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ABSTRACT 

The purposes of this study were (a) t0 analyse the 

impl~mcntntion of the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 

Package (KCGDEP) (Kangaroo Creek Gang, 1988b), and (b) 

to evaluate teachers' perceptions of the KCGDEP in terms 

of its goals, format, processes and outcomes. The KCGDEP 

' was found to have been implemented in 24% of the primary 

schools surveyed (~ ~ 100), with a mean of 5.1% of 

teachers in these schools using the package. Teachers' 

perceptions of the KCGDEP were analysed through the 

administration of a curriculum evaluation questionnaire, 

adapted from Piper (1976, p. 83-89), and teacher 

interviews. This process was carried out in six w.A. 

primary schools. Data collected in this way showed that 

teachers who had implemented the KCGDEP had favourable 

perceptions of it. A chi-square test showed that 

implementation of the KCGDEP was contingent on inservicing. 

Teachers' use of the KCGDEP, however, was idiosyncratic 

and did not correspond with the intentions of itr, 

developers. Moreover, teachers were not convinced of 

the efficacy of the KCGDEP as an effective means of 

drug education. This was highlighted by the fact that 

teachers were not familiar with the packAge's rationale 

or its approach to drug education. As a result of data 
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interpretation it was recommended that: the statement 

of the KCGDEP's rationale should be revised so that 

the theoretical underpinnings of the package's approach 

to drug education could be more effectively communicated 

to teachers; a greater number of teachers should be 

given the opportunity to attend inservice courses on 

the effective use of the KCGDEP; and long-term assistance 

should be provided for teachers wishing to implement 

the KCGDEP. 
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CHAPTER 1 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

This introductory chapter states the problem 

to be examined in the research and outlines research 

questions which will be answered in relation to the 

problem. The limits of the study are set, concepts 

central to the study are defined, and abbreviations 

used in this report are explained. Following this, 

the significance of the study is discussed and 

literature related to the research is reviewed. 

Finally, a conceptual framework for curriculum 

evaluation is outlined. This framework represents 

1 

the stages involved in the evaluation of the Kangaroo 

Creek Gang Drug Education Package (Kangaroo Creek Gang 

[KCG], 1988b). 

Statement of the Problem 

The Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education Package 

(KCGDEP) is a set of multi-media curriculum materials 

which was developed with the assistance of funding from 

both the Federal Government and corporate sponsors. 

This curriculum package is unique in that, during its 

development, input and approval of the content and 

format of the materials was sought and given by all of 



2 

Austral ia's State educat ion and health author it ies. 

And, once it was complete, the KCGDEP was d issem inated 

nat ionally to all State pr imary schools in Austral ia 

free of charge. 

In relat ion to the d issem inat ion of new curr icula, 

Dynan ( 1983, p. 6 1), Kennedy ( 1985) and Watson, 

Loosley and McKeon ( 1989) have all found that s imply 

prov id ing such mater ials to schools does not guarantee 

the ir use. Thus, the problem th is research was des igned 

to exam ine centres around an analys is of the implementat ion 

of the KCGDEP. In add it ion to th is, teachers who had 

implemented the KCGDEP were surveyed in order to 

assess the i r  percept ions and acceptance of the package. 

Research Quest ions 

In relat ion to the problem of assess ing teachers' 

use and acceptance of the KCGDEP, three sub-problems 

were developed to gu ide the des ign of the research 

and the formulation of research quest ions. 

sub-problems are as follows: 

These 

The f irst sub-problem was to develop and assess 

the reliabil ity and val id ity of a quest ionna ire 

su itable for use in collecting data on teachers' use 
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and perceptions of the KCGDEP. 

The second sub-problem was to analyse and interpret 

data from the questionnaire in order to evaluate 

teachers' use and perceptions of the KCGDEP. 

The third sub-problem was to examine the reasons 

underlying teachers' decisions to implement the KCGDEP. 

Thus, in relation to the problem and its sub-problems, 

research questions are stated as follows: 

1 .  What is the statistical reliability of the 

questionnaire? 

2. Does the questionnaire have content validity 

in terms of its appropriateness for measuring 

teachers' use and perceptions of the KCGDEP? 

3 .  What proportion of schools and teachers have 

actually implemented the KCGDEP? 

4. To what extent do those teachers who use 

the KCGDEP find it acceptable in terms of its 

goals, format, processes and outcomes? 

5. What are the reasons underlying teachers' 

decisions to implement the KCGDEP? 
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The Del imitations of the Research 

In answering the questions detailed above, the 

research was designed to make an eval uation of the 

KCGDEP within the following l imits: 

The research does not attempt to eval uate the 

success of the KCGDEP in achieving its educational 

or social goals. 

The research is limited to primary school s in 

Western Australia which have been provided with the 

KCGDEP. 

The research is limited to evaluation of: 
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teachers' perceptions of the KCGDEP; the extent of 

teachers' use of the KCGDEP; and analysis of the reasons 

behind teachers' decisions to use the KCGDEP. 

Definitions of Terms 

Because this study is concerned with the eval uation 

of teachers' use and perceptions of a package of 

curricul um material s, two concepts central to the 

research are the terms "curricul um" and "curriculum 

evaluation". These terms are defin�d as fol l ows: 

Curricul um. Curriculum is defined as "al l the 

pl anned l earning opportunities offered by the organisation 

to learners and the experiences l earners encounter 



when the curriculum is impl emented" (Print, 1987 , 

p. 188). 

Curricul um eval uation. Curriculum evaluation is 

defined as the col l ection and provision of evidence 

on the basis of which decisions can be made about the 

feasibility, effectiveness and educational value of 

curricul a (Cooper, 1976,  p. 10). 

Abbreviations Used in the Study 

5 

In the body of this research report the fol l owing 

abbreviations are used: 

"KCGDEP" or "the package" are abbreviations used 

to refer to the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 

Package (KCG, 1988b). 

"The questionnaire" or "the evaluation questionnaire" 

are abbreviations used to refer to the questionnaire 

adapted from Piper ( 1976,  p. 83-89) and used in the 

study to coll ect data on teachers' use and perceptions 

of the KCGDEP. 

The Importance of the Study 

As has been previousl y stated, the KCGDEP was 

devel oped in co-operation with al l State education 

and heal th authorities, and wa5 provided to all State 
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primary schools in Australia free of charge. As such, 

this process has seen the development and dissemination 

of a nationally endorsed curriculum package. However, 

several studies (Dynan, 1983; Kennedy, 1985; Watson, 

Loosley, and McKeon, 1989) have shown that simply 

disseminating new curricula to schools does not 

guarantee their use and, furthermore, when teachers 

implement new curricula, it is likely that the materials 

as implemented will be significantly changed ( Ben-Peretz 

and Kremer, 1979; Northfield, 1983). For these reasons, 

the study is significant because it will indicate the 

degree of success the process of national development 

and dissemination has achieved in terms of teachers' 

use and perceptions of the KCGDEP. 

In addition to this, the study is significant in 

that data collected and analysed during the course of 

the evaluation will be useful in any revisions of the 

KCGDEP and also in improving methods of dissemination 

and implementation of the package. This aspect of the 

study is particularly significant because: (a) a similar 

drug education package is currently being developed 

for use in Australian high schools, and (b) the KCGDEP 

is currently being adapted for use overseas. 
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Review of the Related Literature 

This literature review is undertaken within the 

context of the required structure of the research. 

Information is discussed in relation to concepts 

central to the research, which are the terms "curriculum" 

and "curriculum evaluation"; the need for curriculum 

evaluation; the roles of curriculum evaluation; what 

should be evaluated; the dissemination and implementation 

of curriculum innovations; the evaluation of curriculum 

innovations; decision-making in curriculum evaluation; 

and the process of curriculum evaluation. Finally, a 

conceptual framework is developed within which the 

curriculum evaluation detailed in this report was 

designed to take place. 

Concepts Central to the Research 

Concepts central to the research are the terms 

"curriculum" and "curriculum evaluation". The literature 

in this area evidences a wide range of views on the 

definition of both of these terms. 

Curriculum . Maclure ( 1972, p. 1 1) has identified 

two extremes on the continuum of definitions for the 

term curriculum: 

At one extreme is the concept of the. 

educational process as a totality, 



with the school and its teachers charged 

with responsibility for the development 

of the whole child, to which the content 

of instruction and the social relations 

with the community all contribute. At 

the opposite extreme is a much more 

limited notion of the curriculum and 

the function of the teacher confined more 

nearly to the giving of instruction in 

accordance with specified syllabuses and 

teaching methods. 
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Further to this, Marsh and Stafford (1984, p. 2-3) 

have argued that a search for the correct definition 

of curriculum is an exercise in futility and thus, 

writers in this area have defined curriculum according 

to their own individual philosophies and approaches. 

However, Taba (196 2,  p. 9-10) has observed that 

curricula usually contain statements of aims and 

objectives; indicate selection and organisation of 

content; imply certain patterns of teaching and 

learning; and include a programme of evaluation of 

outcomes. Therefore, curricula differ according to the 

emphasis placed on each of these elements. For this 

reason, Tyler, Gagne, and Scriven (1967) identified 

the sam.e c.urriculum element� as Taba (196 2 ), and have 



described a curricul um as, simpl y, "an educational 

program" (1967, p. 4). 

In the context of this research, the most 

useful definition of curriculum has been outlined by 
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Print (1 987, p. 188). Here, curriculum has been defined 

as "al l the pl anned l earning opportunities offered by 

the organisation to l earners and al l the experiences 

l earners encounter when the curricul um is implemented." 

This definition is useful because it implies the 

curricul um components outlined by Taba (1 962) and 

Tyl er et al. ( 1967) and, al so, goes further to include 

the experiences students encounter when the curricul um 

is impl emented. 

Curriculum evaluation. On the topic of curricul um 

eval uation, Bebel ( 1974, p. 22) has argued that 

widespread support cannot be claimed for any curricul um 

until it has been justified through careful ly coll ected 

data. This argument impl ies that curricul um evaluation 

involves the justification of the worth of curricul a 

and, in this, it is supported by Hamilton (1 976, p. 4), 

Hughes, Russel l and McConachy ( 198 1, p. 9) and Print 

(1 987, p. 14 1) who took the view that evaluation is 



concerned with mak ing value judgments about the 

worth of curricula based on the collection and 

analys is of data. Further to this, Hamilton (1976, 

10 

p. 4) has referred to curriculum evaluation as a 

process which can be used to we igh the relat ive merits 

of educational alternat ives wh ich fall w ith in the 

domain of curriculum pract ice. Thus, Cooper (1976, p, 10) 

has described curriculum evaluation as the collect ion 

and provision of ev idence on the basis of which dec is ions 

can be made a bout the feasibil ity, effectiveness and 

educat ional value of curricula. This descr ipt ion 

impl ies an aud ience for curriculum evaluat ion which 

w ill be involved in the decis ion-mak ing process it has 

outlined and, in do ing so highl ights the necessity of 

curriculum evaluat ion in allow ing educators to make 

informed decisions. I t  is th is def in it ion of curriculum 

evaluation which is applied in the context of th is 

study. 

The Need for Curriculum Evaluation 

Having examined the concepts of curriculum and 

curriculum evaluation and come to satisfactory 

definitions of these terms within the context of the 

research, it is now necessary to examine in more deta il 
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the need for curricul um eval uation. Mccormic and 

James ( 1983, p. 5-65) have identified a number of 

pressures for curricul um eval uation: accountabil ity 

of school s for their educational programmes; professional 

development of teachers and educational improvement; 

and curricul um review, which is l inked to the revision 

and modification of curricula. In addition to this, 

Piper ( 1976, p. 10) has identified two broad purposes 

of curricul um eval uation: administrative purposes, 

which encompass accountabil ity to parents, society 

and the school system; and educational purposes, which 

are primaril y concerned with quality control in 

relation to teaching, l earning and the curricul um 

itself. 

From this, it can be seen that the need for 

curriculum eval uation is linked to the whol e of the 

educational process, and that the pressures for 

curriculum eval uation are derived from various sources, 

which sources wil l necessarily focus on different 

aspects of the curricul um. 



The Roles of Curriculum Evaluation 

As a result of the diversity of pressures for, 

and purposes of, curriculum evaluation, it is 

necessary to make distinctions between the different 

1 2 

roles of curriculum evaluation. Tyler ( 1949, p. 105- 106 ) 

stated that, "the process of evaluation is essentially 

the process of determining to what extent the 

educational objectives are actually being realized by 

the programme of curriculum and instruction." He is 

supported in this assumption by Wolf ( 1974, p. 107 ) 

who has written that, "the main task in curriculum 

evaluation is to determine whether a particular 

program has attained its objectives." However, McCormic 

and James ( 1983, p. 1) have distinguished between the 

terms evaluation and assessment by referring to the 

evaluation of curricula and the assessment of students. 

This implies that there are two distinctly different 

emphases placed on the meaning of curriculum evaluation. 

Logically, the assumption can be made that, as 

education has increased in importance in terms of its 

role in society, so too have the pressures for 

evaluation become more complex and widespread. For 

this reason, it is now necessary to consider the 

efficacy of curricula themselves, where it was orrce 
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only considered necessary to determine students' 

ach ievement of educat ional ob jectives. Th is v iew is 

supported by Pr int (1987, p. 142) who has ident if ied 

two roles of curr iculum evaluation: product evaluation, 

wh ich is the evaluat ion of student performance as 

outl ined by Tyler (1949) and Wolf (1974); and process 

evaluation, wh ich exam ines the overall worth of the 

curr iculum itself. It is th is latter role of curriculum 

evaluat ion wh ich is concentrated upon in th is study. 

What Should be Evaluated? 

The answer to the quest ion of what should be 

evaluated is dependent upon the ascribed role of a 

part icular curr iculum evaluat ion. Marsh (1980, p. 85) 

wrote that it is possible to collect data about all 

k inds of objects, persons and processes. And Piper 

(1976, p. 12), in discuss ing th is question, has argued 

that it should be answered by ident ifying spec if ic 

targets for evaluation, depending on the purpose of the 

evaluat ion. In add it ion to this, Lindvall (1974, p. 19), 

in outl in ing a rationale for curriculum evaluation, 

has stated that evaluat ion should "centre attent ion on 

the exact question being asked and should be useful in 

guiding the think ing of persons respons i ble for any 

number of types of evaluat ion effnrts.'' Therefore, 
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decisions about what to eval uate shoul d be contingent 

upon the rol e the eval uation is intended to fulfil 

and the question or questions eval uators are attempting 

to answer. 

Dissemination and Impl ementation of Curricul um Innovations 

Because this study is concerned with the eval uation 

of a curricul um innovation it is necessary to examine 

the processes of dissemination and impl ementation of 

curricul a, as these have a significant infl uence on 

teachers' use and perceptions of curricul um innovations. 

The processes of dissemination and impl ementation 

of curricul um innovations are cl osely l inked, and the 

l iterature in this area shows that successful implementation 

is dependent, to a large extent, upon methods of 

dissemination. Northfiel d (1 983, p .  57) has described 

the dissemination of new curricula in terms of two 

l evel s: 

Dissemination of curricul um materials 

can involve . . .  policies of inservice 

education, newsletters and consultancy 

services to support their introduction 

to the classroom. The implementation 

phase foll ows and the materials may 



be used in a variety of ways with many 

variations only vaguely resembling the 

original ideas of the developers. 

This description foreshadows the central role that 

teachers play in the successful implementation of 

curriculum innovations and thus, Rudduck (cited in 

Kennedy, 1985, p. 1 2 )  has defined the dissemination 

process as one of "cultural diffusion in which the 

individuals affected by the innovation are the 

'meaning makers' . 11 In this way, it can be seen that 

the role of the individual teacher in implementing 

new curricula should not be underestimated during 

the dissemination process. This factor has been 

highlighted in Marsh' s ( 1988a, p. 30) definition of 
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implementation in which he has described this process 

as putting a new curriculum into practical use and, has 

also argued, "partly depends upon attitudinal 

dispositions of teachers .. . but also upon knowledge 

and skills of how to use a particular curriculum." 

