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ABSTRACT

The study examined teachers’ involvement in thplémentation of a pedagogical innovation in thericutum.
One hundred and ninety secondary school teachees pugposively sampled. A questionnaire was desidoe=xplore a
number of elements including availability and u$¢he document and teachers’ knowledge of the iatio specified in
the curriculum. The findings showed that teacheesnat involved in the implementation of the cuntian as they should.
This is evident from the fact that they do not hamewledge of the curriculum with regards to thelggogical innovation.
Teachers do not read the syllabus of the subjbetg teach as they should. In order for curriculumovation to be
properly implemented and sustained, teachers’ rolesnd understanding of the innovation are crucidlus, the

implications of the findings are discussed in teohteacher preparation and training.

KEYWORDS: Curriculum Innovation, Implementation Fidelity, Tobers, Teacher Preparation, Professional

Development Training
INTRODUCTION

Curriculum is a dynamic programme that is expetbeaiddress the changing needs and aspirationsyafariety.
School-based programmes are the primary means lighvaurricula are delivered to learners. Howeveangn school
based innovative programmes are seldom implemeyeddctly. The effectiveness of innovative prograesmepends on
implementation fidelity, that is, the degree to ethprogramme implementers deliver the programmiatasded by the
developers (Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, & Han2603). Durlak & DuPre, (2008) and Dusenbury et @003) note
the critical role that implementation fidelity pg&yn the achievement of positive programme outcoiiéisalic, Fagan &
Argamaso (2008) observe that the success or failfian innovation depends in the long run on tlaeher. Teachers
occupy a central role in the implementation of imuwlum and experts agree that the teacher is &alritactor in the
successful implementation of any educational intioma(Wokocha, 2007). No genuine innovation occurdess the
teachers are personally committed to ensuringuteess.Teacher skills and attitudes count for a great aeate in
curriculum innovation than do changes in contert arethods. In order to implement change, one mang la personal

stake in the process and must be knowledgeabld #missues.

Innovative teaching such as a shift from teackertred to student-centred teaching is often met vasistance
from students as they are challenged to approaabigms at a higher level. Similarly, though to sskr extent, teachers
may be hesitant to incorporate student centredhiegchecause of a perceived lack of control in ¢hessroom and
changes in their teaching practices. Several studiezve shown the extent to which programme fideitgurs and how
both individual and organizational factors have pbéential to influence the fidelity with which smbl-based curricula are
implemented in classrooms (Little, Sussman, Sun éhrBach, 2013; Rohrbach, Gunning, Sun & Sussmaf;20
Lochman, Powell, Boxmeyer, Qu, Wells & Windle, 20@8d Kam, Greenberg, & Wall, 2003yhat stands out ighat the
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quality of implementation of an innovation is degent on factors that include organisational capaaitd ongoing
assistance. This ties in with Kam et al.’s (200B8i)dg, and findings from meta-analyses of implememtafidelity (see

Durlak & DuPre, 2008). The readiness of teachersrugial and research has identified common diffies, including

limited preparation, student reluctance and lackcoifidence (Blackie, Case & Jawitz 2010; Kembeb®20Gilis,

Clement, Laga & Pauwels, 2008). It follows thenttaay re-alignment of curriculum should identifyoffe variables that
nurture the teacher—student dynamic (Gilis et20l08 and Guest, 2005). Training is an importaninelet for effective
fidelity implementation which contributes to thecsass of an innovation. Teachers who are activelplved in the
implementation process are more receptive (DurlalodPre, 2008). This commitment can be accomplisthedugh

teacher training and staff development traininggpsmmes that give teachers appropriate conceptl paactical

assistance during this process. A comprehensivehéeatraining and administrative support is essértt increase
implementation fidelity (Little et al., 2013; Blaiek Case & Jawitz 2010; Bamber 2008).

CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF STUDY

Teaching within the Ghana education system hasrgote a pedagogical shift in recent years, wittv ne
approaches to improve student motivation, autonamy achievement (Fernandes, Flores & Lima, 201&jcyPmakers
and educators recognize the need to move teachithidearning from the didactic acquisition of “kn@dbe” to a new
position where students will be able to apply theiowledge, develop analytical thinking skills, #yesize information,
and use their knowledge in a variety of ways td et learning problems, and with problems andiéssin their lives.
Consequently, the concept of ‘profile dimensiongiah places premium on application of knowledg&eathan content
knowledge was made central to the teaching syllamas prime focus of teaching, learning and asseasisfrem basic
school (primary and junior secondary school) tasdary school in 1998. Profile dimensions descpésicular learning
behaviours required of learners, with relative eagih for each profile dimension expressed in peacenweights. For
example, the dimension weightings of the curriculafrthe three core subjects of English languagehematics and

science are described as follows: for English laigguat the primary, junior secondary and senicorsgary school levels:
Knowledge and Understanding = 40%
Use of Knowledge = 60% (Ministry of Education, 202012a; and 2012hb)

The emphasis on use of knowledge (60%), makdseitpteferred profile dimension in teaching, leagnand
assessment. Under the use of knowledge, applicatfoknowledge, analysisinventive thinking (primary school),
inventive thinking (JHS), innovation/creativity (Sf{ and evaluation are emphasised and what caestithese elements

have been made explicit. For the mathematics eauemic for primary, JHS and SHS:
Knowledge and Understanding = 40%
Application of Knowledge = 60% (Ministry of Edugatt, 2012c; 2012d; and 2012¢)

The emphasis on application of knowledge (60%kanat the preferred profile dimension in teachilegrning
and assessment at the pre university level, withtwbunts as application, analysis, synthesis aatliation explicitly
described in the syllabus at all levels. For thedgrated science curriculum at the primary leves, telative emphasis in

weighting is:

Knowledge and Understanding = 20%
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Application of Knowledge = 20%
Attitudes and Process skills = 60% (Ministry ofugdtion, 2012f)

The emphasis on attitudes and process skills miers the most important profile dimension in téagh
learning and assessment at the primary level. AtXHS level, the emphasis shifts to applicatiorkmdwledge and

experimental and process skills as such:
Knowledge and Understanding = 20%
Application of Knowledge = 40%
Experimental and Process skills = 40% (Ministryedfucation, 2012g)
At the SHS level, the emphasis shifts back tauatéis and process skills:
Knowledge and Understanding = 20%
Application of Knowledge = 20%
Attitudes and Process skills = 60% (Ministry ofuédtion, 2012h)

Explicit examples of what goes into the use ofwdealge, application of knowledge and attitudes/expental
and Process skills are given, and teachers areydarty urged to give their students chances tgage in evaluative

thinking, the lack of which is noted to accountfiee poor performance of students.

A shift in the respective authoritative-passiviesoof teacher and student represents a new cdaeeteaching/
learning relationship (Hua, Harris & Ollin, 201M)ith its emphasis on core generic skills such ascal thinking,
problem-solving and independent learning (O’Neill McMahon, 2005; Light & Cox, 2005), which is ceritta the
philosophy of student-centred learning and seesileg as taking place in a constructive interactietween students and
teachers and among students (Attard, Lorio, Ge&eBanta, 2010). While it can be argued that studentred learning is
an extension of good pedagogy and classroom peaditic some teachers adaptation to its principks loe difficult
(Mangan, 2008). Research suggests that any changadtice should involve a degree of risk and taagy (Blackie et
al, 2010; Barnett, 2008), offering transformativaemtial to teachers as well as students. The eagdl of a curriculum
that engages students is itself a challenge, battbat cannot be shirked if an argument about cultim is to hold
substance (Coate & Barnett, 2005).

Walker (2006), shares the views of educators tizdt teachers do pedagogically potentially infllent¢he
development of their students. It then follows ttie opportunities we open up or foreclose in dassrooms matteMy
encounter with post graduate diploma in educatP@DE) students provided impetus for this study. EGudents are
non professional graduate teachers in secondapokcivho have enrolled on the programme to be psideally trained
as teachers. As classroom teachers, they are edquiruse the various syllabi in their subject ateateach students. As
stated earlier on in this paper, the concept dfilerdimensions is explained and the various emesiaxplicitly illustrated
in the introduction to the syllabus of all subjefttsm primary to secondary level. Teachers, whousers of the syllabus,
are expected to read and be conversant with thereegents of the syllabus and allow it to diredithteaching, student
learning and assessment. It was therefore surgrigiven 90% of PGDE students in my Methods of teaghlass claimed

no knowledge about the concept of profile dimensiand none could explain it to the class. The st@y not different in
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classes of colleagues | contacted. This begs tlestign: if teachers do not read, how do studergm® The need to
investigate teachers’ knowledge and practice ofpth@agogical innovation became apparent. The parpbshis study
was therefore to ascertain the status of implentientaf profile dimensions in the curriculum of sedary schools. The
study intends to find out if the curriculum docurhénavailable in schools and the extent to whigdchers are familiar

with it and implement the pedagogical innovation.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Research questions that direct the study are:

What percentage of teacher-respondents has copiésaccess to the syllabus of the subject theghtea

secondary school?
What percentage of teacher-respondents is guigdiaebsyllabus in their lesson preparation?

