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Abstract

:

The study we present is based on the responses given to students with specific educational support needs in compulsory education stages. Focused from the perspective of teachers within the framework of educational inclusion. To this end, the role of teachers and their influence on curriculum design, methodology, and assessment is taken into account. A descriptive and inferential methodological approach is used, with a sample of 2457 teachers from the Spanish context, applying an ad-hoc questionnaire. The results indicate the influence of teachers’ socio-demographic variables on the implementation of curriculum design, methodology, and assessment strategies in line with educational inclusion. The conclusions highlight the reactive versus proactive nature of teaching, although the sufficiency of educational practice is considered, characterised by differences according to age, gender, experience, or location of educative centre, among other variables analysed. It is established that improvements can be identified that can be strengthened. Specifically those related to the interests and motivations of students with SEN and their participation in assessment processes.
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1. Introduction


Among the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) sponsored by the UN in the 2030 Agenda [1], we highlight SDG 4, which refers to the need for all countries to ensure inclusive, equitable, and quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all by 2030.



Along the same lines, the need for inclusive education has been addressed by international organizations from the Salamanca Statement [2] to the most recent, in 2019, with the Cali Commitment [3] on equity and inclusion in education. In Spain, the Organic Law 2/2006 on Education [4] considers equity as one of the principles of educational inclusion in order to favour equal opportunities. Despite this, educational practices do not follow the guidelines of educational inclusion.



The implementation of educational inclusion is geared towards the removal of barriers. These limit accessibility, presence, participation, and achievement of learning opportunities. In this sense, it will be relevant to analyse how the implementation of the curriculum design is addressed, specifically through the type of methodological strategies used in the classroom and how the assessment system is applied.



Teachers are ultimately responsible for the teaching–learning process that takes place in the classroom. For this reason, it is necessary to know their perspective on the educational reality they have to face. It is necessary to be aware of the action and influence of certain variables in the inclusion process and teachers, such as the ownership of the school [5,6,7,8], gender [7,9,10,11,12,13], teaching experience, or age of the teachers [14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24], experience with students with SEN [25,26,27], or the degree and type of support needs of the students [28], and geographical location of the school [8].



According to Casanova [29], curriculum design must be inclusive; it must support each student, being flexible, open, and providing equal opportunities for all. At the same time, it must meet a series of fundamental requirements. The quality of learning must always be maintained, such as planning and systematicity, coherence, democracy, functionality, comprehensiveness and diversification, interdisciplinarity, and interculturality.



Access to the curriculum, as Wehmeyer [30] puts it, is one of the important issues to consider, in what he calls a third generation of inclusive practices. This approach to teaching and learning allows individuals to build on and utilise their particular learning strengths, recognizing that not all students learn in the same way.



The challenges faced by teachers in adjusting curriculum planning, according to Nilsen [31], are those related to collaboration and coordination. Along the same lines, Buli-Holmberg et al. [32] also propose a collaborative perspective to achieve an adequate response to students with SEN, understanding that this is the only successful approach to achieve the inclusion process.



Maphelo and Joyce [33] argue that curriculum design must be flexible, adapting to students’ learning styles, learning rates, and interests. Therefore, teachers must be the ones to implement pedagogical strategies that respect each of their students’ characteristics [34,35,36,37,38].



Another aspect to highlight for the development of an inclusive curriculum design is the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) or Design for All, created in 1984 by the Centre for Applied Special Technology in the USA [39]. The aim is to use technology to improve the quality of education for all students. There are three fundamental principles guiding SAD, which are associated with the adaptation of processes, resources, and management systems in the mediation and interaction of teaching and learning. It, thus, provides a framework for curriculum design and implementation, based on the provision of multiple forms of representation, expression and engagement in learning. These principles allow for greater flexibility in curriculum design, thus achieving a more open and inclusive curriculum in terms of the design of devices and services [40], as well as proactively, as it allows access and participation for all students, regardless of their needs [41].



At the methodological level, inclusive education advocates the development of an active, constructive, participatory, and collaborative methodology [42]. Echeita and Verdugo [43], Florian et al. [44] point out the importance of the strategies developed by teachers, at a methodological level, that favour inclusion. We highlight the use of different significant didactic strategies, from questioning practices, feedback, peer assessment, self-assessment [45], flexible social organisation in the classroom [46], problem-based learning [47], exploratory learning and cooperative learning [48,49,50], among others. Similarly, these methodological changes have led to the rise of differentiated and individualised methods [45,46,48,50,51].