In relation to this, Watson, Loosley, and McKeon 

( 1989, p. 4 2 )  have observed that studies of curriculum 

in Australia and abroad show, at best, limited 

implementation of most innovations disseminated by 

central authorities. This observation is also 

supported by Dynan (1 983, p. 6 1), wh.o has written that, 
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"even in situations where there was no apparent 

opposition to innovations and where there was clearly 

overt support from the central education authorities. 

changes at the school level were not immediately 

obvious or widespread." These authors (Dynan, 1983; 

Marsh, 1988a; Watson et al., 1989) highlight the 

crucial role of the individual teacher in the 

implementation of new curricula, showing that it is 

not enough to simply support the development and 

dissemination of new curricula without continuing 

this support throughout the process of implementation. 

In the light of this discussion, Watson et al. 

( 1989, p. 4 2 )  have outlined conditions for the 

effective dissemination of new curricula as follows: 

"the information needs to be conveyed by personal 

interaction, there has to be ongoing support for and 

interaction between teachers, and the information must 

appear relevant and useful to the teacher. " Further 

to this, Watson et al. ( 1989, p. 4 2 )  have argued that, 

"implementation is a very complex matter and ••. it 

cannot be expected that teachers will automatically 

implement a curriculum according to the intentions of 

the developer. " This argument is supported by 

Northfield (1 983, p. 58) who ha.s stated: "it is now 



recognised that the curriculum as impl emented wil l 

al ways differ from the 'devel oper's curricul um' , 

even when steps are taken to achieve repl ication in 

different settings. Through this, the importance of 

the rol e of individual teachers in curricul um 

impl ementation is further highl ighted, because the 

integrity of a new curricul um, as viewed by its 

devel opers, is l ikel y to be compromised in the 

cl assroom setting. 

It is evident that successful impl ementation of 

new curricul a is contingent on a number of factors 

related to teachers' perceptions and knowl edge of 

1 7 

such innovations. 

are as fol l ows: 

The most important of these factors 

(a) personal and ongoing interaction 

with teachers during the dissemination and impl ementation 

phases; (b) correspondence between the curricul um 

material s and teachers' perceptions of their own 

needs and the needs of their students; (c) teachers' 

acquisition of knowl edge and skil l s  which wil l al l ow 

them to make meaning of the curricul um materials in 

such a way that their use of the material s will refl ect 

the intentions of the devel opers. Therefore, Common 

and Egan ( 1988, p. 6) have argued that, "a shared 

theory, with �he set of entail ed bel iefs and 
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presuppositions, is the soul of curriculum implementation. 

Without a shared theory, no amount of implementation 

strategies will bring the machine to life in the 

instructional arena. "' In reviewing the literature 

on curriculum dissemination and implementation, it 

can be seen that, in order to bring about Common and 

Egan' s ( 1988) shared theory and, therefore, increase 

the probability of successfully implementing new 

curricula, the factors discussed above should play a 

significant role in the selection of dissemination and 

implementation strategies. These factors, particularly 

the central role of the teacher in successful 

implementation, must also be taken into account when 

evaluating curriculum innovations. 

Evaluation of Curriculum Innovations 

In discussing curriculum innovations, Tamir 

( 1985, p. 2) has acknowledged the process of implementing 

new curriculum ideas as a crucial element in the 

success of such innovations and has identified 

implementation evaluation as one of the roles of 

curriculum evaluation (1985, p. 3 ). Thus Perrott 

( 1987, p. 55), in outlining the evaluation of the 

provision of inservice courses when implementing new 

curricula, has indicated the success of such procedures 



in assisting in the implementation of curriculum 

innovations, but has also pointed out the need for 

follow-up procedures to ensure satisfactory 

implementation. Thus, when evaluating curriculum 
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innovations, examination of implementation strategies 

is imperative. 

Elliot ( 1985, p. 143) discussed the reactions of 

teachers to curriculum innovations and observed that 

the term "practical" is frequently used by teachers 

to label such innovations. Therefore, he has argued 

that this labelling represents an evaluative process 

which is the central factor in the initial decisions 

teachers make regarding their use of curriculum 

innovations. Further to this, Ben- Peretz and Kremer 

( 1979) have shown that teachers use curriculum 

innovations in such a way that they will complement 

their individual teaching styles. In this way, 

curriculum innovations often undergo significant 

changes when they are implemented. For these reasons, 

any evaluation of a curriculum innovation would need 

to examine teachers' perceptions of the curriculum and 

take into account the possibility that teachers might 

modify the curriculum according to their preferred 

teaching styles. 



On the role that evaluation has to play in 

curriculum innovation, Hastings ( 1974, p. 30) has 

identif ied two areas where such an evaluation would 

be useful . The first area is the collection of data 

to be used as feedback to the developers of the 
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innovation. This will allow for decisions to be made 

on the revision of materials and methods. The second 

area is the provision of information to be used as 

input for decision-making by schools about the adoption 

of innovations . Gough ( 1983, p .  42) was found to 

concur with this argument and went further to identify 

the role such an evaluation can play in providing 

professional development opportunities for teachers. 

Through this, it can be seen that evaluation of 

curriculum innovations can be carried out for a 

variety of reasons similar to those identified by 

Mccormic and James (1 983) and Piper ( 1976) in their 

discussions on the need for curriculum evaluation . 

It should be noted, however, that dissemination and 

implementation procedures, and teachers' perceptions of 

the innovation should be examined during the course of 

the evaluation of a curriculum innovation, because these 

factors have the potential to influence teachers' use 

of innovations . 



Decision-Making in Curricul um Eval uation 

As has been previousl y discussed, a number of 

different rol es and purposes can be ascribed to the 

process of curricul um eval uation. Furthermore, 

Cooper' s ( 1976, p. 10) definition of curricul um 

eval uation shows that this process has a rol e in 
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decision-making. In discussing the rol e of decision-

making in curricul um eval uation, the Curricul um 

Devel opment Centre ( 1977, p. 16) viewed the eval uation 

process as providing the kinds of information needed 

to make rational decisions. In addition to this, 

Stuffl ebeam (cited in Curricul um Development Centre, 

1982, p. 1 1) has identified four decision types related 

to curriculum eval uation. These are: context 

eval uation, used to assist pl anning decisions in the 

determination of curricul um objectives; input eval uation, 

which rel ates to decisions concerning the design of 

curricul um material s and the use of resources to meet 

goal s; process eval uation, which deal s with the 

impl ementation of curricul a, identifying possibl e sources 

of fail ure in this area; and product eval uation, which 

rel ates to students' achievement of objectives and 

decisions on the educational worth of curricul a. 

Simil arly, Tamir ( 1985, p. 5) has identified four stages 

in the decision-making process which are also rel at�d 

Lo curricul um eval uation: initiation of curriculum 
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development; planning of the curriculum; materials 

development; and implementation. From this, it can be 

seen that curriculum evaluation has a role to play at 

every stage of the decision-making process when 

developing and implementing new curricula. 

Further to this, Stake (cited in Marsh, 1980, p. 85) 

has maintained that the person or persons for whom 

the evaluation is being carried out should be the ones 

who make curriculum decisions, whereas Scriven 

(cited in Marsh, 1980, p. 85) considered that it is 

the evaluators themselves who are in the best position 

to make such decisions. Considering these arguments, 

it would seem logical that evaluators should make 

recommendations to their audience, based upon the 

collection and analysis of data, and that the audience 

should make the final decision of whether or not to 

act on such recommendations. 

The Process of Curriculum Evaluation 

Stufflebeam et al. (cited in Curriculum Development 

Centre, 1977, p. 24) have stated that, "evaluation is 

the process of delineating, obtaining and providing 

information useful for making decisions and judgments 

about educational programs and curricula. " In relation 



to this, Print ( 1987, p. 16 1) has outl ined a four 

stage model of curriculum eval uation: 

1 .  

2. 

3. 

4 .  

Task specification: del ineating 

the scope of the eval uation 

(whom is it for, what is invol ved). 

Data coll ection: obtaining data 

both from existing sources and 

by using techniques. 

Data anal ysis: analysis, 

synthesis and interpretation 

of data. 

Conclusions: prepare concl usions 

based on resul ts and prepare 

report. Present concl usions and 

recommendations to audience. 

2 3  

This model subsumes Piper' s ( 1976, p. 83-89) model of 

curriculum evaluation, which has been specifical ly 

directed at curricul um material s and represents a 

framework within which the goal s, format, processes 

and outcomes of curricul a can be investigated. Thus, 

these two model s suggest that the process of curricul um 

eval uation shoul d fol l ow a predetermined framework 

which outlines the steps to be taken in carrying out 

such an eval uation. 
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Discussion 

The review of l iterature rel ated to this study 

has shown that curricul um eval uation is a process 

used to examine and inform the decisions of educators 

on any, or al l ,  aspects of the devel opment, impl ementation, 

and efficacy of curricul a. The focus of curricul um 

eval uation shoul d, therefore, be determined by the 

audience for the eval uation and the specific decisions 

to be made. This, in turn, wil l assist in the framing 

of questions and the sel ection of curricul um components 

to be examined. 

On the eval uation of curricul um innovations, the 

l iterature has shown that particul ar attention shoul d 

be directed towards strategies of dissemination and 

impl ementation, because these processes have a 

significant effect on the way in which new curricula 

are perceived and used by teachers. Teachers pl ay a 

pivotal rol e in the implementation of new curricul a 

and their interpretations and use of such innovations 

are often markedl y different from the intentions of 

curricul um devel opers. Therefore, the role of the 

teacher should be cl osel y examined when evaluating 

curricul um innovations. 
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When designing a curriculum evaluation, the 

l iterature has shown that a framework should be 

devel oped in order to guide the process of eval uation. 

This framework shoul d facilitate the evaluation by 

outl ining the steps involved and assisting in: 

delineation of the scope of the evaluation; identification 

of curricul um components and processes to be examined; 

and identification and selection of data sources and 

data col l ection procedures. In addition to this, the 

model should take into account the specific purpose of, 

and audience for, the evaluation. In this way, 

recommendations can be made, on the basis of data 

anal ysis and interpretation, which will be useful in 

guiding the decisions of the audience for whom the 

evaluation is intended. 

Conceptual Framework for Curriculum Evaluation 

From the review of the literature, a conceptual 

framework has been devel oped within which the curriculum 

evaluation detail ed in this study took pl ace. The model 

(see Figure 1) was devel oped from the aggregate views 

of the authors discussed in the literature review and, 

as such, represents the stages invol ved in the 

evaluation of the KCGDEP. 
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F igure 1. Curr iculum evaluat ion model. 
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The model outlines a logical sequence of steps 

for curriculum evaluation which are inter-linked, and 

which provide a useful guide for the evaluation of 

curricula. In addition to this, the model allows 

evaluation design to be tailored to suit specific 

needs and audiences, and can be readily adapted to 

examine the specific characteristics of different 

curricula. 

Beginning with the identification of the need 

and audience for evaluation, the model delineates 

the scope of the evaluation and informs the evaluator 

of the specific purpose of the evaluation. Once the 

purpose has been defined, specific questions can be 

developed to further refine the scope of the evaluation 

and to assist in determining which curriculum components 

and/or processes will need to be examined. From this 

stage, decisions can be made about the selection of 

data collection instruments and procedures. 

The next stage in the model comprises data 

collection and analysis. Once this has been completed, 

data can be interpreted and, on the basis of data 

interpretation, the evaluator can make recommendations 

to the audience. These could include identification 



28 

of the need for further evaluat ion. Once recommendat ions 

have been made, the aud ience is in a pos it ion to make 

informed dec is ions wh ich should lead to the improvement 

of the curr iculum components and/or processes evaluated. 



29 

CHAPTER 2 

DEVELOPMENT AND DISSEMINATION OF THE KCGDEP 

This chapter sets the context for the evaluation of 

the KCGDEP foreshadowed in Chapter 1 and detailed in 

subsequent chapters. In doing so, information is 

discussed in this chapter in relation to the development 

of the KCGDEP; its theoretical foundations; the 

curriculum materials contained in the KCGDEP; and the 

dissemination of the package. 

Development of the KCGDEP 

Although the KCGDEP was developed in consultation 

with, and endorsed by, education and health authorities 

throughout Australia, there is no written record 

detailing this process. As a result, the following 

description of the development of the KCGDEP is 

derived from personal communication with T. Watt 

( June 26, 1 989) ,  who acted as liason between 

Kangaroo Creek Gang Pty. Ltd. and the various health 

and education authorities, and is credited as "creative 

director" of the KCGDEP. 

The initial concept for the drug education 

programme which became the KCGDEP first arose at a 

meeling, in late 1986 ,  between members of the Western 
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1 
t 

Australian bus iness community and the Western 

Austral ian M in ister for Health at that t ime, the 
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Honourable Mr I an Taylor. As a result of th is meet ing, 

the Western Austral ian Health Department approached 

Kangaroo Creek Gang Pty. Ltd. (KCG), because this 

company was cons idered well e qu ipped to produce 

a drug education package of the type discussed at 

the meet ing, due to its success in developing 

mult i-media curriculum materials since 1979. 

I n  the initial stages of the package's development, 

KCG wrote a script for an an imated v ideo and compiled 

a descript ion of the ir ideas on what should be 

involved in the package's development. This prototype 

was then submitted to the W. A. Health and Education 

Departments for their scrutiny and approval. When 

feedback had been received from these authorities, 

the prototype was modified by KCG, according to 

advice given, and this rev ised framework for the 

package was then transmitted to health and education 

departments in other States, so that input could 

be gained from all the relevant authorities in 

Australia. The end result of this process was the 

further revision of the proposed format and contents 

of the package and the approval of this revised version 
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by all State educat ion and health author it ies. 

At th is stage in the development of the KCGDEP, 

the W. A. Health Department recommended that KCG 

subm it the rev ised vers ion of the package to the 

Nat ional Campa ign Aga inst Drug Abuse (NCADA) in order 

that they could cons ider it for fund ing and d istr i but ion 

nat ionally. As a result of th is, NCAD A agreed to 

fund the development of the KCGDEP on a dollar-for­

dollar bas is w ith a corporate sector sponsor or 

sponsors. To th is end, Mercant ile Mutual I nsurance 

(Austral ia) Ltd. agreed to sponsor the development of 

the KCGDEP and in W. A. the Town & Country W. A. Bu ild ing 

Soc iety prov ided add it ional sponsorsh ip for the 

Western Austral ian vers ion of the package. 

Once sponsorsh ip had been secured, wr iters from 

the W. A. M in istry of Educat ion were ass igned to wr ite 

teachers' notes for the package. Ready Ed. Publ icat ions 

worked on the product ion of black-l ine master act iv ity 

sheets, wh ich formed the bas is of extens ion act iv it ies 

related to concepts discus s ed in the package's animated 

v ideo. Teachers' programmes, cover ing the areas of 

self-awareness, dec is ion-mak ing and commun icat ion 

were developed. I n  relat ion to the teachers' programmes, 
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a conceptual framework for the package was developed. 

This framework indicates the links between the 

concepts covered in the package and outlines the 

progressive devel opment of these concepts from 

kindergarten to year seven. 

The final phase in the development of the KCGDEP 

involved two special ist drug educators, one from 

Western Australia and one from New South Wales, both 

of whom worked on further adaptation of the package 

in order to produce a final draft. In this way, the 

material s contained in the package were edited and 

further adapted according to the recommendations of 

the two drug educators. M. Eddington (personal 

communication, September 1 1, 1989 ) ,  the W.A. drug 

education adviser to KCG, stated that the rationale 

for the package was derived from input provided by 

her and by drug educators in other States. Consequently, 

the final revision of the KCGDEP ensured that it 

remained consistent with this rationale. Before making 

a more detailed examination of the package' s contents 

and discussing its dissemination, it would be useful 

to discuss the theoretical assumptions on which the 

package is based in order to gain a greater understanding 

of the overal l context of drug education in which the 

KCGDEP was developeJ. 
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Theoretical Foundations of the KCGDEP 

The KCGDE P rel ies, for its potential success, 

the link between effective drug education and sel f-

concept. For this reason, the package' s rationale 

states: 

The relationship between drug education 

and self-concept is linked to the degree 

an individual knows, understands, and 

values self. The more an individual 

knows and values sel f, the healthier is 

their communication of sel f to others 

and the more prepared they are to say 

' NO'' when confronted with peer-group 

pressure. The more an individual 

knows, understands, and values self, 

the less need he/she has to resort 

to communication substitutes and the 

less need there is to take drugs, 

al cohol, anal gesics when communicating 

self to others . (KCG [Teachers' Manual], 

1 988b, p. 3)  

3 3  

on 

Thus, the package aims to develop in children a healthy 

sel f-concept in order that, in adolescence and adulthood, 

they will have attained a l evel of self-sufficiency 

which will enabl e chem co resist peer-group pressure 



and make responsi ble decisions based on their own 

value systems. 
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This approach to drug education evidences a 

departure from past attempts, which have focused on 

imparting to students factual information a bout drugs, 

while largely neglecting to address the underlying 

causes of drug abuse. Therefore, it is relevant to 

discuss past attempts at drug education, so that their 

relative worth can be examined alongside that of the 

KCGDEP; and to discuss in more detail the link between 

drug education and self-concept, in order to gain a 

clearer p icture of the rat ionale behind the KCGDEP. 