What is the level of awareness among teacher-nelgs of the provisions of profile dimensionshe syllabus

they use to teach?
What support do teachers get in the implementatfdhe innovative pedagogical practice?

The study will provide information on teachersvatvement in implementing the pedagogical requiretmen
secondary schools. This is likely to stimulate Hartresearch in the area. Secondly, the outcorigeagtudy will provide
independent feedback to the Ghana Education Seavidehe Ministry of Education on the level of imlentation of the
pedagogical innovation and serve as basis for daréittion. Finally, teachers will be sensitizedtbg outcome of the

study to improve their awareness of the curriculum.
METHODS

A descriptive survey that involves collecting d#tat describe the status of implementation ofgbdagogical
innovation in secondary schools was consideredoggpiate for this study. It is the best design feparting variables in a

natural setting or the way things are.

It involves the collection of data to test hypdiseor to answer questions on the current statibeofubject of
study (Patton, 2002). Students on the PGDE progmmere purposively sampled because they are ctassteachers
and by virtue of their position are implementerstloé innovation. They use the various syllabi ofcselary school
subjects on a regular basis. A total of 190 PGDUdestts participated in the study. This was madefuplO first year
students and 80 second year students. A questienwas administered for data collection. StatistRackage for Service
Solution (SPSS) version 16 was used to analysddtee It was my contention that the survey data lvess analysed in a

relatively straightforward manner. Thus, the datdéscribed in terms of frequencies.
FINDINGS

The majority of respondents, 78% (86 out of 11Dfirst year students and 80% (64 out of 80) secypedr
students have been teaching for up to ten years. stlggests that they have been using the syll&dyutheir various

subjects for this period as shown in tables 1 anbdelow:
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Table 1: Number of Years of Teaching - Year 1 Studds
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Table 1a: Number of Years of Teaching - Year 2 Stughts
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Moreover, 75% of teacher-respondents claimed ostmgrof personal copies of the syllabus. Those dinaot
have personal copies (25%) have access to copthsimvarious schools which they can use to prefiair lesson notes.

Tables 2 and 2a below show distribution of teackepondents across the ten regions of Ghana:

Table 2: Region in Which Respondents’ Teach - Yedk Students
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Table 2a: Region in Which Respondents’ Teach - Yedt Students
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Teacher-respondents span the 10 regions of Ghiamagh the majority are from the greater Accra @sahtral
regions respectively in both year groups. Takirig tonsideration distribution of schools acrosstéreregions of Ghana,
one can say that teacher-respondents are fairgildited. Tables 3 and 3a below show the percentddeachers who
have come across profile dimensions in their sykab

Table 3: Teachers Awareness of Profile Dimensions the Syllabus and what it Means — Year 1

Have you come across
the phrase "profile
dimension" in your

syllabus?
B yes
@ no
If yes, what does it mean?
N | %
Levels of Bloom's Taxonomy of learning 7 6.4
Level of measurement and evaluation 3 2.7
| do not remember 2 1.8
Total 12 | 10.9
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Table 3a: Teachers Awareness of Profile Dimensions the Syllabus and what it Means — Year 2

Have you come across
the phrase "profile
dimension" in your

syllabus?
B yes
@ no
96.25%
If yes, what does it mean?
N | %

Levels of Bloom's Taxonomy of learning 3 3.8
| do not remember 1 1.3
Total 4 |50

The results show that 90% of first year teachepoadentsri= 98 out of 110) and 96% of second year teacher-
respondentsnE 77 out of 80) have no knowledge of the concepfilerdimensions. The majority of first year teache
respondents and second year teacher-respondentsavba@ome across profile dimensions in the syHaifitheir subjects
said profile dimensions is about the levels of Bid® taxonomy of learning, probably because emphiasgaced on
application, analysis, synthesis and evaluatiothashighest form of thinking (Bloom, 1965). The et 3% associate
profile dimensions with level of measurement andleation and 3% do not remember what it means. Wghsiriking is
that the percentage of second year students (4#9,have knowledge of profile dimensions is compaest lower than
the percentage of first year students (11%). Secgead students have been taken through two keysespmamely
methods of teaching and curriculum studies in thebject areas which should have addressed aningagir knowledge
and understanding. When teacher-respondents wéex aghether they have had any opportunities forfgssional
development training, 49% of first year studentpomded in the affirmative, and 51% said no. Fopbséd year students,
41% reported having had professional developmairtitrg while 59% said no. This suggests that mbaa thalf of either
group of students have not had any professionaldpment training since they started teaching.tRose who have had
professional development training, 36% of firstrystudents and 29% of second year students regelycliad their last
professional training between 2011 and 2012 as shiowable 4 and 4a below:
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Table 4: Last Professional Training Attended — Yearl