With regard to the evaluation of the teaching-learning process, it has traditionally been related to the results obtained by students, giving it a punitive character. However, in recent years, evaluation has acquired a strategic role, providing significant data for the improvement of educational practice oriented towards equity and benefits for students [52].



As Anijovich and Cappelletti [53] point out, “if the conditions of students are always different, if the rhythms and forms of learning are diverse, if the starting points are never homogeneous, what is learned and what is evaluated cannot be standardised but must be differentiated according to the conditions and individual processes of the students” (p. 166). Furthermore, we consider that evaluation must be understood as a tool that enables the teacher to improve the teaching–learning process, thus being able to know whether or not the educational intentions are being achieved.



Research Questions and Study Objectives


After reviewing the contributions of research on this topic, three research questions arise that guide our study: how is curriculum design worked on? What conditions do teachers’ conditions affect, in educational practice, the methodological adjustment to respond to SEN? and what conditions condition the adaptations they make in assessment?



This paper analyses the opinions of compulsory education teachers on these factors. This affect to curriculum design, methodology, and assessment to facilitate the inclusion of students with specific educational support needs. Based on the different approaches of the Index for Inclusion [54], we investigated what response is given to pupils with specific educational support needs at compulsory education stages. As specific objectives, we set out to find out whether there are differences in the aforementioned curricular elements based on gender, age, location, and ownership of the centre in which they work, years of professional experience and with students with SEN.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Research Design


In this study we used a quantitative methodology, with a non-experimental, correlational and descriptive design, following the classification and guidelines established by García [55], Bisquerra [56], and Martínez [57].




2.2. Sample


The study population is 56,284 compulsory education teachers from different autonomous communities in Spain. To calculate the sample size, we used the formula for the sample size of finite populations, with a confidence level of 95% and a precision range of 2.5% [58]. The formula indicates a minimum of 1497 subjects to ensure the representativeness of the sample. In this study, 2457 teachers participated according to the criteria indicated in Table 1, based on the characteristics of the population. The representativeness of the sample of our study is, therefore, guaranteed.



Table 2 below shows the frequency and percentage of teachers participating in the study, according to the different autonomous communities.




2.3. Instruments and Procedure


For the collection of quantitative data, an ad hoc questionnaire was used, consisting of a Likert-type scale of 58 items with five response options ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The items are grouped into three dimensions: organisational and curricular aspects, teachers and resources, and inclusive culture. This study addresses the items grouped in the sub-dimensions of “Curriculum design” (items 10, 11, and 12); “Methodology” (items 13, 14, and 15) and “Assessment” (items 16, 17, 18, and 19), belonging to the dimension organisational and curricular aspects.



For validation, the first step was a review of the literature and similar instruments, namely The Index for Inclusion [54]. The initial version of the instrument was tested by an expert judgement (12 university professors specialised in the subject and in research) based on the criteria of uniqueness, relevance, and importance. Finally, a pilot test was carried out with compulsory education teachers to ensure the comprehension of the items. The final questionnaire was made up of contributions from all participants.



Construct validity was assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha (α) and McDonald’s Omega (ω). The reliability obtained from the questionnaire through the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25 for the Alpha and through JASP for the Omega yielded very similar data: an α value of 0.926 and ω = 0.928 for the total scale. In the sub-dimensions analysed in this paper, the reliability of α = 0.877 and ω = 0.878 in “Curriculum design” (items 10, 11, and 12). In “Methodology” (items 13, 14, and 15) α = 0.762 and ω = 0.766. Finally, in the subdimension of “Evaluation” (items 16–19) α = 0.872 and ω = 0.883, indicating a good reliability and high degree of internal consistency of the instrument [59].



The questionnaire was sent to the schools selected in each autonomous community according to the criteria of location (rural or urban) and ownership of the school (public and private or subsidised) to be distributed within them to a random sample of teachers. Data collection was carried out between January and May 2018. The procedure used was via Google-Form. In some cases, it was sent in paper format to the management team of the schools to be collected once completed in order to motivate participation in the study. The data were processed with the consent of all participants, guaranteeing their anonymity.