Drug education. Drug education has a somewhat 

chequered history, and many different programmes have 

been devised with the ob jective of preventing drug 

abuse. Traditionally, drug education programmes have 

been centred around the premise that providing students 

with knowledge of positive and negative health 

behaviours will, when combined with the students' 

self-interest, lead to good health practices (DeJong, 

1987, p. 279), thus minimizing the incidence of drug 

a buse. Such approaches have also included testimonials 

from ex d rug add icts (Randall & Wong, 1976, p. 3) and 



"scare t act i cs" des i gned t o  "surround the area of 

drugs ... w i th an emotional atmosphere emphas iz i ng 

revuls ion and fear" (Randall & Wong, 1976 ,  p. 2). 

However, "consensus seems to have been reached t ha t  
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scare tact ics no longer have a role in  the met hodology 

for ... drug educa t i on" (Milgram, 1987, p. 49) and, 

i n  sp i te of t he m i llions of dollars wh i ch have been 

spen t on drug educat ion, i t  seems that lit t le has been 

done t o  prevent drug abuse (Randall & Wong, 1976;  

Sheppard, Goodstad t ,  & Williamson, 1985). 

Furthermore, ques t ions have been raised as t o  

whether drug edu cation may ac t ually increase t he 

incidence of drug abuse (Randall & Wong, 1976, p. 1 . ' 

Sheppard, Goods t ad t ,  & Willet, 1987). A link between 

drug education and drug abuse has not yet been 

established (Sheppard et al., 19 87, p .  2 00), b u t  nor 

have adequat e  t i me and resources been expended on t he 

eval uat i on of drug educat ion programmes (Sheppard e t  al., 

1985, p .  5; M i lgram, 19 87, p. 53). 

On this t opic, Milgram (1987, p. 53) has observed 

t ha t  drug educa t ion programmes are t oo of t en expec t ed 

t o  produce dramatic results in relat i vely shor t per i ods 

0 f t i rn e , a n d ha s r1 o t e d t ha  c me t ho d s u s e d t o t e a ch  
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students about drugs are often educationally unsound 

(1 987, p. 49 ) .  Pursuant to this, Milgram (1 987,  p .  53 ) 

has argued that, "prevention is not served in this 

manner as resources are only available for short time 

periods and long-range commitment to goals is difficult 

if not impossible." In addition to this, evaluation 

of the effects of drug education p rogrammes has been 

minimal. Randall and Wong (1 976, p. 2 ) , in their 

review of literature on drug education, concluded that 

only a small part of the literature included evaluative 

evidence of the effects of drug education. This 

conclusion is sup p orted by Shep pard et al. (1 985, p. 5 ) , 

who wrote : " There are hundreds (if not thousands ) of 

drug education programs, only a few have ever been 

evaluated and still fewer over any time period long 

enough that could even begin to show an effect," 

In the light of this, Randall and Wong ' s  (1 976, p. 1 )  

observation that, "in spite of considerable time, effort 

and millions of dollars spent it seems . . .  that much 

education about d rugs has done little to combat the 

p roblem of drug abuse and may even have contributed 

to the p roblem, " is a se rious inditement of the failur e  

of p ast efforts to decrease the incidence of drug abuse. 

Th e direc t ap proac h of crea t ing a mong students an 
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awareness of drugs and their negative effects has 

not been convincingl y shown to have decreased the 

incidence of drug abuse and, al though littl e has 

been done to evaluate such programmes, what evidence 

is avail able onl y serves to strengthen the argument 

that this approach to drug education has been 

unsuccessful in preventing drug abuse (Royse, Kel ler 

& Schwartz, 1982 ; Sheppard et al., 1985). 

Self-concept and drug education. Drug education 

programmes which have had some success (DeJong, 1987 ; 

Kim, McLeod & Pal mgren, 1989 ) have approached the 

problem of drug abuse from a different perspective. 

These programmes incl ude in their approaches the 

enhancement of students' self-concepts (De Jong, 1987, 

p. 282 ; Kim et al ., 1989, p. 86) and it is this factor 

which is now viewed as the key to effective drug 

education. Hence, Sul l ivan and Gugl ielmo (1 985, p. 273 )  

have observed that "the self-concept is routinel y 

measured and acknowl edged in prevention and therapy 

for drug use. " It is in this area that the developers of 

the KCGDEP have based their efforts and thus, the 

package is centred around the axiom, "the heal thier 

your sel f-concept is the l ess need there is to take 

d rugs" ( K CG [ Teacher s '  Manu al ] ,  1 98 8b, p. 3 ) . F o r 



th is reason, the l ink between self-concept and drug 

educat ion needs to be exam i ned. 

Marsh, Sm ith, Barnes and Butler (1983, p .  772) 

have observed that interest in self-concept stems 

from researchers ' assumpt ions of its relevance to 

other constructs. Th is ind irect interest in self-
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concept means that, although many studies have been 

undertak en in th is area (Wyl ie, 1979), few researchers 

have prov ided any theoret ical def in it ion of what they 

are measur ing (Marsh et al. , 1983, p .  772). Shavelson, 

Hubner and Stanton (1976, p .  411) have, however, 

def ined self concept as : "a person' s percept ion of 

h imself . . . .  formed through h is experiences with his 

env ironment . . .  and i nfluenced espec ially by env ironmental 

re inforcements and s ign if icant others. " Th is 

def i n it ion was der ived from rev iews of both theoret ical 

and emp ir ical research in the area of self-concept and, 

as such, incorporates aspects of most theoretical 

pos it ions. Th is construct also shows self-concept 

to be organ ised into categories which " represent a 

way of organ i z ing expe r iences and g iving them mean ing " 

(Shavelson et al. , 1976, p .  412) and, "hierarch ical . . .  

with general self-concept at the apex and situation-
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specific sel f-concepts ... at the base" (Shavel son & 

Bolus, 1982, p. 16). Self-concept has also been 

divided into academic and non-academic domains 

(Shavelson et al., 1976, p. 412) and can be viewed as 

having three distinct aspects: cognitive, affective 

and behavioural (Lawrence, 1988, p. 1). Therefore, it 

can be seen that self concept is a significant 

determinant of the way an individual acts in and views 

his/her environment. 

The behavioural aspect of self-concept has led 

researchers to seek a positive correlation between 

academic sel f-concept and academic achievement 

(Marsh et al . 1983, p. 774). Having found such a 

relationship, researchers have attempted to precipitate 

changes in students' self-concepts in order to bring 

about improvements in their academic achievement 

(Marsh et al., 1 983, p, 788). Marsh et al. ( 1983, 

p. 788), however, have also argued that overall self­

concept is relatively stable, even in pre-adolescent 

children, and thus, al though it is possibl e that 

specific areas of self-concept may be changed through 

intervention, general self-concept will usually remain 

unchanged, 
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The argument that i t  i s  not poss i ble to ach i eve 

sign if i cant changes in a person' s general self-concept 

creates a paradox for drug educators whose a i m  it is 

to create in children a healthy self-concept wh i ch 

w i ll make them resistant to drug abuse i n  later l i fe .  

In the case of the KCGDEP, th i s  i s  a particularly 

salient po int, because the package a i ms to enhance 

students' self-concepts and, notwithstand i ng the fact 

that the package i s  des i gned for use throughout the 

primary school, i f  general self-concept i s  not open to 

change, the KCGDEP would be i neffectual w ith ch i ldren 

who, even at the age of f i ve, have already developed a 

poor self-concept. 

In another d i mens i on, though, i t  can be argued 

that, s i nce general self-concept i s  learned through 

i nterac � i on w i th the env i ronment and the evaluat i ons 

of s i gnif i cant others, i t  should also be open to change 

(Gurney, 1987, p. 13 0-13 1) , To understand th i s  

argument, the development of self-concept must be traced 

and cogn i t i ve development must be examined. 

The f irst determ i nant of self-concept i s  the 

ch i ld' s home env i ronment . It i s  through i nteract i on 

w i t h  t h i s  e n v i r onme n t  an d th e c h i l d ' s  f a m ily ( s i g n i f i cant 



othe rs) that the individual begins to devel op an 

image of hims e lf / h e rs elf (Lawre nce, 1988, p ,  3) . 

At the earlie st stag e ,  this interaction is typifie d  

by the child' s passivity, but the process becom es 
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l e ss passive as the child acquir es communication skill s  

and begins to d e v e lop personal characte ristics 

(Lawre nce,  1988, p. 3) . In this way, through prol ong e d  

interaction with significant others i n  the hom e ,  th e 

chil d make s  concl usions regarding his / h e r  personal 

significanc e which ar e actively inte rpr e t e d  from 

repeat e d  personal e xperi e nc e  (Gugl ie lmo, Pol ak & 

Sullivan, 198 5,  o. 278) . Lawernce ( 1988, p ,  3) us es 

the image of th e child le arning that h e / sh e  is l ov e d  or 

not love d, clever or stupid; and this brings to light 

one of the thre e epistemological factors invol v e d  in 

the acquisition of pe rsonal worth (Gugl i e lmo e t  al ., 

198 5 ,  p. 279) . The s e  factors are : the p e rceptual -

cognitive limits of the child : the re quir e m e nt that 

e xp e ri e nc e  b e  constructed, which constructs are 

generall y bi- p olar and d e vis e d  by th e individual ; and 

th e formation of principl es into r e al ity (Gugli e l mo e t  al ., 

198 5,  p .  279- 280) . 

The first two factors, th e perc eptual-cognitive 

l i mits of t he c hild and the re q u i r e m en t  t ha t  e xp erience 
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be constructed, highlight the link between cognitive 

development and the development of self-concept. The 

individual' s developing self-concept is gre atly affected 

by the l evel of his/her cognitive abilites. The most 

crucial period in this development takes place during 

what Cowan (1 978, p. 1 44) has referred to as the 

intuitive substage of Piaget' s preoperational stage of 

cognitive development, which occurs between the ages 

of approximately four and seven years. Cowan has 

described the intuitive substage as follows : 

By the end of the intiuitive stage, 

children have established a sense 

of self�of personal identity •. •• 

This means that for the first time 

they are able to contemplate 

themselves as living, thinking, 

feeling beings, not just as 

physical ob jects. At the same 

time their egocentric view of the 

universe limits their social 

interaction and limits their 

recognition of the multiplicity 

of points of view. In judgments 

of good and bad, their cognitive 

s t ruc t u re s  dict ate a f ocus on th e 
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judgments of adul ts and on the 

adul t behavior which fol l ows their 

actions (consequences). Internal 

standards of self and judgments 

do not emerge for quite some time. 

( 1 978,  p. 1 77) 

This l ine of reasoning raises two important points: 

(a) a chil d' s sense of sel f worth woul d not normal l y  

be ful l y  establ ished prior to him/her beginning primary 

education, and (b) the judgments of adul ts pl ay a 

crucial rol e in shaping the chil d' s self-concept during 

the intuitive substage. Therefore, because "the course 

of cognitive devel opment is . .. coexistive with the 

earl y devel opment of the sel f-concept" (Ausubel , 

Sul l ivan & Ives, 1 980, p. 375), programmes such as 

the KCGDEP which are aimed at developing a heal thy 

self-concept in chil dren of primary school age shoul d, 

in theory, have an effect on general sel f-concept. 

I n  addition to this, the third epistemol ogical 

factor involved in the acquisition of personal worth 

(Gugl iel mo et al . ,  1 985, p. 27 9) , the formation of 

principl es into real ity, highl ights the l ink between 

self-concept and drug education. 

by E r i k s on ( 1 968 , p. 16 5 ) : 

This is il l ustrated 



An optimal sense of identity ... is 

experienced ... as a sense of 

psychosocial well-being. Its most 

obvious concomitants are a feeling 

of being at home in one's body, a 

sense of "knowing where one is 

going, " and an inner assuredness 

of recognition from those who count. 
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This stat ement forms the basis of the rationale behind 

the KCGDEP and is echoed in the axiom, "the healthier 

your self-concept is, the less need there is to take 

drugs" (KCG [ Teachers' Manual ] ,  1 988 b, p. 3 ) .  The 

package' s indirect approach to drug education is aimed 

specifically at creating in children an optimal sense 

of identity through the enhancement of self-concept 

in the early primary years and the reinforcement of 

students' self-concepts throughout their primary 

schooling. In this way, as the child's capacity to 

make self-judgments develops, during Piaget' s concrete 

operational stage (Ginsburg & Opper, 1 969,  p. 26) ,  

and as he/she becomes able to evaluate the discrepancy 

between actual and ideal self (Cowan, 1 978, p. 237 ) ,  

the child' s measure of self-worth will be such that 

he/she will be able to retain a sense of psychosocial 

we l l b e i ng. A s  L a wre nce ( 1 Q 88, p .  4) has a rgu ed, 
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discrepancy between self-image and ideal self is 

inevitable and can be regarded as normal. Thus, the 

eval uation of this discrepancy in an individual with 

a heal thy sel f-concept shoul d lead to posi tive 

behaviour aimed at cl osing the gap between sel f-image 

and ideal sel f. 

This line of reasoning shows how studen t s' 

interaction with the KCGDEP should insulate them from 

drug abuse. The devel opment and maintainance in 

students of healthy sel f-concepts teaches them a sense 

of their own individual worth which, once t heir 

genera l self-concepts are internalized and thus, 

disinclined to change, wi ll remain with them throughout 

their lives. Therefore, as Erikson (cited in Cowan, 

1978, p .  290) has suggested that "most adolescents . . • 

enter a period of ' moratorium' in which they try out 

many roles and persona lities before making hard-and­

fast decisions, " individuals who have been exposed to 

the KCGDEP may well experimen t with drugs. But the 

l ikelihood of t hem continuing wi t h  such experimen tation 

wil l be minimal, because their healthy sel f-concept s  

should remain intac t regardless of t he differen t roles 

they assume. In addition t o  t his, t heir prevailing 

sense of self-wor t h  should l ead such ind i vidual s t o  
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choose the roles with which they feel most comfortable, 

without outside influence from peers and also, to 

select behaviours which are least damaging to their 

health. It is for this reason that individuals who 

have developed healthy self-concepts through interaction 

with the KCGDEP will not be inclined to expose themselves 

to the risks associated with drug abuse. 

Description of the Curriculum Materials Contained in 

the KCGDEP 

The KCGDEP suggests that classroom programmes 

should follow a developmental sequence with each phase 

building on learning contained in the previous level. 

The three phases in the developmental sequence are: 

developing self-awareness; communicating self to others; 

and risking self and decision-making (KCG [ Teachers' 

Manual ] ,  1 988 b, p. 4). The development of these three 

phases is centred around an animated video (KCG, 1 988d) 

which comprises two stories: "Feeling Prickly ",  aimed 

at junior primary students and "The Real Kangaroo", 

aimed at middle and upper primary students. 

Concepts examined in the stories on the video 

have been described by Thompson (1 988, p. 8) : 



Devel oping Self-Awareness 

The more aware one is of sel f the more 

likel y one is to appreciate and ful l y  

utilize sel f .  This includes awareness 

of physical, emotional, social, moral, 

school and recreational sel f .  

Communicating Sel f to Others 

The more aware one is of sel f the more 

abl e  one is to communicate sel f to 

others. The more confidence one has 

in their [ sic ] own presence the more 

prepared an individual is to 

communicate honestl y in "risk" 

situations . This covers such areas as: 

Effective communication skil l s . 

