
 
 

 
 
 

 found this module particularly helpful as it provided practical examples to support the 
theory we have engaged with so far. 
 

 
 
 

 really liked the advice provided by Adrienne Castellon when she discussed the current 
concern with Indigenizing our curriculum. She noted that “start where you are with what 
you have” was the advice given in response to the hesitation that many educators express 

when they seek to incorporate Indigenous concepts in curriculum. I would extend the idea of 
starting “where we are with what we have” to all curriculum planning, instruction and 
assessment. I approach from a humanistic perspective, and therefore believe that authenticity 
in education is key. This means that our own personality and life experience should inform 
our planning, instruction and assessment. It also means that it is OK that we are not the sage 
in the classroom who knows all of the answers, thus leading to more opportunities for 
educators to connect with and to empower learners.  
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 thought it might be helpful for my learning to develop a research question as I 
incorporated the material we have explored thus far into this module. From my 
perspective as an “outsider” to the K-12 system, it seems to me that I have more flexibility 

in a post-secondary environment to experiment with content, planning, instruction and 
assessment than there appears to be in the K-12 system.  
 

 

 
 

n order to understand the challenges of standardized testing, it is important to consider 
some of the approaches to assessment that complement approaches to curricular design. 
As MacMillan (2014) notes, considerations in determining assessments include clear and 

appropriate learning targets, validity, alignment, reliability, fairness, positive consequences, 
practicality and efficiency (p. 57). While standardized testing may avoid teacher bias, I 
wonder if standardized testing can address assessment bias.  
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 introduce the Fraser Institute as I consider assessment bias. I have often noticed their 
reviews of secondary schools in Alberta. I happened to run across one this week that noted 
that a small rural school I was familiar with, Mallaig High School, was listed as third on a 

list of “top ten fastest improving Alberta high schools from 2013 through 2017.” The media 
release from the Fraser Institute noted that the results demonstrate that “every school is 
capable of improvement regardless of school type, location and the students’ personal and 
family characteristics.”  
 
I wonder if an external think tank can really claim to be non-partisan when they rank the 
performance of schools based on the standardized test results that all teachers in the K-12 
system must administer. As the superintendent of the district that oversees the school 
mentioned above noted, the Fraser report “doesn’t tell the whole story.” I would agree with 
that statement. The very same article noted that the Mallaig school now ranks at 21/262 in 
terms of provincial schools, while another school that is a thirty minute drive from this 
school ranks at 259/262. While the story did not delve into student populations, Mallaig 
school services primarily students from non-Indigenous farm families, while the other school 
services primarily Indigenous students from a number of surrounding communities.  
 
This example would require a good deal of research in order to understand the dynamics of 
the two schools and the contributing factors to the “success” or “failure” of either school. 
However, the example does raise the question for me “Does partisanship (or philosophy) 
affect not only how we design evaluations, but how we interpret the results of those 
evaluations?”    

What do you think? 
 
I think we can find some of the answers to this question in the first stage of developing 
effective education systems – the planning.  
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drienne Castellon (2017) argues that educators should reach out to local 
communities, and that they should take note of injustices as they facilitate inquiry-
based learning. At the planning stage, this approach incorporates a humanistic 

perspective to curricular design which seeks both self-actualization and social reconstruction 
in outcomes for students. A great example of success with this approach is that provided by 
Dr. Marie Battiste when she returned to her home in Nova Scotia as the director and principal 
at the Mi’kmawey School in Cape Breton (Battiste 2013). Dr. Battiste’s educational 
philosophy supported self-actualization and social reconstruction. From the start, she sought 
to involve the entire community in the education process. Battiste notes that the school 
became the centre of community activity and that staff and community members shared 
many roles as the need arose (p.89). In terms of learning outcomes, because the students 
learned their own culture and language they were actually more successful in other more 
“traditional” core subjects. 
 
The concept of place-based education is also supported by Shepard (2007), who writes that 
academic curricula, in order to be effective, should be consistent with home and community 
(p. 7). Place-based education should develop persistence in students so that they are inspired 
to solve difficult problems, not just in their academic studies, but in their world.  
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ust as I think that place-based education should inform the planning stage and carry 
through to instruction and assessment, I would agree with the philosophy that informs 
the core value of the Ursula Franklin Academy. I would extend that philosophy as 

follows: the primary goal of educators should be to create a community of learners who can 
connect knowledge from across disciplines by fostering a spirit of inquiry, a respect for 
democracy and a desire to achieve social justice.  
 