2.4. Data Analysis


Once the data had been obtained, using the SPSS statistical package, we carried out a study to check whether they conformed to the assumptions of normal distribution (visual inspection of QQ graphs; skewness and kurtosis indices and Kolmogorov–Smirnov statistic). We determine the homogeneity of variances (homoscedasticity) by applying Levene’s statistic (results > 0.05). We check that the data met the assumptions necessary for the analysis of variance (ANOVA). Post-hoc tests with the Scheffe and Tukey statistics are also applied to determine the trend in relation to the differences that can be observed between the different categories of socio-demographic variables. Finally, the effect size is calculated using Cohen’s d statistic for the different variables.



Likewise, we performed a descriptive statistical analysis, with response percentages by sub-dimensions. We then carried out an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to determine the fit of items to the three sub-dimensions.





3. Results


We begin the descriptive analysis of the data with the response percentages of the items by sub-dimensions. Regarding “Curriculum Design”, the sum of percentages 4 and 5 referring to the frequency of “almost always” and “always”, indicate that almost ¾ of the responding teachers consider that classroom programmed are designed in a flexible way guaranteeing the adjustment to the individual needs of the students (item 10, 71.5%; item 12, 72.6%). However, with a lower frequency they reflect the interests and motivation of the students (item 11, 61%).



In the sub-dimension “Methodology” (item 13, 65.4%; item 14, 64.6%; and item 15, 65.2%), slightly lower percentages are observed in frequencies 4 and 5 regarding the use of methodologies that promote the principles of the SAD. For this reason, it is considered that in order to promote quality inclusive education, it is necessary to deepen the application of active and collaborative methodologies that facilitate interaction between all students.



The last dimension of analysis referred to “Assessment”, item 16 on “detecting and identifying the needs of learners with SEN” is the one that obtained the highest proportion of responses (71.7%) among teachers. The second item which obtained the greatest consensus (69.4%) is item 17, which shows that the assessment methods and techniques used are adjusted to the individual characteristics of the students. Slightly more than half of the teachers (62.6%) consider that the assessment methods and techniques used enable SEN students to demonstrate their abilities (item 18). Finally, the aspect most in need of improvement, only indicated by 56.8% in categories 4 and 5 combined, is that of facilitating the participation of the different members of the educational community (item 19).



Taking into account the average of all the items (X = 3.75), it is worth noting that the items with the highest scores are those referring to curriculum design. More specifically, item 10 with an average of 3.94 (the programming units that are proposed are based on the pupils’ prior knowledge) and item 12 (progressive autonomy is promoted in the planning and carrying out of the pupils’ work) with an average of 3.91. On the other hand, the item with the lowest score is the item referring to the participation of the different members of the educational community (family, students, and other teachers at the centre) in the assessment process of students with SEN associated with disability, with an average of 3.54.



Standard deviations indicate little dispersion in responses with the exception of item 13 (σ = 1.443) which indicates greater variability in response (Table 3).



Based on the parameters defined in the questionnaire used, we are going to describe and establish the influence of the variables incorporated in the characterisation or profile of the sample on the processes dominated by curriculum design, methodology, and assessment.



In this section, we will consider the comparative analysis between different variables, so that we can observe the incidence of these variables on the variables assumed as dependent, as expressed previously. It should be noted that the dimension related to perception is analysed from the consideration of each of the items, given the independent character that we confer on each of them from the content analysis.



An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was then carried out to determine whether there are significant differences between the items of the dimensions relating to curriculum design, methodology, and assessment, considered as dependent variables, and different independent variables such as gender, age, teaching experience, experience with students with educational support needs, geographical location of the school, type of school and autonomous community.



With regard to the gender variable, the descriptive analysis allows us to observe a more favourable score for men in some items. However, these differences are minimal as shown by the effect size under Cohen’s “d-test”, where the results for items 10, 11, and 12 reflected a small effect; for example, in item 12 of the “curriculum design” dimension (F = 4.223, p = 0.04, <0.05) and in all items referring to assessment (item 16, F = 6971, p = 0.008, <0.05; item 17, F = 4353, p = 0.03, ≤0.05; item 18, F = 3865 p = 0.04, <0.05; item 19, F = 4234, p = 0.04, <0.05).



