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Establishing

Minimum State Curriculum Requirements

SOME time ago the writers
became interested in investigating state-
level curriculum policies and practices,
particularly those associated with the
establishment of minimum curriculum re-
quirements. Questionnaires were sub-
mitted to chief state school officers in the
late summer of 1960, and all 50 states
responded.

Following is a brief account of the
agencies responsible for establishing min-
imum state standards and the procedures
employed in their determination as re-
ported by the chief state Rchnnl officers
or their representatives.

‘Responsible Agencies

Fortv-six of the 350 states identified
responsible authorities; single agencies in
40 states, and_two to four agencies in
six states. Four states reported no agency
or agencies responsible fnr establishing
minimum requirements.

State boards of education established
standards more .often than any other
agency; state curriculum committees
least often. Twenty-five of the 50 states
identiﬁed state boards, while only one
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state cited the state curriculum commit- |
tees as the agency of major authority.

Nine states indicated that the state
department of education represented
the single authority responsible for es-
tablishing minimum curriculum require-
ments. State legislatures were the single
authorities in five states.

Six states reported a combination of
two or more responsible agencies, two
involving state legislatures and state
boards, one the state department and
state board. One state listed three agen- !
cies: the state legislature, the state board
of education, and the state department
of education. Two states listed four agen-
cies including state legislatures, state
boards of education, state departiments
of education, and local authorities.

Gaining Approval for New
Requirements

Basic procedures utilized by 50 states
to alter existing minimum curriculum
standards are summarized here under
the major authority responsible for final
acceptance or rejection.

State boards of education. Plans were
developed with state departments of edu-
cation in nine states for official process-
ing and recommendation to the state
boards. In four states curriculum commit- |
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tees, advisory com milttccs, or other groups
working with state departments of edu-
cation considered suggestions from vari-
ous levels and made recommendations
to their state boards.

One state channeled proposals for new
requirements through a secondary prin-
cipals” group to the director of secondary
education for presentation before the
state  department for possible recom-
mendation to the state board of educa-
tion. Plans for changes in minimum re-
quirements in one state were developed
by the department of education and sub-
mitted to principals” groups and an ad-
visory council of superintendents. Pro-
posals as modified were then submitted
to the state board of education.

Recommendations for additions to ex-
isting minimum requirements in three
states came from such sources as local
teachers’ groups, local curriculum com-
mittees, colleges and universities, and
the professional staffs of state boards or
state superintendents. Recommendations
from these groups were made directly
to the state boards. In one state recom-
mendations to’the state board were made
by the state *department of education
through the state superintendent. The
recommendations presented through the
state superintendent were based upon a
cooperative study with the representa-
tives of 24 local school districts.

The state superintendent of public in-
struction in one state was responsible for
preparing courses of study subject to the
final approval of the state board of edu-
cation. In another state, plans of local
groups were reviewed before a state pro-
fessional association for possible presen-
tation to the state superintendent for
analysis. Official recommendations to the
state board were then made up by the
state superintendent.

A state-wide advisory committee in
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one state made’ recommendations for
changes directly to the state board of
education. In another state a director and
11 assistant directors worked out pro-
posals for minimum state requirements
and presented them directly to the state
board.

Initiation of plans for new require-
ments in one state came as the result of
ficld study and recommendations by sub-
ject specialists. In this instance, the offi-
cial recommendations to the state board
were transmitted through a state aceredi-
tation committee.

State departments of education. Fol-
lowing a study of proposed new require-
ments by state curriculum committees or
advisory groups. four states authorized
special conferences to consider the pro-
posals before final decision was made by
the state departments.

Recommendations in one state were
passed on to the staff of the state superin-
tendent by a committee on courses of
study and the stafl of the state depart-
ment of education. The superintendent
then submitted plans to the state board
for approval of the state department of
education.

In one state plans for new require-
ments were directed to the assistant
commissioner of education, who con-
ferred with the staff of the instructional
division. A written proposal was then
submitted to the state board of educa-
tion. The assistant commissioner or a
designated state department official was
then required to hold an open hearing.
Following the hearing, the state board
acted on the proposal for the state de-
partment.

A special committee was responsible
for recommendations for new require-
ments in one state. Recommendations of
the committee were directed to the state

(Continued on page 77)
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The possibility of a joint national con-
ference in the future should not be ruled
out. However, major efforts should be
directed toward sharing resources at
every operational level to solve common
pmh]ums, The Joint ASCD-DAVI Com-
mittee feels that the ultimate goal is to
improve the working relationships in
local school systems.

—Joun R. Cocnnax, Assistant Super-
intendent, Public Schools, Kalamazoo,
Michigan.

State Curriculum Requirements
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commissioner and the state board who
were authorized by the state department
to make the final decision. Recommenda-
tions for new requirements in one state
were required to pass throngh a super-
intendents” advisory commission and a
state association of school boards hefore
reaching the state department of educa-
tion.

One state indicated that the state de-
partment of education the final
authority in the approval of new require-
ments, but did not describe procedures.

Wis

State legislatures. In five states the
staffs of state departments, steering com-
mittees, and local school districts, along
with other groups, made recommenda-
tions concerning changes in minimum re-
quirements which were then made offi-
cial through legislation.

State committees or commissions. A
state accreditation commission, which
was a standing committee of the state
education association, worked closely
with state and local groups in one state.
Final passage of a recommendation by

' this commission was subject to the ap-

proval of a house of delegates of the state
education association.
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Miscellancous authorities. Two states
listed four authorities jointly responsible
for establishing minimum curriculum re-
quirements, including state boards of
cducation, state departments of educa-
tion. state legislatures, and state curricu-
lum committees. In one of the states.

‘proposals for new requirements origi-

nated with a secondary education coun-
cil or a state examinations board through
the state commissioner. In the other state.
proposals were reviewed by a state coun-
cil on cducation after approval was
reached in the state commissioner’s office.

In two states some requirements. were
mandated by law, while others were ap-
proved by the state board of education
after heing processed through a steering
committee and the state department staff.
In another state some requirements were
mandated by law, others being jointly
approved by the state department and
the state board. Recommendations to the
state department and state board passed
through a state committee on accredita-
tion standards.

The state board and state department
of education were described as jointly
responsible for minimum requirements in
one state. Recommendations to these
authoritics originated with selected state
committees.

In summary, 40 of the 50 states indi-
cated a single responsible agency; 25,
the state board of education; nine, the
state department; five, the state legisla-
ture; and one, the state curriculum com-
mittee. Combined authorities were re-
ported by six states, with four states re-
porting no agency.

No clear pattern of procedures for
cstablishing minimum requirements was
common to a majority of states. Most of
the procedures, even though described in
broad terms, were common onlv to a
small number of states.
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