R E P ©OR T RE S U M E s

ED 011 942 e AA 000 059

PARTICIPANT TEACHER JUDGMENTS OF EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS IN

~ SECONDARY MATHEMATICS.

BY- RYAN, JAMES J. RISING, GERALD R.
MINNESOTA STATE DEPT. OF EDUCATION, ST. PAUL o
REPORT NUMBER BR~5-1028-TR-3 ' PUB DATE ~ AUG 66

. REPORT NUMCER TR-66-3

CONTRACT OEC-5-1p-051 ' |
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.09 HC-$1.24 31P.

"DESCRIFTORS— QUESTIONNAIRES, *INSTRUCTIONALVMATERIALS:‘

#EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS, *TEACHER ATTITUDES, ITEM ANALYSIS,
FACTOR ANALYSIS, #PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS, COMPARATIVE
ANALYS1S, GRADE 7, GRADE 8, GRADE 9, GRADE 10, GRADE 11, -
*MATHEMATICS INSTRUCTION, SAINT PAUL

. THE JUDGMENTS OF TEACHERS AND THEIR REACTIONS TO THE
EXPERIMENTAL MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS THEY WERE TEACHING IN

: CONNECTYON WITH A PROJECT WHICH EVALYATED SEVERAL RECENTLY
- DEVELOPED PROGRAMS WERE OBTAINED AND ANALYZED. OBSERVATIONS
- AND JUDGMENTS ABOUT THESE PROGRAMS WERE CBTAINED THROUGH A

QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO TEACHERS WHO PARTICIPATED IN ONE OF THE

. - SEVERAL EXFERIMENTAL PROGRAMS FOR THE 7TH THROUGH 11TH GRADES
' DURING THE 1964-1965 SCHOOL YEAR. THE SPECIALLY CONSTRUCTED

"QUESTIONNAIRE, WHICH 1S ATTACHED TO THE REPORT, WAS DESIGNED
TC ELICIT TEACHER REACTIONS TO THE COMPARATIVE EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS OVER THE CONVENTIONAL PROGRAMS
"IN RELATION TO THE FOLLOWING FACTORS--(1) - INSTRUCTIONAL

' EFFECTIVENESS, (2) PREFERENCE FOR INSTRUCTIONAL Use, (3

INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT DIFFERENCES, (4) PUPIL, PARENT AND OTHER
TEACHER EVALUATIONS, AMD (5) JUDGMENTS CONSIDERING DIFFERENT
LEVELS OF PUPIL ABILITY. THE TEACHERS' JUDGMENTS OF THE
INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS WERE

. GENERA'LY QUITE POSITIVE, AND A MUCH MORE FAVORABLE RESFONSE

WAS MADE FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS IN CONTRAST TCO THE

~ CONVENTIONAL MATERIALS. A HIGH PROPORTION OF THE TEACHERS
@QUESTIONED PERCEIVED HIGHER ABILITY STUDENTS AS RESPONDING
- MORE FAVORABLY TO THE EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS AND THE LOWER

ABILITY STUPENTS AS RESFONDIMNG MORE FAVORABLY TO THE .
CONVEN?IONAL MATERTIALS. A RELATED REPORT IS AA 00D 058. (GD)
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Participant Teacher Judg@nent.a of Experimental Programs in
Secondary Mathematjcsl

James J, Ryan and Gerald R, Rising

Examination of the qualities and characteristics of alternate instructional
programs requires consideration of the j nts and reactione of teachers who
have used the materials as well as an assesfment of the effects of the materials in
terms of pupil achievement, | :

Teacher ;mgﬁmts and reactlions to the materials subsequent to their use for
instructional purfoses are important for several reasons. Of most significance is
the fact that the teacher's reactions and judgements determine to a great extent
how much the materials will be used subsequent to their tryout and under what
conditions and for what purposes. Also teachers' attitudes toward the materials
influence not cnly their own but the decisions of other teachers not having tried
the materials., Such "experience" judgements may well be more influenticl in this
regard than more objective statistical data concerning pupil achievement based upon
a broader sample of pupils and conditions. ,

Secondly, teachers are in a position to observe certain qualities and
characteristiss of the materiais not obtained or indicated readily, if at all, by
other information such as scores pupils obtain on achievement tests, These
observations may concern factors relevant to pupil performance or factors relevant
to the use of vho materials as instructional tools by teachers,