In relation to age, statistically significant differences are observed in the items referring to curriculum design (item 10, F = 5.442, p = 0.001, <0.05; item 11, F = 5.386, p = 0.001, <0.05; item 12, F = 4.553 p = 0.001, <0.05). Only item 13 (F = 6.504, p = 0.001, <0.05) of the methodology dimension and almost all the items referring to evaluation (item 17, F = 7.155, p = 0.001, <0.05; item 18, F = 3.767, p = 0.005, <0.05; item 19, F = 4.661, p ≤ 0.001, <0.05) are significant. The observation of the profile of responses according to age allows us to establish an increase in the scores for the highest frequency of use, with a significant difference being observed in teachers over 60 years of age and in those under 30 years of age.



The margins of error found by the post-hoc tests (p = 0.000, Scheffe < 0.001) in curriculum design and methodology and p = 0.008 in post-hoc test Scheffe < 0.05 in evaluation would reflect that the extreme age ranges condition the greater frequency of implementation of curriculum design, methodology, and evaluation strategies in line with educational inclusion.



In the methodology dimension, teaching experience, we only found significant statistical differences in item 15 “Support strategies are used in the regular classroom for students with SEN associated with disability” (F = 2.981, p = 0.018, <0.05). We could, therefore, point out that the years of teaching experience do not condition ore successful educational practices with the diversity of abilities, motivations, and interests of the students.



Regarding the variable teaching experience with students with educational support needs, significant differences are observed in items 10 and 12 referring to curriculum design (item 10, F = 6.812, p = 0.001, <0.05; item 12, F = 3.043, p = 0.016, <0.05); item 15 on methodology (item 15, F = 7568, p = 0.0001, <0.05), and almost all items referring to evaluation (item 16, F = 2518, p = 0.04, <0.05; item 17, F = 2914, p = 0.02, <0.05; item 19, F = 3540, p < 0.007, <0.05).



Bearing in mind Scheffe’s post-hoc tests, it is observed that teachers with more than 21 years’ experience with students with SEN score lower mean scores than teachers with 11 to 15 years’ experience in the factor of curriculum design and methodology, establishing significant differences (p = 0.043; <0.05). Consequently, it would be teachers with SEN between 11 and 15 years of experience who are more motivated to make individualised adjustments to the curricular elements necessary for correct teaching with a variety of pupils’ educational needs.



In the ownership of the school, significant differences are found in practically all the items, in favour of private or subsidised schools. In the curriculum design dimension, items 10 (F = 10.198, p = 0.001, <0.05), item 11 (F = 10.607, p = 0.001, <0.05), and item 12 (F = 9.434, p = 0.002, <0.05) are significant. From the methodology dimension, item 13 (F = 9.013, p = 0.003, <0.05), item 14 (F = 18.102, p = 0.001, <0.05), and item 15 (F = 5.517, p = 0.019, <0.05) are significant. As far as evaluation is concerned, there are significant differences in almost all items (item 17, F = 5340, p = 0.021, <0.05; item 18, F = 5671, p = 0.017, <0.05; item 19, F = 6010, p < 0.014, <0.05). However, the effect size showed that the effect size was small, with results ranging between 0.18 and 0.16.



In relation to the geographical location of the school, numerous items are significant, with more favourable responses from urban schools. In the curriculum design dimension, significant differences are found in item 10 (F = 16.383, p = 0.001, <0.05), item 11 (F = 11.321, p = 0.001, <0.05), item 12 (F = 14.930, p = 0.001, <0.05). Regarding methodology dimension, only item 13 (F=4.978, p=.026, <0.05) is significant. As far as evaluation is concerned, significant differences are found in items 16 (F = 9.379, p = 0.002, <0.05), item 18 (F = 6.456, p = 0.011, <0.05), item 19 (F = 7.926, p = 0.005, <0.05), and item 18 (F = 6.456, p = 0.011, <0.05). Based on the data obtained, we could highlight that rural schools are more capable of adapting to the diversity of students’ abilities and motivations in the design of their curricula and in the use of assessment methods and instruments.