Non-verbal communication . 

Co-operating with others. 

Devel oping sensitivity to the needs 

of others . 

Communicating with independence .  
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Risking Self/Making Decisions 

The healthier the Self-Concept the more 

responsible is an individual in risk taking 

situations. The healthier the Self-Concept 

the more likely that an individual accepts 

that it is alright to be different. 

Decision making is more responsible and 

the individual is more prepared to back 

self in "RISK" situations. 
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The stories on the video (KCG, 1988d) are complemented 

by resource materials contained in the "Teachers ' Notes" 

(KCG, 1988b, p. 1- 10) , "Video Related Activities" 

(p. 1 1- 3 6 ) ,  "Extension Activities" (p. 37-1 22) , " Puppet 

Plays" (p. 123-1 38) , "Songs & Dances" (p. 1 39-1 48) , and 

"Resource Lists" (p. 149 - 1 56) . 

Teachers ' Notes . This section contains an 

introduction to the KCGDEP which includes explanations 

of the package' s rationale and developmental framework. 

In addition to this, teachers' programmes are provided 

for each of the three phases in the developmental 

framework. These programmes include concepts, content, 

referen ces to the video storie s  an d r e f eren c e s  t o  

J 
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extens ion act ivit ies. An evalu at ion column is prov ided, 

but is left blank, al l ow ing teachers to use methods of 

ev aluat ion wh ich complement the ir ind ividu a l  teaching 

styles. These programmes are designed to facil itate 

teachers' use of the KCGDEP w ith in the developmental 

framework l a id down in the package. 

V ideo related act iv it ies. Th is sect ion of t he 

KCG DEP prov ides summar ies of the two v ideo stories and 

l ists issues ra ised in each story, along with discussion 

po ints for each issue. I n  add i t ion to t h is, worksheet 

act ivit ies a re provided for use in con junc t ion w i t h  

students' v iew ing of each story. 

Extension activ it ies. Th is section of t he package 

prov ides workshee t act iv i t ies des igned t o  ex t end d iscussion 

and explora t ion of issues ex amined in t he v ideo s t ories. 

The act iv it ies are designed t o  ena ble s t uden t s  t o  

relate the v ideo stor ies t o  t hemselves and t he ir own 

l ives. They are d ivided into three sec t ions for use 

w ith jun ior, m iddle and upper pr im ary s t uden t s  and can 

be mod ified by teachers so th a t  t he activi t ies can be 

used t o  meet t he needs of indiv idu al students. 
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Puppet pl ays and songs & dances . To further 

reinforce the concepts developed in the KCGDEP, p up pet 

p l ays and song l y rics and dance instr uctions are 

p rovided to facilitate student performances based on 

the cha racters introduced in the video stories. An 

audio cassette (KCG, 1988c) is also p rovided to 

compl ement the songs and dances. 

Re s ou rce l i st s , Re s ource l i st s  p rovided in the 

KCGDEP give teache rs the names and addresses of 

agencies th roughout Aust ralia that can p rovide resources 

to compl ement the package. A brief desc ription is 

given for each resou rce l isted along with the cost 

of purchasing the resources. 

Thus, the KCGDEP is a comp rehensive, mul ti-media 

cu r ricul um package which aims to foste r p ositive 

sel f-concepts in students from kinde rgar ten th rough 

to year seven. The package provides a framework 

which shows teache rs how concep ts discussed shoul d be 

devel oped inc remental l y, with l earning being p rog ressively 

dependent on what has been p reviously taught. I t  

p rovides teache rs with p rog rammes and activity sheets 

in orde r  to facil itate thei r use of the package and 

al l ow L hem to d e r ive max imum cove rage o f  the issues 



raised in the animated video (KCG, 1 988d) . And, 

finally, the package lists for teachers agencies and 

resources which will facilitate their use of the 
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KCGDEP and supplement their drug education programmes. 

In these respects, the package ' s  developers have 

endeavoured to make its use as simple and as productive 

as possible for teachers. 

Dissemination of the KCGDEP 

Once the process of development had been completed, 

the KCGDEP was sent, through Australia Post, to all 

State primary schools in Australia. This took place 

dur i ng the months of June and July 1 988 . I n  Weste rn 

Austral ia, the disseminati on of the package into 

schools was accompanied by the initiation of a programme 

of pilot workshops designed to introduce a family 

version of the package (KCG, 1 988a) and the school 

version of the package (KCG, 1 9 88 b) to teachers and 

parents alike. A short term evaluation of the 

effectiveness of the KCGDEP in fostering positive 

sel f-concepts in students was also in i tiated as part 

of this pilot programme. 

The workshops and eval uation pro ject were designed 

a s  a f o r e run n e r  t 0 . t h e . "e s tab l i shme nt of a N a t i on a l  
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network of fam i ly based Drug Educati on groups des i gned 

to ut i l i se, follow-up and suppl ement the Kangaroo Creek 

Gang Fam i ly Drug Educat i on Package i n  co-ord inat ion 

with the implementation of mater i als i n  the Pr i mary 

School sector" (Thompson, 1 988, p . 1) .  To this end, 

thirty-six parent workshops and twenty teacher workshops 

were conducted throughout Western Austral i a  dur ing 

Jul y  and December 1 988. 

Parent workshops were conducted in two stages, 

w i th the first stage introducing parents to the spec i fic 

needs the package i s  d i rected at and the key concepts 

addressed by the package. It was during this stage 

that teachers were al so introduced to the KCGDEP and 

presented w i th a workshop on the effect ive use of the 

package (Thompson, 1 988, p. 3) . The second stage of 

the workshop programme cons i sted o f  workshops w i th 

parents in which the basic ph i l osophy of the KCGDEP 

was outl i ned; feedback was sought f rom parents who 

had used the package ; parents were i nstructed i n  the 

effect i ve use of the package; and parents were 

i n t roduced t o  t he evalua t i on programme (Thompson, 

1 988, p. 5). 

Th i s  p r o gr a mm e  o f  w ork s h o p s fo reshad o ws the i n i t i a t ion 

' !  
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of a co-ordinated national approach to the impl ementation 

of the KCGDEP, if the necessary funding is provided. 

Therefore, this project reinforces the need for an 

evaluation of teachers ' use and acceptance of the 

KCGDEP and, in particul ar, an examination of the effect 

the teacher workshops conducted in Western Australian 

school s had on teachers ' decisions to impl ement the 

KCGDEP. This is because, al though the package 's 

devel opers envisage a national network of famil y based 

drug educat i on groups (Thompson, 1988, p. 1 ) ,  they 

also acknowledge the importance of the avail ability of 

the KCGDEP in primary schools throughout Australia as 

a crucial el ement of the famil y network (Thompson, 1988, 

p • 1 ) . Thus, the actual impl ementation of the KCGDEP 

in school s must be viewed as being fundamental to the 

success of the proposed national network. 



CHA PTER 3 

DATA COL LECTION 

Chapter 3 discusses data sources and details 

sampling techniques used in the study. The process 

of negotiating access to data is discu s sed and 

procedures and instruments used in data collection 

are outlined. Finally, ethical considerations are 

discussed in relation to the study and the teachers 

who took part in the study. 

Data Sources and Sampling Techniques 

In selecting schools to take part in the study, 

a number of independent variables were c onsidered so 
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that their effect on teachers ' use and perceptions of 

the KCGDEP could be measured . These variables were: 

Geographic location of schools. This was 

considered in terms of two categories: schools 

located in the Perth metropolitan area, an d schools 

located outside the Perth metropolitan area (rural). 

Socioeconomic status. The socioeconomic status 

of the areas in which schools were located was determine d 

t hrough u s e  of the West ern Austral i an Ministry of 

'1 
1 I 



Education' s Index of Di sadvantage (1 989), wh i ch 

cla s sifie s schools as  being at a high, medium or low 

level of di sadvantage according to data compiled by 

the Au stralian Bureau of Stati s tic s .  Socioeconomic 
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s tatu s was thu s con s idered in term s of two levels:  

s chools in the Perth metropol itan area located in area s 

of high s ocioeconomic statu s and having a low level of 

di sadvantage ; and s chools in the Perth metropolitan 

area located in area s of low s ocioeconomic statu s and 

having a high level of di s advantage. 

School size. School size was determined by 

the We stern Australian Mini stry of Education' s 

cla s sification of primary s chools a s  being, in 

de s cending order of size, cl a s s IA, cla s s I, cla s s II, 

cla s s III, or cla s s IV. For the purpose of the study, 

clas s IA and cla s s II s chool s were s ampled. 

Taking into account the se independent variable s,  

s chool s were con s idered as  clu s ter s within s ampling 

frame s dictated by the variable s. The sampling frame s 

from which each s chool, or clu s ter, wa s selected are 

a s  follow s:  

1. Cla s s IA metropolitan primary s chool s located 

i n  a rea s of high s ocioeconomic status .  
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2. Class I A  me tropolit an primary schools locat ed 

in areas of low socioeconomic s t a t us. 

3. Class IA primary schools locat ed out side t he 

Per t h  me tropolit an area. 

4. Class I I  me tropolit an primary schools locat ed 

in areas of high socioeconomic s t a t us. 

5. Class I I  me tropoli t an primary schools locat ed 

in areas of low socioeconomic s t a t us. 

6. Class I I  primary schools locat ed ou tside t he 

Per t h  me tropolit an area. 

Schools were t hen placed in t o  groups according t o  

t he criteria dic t at ed by each of the sampling frames 

and one school was randomly selec t ed from each of t hese 

groups. I n  t his way, six schools were selec t ed t o  t ake 

par t in t he s t ud y  (see Table 1). 

Access t o  Dat a  

I n  t he ini t ial s tages of t he s t udy, permission 

t o  conduc t research in t he six sample schools was 

sough t t hrough a le t t er ( Appendix A) sen t t o  each of 

t he schools ' principals by t he research supervisor. 

One week aft er t he le t ters had been sen t ,  each of t he 

principals was con t ac t ed by t he researcher on t he 

t e l ephon e a nd , in t he cas e  of t h e  m e tropoli t an s chool s ,  

. I 
], 



Tabl e 1 

Description of School s Invol ved in the Study 

School 

School A 

School B 

School C 

School D 

Characteristics 

Cl ass IA me t ropol itan primary school 

l ocated in an area of high socioeconomic 

status. Approximatel y 600 students. 

No significantly high numbers of students 

from ethnic minority backgrounds. 

Cl ass IA metropol it an primary school 

l ocated in an area of low socioeconomic 

s t a t us. Approx i mately 550 s t udents. 

No significantl y  high numbers of students 

from ethnic minority backgrounds. 

Class IA primary school l ocated outside 

t he Perth metropol itan area. Approximately 

570 students. No significantly high 

numbers of students from ethnic minority 

backgrounds. 

Class II metropolitan primary school 

l ocated in an area of high socioeconomic 

status. Approximately 2 00 students. 

No significantl y  high numbers of students 

f r o m  e t hnic minority backgro und s . 

57 
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Table 1 (continued) 

School 

School E 

School F 

Characteristics 

Class II metropolitan primar� school 

located in an area of low socioeconomic 

status. Ap proximately 200 students. 

No significantly high numbers of students 

from ethnic minority backgrounds. 

Class II metropolitan primary school 

located outside the Perth metropolitan 

area. Ap proximately 200 students. 

No significantly high numbers of students 

from ethnic minority backgrounds. 

r 



meet ings were arranged between the researcher and 

the respect ive pr inc i pals of each school. At each 

of these i n i t i al meet ings, the researcher expla ined 

the ob ject i ves, procedure, and s i gn i f i cance of the 

research to the pr i nc i pals and discussed what would 

be requ i red of teachers who took part i n  the study. 

In the case of the two schools outside the Perth 

metropol i tan area , th is procedure was conducted over 

the teleph one. As a result of th i s  process , each of 
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the s i x  pr i ncipals agreed to consult w i th the i r  staff 

and ask whether they would agree to be i nvolved in  the 

researc h. 

After a per i od of t i me agreed upon between the 

researcher and each i ndividual pr i nc i pal, the researcher 

again contacted each of the six schools in order to 

ascerta i n  whether staff at each school had agreed to 

part i c i pate i n  the research. Once approval had been 

given , curriculum evaluation questionnaires were sent 

to each school, v i a  school princ i pals, for distribution 

to the staff. When the quest i onnaires had been 

completed, permiss i on to i nterview indiv i dual teachers 

was negotiated, first with principals, and then with 

the teachers themselves. 
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Instruments and Procedures Used in Data Collection 

Curriculum evaluation questionnaire. The primary 

instrument of data collection was a curriculum 

evaluation questionnaire (Appendix B) adapted from 

Piper ( 1976, p. 83-89). This model was chosen for 

use in the study because it had been designed primarily 

for classroom use and therefore was simple and not 

time consuming to complete. In addition to this, 

Piper ( 1976, p. 83) stated that the questionnaire 

had been designed to cover all the important questions 

which would need to be asked in evaluating a curriculum 

and was suitable for the evaluation of commercially 

produced curricula. Before a final decision was made 

to use the questionnaire , however, items in each 

section were evaluated for their relevance to the KCGDEP 

and, as a result of this process, the questionnaire 

was modified as follows: 

A preliminary section was added to the questionnaire. 

This was designed to collect data on individual teachers 

and their use of the KCGDEP. 

Items were reworded to make them relate specifically 

to the KCGDEP. The first subsection of the questionnaire 

was given the title "Developmental Framework and Concepts" 

instead of "Aims and Ob jectives" and references to "the 

unit" were replaced with "the p a ckage" i n  i t em s  

t hro u g hout t he questionnaire. 



Items which referred to the cost of purchasing 

material s were omitted because the package had been 

provided to school s free of charge. 
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These modifications were not viewed as being likel y 

to adversely affect the reliability and validity of 

the questionnaire, because they were minor, and 

because they made the questionnaire relate specifically 

to the KCGDEP. 

The curricul um evaluation questionnaire asks 

teachers to give "yes" or "no" answers to a series 

of questions related to each of the following components 

of the KCGDE P: goals, format, processes and outcomes. 

Within each of these four sections are several subsections, 

each of which deal s with a specific aspect of the KCGDE P. 

These subsections are as fol lows : 

Devel opmental framework and c onc epts. Addresses 

teachers' perceptions of the s c ope, definit i on, 

adequacy, and ach i evab i l ity of the pac kage ' s  developmental 

framework and concepts. 

Rationale. Addresses teachers' perceptions of the 

d d e q u a c y  d n d  · c on s i s l e n c y  o f · L h e  p a c ka g e ' s  r a l i o na l e. 
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Practicality. Addresses teachers ' perceptions of 

the package' s practicality in terms of: costs involved 

in the use of the package; school facilites and 

organisation; equipment, skills and personnel 

required; and extended use of the package. 

Design. Addresses teachers' perceptions of the 

presentation, str uct ure, and adaptability of the 

materials contained in the package. 

Content . Addresses teachers' perceptions of the 

package ' s  content in terms of: whether content is 

suff i cientl y worthwh i l e  to warrant its inclusion in 

the school curriculum; whether content is acceptable 

to teachers, st udents and the community; whether 

content is relevant to the needs of teachers, st udents 

and the community; and whether the content will appeal 

to teachers and st udents . 

St udent activities, Addresses teachers ' perceptions 

of st udent activities in terms of : whether there 

adeq uate provision for student activities in the 

package; whether st udent activities are clearly 

described in terms of st udent behaviours; whether 

a l t ernative activ i t i es are sugge s ted; whether a l l 

equipment for carrying out activitie s is included 

is 

in 
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the package, or read i ly ava i lable to students; whether 

activ i t i es i nvolve extra cost to students; whether 

activ i t i es contr i bute s i gn i f i cantly to the learn i ng 

exper iences of students; and whether students requ i re 

spec i al sk i lls to complete activities . 

Teacher procedures . Addresses teachers' percept i ons 

of whether the package requ i res special skills of 

the teacher; whether the teacher feels competent to 

handle the materials contained in the package; and 

whether the mater i als are appropr i ate to the teaching 

strateg i es and approaches employed by individual 

teachers. 

Student outcomes . Addresses teachers' perceptions 

of the benefits and gains for students in terms of: 

knowledge, sk i lls, att i tudes, perceptions and interests. 