It also has to be recognized that teacher rcactions to materials and the
effects of the materials on pupil achievement are likely to be interdependent which
consequently has methodological implications for assessment of the effects of the
materials on pupil achievement, Comparisons among alternate instructional programs
or materials concsrned with differences in pupil achievement should take into

account differences in teacher attitudes and evaluations of the materials by making

- comparisons between teachers that are similar in these respectse

This report is concerned with the judgements and reactions of teachsrs to the
experimental mathenatics programs they were teaching in comnection with a project
evaluating several recently developed programs in ~ocondary mathematics. This
actlvity was carried out as part of the Secondary Mathematics Evaliation Project
which has as its primary objective the assessment of several experimental programs
in secordary mathematics in * -ms of pupil achievemsnts The programs being studied
were those developed under the auspices of: Ball State, Indiana State Teachers
College; University of Illinois Committee on School Mathematics, (UICSM); The

University of Maryland Mathematics Program, {(UMMaP); School Mathematics Study Group,

(SMSG)s Observations and judgements about these programs were obtained via a

1this study was carried out in connection with the Secondary Mathematics Evaluation

Project supported in part by funds granted by the Course Content Improvement Section

of the Natlonal Science Foundation (grant No, G-2516/) and in connection with
Project 2747, Effects of Modern and (onventional Mathematics Curricula on Pupil

Attitudes, Interests and Perception of Proficiency, supported in part under contract

with the Bureau of Research, U. S. Office of Education (contract No, OE=5-10~051)¢
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questionnaire sent to participant teachers having used one of vhe several
experimental programs for the 7th = 1llth grades during the 1964=-65 school year. The
purpose of the survey was to determine the nature of the participant teachers!
Judgements and attitudes concerning the experimental relative to the conventional
or traditional programs in mathematicn and to determine if there were any
sirilarities in the attitudes and judgements of teachers following the same
experimental programs. 1t was also of interest to determine whether there were
sinilarities among teachers at the same grade levels and, because teachers had
participated in the project for varying lengths of time (1 to 3 years), to determine
vhether the amount of teacher experience with the experimental programs influenced
thelr attitudes or Jjudgements,

A separate objective for which this data was gathered was to determine whether
the teacher judgements or attitudes exhibit any correspondence with indices of pupil
achievement and interest in mathematics and if so %o consider this information in
connection with the analysis of the effscts for the experimental programs on pupil
achievemsnt and motivation, It should be noted however that this study was csrried
out to determine the +rends and differences for this particular sample of participant
teachers rather thar to test certain a priori hypotheses which would have implications
concerning these variables and conditiona for teachers outside of this samples

I, Method

A¢ Instrument

A questionnaire was constructed with items inquiring about factors and
conditions relevant to the instructional use and outcomes of the experimental
programs, The items for the most part dealt with teacher reaction and judgements
in the following general areas:

a) Differences in content and instructional demands (iecs
instructional input differences) between the experimental
(E) and the conventional (C) programs.

b) Instructional effectiveness of the E compared to the
C programs,

¢) Preference for subsequent instructional use of the E
compared to other programs or materials.

d) Attitudes and reactions of pupils and others (parents
and other teachers) to the E programs,

A large proportion of the items required the respondent to make an explicit or
implicit comparison bstween the experimental and conventional programs they were
teaching, e.gs "To what extent do the experimental materials require a different
method of presentation of the content than you follow in the conventional class?t
For most items, responses wore indicated by selecting one of several alternatives
or making a check at some point on a graphic scale. A copy of the questionnaire is
included in the Appendix,
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The questionnaire was sent to all teachers participating during the 1964-65
school year in the Secondary Mathematics Evaluation Project who were teaching one
class following a conventicnal program of instruction in addition to one class, at
the sams grade level, following one of the experimental programs of instruction,
Classes ranged from thz seventh through the eleventh grade with the experimental
classes following one of the two or thrse experimental programs at a given grade
level as shown in Table 1. Teachers varied from one to three years with respect to
the amount of experience they had had with the experiwental programs,

The gurstionnaire was sent to a total of 129 teachers, Of this nurber 119 or
92 percent returned completed questionnaires wliich-.comprised the. sample for purposes
of analysis, The number of recipients and the rumber of responding teachers
classified by grade, experimentsl program and rumber of years experience are shown

in Tables 1 ard 2,
Table 1

Teacher Attit.udé Questionnaire
Recipients by Grade, Years Experience and Program

| Program
Grade  Years Experience Ball State MMaP | SMSG | Total
| [
7 2, 3 0 L [
1 3 1 | 7
Total 3 5 13
8 2, 3 10 b 15
1 1 w__ ,ﬁ A 5
Total 11 8 20
Y 2, 3 9 - 7 23
1 2 12 19
Total 11 19 L2
10 " - 7 12
i 2 10 12
Total.. 5 l 17 24
n 2;:3" 7 9 1
1 9 J I
Tobal 16 | W 30