Finally, the differences between the autonomous communities participating in the study in all dimensions and items are highly significant. ANOVA analysis confirmed these differences (p = 0.001; <0.05). In relation to the factor curriculum design and methodology, the application of Scheffe’s post-hoc tests results in the establishment of statistically significant differences between the Community of Madrid and the Community of Castilla La Mancha. In the same way, the application of Tukey’s post-hoc test allows us to observe significant differences between the Community of Madrid and the Communities of Castilla y León, Aragón, and Castilla-La Mancha, as well as between Andalucía, Cataluña, Baleares, and Asturias, which obtain lower results than the Community of Castilla La Mancha. Likewise, in relation to the Evaluation factor, the application of Tukey’s post-hoc test shows significant differences between Madrid, the Balearic Islands, and Cataluña, with lower scores than Castilla-La Mancha. However, despite the significance of the differences, they are not very large and there may be other associated latent variables that could explain these differences. This is why this research team takes a cautious approach to the interpretation of these results.




4. Discussion and Conclusions


As can be seen in the results, the teachers’ responses allow us to characterise an optimum level in relation to curriculum design, methodology, and assessment in their educational practice. However, it is possible to identify improvements that could be made, such as those related to the interests and motivations of students with SEN and their participation in assessment.



Observation of the results shows how teachers promote few collaborative work strategies among all students, as Paseka and Schwab [51] had already noted, who demonstrated the promotion of individualised strategies in response to needs. Likewise, with regard to evaluation, it is observed that practices are oriented towards adapting to respond to the needs of students on the basis of the data obtained in the evaluation, orienting themselves, according to Young and Kim [60], towards improving teaching, bearing in mind the role of experience. On the basis of the evaluation results, therefore, organisational and instructional changes are made in response.



The different identification variables taken into consideration in the study show differences worth highlighting. The typology of schools shows that teachers in private-subsidised schools develop more inclusive practices and show greater agreement on inclusive teaching strategies than teachers in public schools. These results coincide with those reported by Bedi and Garg [5], Chubb and Moe [6] or Colmenero, Pegalajar, and Pantoja [7], and Solís et al. [8].



Similarly, teachers in rural schools show more positive perceptions towards inclusive education than those in urban schools, thus corroborating the study by Solís et al. [8].



In relation to gender, we observe that men teachers have more favourable opinions than women teachers towards inclusive curriculum design, results that coincide with the studies by Colmenero [61], Colmenero, Pegalajar, and Pantoja [7], Alghazo and Naggar [9], Mengual, López, and Viana [10], Parasuram, [11], Polo and Aparicio [12] in which more positive conditions are revealed among men teachers for the development of inclusive practices. These data contradict those collected by Boyle et al. [13], Opdal et al. [62], and Specht et al. [63] who affirm how women not only show better perceptions towards inclusion, but that their strategies are more inclusive.



In terms of age and teaching experience, we find that younger and older teachers are more likely to consider the implementation of inclusive teaching strategies. Older teachers have more favourable perceptions, which is consistent with the studies by Colmenero, Pegalajar, and Pantoja [7]; Avramidis and Norwich [19]; Balboni and Pedrabissi [64]; Leyser and Kirk [20]; Kalyva, Gojkovic, and Tsakiris [22]; Batsiou, Bebetsos, Panteli, and Antoniou [21]; Polo and Aparicio [12]. In contrast to these claims, studies by Forlin, Loreman, Sharma, and Earle [23]; Sharma, Forlin, and Loreman [65], reveal that younger students develop more negative practices towards inclusion.



Teachers should work with students without labels, without classifications, without categorisations, seeking the construction of collaborative work that has a positive impact on the development of students in a cultural context, through the use of guidelines and adapted strategies.



The results obtained in relation to methodology indicate that we are currently working on the basis of differentiated instruction, making the performance of proposed tasks more flexible through modifications in learning activities, which would be in line with the approaches of Suprayogi and Valcke [66], content, assessment methods and the classroom environment in order to respond to the needs of each student, acting reactively to special educational needs [50].



In relation to methodological strategies, the results indicate that cooperative learning is generally favoured as a significant strategy in the field of inclusive education, in line with the studies of Tzivinikoua and Papoutsakib [48], Sabando et al. [49], and Lindner and Schwab [50].



As far as support strategies in the mainstream classroom are concerned, the results obtained show that the approach used corresponds to an individualised instructional approach. Thus responding to the individual educational needs of each student, from a reactive perspective as pointed out by Lindner and Schwab [50].