Teacher outcomes. Addresses teachers' perceptions 

of the package in terms of their: satisfaction, 

achievement of aims and objectives, improved relations 

with students, interest and professional development . 

General outcomes. Addresses teachers' perceptions 

n f  t he pa c k a ge i n  term s of : a ch ievem e n t  o f  a im s  and 

objectives, unplanned outcomes, unwanted outcomes 

� f 

:,\ ·.'. l f
l 
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and comparabil i ty with alternative procedures and 

materials . 

In addition to this , a five point rating scale 

is provided at the end of each subsection of the 

questionnaire to allow teachers to give overall ratings 

for each aspect of the package . The five points on this 

scale are intended to represent: 

1 . Very poor . 

2 .  Poor . 

3 .  Average. 

4.  Good. 

5 .  Very good. 

Further to this, a preliminary section of the 

questionnaire was used to collect the following data 

related to individual teachers: 

Teachers' names for the purpose of identification 

at the interview stage of data collection. 

The number of years teaching experience accumulated 

by each teacher. 

The year in which teachers commenced teaching at 

their present school . 

Teachers' positions on the school staff ( deputy 

p r incipal, c l assroom t each e r , e t c.) . 

. . ··. i 

:I 
· 1  
I ·.!, \ 

I I 



6 5  

Whether teachers had attended an i nserv i ce course 

on the use o f  the KCGDEP. 

The ap prox i mate date teachers attended i nserv i ce 

courses. 

f or. 

Whether teachers use the KCGDEP. 

The ap prox i mate date teachers last used the KCGDEP. 

The number o f  weeks teachers had used the KCGDEP 

Year level (s) w i th wh i ch the KCGDE P was used. 

Curr i culum area (s) i n  wh i ch the KCGDE P was used. 

Teacher i nterv i ews . As a sup plement to the use o f  

the curr i culum evaluat i on quest i onna i re, a ser i es o f  

structured teacher i nterv i ews was conducted . In 

prepar i ng for these i nterv i ews, the researcher consulted 

the l iterature on the pract i ce o f  i nterv i ew i ng and used 

th is to gu i de h i s preparat i on. 

S i mons (c i ted i n  Hyde, 1 988, p. 7 )  has descr i bed 

the pract ice o f  i nterv i ew i ng as, "a complex soc i al 

process i n  wh i ch much more than i n f ormat i on is be i ng 

sought or commun i cated, " h i ghl i ght ing the fact that 

an i nterv i ew is much more than just a s i mple s e r i es 

o f  quest i ons and answers. Br i ggs (1 986, p. 21 ) has 

d j s c u s s e d  t he " h i a s ". t he o r y  i n  wh i c h i nterv i e wer 
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induced bias, based on a variety of different factors 

(age, gender, pol itical views, personal ity, etc.) , can 

reduce the val idity and rel iabil ity of responses to 

questions. Likewise, Cannel l ( 1985, p. 3 )  has discussed 

re s pon se bia s in terms of incompl ete or inaccurate 

responses. Therefore, it is cl ear that, in conducting 

interviews, the i nterviewer must take al l po s sibl e 

action to reduce response bias to a minimum. 

Babbie ( 197 3,  p. 17 3- 176) has detail ed strategies 

for reducing response b i as in interv i ews. These 

strategies were adopted by the researcher in preparing 

for and conducting teacher interviews : 

Interview questions shoul d be written i n  such a 

way that each item will have, as nearl y as poss i ble, the 

same meaning for each respondent. 

The interviewer must rema i n, as nearly as 

possible, a neutral med i um through which questions 

and answers are transmitted. 

The interviewer must be fam il i ar w i th i nterv i ew 

q uestions and shoul d be able to read questions w i thout 

e r ror. 

The interviewer should follow quest i on word i ng 

exactly in order to maxim i z e  the probab i l i ty that 

quest i o n 5  w i ll have t he s ame meaning f o r  each respon den t. 

. ' 
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The interviewer should be prepared to use probes, 

particularly when eliciting responses to open-ended 

questions. However, probes should not be worded in 

such a way that they will influence responses. 

Babbie ( 1973, p. 178- 179) has also advocated the 

use of practice interviews in order to prepare the 

interviewer for actual field interviews. Thus, in 

preparation for teacher interviews, and in an attempt 

to minimize response bias, practice interviews were 

conducted with three teachers in a primary school 

outside those selected in the sample group. One of 

these teachers had used the KCGDEP and two had not. 

Cosequently, the researcher was able to make use of 

two slightly different intervie w  schedules (Appendix C) , 

one for teachers who had implemented the KCGDEP and one 

for teachers who had not implemented the KCGDEP. 

As a result of the practice interviews, the 

researcher was able to identify areas of weakness 

in the wording of several questions on the interview 

schedules. These questions were modified accordingly. 

Telephone survey. In addition to the six schools 

i n  wh i c h  curri c ulum e va l uation questionnaires wer �  
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administered and interviews were conducted, a further 

random sampl e of 100 W. A .  primary school s was selected 

for participation in a tel ephone survey. From these 

schools, the following data was collected : 

1. Whether teachers were aware of the KCGDEP. 

2 .  Whether teachers had implemented the KCGDEP. 

3 .  The number of teachers in each school who had 

implemented the KCGDEP . 

This telephone survey was conducted in order to 

establish the pattern of awareness and implementation 

of the KCGDEP in a wider sample of W . A. primary schools, 

so that this data could be compared with simil ar data 

collected in the original six schools. I n  this way, it 

was possible t o  ascertain whether the proportion of 

teachers who had implemented the package in the six 

schools where teachers had completed the questionnaire 

was representative of a wider population of W.A. 

primary schools. 

Ethical Considerations 

Consent to conduct research was re q uested from 

all schools and individual teachers involved in the 

study, but at no stage was participation regarded as  

manda t ory. S c hool s a n d · i n d i v i dua l l eachers were 
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explic i tly informed of their right to withdraw from 

participation i n  the research at any time. Furthermore, 

as part of the process of negotiating access to data, 

teachers were informed of the purpose, methods, 

expected benefits and forseeable effects of the 

research; and an explanation was given of what was 

required of schools and teachers during the course of 

the research. 

Participants in the research were informed of the 

degree of confidentiality that would be maintained 

throughout the research. Confidentiality for schools 

was assured through the use of a coding system linking 

individual schools to the sampling frame from which 

they were selected (see Table 1 ) ,  but which did not 

divulge deta ils which could lead to schools being 

identified. A similar sy s t em was used to ensure the 

confidentiality of individual teachers involved in 

the study. 
- - ---- - - ----- ---- ----�-



CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSI S  

7 0  

This chapter d iscus s e s  the reliab ility and validity 

of the curriculum evaluat ion questionna ire; the e xtent 

of implementat ion of the KCGDEP in the s ample s chools; 

the e ffect of independent var iables on tea c hers' 

dec is ions to impleme nt the package; and teachers' 

percept ions of the KCGDEP. Data collected in teacher 

intervie ws is analys e d  in relat ion to factors affe c t ing 

implementation of the KCGDEP; teachers ' perceptions of 

drug e ducat ion; and teachers '  us e of the KCGDEP. 

Overvie w 

Analys is of data collected during the c ours e of 

the s tudy s howed that only a s mall percentage (24%) of 

s chools s urve y e d  actually us e the KCGDEP, with the 

mean percentage of teachers in thes e  s chools who had 

implemented the package be ing 5. 1% , Teachers ' 

implementation of the KCGDEP was mos t s trongly 

influenced by the ir attendance at ins ervice cours es 

on the effect ive us e of the package .  Dec i s ions no t 

to implement the KCGDEP were influenced by a var iety 

of factors, among which was the fact that s ome teachers 

w e r P  . un a wa r e  o f  t h e e xi stenc e o f  t he KCGDE P. Tho s e  



7 1 

teachers who d id use the package showed a h igh level 

of approval for it. Actual use of the KCGDEP, however, 

although influenced by inserv ic ing, was also affected 

by ind iv idual teachers' select ion and interpretat ion of 

act iv it ies .  Th is meant that, in general, the KCGDEP was 

not used as its developers had intended. 

D issem inat ion and Return of Questionnaires 

A total of 98 curr iculum evaluation quest ionnaires 

was d issem inated to teachers in the six sample schools. 

Of these, 4 1  quest ionna ires were returned, const ituting 

an overall return rate of 4 1. 8% ( see Table 2). 

No quest ionna ires were returned from School F, however, 

and th is was v iewed as hav ing a potentially sign if icant 

effect on data analys is, with part icular regard to the 

influence of independent var iables on teachers ' 

implementat ion of the KCGDEP. The implications of not 

having been able to retr ieve questionnaires from 

School F will be discussed in Chapter 5. 

Relaib ility and Val id ity of the Questionnaire 

Rel iab ility. The internal consistency reliability 

of the curriculum evaluat ion questionna ire was 

calculated us ing Cronbach' s coeff ic ient alpha. Th is 

method of es t imating the rel iab il i t y  of the question naire 

. i 



Table 2 

Num ber of Curriculum Evaluation Questionnaires 

Disseminated and Returned 

Schools 

A B C D E 

Questionnaires 

disseminated 2 2  2 0  2 0  1 1 1 2  

Questionnaires 

returned 1 6 5 4 7 9 

Percent 

returned 7 2 . 7 25 . 0  2 0 . 0  63 . 6  75 . 0  

7 2  

F Total 

1 3  9 8  

0 4 1  

o . o  4 1 . 8 
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was used in p reference to the retest and alternative 

fo rm methods because: using the retest method usually 

means that experience in the first testin g will 

influence responses in the second testing, and the 

alte rnative fo rm method poses pro blems in te rms of 

constructing alternative forms of a test which are 

parallel (Carmines & Zeller, 1979, p. 50-5 1). 

The questionnai re had a high overall level of 

reliability with an alpha coefficient of . 94. Simila r 

levels of reliability were also recorded for all but 

fou r of the questionnaire ' s  subsections (see Table 3). 

Of the four subsections with low reliability 

coefficients, the subsection dealing with teacher 

p rocedu res was found to have a negative coefficient 

(-. 33), which indicates that this subsection had a 

particularly low level of reliability. 

Validity. Data indicatin g the content validity of 

the questionnai re we re collected in two ways: 

1. I tems at the end of the subsections of the 

questionnaire dealing with the g oals, format, and 

p rocesses of the KCGD EP invited teachers to describe 

limitations a nd deficiencies of the packa ge which were 

not adequ ate l y  c overed in t heir res p o nses. 

f 
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T a b l e  3 

R e l i a b i l i t v  o f  th e C urr i c u l u m E v a l u a t i o n  Q u est i on n a i re 

S u b 5' e: c : i o n 

D e \' e l op me nta l f r a me work 

a n d  c on c e p t s 

Rat i on a l e  

Pra c t i c a l i t y  

D e s i g n 

C on t e nt 

S t u den t a c t i v i t i e s  

T e a c h e r p roc e d u res 

S t u d e n t  o u t c o mes 

T e a c h e r ou t c om e s  

G e ,, e ra l ou t c om e s  

O v e r a l l  ra t i n gs 

O ve ra l l  i t ems 

N ote . n 1 1 .  

Re l i a b i l i t y  �o . o f  i t e ms 

. 9 4 6 

. 9 2 6 

. 82 8 

. 5 9 8 

. 8 5 1 1  

4 ') 1 3 

- . 3 3  7 

. 9 5 5 

. 9 3 5 

. 4 1  5 

. 8 2 1 0  

. 9 4 8 4  
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2. Dur ing t eac her i n t erv i ews ,  t eac hers who had 

i mplemen t ed t he KCGDEP  and had comple t ed t he eva l ua t i on 

ques t i onna i re were asked t o  c ommen t on t he e f f i cacy 

o f  t he ques t i onna i re as an i ns t rumen t f or c ollec t i ng 

da t a  on t eac hers' percep t i ons o f  t he pac kage. 

O f  t he 1 1  t eac hers who comple t ed t he ques t i onna ire , 

t wo male year seven t eac hers descr i bed l i m i t a t i ons o f  

t he pac kage not c overed i n  t he i r  responses. These 

t eachers were o f  t he op i n i on t ha t  t he pac kage's 

ra t i onale does no t adequa t ely address t he par t i c ular 

needs o f  older s t uden t s  and t ha t  s t uden t ac t i v i t i es 

prov i ded i n  t he pac kage are t oo i mmature for su c h  

s t uden t s . Thes e c ommen t s  h i ghl i gh t ed t he need t o  

exam i ne t he ques t i onna i re's c overage o f  t he spec i f i c 

c oncerns o f  t eac hers a t  d i f feren t year levels , w i t h 

par t i cular re feren ce t o  t he subsec t i ons deal i ng w i th 

t he pac kage's ra t i onale and s t uden t ac t i v i t i es. 

Da t a  collec t ed dur i ng t eac her i n t erv i ews i nd i c a t ed 

t ha t  teachers found the ques t i onna i re t o  be ac c ep ta ble 

as an inst rumen t f or ga t her i ng i n f ormat i on on t he i r  

percep t i ons of t he KCGD E P .  W i t h t he ex c ep t i on o f  t he 

t wo t ea c hers prev i ously d i s c ussed , none o f  t he 

t eac hers who were i n t erv i ewed found t he ques t ionna ire 
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to be lacking in its coverage of all aspects of the 

KCGDEP. The two teachers who had made comments regarding 

limitations of the package on the qu estionnaire 

reiterated their concerns when interviewed. 

In summary, the questionnaire as a whole was 

found to have acceptable level s of both internal 

cons i s tency relia bility and content validity. However, 

these data also indicated a need to examine more 

closely the su bsections of the questionnaire identified 

as having low levels of reliability and the questionnaire ' s  

coverage of the s pecific concerns of teachers at 

d ifferent year level s . The i mpl ica tions of these 

factor s wil l be discu s sed in Chapter 5. 

Implementation of the KCGDEP 

Extent of implementation in W.A. primary schools. 

Data collected in the six sample schools showed that 

8 0 %  of these schools and a mean percentage of 44.1% of 

their teachers had implemented the KCGDEP. However, 

when compared to data collected in a telephone survey 

of a wider sample ( 19.1%, N = 100) of W.A. primary 

schools, it can be seen that these f i gures are not 

representative of the wider populat i on. In this larger 

s a mp l e, i t  wa s f o u n d  t h a t  2 � %  o f  s ch o o l s  a n d  a m e an 
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percentage of 5.1% of their teachers had implemented the 

KCGDEP .  A one-way analysis of variance showed that 

there was a significant difference between these two 

sampl e groups, I (1, 103) = 35.4, E. < .001. Therefore, 

in terms of the extent of impl ementation of the KCGDEP 

in W.A. primary school s, the six sampl e schools cannot 

be considered as being representative of the wider 

popul ation. 

Ef fects of independent variabl es on implementation 

of the KCGDEP. A chi-square test was used to determine 

whether there were significant relationships between 

i ndependent var i able s and teac her s ' implementation of 

the KCGDEP. Resul ts of th is analysis (see Table 4) 

showed that there were significant relationships 

between implementation of the KCGDEP and the following 

independent variabl es: 

1. Year teachers were appointed to  schools . 

Teachers who had been appointed to schools in the 

sampl e group in 1988 were more l ikely to use the 

KCGDEP than teachers who had been appointed in 1 989 

or, prior to 1 988. Chi-square (2, N = 41) = 12. 69, E. < ,05 . 