Table 4a: Last Professional Training Attended — Yea2
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DISCUSSIONS

There is no doubt that the intent of the curriouldevelopers is to move teaching, learning andsassent from
the didactic acquisition of knowledge to applicatmf knowledge and the development of genericskili using the data
generated to answer the research questions, ongaugge the extent to which the pedagogical innowmais being

implemented:

What Percentage of Teacher-respondents has Copie$ bAccess to the Syllabus of the Subject they Tdadn

Secondary School?

The majority of respondents claim personal copfeke syllabus of subjects they teach, the othak® access to
copies in their schools to use in the preparatictheir lesson notes. Consequently, one can sayath490 respondents in
the study (100%) have access to a copy of themmdlaf the subject they teach. If all respondemtgehaccess to the
syllabus of the subject they teach and the conogptrofile dimensions is explained and explicit exdes of what is
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expected are given in the introduction to all dyillahen one would expect that teachers who readntnoduction to the

syllabus must be familiar with profile dimensiomxavhat it entails.
What Percentage of Teacher-respondents is Guided lilge Teaching Syllabus in their Lesson Preparation?

If all teachers have access to the syllabus ofstii®ects they teach and use it to prepare lesstes,none can
argue that all teacher-respondents (100%) are duigethe teaching syllabus in their lesson prepamatindeed, the
teaching syllabi for all subjects provide conteotlte covered, specific objectives for topic listéglaching/learning
activities for each topic and how students showdebaluated. This means that teachers are closidied) to teach the
topics prescribed. Though adaptations can be ntadehers cannot move too far away from the syllabteir students
should perform creditably in the national examimasi. If this is the case, then teachers must raddiaderstand what is

required of them in order to teach effectively.

What is the Level of Awareness among Teacher-respdants of the Provisions of Profile Dimension in th&yllabus

they Use to Teach?

One can say from the findings of the study thatrifajority of respondents were not aware of thecepnprofile
dimensions and its provision. Teachers’ lack ofwdealge of the central concept of the curriculumgasgs that they do
not read the syllabus as they should. If teachersat read the syllabus in a way that would famigia them with the
guiding principles of teaching, then how do theagcte? Of course, one can argue that if the teadyittgbus is so detailed
as to provide content to be covered, specific dbjes for topics listed, teaching/learning actegtifor each topic and how
students should be evaluated, teachers who dceadtthe introduction to the syllabus can still négd to develop the
skills and attitudes desired in students. Howeleimg shown what to do, and understanding why awd $omething is
being done are two different issues, especiallg tontext where the majority of teachers have teenashift from the
authoritative-passive roles of teacher and studleey themselves have experienced as students twacooperative
learning relationship (Hua, Harris & Ollin 2011). thacher who does not understand the what, whyhamd of the
curriculum will not be able to present informatimna way that will lead to the desired learningomme (Walker, 2006;
Mangan, 2008), which means that the pedagogicaliation cannot be successfully implemented. Ihésefore important
for teachers to understand the philosophy behiedpthdagogical innovation and how it may impact ettidearning.
Teachers have a professional commitment to devidep skills and expertise in classroom practit®t is why it is
disheartening to find that after going through segrin methods of teaching and curriculum studigsst second year
teacher-respondents were still oblivious to thecepi of profile dimensions. It could be that iritieacher training is not
focusing on developing students understanding ef ghilosophy and the principles of profile dimemsiand, for
example, ensuring that student teachers are famith the experiences and outcomes. There is dgal fior all student
teachers to acquire a deep understanding of theiplés and purposes of profile dimensions, famiijiawith the
experiences and outcomes across all curriculunsanead an understanding of how to translate thdeepiactice. Teacher
self-efficacy, comfort, and buy-in can be increaseidh effective teacher training and/or professioraining

opportunities.
What Support do Teachers Get in the Implementatiorof the Innovative Pedagogical Practice?