So, which curricular design best informs this philosophy? I believe that a humanistic 
philosophy that relies on a combination of subject-centered curricular design, learner-
centered and problem-centered best supports this philosophy.  
 
Subject-centered because students need a broad understanding of their world; learner-
centred because students need to feel they are capable of interacting in their world; problem-
centered because students need to believe they are empowered to impact their world.  
 
So, how would we best assess learning in this environment? I would use a combination of 
assessments drawn from the list provided by McMillan (2014, p. 57). 
 

What do you think? 
 

 
 
 

hile I do agree that there is need of some form of standardized testing, I now re-
visit my research question to argue that standardized testing makes it difficult to 
accommodate for cultural and learning differences in diverse student bodies. 

Some time ago as part of my work as a coordinator of new programming, I prepared a report 
entitled “Culturally-responsive Education.” This report was used to support our application to 
Alberta Industry and Training to allow us to develop alternative testing to the traditional 3-
hour, 100 multiple choice question exams. We wanted to use alternative testing for a group 
of Indigenous students who struggled with the multiple choice model. I include a brief 
excerpt here that speaks to standardized testing.   
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In a broader perspective on the success of our Indigenous learners, Dr. Marie Battiste (2013) 
argues that we should not view Indigenous people as underprivileged and  disadvantaged, but 
rather that we should view them as a historically distinct and socio-political people. If we do 
that, then formal education and job skills training programs, with the mandate to help every 
student in Canada attain long-term and meaningful employment, should recognize the 
distinct cultures of our Indigenous peoples.  
 
While Indigenous communities across Canada are culturally diverse, they share a 
commonality as oral societies with a learning system that incorporates a holistic approach to 
learning that is grounded in both theory and method – learn how to be and then learn how 
to do through the 3 L’s: looking, listening and learning. This knowledge translation system 
does not always correspond well with standardized written testing formats designed by 
Western educational theory. 
 
 

 

 
 

 remember thinking in one of my first history classes that the instructor was fortunate 
because he could rely on the same lesson plan forever – because really history is history 
and it does not change! I now know that this thinking was fairly naïve. While some 

instructors may indeed rely on versions of the same lesson plan for much of their career, I 
now see history as a dynamic field with many opportunities to inspire creativity in curriculum 
planning, instruction and assessment. I would agree with the readings to date that stress the 
importance of curriculum review and revision on a continual basis.  This means that we 
should review our methods of assessment on a regular basis. 
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pproaching from an academic and humanistic perspective, I continue to believe that 
learner-centered and problem-centered design should inform subject-centered 
curriculum design. This correlation extends to assessment. I agree with McMillan’s 

(2007) perspective in that multiple assessments lessen fear and anxiety. I also agree with 
Shepard’s (2000) argument that the traditional view is that tests equal learning, thus the 
motivation for learning in a primarily test-based environment is external.  
 
If we approach curricular design from a philosophy of social reconstruction, then we should 
strive for assessments that inspire intrinsic motivation.  Rather than standardized testing that 
has traditionally lead us to assess student learning in subject-centered design, I believe that a 
variety of assessments can inform and complement standardized testing. These include 
learning journals, knowledge sharing circles, peer review, self-evaluation, collective reflection, 
observations, oral presentations, panel discussions, and written assignments.   
 

 
 

Note: If the words in this visual are too small to read, they are “cognitive,” “constructivist,” and 
“sociocultural.” 
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s Shepard (2000) notes, assessments should not be the result of learning. Rather, 
assessments should be for learning (p. 9). It was his belief, writing in 2000, that 
assessments would merge into a middle-ground theory that embodies a combination 

of cognitive, constructivist and sociocultural theories. His belief was that this philosophy of 
assessments would become the common wisdom (p. 6).  

Do you agree with Shepard? 
 
I now return to my research question – is it difficult to maintain focus on the learner’s needs 
(rather than “teach to the test”) when classroom instructors who interact most with the 
learner must work within a prescribed structure with pre-determined curriculum/content 
that must meet standards?  
 
Because I teach in a post-secondary environment, and based on the readings to date, I am 
inclined to conclude that it is more difficult to maintain focus on the needs of individual 
learners when working within a prescribed structure with pre-determined curriculum. 

What do you think? 
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