassessment of sirategies for gaining influence over curriculum policy.

Along with a difference between the two organizations in focus on school
subjects went a difference over the process of curriculum-making., The BCScTA
generally favoured curricufum-making at the provincial level by committees of
teachers who, under ideal conditions, would be selected by the BCScTA and be
responsible to the Association for their curriculum decisions. Even though such
control was never achieved, the Association worked 1o maintain its links to the
Ministry by not engaging in direct political confrontation. The emphasis was
always on the maintenance of standards in an already high status, subject area.
The best way to keep standards high was judged to be through the standardization
of the scope and sequence of the curricukum, It argued that common texts and
examinations should be used 1o stop teachers from straying too far from the
established curriculum developed by the recognized experts in the profession,

The BCTF, on the other hand, struggled against a common curriculum
supporied by provincial examinations, When it found it could not gain control
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at the provincial level, it emphasized the importance of individual teachers
making curricelum decisions. The focus on individual teachers was justified by
promoting a model of curriculum that put primary emphasis on the local context
and the needs of individual students.

During the period examined in this study, different strategies for gaining
control over the curriculum were developed by the two feacher organizations.
These alternative approaches can be understood in texms of the different roles of
the two organizations. The BCTF represents the interests of all public school
teachers in the province, regardless of the teachers’ subject affiliations. The
BCScTA represents a particular group of teachers defined by their affiliation with
one subject, science. These two different roles make the different organizations
open to different strategies for controlling the curriculum in particular contexis.
In promoting the professional status of all teachers, the BCTF has sought 1o
enhance the control of individual classroom teachers over curriculum decisions.
In promoting the professional status of science teachers, the BCScTA has sought
collective control over a standardized curriculum,

These are two quite different views of curriculum development policy and
the role of subjects in school programmes. Which view prevails depends notonly
on the relative strengths of the two organizations, but also on the way in which
the different views fit in with the larger purposes of the government. A focus on
a provincially set, standardized curriculum specified by a list of examinable
topics in a subject area emphasizes the authority of the Ministry in curriculum
matters and de-emphasizes the antonomy and expertise of individual classroom
teachers. It is, therefore, not surprising that the BCScTA and the Ministry have
had more compatible views on curricolum issues than have the BCTF and the
Ministry. However, such alliances are not static and tensions may develop as
circumstances change.

The recent Sullivan Royal Commission on Education in Bnmh Columbia®®
and the subsequent curriculum policy document, Year 2000,% have recom-
mended a move to more integration of subjects. The role of subject associations
in responding to these recommendations will be important, AsLayton comments
in his history of the ASE:

With regard to the school curriculum it might be guestioned whether the
establishment of subject teaching organizations has not contributed to
educational divisiveness. Boundary insulation around subject ter-
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ritories has been strengthened, making more difficult the construction
of, and acquisttion of status by, new organizations of knowledge. 0

The two views of teacher conizol outlined in the paper have implications for
the way we think of teachers’ influence in the curricuhum field. Most often,
increased teacher control of the curriculum is thought of as increased control by
individual teachers in the classroom. The BCScTA’s emphasis on collective
control through provincial guidelines offers an alternative model of teacher
influence. This option is likely {0 be more acceptable to associations representing
subject areas which are already perceived as having high academic status, such
as science. These subjects are often externally examined, and content and
standards are monitored by their respective university communities. If the
interests of the subject associations overlap with those of the state and the
university then a powerful alliance can be formed limiting the establishment of
new areas and organizations of knowledge in schools. The issues illustrated by
an examination of the strategies of the BCTF and the BCScTA suggest the need
for additional research on the role of teacher organizations in the shaping of
curriculum policy and school subjects.
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