If more than half of respondents can say that tieye never had any professional development frgigince

they started teaching, one can argue that supgartinimal, especially so, for an innovation whidclg for a shift in
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teaching practice. Documenting the change in th®duction to the syllabi of subjects is not enauah this study has
shown. Teachers need to be sensitised as to whgtamd how of the innovation to implement the clearihis is because
teachers adopting student-centred teaching ofeemimaware of the typical pedagogical challengeg thay face (Gilis et
al., 2008; Lochman et al., 2008). In particulagcteers new to student centred- teaching can aat&ighanges to teacher
and student roles, a shift that may be supportetl wacher training and or professional developmgaihing and
awareness of common student reactions. The literatn teacher training suggests that teachers ezm labout the
mechanics of delivery during face-to face workshdpst as students are expected to change theifrratudent-centred
teaching, the teacher’s role also changes. Instéatnply telling students what to do, teachersi\ggshe student-centred
approach help students to find their own answeradiyng guiding questions and having the studeessribe their ideas
both verbally and in writing. Teachers not usedthe way of teaching often have difficulty implentiewy such

innovations (Mangan, 2008).

Teacher's prior beliefs and practices can poséestges. They may be unwilling to change in theclion of the
innovation because their understandings may inmerfeth their ability to interpret and implementetlinnovation as
intended by the curriculum developers. Recent rekgaoints to the need for a comprehensive teachiging and support
to increase implementation fidelity (Rohrbach et 2010; Durlak & DuPre, 2008). In the absenced#cuate teacher and
professional development training, teachers may @altheir prior beliefs and experiences in intetimg the innovation
which may lead to a mismatch between what the iation aims to achieve and what actually happengienthe
classroom. Teacher training and professional deveémt programmes are crucial to provide teachetts @pportunities
to redirect their beliefs and reflect upon themssroom practices (Little et al., 2013he introduction of tailored staff
development programmes, in this context, may ptovgave a positive impact on student-centred cararepof teaching
(Blackie et al, 2010; Bamber, 200&}ontinuous professional development strategies mesh place to endow those
entrusted with teaching with the required knowledgjells, attitudes and values (Barnett, 2008).ifliny sessions that
emphasise the importance of using questioning dirget the thinking and learning processes of sitaland address
higher order learning and understanding is necg$sahis contextThe effectiveness of teacher training and profesdio
development lies in its impact on learners’ exparés and in improvements in the outcomes of tieaiming. We need to
develop our approach to continuing professionakbtgyment to ensure that teachers engage in teaahiiody will lead to
better outcomes for students. There is evidenanbénced teacher professionalism and effectiveemghtation where
teachers had direct involvement in, and felt ownigrsf activities to implement curriculum (Rohrbaehal., 2010; Durlak
& DuPre, 2008).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Teachers have access to their respective teadyifepus; however they do not read the introductiorthe
syllabus. They seem to delve straight into thed®pieaching and learning activities and evaluapioescribed without
recourse to the introductory notes. Thus they rtisscentral premise and focus of the syllabus. Tdreytherefore not
familiar with the concept of profile dimensions whirelates to priorities which have been identisegdh as critical skills.
While their teaching might be directed by the téaghand learning activities prescribed, their laxfkknowledge and
understanding of the philosophy behind the pedagbdinovation is likely to impact negatively orudént learning. The
extent to which teachers are oblivious of the iratmn suggests that a lot of work still needs todbae for teachers to

acquire the necessary knowledge and skills forcétfe implementation of the curriculum. Teacheinirgg needs to focus
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on the central premise of the curriculum and wookshto acquaint subject teachers with the innomaisoabsolutely

necessary at both the school and district levalehSnitiatives, if well organised, may have a ffigant impact on

teaching methodology. They can also achieve a dhegrse of purpose as all teachers are involved K&l to getting

teachers committed to an innovation is to enhahe& knowledge and understanding of the programighout an

appropriate focus on teachers, the innovation méli pan out. The quality of teachers explains diffices in learning

outcomes. This means that teachers need to bedramd developed professionally.

The primary limitation of this study is the useRIEDE students who, though are in the classrooenaw being

professionally trained as teachers. This prevdmsdader from generalizing to a larger setting/@mpopulation. A larger

sample including professional teachers could ledatdader generalizatioRurther exploration of teacher perceptions and

preconceptions, and the possible impact of thesm tipe success of curriculum innovations, may bBeuigful area for

further research.
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