2 .  Inservicing. Teachers who had attended an 

inservice course on the use of the KCGDE P were more 

l i k e l y  t o  h A ve i m p l e m e n t e d  t h e  pac k a g e  t h a n  t eas her s  
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T a ble 4 

Chi- Squa re Test for Effect of Independent V a ri a bles 

on Implementa tion of the KCGDEP 

V a ri a ble 

Sex 

Ma le 

Fem a le 

Years t e a ching 

e x perience 

1 st ye a r 

1 -5 ye a rs 

6 - 1 0  ye a rs 

1 1 - 1 5 ye a rs 

1 6 or more 

ye a rs 

Ye a r commenced a t 

pre sent school 

1 989 

1 98 8  

KCGDEP 

used
a 

1 8  

8 2  

9 

9 

9 

45 

2 7  

1 8  

6 4  

KCGDEP 

b not used 

2 0  

8 0  

0 

1 0  

4 0  

3 7  

1 3  

3 3  

1 0  

df 

1 

4 

7 8  

Chi-

squ a re 

0 . 0 2 

6 . 2 4 

Prior to 1 98 8  1 8  5 7  2 1 2 . 69�< 

School size 

C 1 a s s I A  9 1  s o  

Cla s s II 9 s o  1 5 .  6 6 1, 



Tabl e 4 (continued) 

Variabl e 

Year level 

currentl y teaching 

Junior primary 

Mi d dl e primary 

U pper primary 

Po s ition on 

school staff 

Class teacher 

Senior assistant 

Inservicing 

Attended 

Did not attend 

School l ocation 

Metropol itan 

high SES
c 

Metropolitan 

l ow SES d 

Rural 

Note. N = 4 1 . 

KCGDE P 

1 8  

73  

9 

1 0 0 

0 

7 3  

27  

1 8  

45 

3 6  

KCGDE P 

b 
not used 

4 0  

43 

1 7 

97  

3 

0 

1 0 0 

7 0  

3 0  

0 

a & b  F r e q u e n c i e s  shown a s  pe rce n t ages. 

7 9  

df Chi-

Square 

2 2 . 7 9  

1 0 . 3 7 6 

1 27 . l l >h� 

2 1 5 . 3 2 >'n ': 

c&d
"SES" is the ab breviation for socioe c onomic status. 
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who had not attended such a cours e .  Ch i -square 

(1, N = 4 1) = 21 . 1 1,  E. < . 01 .  The sign i f i cance of this 

rel at i ons h i p  was supported by data coll ected in 

teacher i nterv i ews. Interviews showed that, of the 

eight teachers who had i mpl emented the KCGDEP, s even had 

begun to us e the KCGDE P as a d i rect res ul t of the i r  

attendance at an ins ervice cours e .  

3 .  School s i ze . The KCGDEP was more l ikel y to be 

used i n  class IA primary school s than i n  cl as s  II 

primary s chool s .  Chi-s quare ( 1, N = 4 1) = 5 . 66, E. < . 05 .  

4 .  Location and soc i oeconom i c  s tatus of areas 

i n  which s chool s were s i tuated . The KCGDE P was l ess 

l i kely to be used i n  Perth metropol i tan s chool s l ocated 

i n  areas of high soc i oeconomic s tatus than i n  other 

school s in the sampl e group. 

1 5 . 32 ,  .e_ < . 01 .  

Ch i -square (2, N = 4 1) 

Thes e data show that there appears to be a 

significant rel ationship between the i mplementat i on of 

the KCGDEP and the four i ndependent var i abl es d i s cus s ed 

above. However, becaus e data could not be col l ected 

from School F ,  thes e perceived relat i ons h i ps mus t be 

v i ewed with some caut i on .  The effect of the m i s s ing 

data on the s ign if i cance of thes e rel ations hips w i l l  

b e  d i s c us s ed in C h ap t er 5. 
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Teachers' Perceptions of the KCGDEP 

Teachers' overall ratings of the KCGDEP were 

favourable, with mean response frequencies (see Table 5) 

showing that most aspects of the package were rated 

between "average" and "good" on the five-point scale 

provided at the end of each subsection of the 

questionnaire. In addition to this, mean positive 

response frequencies for each subsection of the 

questionnaire ranged between 6 5 . 4% and 9 0 . 9 % (see Table 5 ) , 

evidencing a high level of approval for the KCGDEP. 

However, teachers' mean rating of the package' s 

rationale as being between "poor" and "average", 

coupled with a relatively low mean positive response 

to the items on the questionnaire dealing with the 

package' s rationale ( 7 5 . 6 % ) , showed that not all 

teachers had positive perceptions of this component 

of the KCGDEP. The mean positive response to the 

section of the questionnaire dealing with the package' s 

general outcomes was also comparatively low at 6 5 . 4 % .  

This overall perception of the general outcomes of the 

KCGDEP was characterised by the fact that only 4 5 . 5 % 

of teachers viewed the benefits of using the package 

as being superior to those obtained from a lternative 

t ea ch i ng p roce d u re s  ( se e  T a b l e  D- 1 ) . 
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Tab l e  5 

M ean Ra t i n gs and Posi t ive Re s p o n se s 

S u b se c t i o n 

D e v e l o p m e n t al f ram e w o r k  

and c o n c e p t s 

M 

S D  

Ra t i o na l e  

M 

S D  

Prac t i c ali t y 

M 

S D  

D e sig n  

M 

S D  

Co n t e n t  

M 

S D  

S t u d e n t  ac t i v i t i e s  

M 

S D  

. a 

Ra t i n g  

3 . 4  

1 . 4 

2 . 7 

1 . 5 

3 .  7 

0 . 6  

3 .  6 

0 . 8  

3 .  8 

0 . 6  

3 .  6 

0 .  7 

Posi t i v e  

b 
r e sp o n se 

8 1  . 8 

9 .  9 

7 5 . 6 

9 . 4  

9 0 . 9  

8 . 4  

8 7 . 5  

6 . 8  

9 0 . 9  

4 .  1 

8 5 . 9  

1 7 . 4 

8 2  



Tabl e 5 (continued) 

Subse ction 

T e ach er procedures 

M 

SD 

Student outcome s  

M 

S D  

T e ach er outcomes 

M 

SD 

General outcom es 

M 

SD 

Not e. n = 1 1 .  

R . a at 1 ng 

3 . 4 

1 . 3 

3 . 8 

0. 9 

3 . 8 

0. 9 

3 . 4 

0.7 

Positive 

b 
re spons e 

81 . 8 

1 5 . 2 

87 . 3 

4. 9 

87 . 3  

4. 9 

65.4 

1 9 . 7 

a
R at 1 ngs shown as mean score on fiv e -po i nt scale 

(1 = v e ry poor, 5 = v e ry good). 

b 
M e an positive respons es shown as p e rcentag e s. 

83 
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In summary, respondents to the questionnaire had 

positive perceptions of the KCGDEP. However, responses 

to the subsect i ons of the questionnaire dealing with 

the package 's rationale and general outcomes indicate 

that teachers ' percept i ons of these aspects of the 

of the KCGDEP should be examined more closely. 

Conse quently, the implicat i ons of teachers ' perceptions 

of the package as a whole and, i n  part i cular, its 

rat ionale and general outcomes w i l l  be further 

discussed in Chapter 5 .  

Teacher Interv i ews 

Teacher i nterviews were conducted i n  four o f  the 

six samp l e  scho ols (see Table 6) . Teachers i n  School A 

chose not to part i cipate i n  i nterv i ews and, because no 

quest i onna i res were returned from School F, i nterv i ews 

were not conducted i n  this school. In total, 1 4  

teachers were interv i ewed: e i ght teachers who had 

i mplemented the KCGDEP, and s i x  teachers who had not 

i mp l emented the KCGDEP. Interv i ews were carr i ed out 

using interv i ew schedules as shown i n  Append i x  C. 

Factors affect i ng i mplementat i on o f  the KCGDEP. 

Of the e i ght teachers who had i mplemented the KCGDEP, 

sev e n  came from Schools B and C .  Dat a  collec t e d  f r o m  



Table 6 

Tea c he r Inte rviews 

S c hool 

B M 

F 

F 

F 

C F 

F 

F 

D F 

F 

M 

E F 

F 

M 

F 

Tea c he r 

b Year level 

7 ,., 

4 / 5 ,·, 

2 / 3 / 4>', 

1 / 2 ,·, 

2 ,., 

3 I 4 -:, 

7 ,·, 

5 

1 -:, 

7 

2 

1 -7 c 

4 

5 

a" F" i s  an abb r ev i ation fo r female; "M" is an 

abbreviation fo r male. 

b* denotes teacher s who h a d  i mpl ement ed the KCG DEP . 

cThis teache r taught all prima r y  yea r  l evels i n  a 

suppo rt role. 

8 5  
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t hese teachers showed t hat two major fact ors influenced 

them t o  implement t he KCGDEP: t heir at t endance at 

inservice courses on t he effect ive use of t he KCGDEP, 

and the formulat ion in t heir schools of policies 

designed t o  engender positive self-concept in st udent s 

and raise st udent s '  leve l s  of self-est ee� . Thus, 

teachers in t hese schools were found t o  have implement ed 

the KCGDEP as a direct result of their at t endance at 

inservice courses, and had chosen t o  use t he package 

t o  fulfil the requirements of school policy. As has 

been previously stated in this chapter, t his finding 

support s the significance of t he perceived relat ionship 

between teachers ' at tendance at inservice courses and 

their imp l ement ation of the KCGDEP (see Table 3 ). 

In addit ion to t his, these teachers had also chosen t o  

implement the KCGDEP in preference t o  or, at least , in 

conjunct ion with alt ernat ive mat erials provided as 

part of their schools ' self-concept /self-est eem policies. 

The teacher in School D who had implement ed t he 

KCGDEP had done so as a result of her introduct ion to 

t he package by another t eacher in t he school. The 

teacher who int roduced the package in t his school had 

att ended an inservice course on it s use and had displayed 

t he package to t eache r s  a t  a st a f f  m eet i ng. O t he r  t h an 

I 
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this, no assistance was given to staff at School D to 

support their implementation of the package. 

Of the teachers who had not implemented the KCGDEP, 

none had attended an inservice course on the use of the 

package. Neither had their schools developed policies 

in the areas of self-concept/self-esteem. Two of these 

teachers had not been aware of the KCGDE P  prior to 

their involvement in the research, which is refelcted 

by the the fact that 1 5% of schools involved in the 

telephone survey ( N  = 1 0 0) were also unaware of the 

existence of the KCGDE P. The other four teachers who 

had not implemented the package had simply not considered 

using it. However, these teachers did acknowledge that 

their involvement in the research had prompted them to 

examine the package and consider using it in the future. 

Teachers ' perceptions of drug education . The 

literature in the area of drug education evidences 

conflicting views of what content and methodology 

should be included in drug education programmes 

(Milgram, 1 987; Randall & Wong, 1 976). The KCGDE P  

makes the child the central focus of drug education, 

and involves minimal dissemination to students of 

fac t ual i n forma t io n  on the negativ e effec t s  of drug 
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abuse . For t hese reasons, t eachers were asked wha t 

t hey perceived drug educa t ion t o  be. 

Of t he teacher s who had not implemen t ed t he 

KCGDEP, no t one was famil iar wi t h  i t s  ra t ionale or i t s  

approach t o  drug educa tion. A s  a group, t hese teacher s 

believed tha t  drug educa tion primarily involves t he 

dissemina tion t o  s t uden t s  of fac t ual informa tion about 

t he nega tive effec t s  of drug abuse. One of t hese 

t eachers also believed t ha t  "horror s t ories" play a 

significan t role in drug educa tion. In rela t ion t o  

t his , t hese t eachers ex pressed t he concern tha t  

drug educa tion shoul d no t fall wi t hin t he domain of 

primary school prac t ice, because primary age s t uden t s  

are no t equipped t o  deal wi t h  the conce p t s  and 

knowledge involved in drug educa t ion. 

The t eachers who had impl emen t ed t he KCGDEP were 

more familiar wi t h  t he package' s rat ionale and 

approach t o drug educa t ion. They believed t ha t  drug 

educa tion does have a place in t he primary school, 

becau se mos t children are aware of drugs in socie t y. 

However, concern was express e d  by these t eachers 

tha t :  (a) teachers are no t adequa t ely equipped with 

t he knowl edge a nd skil l s  t o  dea l w i t h  d r ug e duca t i on, 

and (b) s t uden t s  could be t au g h t unnecessary knowledge 
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about drugs through drug education programmes . These 

concerns highlighted the fact that, although these 

teachers had attended an inservice course on the 

effective use of the KCGDEP, they still viewed drug 

education as, at least partially, the dissemination to 

students of facts about the negative e ffects of drug 

abuse. 

Teachers ' use of the KCGDEP . Teachers who had 

implemented the KCGDEP invariably began by using the 

package 's animated video. At this point, after 

having discussed the video with their students, two of 

the teachers stopped using the KCGDEP. The first of 

these, a female year one teacher, discontinued use 

of the package at this point because she was satisfied 

that her students had grasped the concept of individual 

uniqueness d i scus sed on the video. In addition to this, 

the teacher felt that her time would be better spent 

in concentrating on topics with more immediate 

significance to the ex periences of her students and 

t hus drug education was a fairly low priority . The 

s econd, a male year seven teacher, discontinued use 

o f.  the package because he felt that its student 

a·ctivites were "too immature " for his students. 
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The remaining teachers continued use of the package 

through discussion o f  the video and compl etion of 

extension activities. The duration of teachers' use 

of the extension activities was varied, with periods 

of util isation ranging from six weeks in one classroom 

to the full academic year, with at l east one activity 

being c ompl eted each week. 

In rel ation to their use of the package, teachers 

in this group stated that they found the videocassette 

and extension activities to be the most �seful components 

of the KCGDEP. Teachers said that their students 

en j oyed the animated stories and that these provided 

a good starting point for examination of the issues 

raised in the KCGDEP. The extension activities were 

found to be worthwhile because they were easy to use 

and readily adapt ed to suit the purposes of individual 

teachers. However, with the exception of one teacher 

who made use of the package ' s  video related activities 

directl y after his cl ass had viewed the videocassette, 

the other components of the KCGDE P were not used by 

these teachers. 

The KCGDEP was predominantly used as part of 

t eachers ' Heal th Educa t ion programmes , a l t hough us·e 

of the package was no t l imited to t his area. Two 
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teachers used the package in self-esteem sessions 

conducted in fulfilment of their schools' policies in 

this area, and one teacher took an eclectic approach 

to the use of the package, implementing it across the 

primary curriculum. Teachers who used the package in 

Health Education treated it as a unit of drug 

education alongside other Health units to be taught 

during the academic year. Teachers who had implemented 

the package in other curriculum areas made use of the 

KCGDEP throughout the school year. 

Overall, use of the KCGDEP was idiosyncratic, with 

teachers using the package' s videocassette as a 

starting point, and then moving from this point into 

sporadic use of those extension activities which they, 

as individuals, felt would best suit the needs of 

their students. In addition to this, although the 

majority of the teachers who had implemented the 

package had done so in f u l filment of school policy, 

these teachers had not collaborated with each other to 

co-ordinate their use of the package throughout their 

respective schools. 
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Summary 

Data analys is showed that, in general, the 

curr iculum evaluat ion quest ionna ire has acceptable 

levels of internal cons istency rel iab il ity and content 

val id ity. The KCGDEP was found to have been implemented 

in 24% of schools and by only a small percentage of 

teachers in those schools (5. 1%) Ch i-square tests 

showed that implementat ion of the KCGDEP was influenced 

by four of the independent var iables tested: the year 

teachers were appo inted to the ir schools; inserv ic ing ; 

school s i z e; and the locat ion and soc ioeconom ic 

status of areas in wh ich schools were s ituated. These 

perce ived relat ionsh ips were v iewed w ith caut ion, 

however, because quest ionna ires were not returned from 

School F. Teachers ' pe rcept ions of the KCGDEP were, 

on the whole, favourable, but responses regard ing the 

package ' s  rat ionale and general outcomes ind icated a 

need to exam ine more closely teachers' percept ions of 

these aspects of the package. 

Teacher interv iews supported the significance of 

the perce ived relat ionsh ip between inservicing and 

teachers' implementat ion of the KCGD EP. Teachers' 

perceptions of drug educat ion, however, showed that 

they were not fully conversant w ith the p ackage' s 



rational e and approach to drug education. This was 

reflected in teachers' use of the KCGDEP, which did 

not correspond with the intentions of the package ' s  

devel opers . 

9 3  



CHAPTER 5 

DATA INTERPRETATION, CONCLU SIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter discusses and interpret � data 

presented in Chapter 4. In order to provide answers 

to t he research q uestions incorporated into the 

design of the study, information is discussed in 

re l ation to: the re l iability and va l idity of the 
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curricu l um eva l uation questionnaire; factors affecting 

the imp l emen t ation of the KCGDEP; the extent of 

imp l ementatio n  of the KCGDEP; and teachers perceptions 

of the package . Conc l usions are drawn from the data 

interpretati o n  and, on the basis of these, recommendations 

are made concerning revision of the KCGDEP, implementation 

procedures and f urther research. 