Finally, at the methodological level, it can be considered that, although the current models present both differential and individual approaches, the working perspective, as the results show, is directed towards an approach based on Universal Design for Learning (UDL). This is due to its proactive nature, where access and participation of all learners is guaranteed [41]. Therefore, in the classroom, UDL embedded practices are an opportunity to positively influence the success of inclusion [52], considering that UDL has been evolving towards a more flexible model with customisable options, ready to address individual needs [41]. Furthermore, as Young and Kim [60] state in relation to assessment, “the ability of teachers to incorporate these new practices depends in part on their day-to-day classroom management skills to regulate the flow of activity and interactions within the classroom community”.



Although in the results we have taken into account variables, such as the ownership of the centre and the differentiation of autonomous community, we must be cautious with regard to comparisons, as noted in the results. Given that the sample used corresponds overwhelmingly to public schools, the comparative bias with private or subsidised schools should lead us to avoid generalisations regarding the differences found in their favour.



Studying how teachers approach the teaching–learning process from the perspective of inclusion can contribute not only to identifying teachers’ preferences, but also the various barriers and impediments in order to implement changes aimed at improving the process.
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Table 1. Characterisation of the sample.
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Gender

	
Women

	
66.7%




	
Men

	
33.3%




	
Age

	
<30

	
7.9%




	
30–40

	
29.5%




	
41–50

	
30.4%




	
51–60

	
30.2%




	
>60

	
2.1%




	
Years of professional experience

	
0–5

	
2%




	
6–10

	
12%




	
11–15

	
28%




	
16–20

	
26%




	
21–40

	
32%




	
Years of experience with students with SEN

	
0–5

	
30%




	
6–10

	
23%




	
11–15

	
20%




	
16–20

	
13%




	
21–40

	
14%




	
School ownership

	
Public schools *

	
67%




	
Private/concerted schools **

	
33%




	
Location of the school

	
Rural setting

	
32.95%




	
Urban setting

	
67.1%








* state-funded and civil servant teachers. ** state-funded-families and contract teaching staff.
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Table 2. Sample by autonomous regions.
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	Autonomous Regions
	Frequency
	Percentage





	Andalucía
	282
	11.5



	Valencia
	132
	5.4



	Murcia
	138
	5.6



	Extremadura
	308
	12.5



	Asturias
	55
	2.2



	Aragón
	261
	10.6



	Baleares
	95
	3.9



	Castilla y León
	284
	11.6



	Cataluña
	370
	15.1



	Madrid
	291
	11.8



	Castilla la Mancha
	174
	7.1



	Galicia
	67
	2.7



	Total
	2.457
	100.0
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Table 3. Statistics referring to the items of the questionnaire.
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MEAN

	
DS






	
CURRICULUM DESIGN




	
10. The programming units (didactic units, projects, etc.) that are proposed are based on the students’ prior knowledge.

	
3.94

	
0.947




	
11. Programming units (didactic units, projects, etc.) are adapted to the interests and motivations of the students.

	
3.66

	
0.945




	
12. Progressive autonomy is promoted in the planning and carrying out of students’ work.

	
3.91

	
0.906




	
METHODOLOGY




	
13. It is made possible for students to carry out the proposed tasks in a flexible way using different formats.

	
3.75

	
1.443




	
14. Collaborative work strategies are encouraged among all students.

	
3.71

	
0.937




	
15. Support strategies are used in the mainstream classroom for students with SEN associated with disability.

	
3.74

	
1.004




	
EVALUATION




	
16. The evaluation process that is carried out allows for the detection and identification of the needs of students with SEN associated with disability in order to provide them with the appropriate response.

	
3.85

	
0.896




	
17. Assessment methods and techniques are adapted to the characteristics of students with SEN associated with disability.

	
3.81

	
0.913




	
18. The assessment methods and techniques used enable learners with disability-related SEN to demonstrate their own abilities.

	
3.68

	
0.915




	
19. In the evaluation process of students with SEN associated with disability, the participation of the different members of the educational community (family, students and other teachers of the centre) is facilitated.

	
3.54

	
1.080








Profile of curriculum design, methodology and evaluation and its relation to the mean.
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