Re l iabi l ity and Validity of the Questionnaire 

Reliabi l ity . The questionnaire' s overall internal 

consistency re l iability ( . 9 4) means that, in terms of 

re l iability, it should prove to be a usef ul i nstrument 

in any f uture evaluation of the KCGDEP. Carmines and 

Zeller ( 1979 , p. 5 1) have stated that l evels of 

re l iabi l ity for widely used scales should not be below 

. 80, because at th i s  leve l corre l ations are attenuated 

v e r y  l i t t l e b y  r an d om meas urement error. H ow e v e r ,  
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four subsections of the ques tion naire were found to 

have re l iabi l ity l eve l s  be l ow .80: design (.59) ,  

s tudent activites ( . 4 2 ) ,  teacher procedures ( - . 3 3 )  and 

genera l outcomes ( . 4 1) . The items in thes e subsections 

wou ld need to be carefu l l y examined and ad j usted 

before us ing the ques tion naire in further research. 

Va l idity. Data co l l ected in the study indicated 

that the content va l idity of the ques tion naire was at an  

acceptab l e  l eve l in  terms of its effic acy as  a n  ins trument 

for gathering information on teachers' perceptions of the 

KCGDEP. However, teachers who had imp lemented the . package 

had not us ed a l l of the materia l s  contained in the KCGDEP 

and, furthermore, the package was not i mp l emented in 

the way its deve l opers had intended. Becaus e of this , 

i t  is s ugges ted that thes e teach ers were not we l l  p l aced 

for making informed judgements about the content 

va l idity of the question naire. On the bas is of data 

co l l ected on  the question naire and i n  teacher interviews , 

cons ideration mus t be given to adapting the ques tion naire 

s o  that it can be us ed to co l lect data s pecific to each 

year l evel. But, in actuality, g i ven the limited response to 

the ques tion naire and teac hers' res tricted use of the 

package, i nformation co l l ected concerning the content 

v R l i rl i t y  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e c a n n o t  b e  s a i d, w i t h  a n y  
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rea l conf iden c e , to have been either a pos itive or 

negative indic ator of its s u itab i l ity for this st udy. 

Fac tors Affec ting I mp l ementat ion of the K C GDEP 

Sign if i c ant re l ationsh ips were fo und between 

fo ur of the independent var iab l es tested and tea c hers ' 

imp l ementat ion of the KCGDEP. Bec a use no data was 

c o l lec ted from S c hoo l  F, however, the va l idity of the 

perc eived relat ionsh i ps between imp l ementation of the 

KCGDEP and s c hoo l si ze , and implementat ion of the 

KCG D E P  and s o c ioec onom i c  s tatus and l o c at ion of s c hools, 

m ust be questioned. It c annot be stated w ith any 

degree of c onfidenc e  that these re l at ionsh ips do exist. 

C o n v � rse l y , a strong re l ationsh ip was fo u nd 

between implementat i on of the package and teac hers ' 

attendan c e  at inservi c e  c o urses. The s ign if i c an c e  of 

th is re l at ionship was supported by data c olle c ted at 

teac her interviews, where seven out of eight tea c hers 

who had implemented the KCGDE P stated that they had 

been prompted to do so as a res u l t  inser v i c ing, and by 

similar findings in other stu dies (Per rott, 1 987 ; 

Watson, Loosley & M c Keon, 1 989). Therefore, inser v i c e  

c ourses c an be sa id to have had a signifi c ant inf l uen c e  

0 n  t h e  d e c i s io n s  o f  t e a c h e r s  , �  t h e  s a m p l e  g r o u p  t o  

i mp l e m e nt th e pa c kage. 
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The rel ationship between inservicing and 

impl ementation of the KCGDEP sheds some l ight on the 

perceived rel ationship between the year in which teachers 

in the sampl e group were appointed to their schools and 

their impl ementation of the KCGDEP. The KCGDEP was 

disseminated, and inservice courses took pl ace in 

1 988, and teachers who had been appointed to their 

school s in 1 988 were found to be more l ikel y to have 

impl emented the KCGDEP than teachers appointed in 

1 989 or prior to 1 988. This coul d have occurred for 

two reasons: 

1 .  Marsh ( 1 988 b, p. 5 0 )  h as observ e d  that ' ' the 

curriculum pl anning undertaken by teachers has to 

conform to the various rhythms and ritual s of d a i l y 

school l ife. " It is possib l e  that teachers who are 

new to a school woul d be less attuned to such rhythms 

and therefore, woul d be more receptive to new ideas 

and curricul a. 

2. Teachers who had been appointed to schools 

in t he sampl e group in 1 989 may not have had the 

opportunity to attend inservice courses on the use of 

the package. This woul d expl ain why they were found 

to be l ess l ikel y to use the package than teachers who 

had been appointed in 1 988. 



To proper l y  address the imp l i cations of the 

re lationship between the year tea chers were appointed 

to their schoo l s  and this variab l e ' s  effe ct on their 

imp l ementation of the KCGDEP, further research would 

need to be conducted. Thus, of the independent 

variables tested, inservi cing was found to have the 

greatest inf l uen c e  on tea c hers ' de cisions to implement 

the KCGDEP. 

Exte nt of I mplementation of the KCGDEP 

Data c o l l e c ted in the s i x  sample s c hoo l s  and in 

the 1 0 0 s chools survey e d  over the te l e phone have shown 

c onf li c ting resu l ts in terms of th e extent of the 

imp l ementation of the KCGDEP. I n  the six sample s chools, 

the implementation rate was high, with 80% of s c hools 

and a mean of 44. 1% of tea chers in eac h  s chool having 

imp l emente d  the pa ckage. However, data c olle c ted in 

the telephone survey of W. A .  primary s chools (N = 100) 

showed the se f i gure s to be i nf l ate d. The se data 

showed that v e ry few s chools (2 4%) had implemented 

the pac kage, with a mean of only 5 . 1% of tea chers in 

ea c h  school using the pa c kage. T hese data c orrespond 

with similar findings in other studies (Dynan, 198 3 ;  

Kennedy , 1985 ; Marsh, 198 3 ;  Wats on, Loosley & M c Kean, 

1 Q 89 ) , and fu rth er h i ghli ght t he e f f e c L i v e ness o f  
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in servicing a s  an impl ementation strategy. It i s  

ins ervicing which expl ain s the high l evel of impl ementation 

of the package in the s ix sampl e s chool s. 

Teacher s'  U s e of the KCGDEP 

While data coll ected in thi s s tudy have s hown the 

s ucce s s  of in s ervice education in bringing about the 

implementation of the KCGDEP, it ha s al s o  s hown that 

teacher s do not u s e  the package as wa s iptended by it s 

deve l oper s.  Thi s corre s pond s with the the finding s of 

similar s tudie s (Ben-Peretz & Kremer , 1979; Northfie l d, 

198 3 ) and i s  s upported by Mar s h  ( 1988b , p. 47) , who 

ha s o b s erved th a t  there a re u s u a l ly con s i der a ble 

difference s between the curricul um as devel oped and the 

curricu l um as impl emented by individua l teacher s. 

The KCGDEP wa s impl emented, by the ma jority of 

the teacher s ,  in ful fil ment of s chool pol icie s 

directed toward s enhancing student s'  s el f-concept/ 

s el f-e steem , and not s pecificall y  a s  a tool for drug 

education. Furthermore, the package wa s u s ed by 

individua l teacher s independentl y of their col l eagues . 

Thi s s how s that teacher s were not fol l owing the 

devel opmenta l framework outl ined in the package. From 

t h i s , i t i s c 1 e a r t h a t t h e K C  GD E P a s i m p  1 e m e n t e d w a s 
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c hanged significantly by the tea c hers who implemented 

it , This aspe c t  of the pa ckage ' s  implementation would 

need to be further investigated to properly evaluate 

the c onsequen ces of c hanges made by individual tea chers . 

Tea chers' Perceptions of the KCGDE P 

Those tea c hers who had implemented the KCGDE P were 

found to have pos i tive per ceptions of the pa c kage as 

a whole. Tea c hers ' two main areas of c on c ern were the 

pa ckage ' s  rationa l e  and general outcomes . 

Rationa l e . A relatively high proportion of 

tea chers did not res pond to items on the questionnaire 

dealing with the pa ckage' s rationale (see table D- 1) . 

This , c oupled with the fa c t  that even those tea c hers 

who had attended inservi ce c ourses and had implemented 

the pa ckage were not entirely c onversant with its 

approa c h  to drug edu cation, sho �s some defic ienc y  

in the c ommuni cation to tea chers of the pa c kage ' s  

rationale . T, Watt (Personal c ommunication, June 26, 

1 989) has stated that KCG made a deliberate de c ision 

not to in clude too much deta i l  in the pa ckage ' s  

rationale, reasoning that tea c hers would not be in c lined 

to read a lengthy explanation of the premises 

u n d e r p i n n i ng t h e  p a c k a g e . I n 5 t c a d, t h e  r a t i o n a l e  � &  
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explained on the audio cassette contained in the 

package (KCG, 1 988c). However, since this research 

has shown that none of the teachers who had implemented 

the package actually made use of this audio cassette, 

this strategy has been unsuccessful. Moreover, this 

finding lends further support to the case for saying 

that teachers in the sample group had not implemented 

the package as was intended by its developers. 

General outcomes. More than 50 % of teachers who 

had implemented the KCGDEP were either unconvinced or 

uncertain of whether the benefits accrued from their 

use of the package were superior to those obtained from 

alternative methods and procedures (see Table D-1 ) .  

This reflects teachers' uncertainty about the package' s 

approach to drug education and, when viewed alongside 

their generally high approval rating for the KCGDEP, 

leads to speculation that, although teachers were 

satisfied that the package could achieve its aims and 

ob jectives, they were not satisfied that these would 

be effective in decreasing the incidence of drug abuse. 

Once again, this highlights the fact that teachers had 

not been properly informed of the package' s rationale. 



Summa ry and Conc l usions 

Cu r ricu l um eva l uation questionnai re. The 

questionnai re used in the study was foun d to have 

accepta b l e  l eve l s  of re l iabi l ity in a l l but fou r of 

1 0 2  

its subsections. Data re l ated to the content va l idity 

of the questionnaire added l itt l e  to the r esea rcher' s 

know l edge of this aspect of the questionnaire. 

Neverthe l ess, at the conc l usion of this study it can 

be said that, with app ropriate revisions, the questionnaire 

would be a usefu l too l for co l l ecting data on teachers' 

perceptions of the KCGDEP. 

Imp l ementation of the KCGDEP. Imp l ementation of 

the KCGDE P  in W.A. prima ry schoo l s  was found to be 

minima l and, where the package was used, it had not 

been imp l emented as its deve l opers had intended. Thus, 

the imp l ementation of the KCGDEP was found to have 

been on l y  margin a l l y  successfu l at the time of the 

study. This sma l l amount of success was shown to be 

the resu l t  of inse rvice cou rses, but it is clea r that 

this implementation strategy needs to be maintained on 

a long-te rm basis if the package is to be effectively 

imp l emented. 
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The l ow level of impl ementation of the KCGDEP also 

brings into question the efficacy of providing packages 

of curricul um material s to schools. Previous studies 

(Dynan, 1983, p. 6 1; Kennedy, 1985; Marsh, 1983) 

have found that teache rs rarely use curriculum packages. 

These findings, coupl ed with sim ilar findings in 

this study, indicate a need to consider alternative 

methods of packaging, disseminat ing and implementing 

new curricula. 

Teach ers' perceptions of the KCGDE P. Teachers' 

perceptions of the package were, on the whol e, 

favourabl e ,  but it appeared that those who had 

impl emented the package were not entirely convinced 

of its efficacy as an effective tool in the prevention 

of drug abuse. This was shown in teachers' interpretations 

of drug education; their scant knowledge of the package' s 

rationale; and thei r  dou bt that the KCGDE P  is a mo r e  

useful tool for drug education than oth er  methods or  

p rocedures. In conclusion, teach ers' per ceptions of 

the KCGDEP reflect the l evel of i ts impl ementation. 

If impl ementation had been more successful, teachers 

would be better informed of the package' s rational e 

and, perhaps, more confident of its potential as an 

e f f e c l i ve m e a n s  o f  drug educat i on. 
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Recommendations 

As a res ult of data collected in this study, the 

following recommendations are put forward: 

1. The des ign of the study and the curriculum 

evaluation questionnaire constitute a useful model 

for evaluating teachers ' use and perceptions of the 

KCGDE P. In future evaluations of this kind, the model 

and questionnaire should be retained, sub ject to 

appropriate revision of the questionnaire. 

2. Cons i deration should be given to revising the 

questionna i re i n  order to increase the reliability of 

the subsections dealing w i th the design, student 

ac t ivities , teacher procedures and general outcomes of 

the KCGDE P. 

3. Consideration should be given to revising the 

questionnaire so that items dealing with the specif ic 

needs of teachers and students at different year levels 

are included. 

4. A clear and convincing statement of the KCGDE P' s  

rationale and the theoretical underpinn i ngs of the 

packag e ' s a p p roach t o  drug educat i on s hould be included 

i n  t he t e a c h e rs' not e s  conta i n e d  i n  t h e  pack age. 
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5 .  Consideration should be gi ven to providing a 

greater number of teachers with the opportunity to 

attend inservice courses on the effective use of the 

KCGDEP . This would increase awareness of the KCGDEP 

an d motivate more teachers to take the initial steps in 

implementing the package . 

6. Consideration shoul d be given to providing 

long-term assistance for teachers wishing to implement 

the KCGDEP . Preferably, this should take the form of 

repeated personal interaction with teachers . 

7. Further research should be conducted to 

investigate teachers' implementation of the KCGDEP 

and to evaluate the significance of changes made to 

the package when it is implemented. 
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T h e  P r incipal  

Dear  

I a� curren tly supervising Andrew Thompson , who is  studying 
for  his Bache lor of Educat ion with  Honours on the Churchlands Campus of 
We s t ern Aus tral ian College of Advanced Education. The research t opic 
Andrew has had approved for his s tudy is  an evaluat i on of  the Kangaroo 
Creek Gang Drug Educa t ion Package. 

The research wi l l  endeavour t o  determine whether the 
curriculum mater i als  contained in  the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 
Package are acceptable to  teachers in  t e rms o f  goals , format , processes 
and outcomes. The data needed wi l l  be collected via a curriculum 
evalua tion quest ionnaire  to be administ ered to class t eachers. 

The purpose o f  this l e t ter i s  to enqu ire whe ther Andrew 
would  be able to administer  his  quest ionnaire to teachers at your school. 
He wi l l  phone you next week to seek permission for a preliminary meet ing 
wi th  you to di scuss the possibi l i t ies  of involving your school in his 
s t udy . I f  you have any queries at a l l  that you would l i ke to discuss wi th 
me , I can be contacted on 3 8 3  8 40 5 . 

Yours sincere ly ,  

Lou Thompson 
Lecture , Educat ional Psychology 
Chnr<"'h l�nC,,; . 
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A P PENDIX B 

Curriculum Eval uation Questionnaire 

The curriculum eva l uation questionnaire u s ed in 

this study was adapted from Piper ( 1976, p. 83-89) . 

CURRICULUM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

� . 3 .  This ques tionnaire is  confidential and any informa tion 

you provide will  be treated as such . Names are only 

reque s ted for the purpose of i den tifying teachers who 

will be asked to participate in i nterviews as a follow 

up to the questionnaire . However , i t  is NOT obliga tory 

for you to provide your name . 



Please canplete the following details .  

Name ·  

Sex: • • • . • • • • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • •  MALE/FEMALE 

Number of years teaching experience: • . • • • • • •  1st year of teaching 

1-5 years 

In which year did you camence teaching at 
your present school • • • • • • • . • • • •  

6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16 or rrore years 

1989 
1988 
Prior to 1988 § 

Position (e .g .  deputy principal , classroan teacher ) :  __________ _ 

!-'.ave you attended an inservice ocurse on the use 
of the Ka..'lgaroo Creek Gang Drug Education Package? • • . •  YE.S/N'.l 

If yes , when did you attend this ocurse? ------------­
( State approxi.'T\ate rronth and year) 

Do you use the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 
Package in your teaching? . . • • . • • • • • • • • • •  YE.S/N'.l 

If you have indicated that you 00 lUI' use the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug 
Education Package, it is not necessary for you to ccmplete the next 
section of this questionnaire. Thankyou for your assistance. 

If you have indicated that you 00 use the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug 
Education Package , please ccmplete the rerainder of the questionnaire . 

When, approxirrately, did you last use the Kangaroo Creek Gang 
Drug Education Package? . • • . • • • . • • • • . • • • • •  Term __ Year __ 

For how many weeks , approxirrately , have you used the package? -------

With which year levelis ) do you use t�e package? --------------

In wr.ich C'.irriculurn areas ) do you use the package? ------------

1 08 



The questions that follow ask you , the teacher , for your 

opinion on d ifferent aspects of  the Kangaroo Creek Gang 
Drug Educat ion Package . 

The ques tions are divided into sections , with each question 
requiring a YES or NO a nswer to be recorded by  plac ing a 
cross ( x )  in the box provided . 

In addit ion to this , a t  the end of each section is a five 
point rating scale . which allows you to give your overall  

impression of  each aspect of  the  package being evaluated . 
The f ive points on the scale are in tended to represent :  

l Very Poor 
2 Poor 
3 Average 
4 Good 
5 Very Good 

Please indica te your response to these i tems by  circling 
the number on the scale which most closely corre sponds with 

your ra ting . 
Thus , i f  you rated the developmental framework and concepts 
of the package as  being ' Average ' ,  you woul d  indicate your 

response i n  the fol lowing way : 

2 Q 4 5 

1 0 9  



GOALS 

a .  Developmental 
Framework and 
Concepts 

( 1 )  Are the package ' s  deve lopmental  
framework and concepts clear l y  
defined? 

( 2 )  Are the package ' s  developmental 
framework and concepts adequate 
in scope and definition? 

( 3 )  Are the developmental frame-
work and concepts acceptable  
in terms of aims and objectives 
of the package as a whole?  

( 4 )  Are the package ' s  developmental  
framework and  concepts accept-
able in terms of the teacher ' s  
perceived aims and ob j ectives? 

( 5 )  Are the developmental framework 
and concepts realistic ( i . e .  
does i t  seem reasonable to 
expect they w i l l  be achieved 
by the ma terials ) ?  

( 6 )  Are there any l imitations/ 
defi ciencies in  the develop-
mental framework and concepts 
not covered in  your answers to 
the above ques tions ? 
If yes , please describe these 
0::-ief ly . 

overall  rat ing :or Developmental 
Framework and Concepts . 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 1 0  

Y E S  �o 

CJ 11 
0 D 

D D 

L.J D 

r---, u L, 

._I CJ 



b .  R a t i o:-:ale  ( 1 )  : s  a rationale :or the package 
prov i d e d ?  

( 2 )  ! s  t h e  rationale c l early  and 
cc:-:vincingly  arg�e d ?  

( 3 )  ! s  the rationale adeauate in  
explaining : 
( a l  the  reasons for the choi ce 

of con tent f e r  the  package? 
( b l  the  educationa l / pedagogical 

princ iples underly ing  the 
devel opment of  the package?  

( � )  ! s  the  rationa le con s is tent 
with the developmental  frame­
work and concepts of the 
package? 

( 5 )  �re t h ere l i�i tations / 
c e : i ci encies  i� � he =a t ional e  
�ct  cove=ed in  ,,o�r answers t o  
t h e  a bove �uestl ons ?  
: f  yes , p l e a s e  describe these 
briefly . 

Overa l l  ra� ing for Rationa le 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 1 1  

:::s  so  

o n 

D 0 

n n 

D D  

0 D 

D D  
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FORMAT '! ES �o 

a .  Prac ticality  ( 1 )  Are t here cos ts  involved in the 
use of  the package ( e . g .  repro-
duction of worksheets , purchase 

0 0 of supp lementary materials ) ?  

( 2 )  Are these costs  acceptable? D D 

( 3 )  I s  the package acceptable in 
terms of : 

D 0 ( a )  school facili tes /organisation? 
( b )  equipment/ ski l l s / personne l 

0 0 required? 
( c )  convenience of use and 

D 0 handl ing? 
( d )  class size/age/ability  range? D 0 

( 4 )  Does the package have extended use 
beyond the immediate one ( e . g .  

0 D f uture years , other subjects ) ?  

( 5 )  Are there l imitations/ deficiencies 
not covered in your answers to the 

D 0 abovQ ques t ions? 
I f  yes , please describe these 
briefly . 

Overall rating for Practicality . 

2 3 4 5 

YES NO 

b .  Jesign ( 1 )  I s  the material contained in the 
package a t tractively presented? u D 

( 2 )  Does the ma terial communicate 
� D effective l y ?  

( 3 )  I s  t h e  material s tructured in 
a manner likely  to  facilitate 

n 0 teac� ing/ l earning? 



b .  Des ign 
( continued ) 

c .  Content 

( 4 )  Does the  ma ter ial lend itself  to 
a variety of teach ing approaches/  
strategies?  

( 5 )  I s  the material  appropriate for 
the s t udents for whom it is  
intended? 

( 6 )  I s  the material  adaptab l e  to the 
ind ividual  needs of s tudents?  

( 7 )  Are  you  aware of al ternative designs 
which would  be more ef fective? 

( 8 )  Are there any l imita tions / 
def iciencies not covered in your 
answers to the above questions? 
If  yes , please describe these 
brief l y .  

Overa l l  rating for  De s ign . 

1 2 3 4 5 

( 1 )  I s  the content s u f f i ciently  
importan t/valuable /wor thwhi l e  
t o  warrant its inclus ion in the 
school curr iculum? 

( 2 )  I s  the content acceptable to : 
( a )  teacher s?  
( b )  s tudents? 
( c )  commun ity?  

( 3 )  I s  the content relevant to the 
needs o f :  
( a )  teachers? 
( b )  students?  
( c )  community?  

( 4 )  I s  the content likely  to  appeal 
( a )  teachers?  
( b )  student s ?  

to : 

1 1 3 

YES  NO 

D 0 

D D 

D D 

D D 

0 0 

YES NO 

D 0 

i 

§ � 
I.......J 
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� I
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- •  Con tent  
( continued ) 

PROCESSES 

a .  S t uden• 

( 5 )  Are you aware of  al ternative 
materials which would be more 
ef fective? 

( 6 )  Are there any l imitations/ 
def iciencies in the materials 
not covered i n  your answers to 
the above questions? 
If yes , please describe these 
brief ly . 

Overall rating for Content . 

1 2 3 4 5 

( 1 )  Is there adequate provision for 
student activities in the package? 

( 2 )  Are the activities clearly 
described in terms of student 
behaviours ? 

( 3 )  Are alternative/additional 
activities suggested? 

( 4 )  Is all equipment for carrying 
out these activities included 
with the package or read ily  
ava ilable to students? 

( 5 )  Do these activities involve 
extra cost to : 
( a )  the school?  
( b )  the s tudents? 

( 6 )  Are • hese  activities practical in  
terms of  school organ isat ion/ 
facili tes/equipment? 

( 7 )  Do the  activities contr i bute 
s igni f icantly to the learning 
experiences of students ? 

1 1 4 

YES NO 

0 D 

0 D 

YES NO 

0 0 

L 0 

D 

t: 8 

w D 

D 



a .  S .. ude • 

b .  

A c  .. i v  • ies 
( con• nued ) 

Teacher 
Procedures 

( 8 )  Are there s pecial skills /demands 
required of  s tudents?  

( 9 )  Do students possess these ski l l s /  
can they respond t o  these demands? 

(� ) I f  not , do the materials provide for 
training in these s pecial skills/  
demands?  

( ll )  Are  the  ac  .. i v ities  likely  to 
interest s tuden ts? 

(� ) Are there limitations/ 
def i ciencies in  • he s tudent 
ac  . . iv i t ies not covered in your 
answers to the above questions? 
If yes , please describe these 
brief ly . 

Ove=all  rat ing for S tudent Activities . 

1 2 3 4 5 

( 1 )  Are there s pecial skills  
required of  the teacher? 

( 2 )  I f  s o ,  d o  you , t h e  teacher , 
possess these s pecial skills?  

( 3 )  Does the package make 
unreasonable demands on the 
teacher? 

( 4 )  Does the teacher feel 
competent to handle the materials?  

( 5 )  Are the materials appropriate to 
the teaching strategies/approach 
employed by the teacher? 

( 6 )  Are there special requirements 
which would  limi t the usefulness 
package or render it impractical? 

1 l 5 

YES �O 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

D D 

C 0 

YES  NO 

D D 

u ,_j 

I ' '--' CJ 

---, 
0 I ' '--' 

I 1 D 

D 0 



b .  ':'eacher 
Procedures 
( con tinued ) 

OUTCOMES 

a .  S t:ident 
Outcomes 

( 7 )  Are there l imitations/  
def iciencies in  the package in 
terms of teacher procedures not 
covered in your answers to the 
above ques tj ons? 
I f  yes , please describe these 
brief ly . 

Overal l rating f or Teacher Procedures . 

2 3 4 5 

Are there benef i ts /gains for s t udents 
in  terms of : 

( 1 )  knowl edge/ unders tanding? 
( 2 )  s k i l l s ?  
( 3 )  attitudes/values?  
( 4 )  perception s ?  
( 5 )  interests?  

Overall  rating for Student  Outcome s .  

1 2 3 4 5 

1 1 6 

YES ��O 

D D 

YES NO 



b .  Teacher 
Ou tcomes 

c .  Genera l 
Ou tcome s 

Are there benefits/gains for the 
teacher in  terms of : 

( 1 )  satis faction? 
( 2 )  achievement of a ims and 

objectives? 
( 3 )  better relations with class/  

s tuden ts? 
( 4 )  in tere s t? 
( 5 )  profes sional developmen t ?  

Overall  rating for Teacher Ou tcomes . 

l 2 4 5 

( 1 )  Does the package achieve i ts a ims 
and objectives? 

( 2 )  Are there unplanned/ unexpected 
ou tcomes? 

( 3 )  I f  so , are these acceptable? 

( 4 )  Are there unwanted outcomes?  

( 5 )  Are  the  bene f i ts/ga ins superior 
to those obtained from a l ternative 
teach ing procedures/al ternative 
me thods? 

Overall  rating for General Outcomes . 

1 2 4 5 

THANKYOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION AND A S S I STANCE IN COMPLETING 
THIS Q�ESTIONNAIRE 

1 1  7 

YES  �O  

0 [] 

0 11 

§ § 

YES NO 

0 D 

LJ 11 

0 L 
u 1-:] 

i_J D 
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AP PENDIX C 

Interview Schedules 

Teachers Who Have Implemented the KCGDEP 

1 .  How did you become aware of the Kangaroo Creek Gang 

Drug Education Package? 

2 .  For what reason (s) did you decide to use the package? 

3 .  How often do you use the package? 

4 .  Can you describe the way in which you use the 

package? 

5 .  The package has a number of components . 

the foll owing do you make use of? 

Animated video. 

Video related a ct ivities. 

Extension activ i ties. 

Audio cassette . 

Which of 

Programmes on self-awareness, decision-making and 

communication . 

Puppet plays. 

Resource lists . 

6 .  Which of the components of the package do you find 

most useful? 

7 .  Why do you find these components useful? 
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8 .  What do you think is appropriate content for drug 

education? 

9. How do you think drug education should be taught? 

10 . Do you make use of any approaches to drug education 

other than the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 

Package? 

Teachers Who Have Not Impl emented the KCGDEP 

1 .  Were you aware of the existence of the Kangaroo 

Creek Gang Drug Education Package before becoming 

involved in this research? 

2. If NO, has this research motivated you to consider 

use of the package? 

3 .  If YES, have you considered using the package and, 

for what reason (s) did you decide not to use the 

package? 

4. What do you think is appropriate content for drug 

education? 

5 .  How do you think drug education shoul d be taught? 

6. Do you make use of any approaches to drug education 

other than the Kangaroo Creek Gang Drug Education 

Package? 



APPENDIX D 

Table D-1 
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Responses to the Curricul um Evaluation Questionnaire 

Item 

number
a 

Positive 

response 

Developmental 

1 81. 8 

2 81. 8 

3 90. 9 

4 81 . 8  

5 6 3 .  6 

6 o . o  

Negative 

response 

Framework and 

9. 1 

9. 1 

0. 0 

9. 1 

1 8. 2 

90. 9 

Rational e 

1 90. 9 0 . 0  

2 7 2. 2 9. 1 

3 6 3. 6 9. 1 

4 81 . 8 0. 0 

5 9. 1 7 2. 7 

No 

response 

Concepts 

9. 1 

9.  1 

9. 1 

9. 1 

1 8. 2 

9. 1 

9.  1 

1 8. 2 

2 7. 3 

1 8. 2 

1 8. 2 



Item 

number
a 

1 

2 

3a 

3 b  

3 c  

3d 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 2 1  

Tabl e 0- 1 (continued) 

Pos i t i ve Negat ive No 

response response response 

Pract i cal ity 

1 00 . 0  0.0 0.0 

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0 

90.9 9. 1 0 . 0 

90 . 9  9 .  1 0.0 

90 . 9  9. 1 0 . 0 

7 2 . 7 2 7 .  3 o . o  

90.9 9 .  1 o . o  

o . o  1 00 . 0  o . o  

Des i gn 

1 00 . 0  o . o  o . o  

81 . 1 1 8 . 2 0 . 0 

8 1 .  8 9 .  1 9 .  1 

90.9 9 .  1 0. 0 

81 . 8 1 8 . 2 0. 0 

90.9 9 .  1 0.0 

1 8 . 2 81. 8 0 . 0 

9 .  1 90.9 0. 0 



Item 

number a 

1 

2 a 

2 b  

2c 

3a 

3 b  

3 c  

4 a 

4 b  

s 

6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

S a  

S b  

1 2  2 

Ta bl e D- 1 (continued) 

Positive Nega tive No 

response response response 

Content 

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

1 0 0 . 0  o . o  o . o  

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

9 .  1 8 1 . 8 9 .  1 

o . o  90 . 9  9 .  1 

Student Activities 

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

1 0 0 . 0  o . o  0 . 0  

8 1 . 8 9 . 1 9 .  1 

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

6 3.  6 36. 4 0 . 0  

0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  0 . 0  



I tem 

number
a 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 23 

T a ble D- 1 (cont inued) 

Pos it ive Neg at ive No 

response response response 

Student Act iv it ies (cont inued) 

90 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

5 4 .  5 45 . 5 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

5 4 . 5  3 6 . 4  9 .  1 

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

1 8 . 2 8 1 . 8 o . o  

Te a cher Procedures 

3 6 . 4  6 3 .  6 o . o  

5 4 .  5 2 7 .  3 1 8 .  2 

1 8 .  2 8 1 . 8 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

90 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

2 7 .  3 6 3 . 6 9 .  1 

o . o  1 0 0 . 0  0 . 0  



I tem 

num ber
a 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 2 4  

Table D- 1 (continued) 

Positive Negative No 

response response response 

Student Outcomes 

9 0 . 9 9 .  1 0 . 0  

9 0 . 9 9 .  1 0 . 0  

9 0 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

8 1 . 8 9 .  1 9 .  1 

8 1 . 8 9 • 1 9 .  1 

Teacher Outcomes 

9 0 . 9 9 .  1 o . o  

9 0 . 9  9 .  1 0 . 0  

8 1 . 8 9 • 1 9 • 1 

9 0 . 9  9 .  1 o . o  

8 1 . 8 1 8 . 2 0 . 0  



I tem 

num ber
a 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Table D-1 (continued) 

Positive Negative No 

response response response 

General Outcomes 

7 2 .  7 9. 1 1 8 .  2 

5 4 . 5 4 5 . 5 0. 0 

7 2 .  7 o . o  2 7 . 3  

9. 1 90. 9 0. 0 

4 5 . 5 2 7 .  3 2 7 .  3 

Note . n = 11. Response frequencies shown as 

percentages. 

a
l tem numbe rs correspond w ith those shown on the 

que s t ionna i re (se e  Appendix B). 
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