 Grade ‘ Years BExperience
7

Table 2
Teacher Attitude Questionnaire

Lespondente by Grade, Years Exverience and Progran
Frogram

2, 3
1
Total
8 2, 3
» 1
.
9 2, 3
1l
Total
10 | 2, 3
1l
Total
11 2, 3
1
Total '

|
R

- Ce  4nalysis

The analysis was carried out considering responses to individual items and
scoras on multiple~item indices, The multiple-item indices were derived by coubining
responses to separate items concerned with the general factors or conditions,

The alternate response possibilities for the separate items were differentially
weighted and the responses of an individual teacher summed across the subset of

ivems to obtain a score on a given index. For exampls, an index representing the
“instructional effectiveness of the E program™ was obtained by combining the
responses to three ssparate items sach dealing with a more specific instructional
effect, These scores wers used to provide more reliable indices of general attitudes
and judgements that appeared to be reflected by the individual items.

In addition to determining the nature of the distribution of individual item
responses and multiple-item indices for all teachers, the analysis was directed
toward determining the differences (a) among teachers following the alternate
experimental programs within each grade level, (b) between teachers baving more or
less experience with the & program within and across grade levels, and (c) amcig
teachers at the different grade levels, Eithsr chi-square or an exact probability
test was used in most inatances to determine the reliability of these differences,

Since the purpose of the analysis was tc describe the trends and differences in
Judgement. exhibited by this particular teacher sample, many of the statistical
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comparisons are of a post hoc nature, Therefore, unless the differences are quite
highly reliable (p < «01) any interpretations or generalizations heyond this sample
should be made with caution. Because of this only differences around the 05 level
of probability or less will be given emphasis,

Also as can be seen in Table 2, there was not a balanced number of teachers

mﬁ the program, grade and experience level categories and f»r some categories a

number of teaches, Consequently a systematic comparison for each of these
conditions independent ¢f (i,¢s within levels of) the others was not always possible,

The differences observed by this analysis should then be considered more a
gulde for subsequent research, i,e. as suggestive of hypothesis to be tested with
additional data, than as conclusive evidence of a more general difference.

| II, Results

Ae Perceived reactions g_g p_t_xgils, other teachera ;a_xg parents to the E progranm.

L

1 Parqnt reaction

Iwo items asked the teacher to indicate the reactions of parents to the
experimental programs being taught. One of these items asked about the amount of
parent interest and inquiry concerning ti.e E materials, the other about the nature
of the parent reacti-n, i.,e, whether positive or negative,

8  Amount of parent interest and inquiry.

For the total sample of teachers, responses rangesd from "no interest" to
a great deal of interest" on the scale providing these two response alternstives
at the extremes, The most frequent response was "some interesi''s Responses at the
lower end of the scale, i,e, 'some" or a lasser amount of interest accounted for
63 percent. of the responses,

i. Program differences within grades

The only program difference observed was at the ninth grade level, A
smaller proportion of the SMSG teachers reported a moderate or greater level of
parent intersst than teachers following alternats ninth grade programs (Ball State
and Illinois). This difference which is statistically reliable ah the 405 level of
probability (x2 = 5,3) is shown in Tablie 3.

Table

Reported level of parent interest
for ninth grade programs

Progm Hi
9 20 ;
2 18
38

UICSM
11

Ball State

SMSG

4 16
T




ii. merienca di.fferences

No differences in responses to this item were observed to be assoclated with
the level of teacher experience either within or across gradea or programs. |

iii, Grade level differences
Teachers of 7th and 8th grade classes much more frequently indicated a
greatsr amount of parent interest and inquiry than teachers of 9th ~ 1llth grade
classes, This difference which is statistically reliable (y2 = 16.8, p < »001) is
shown in Table 4.
Table

Number of teachers reporting high and low levels of parent
interest for 7 - 8th and 9 = 11 grade levels,

"None!! or 'some" "Moderate" or 'great
interest ___deal" of interest

This difference probably reflects a greater interest in pupil school work in
general on the part of parents when pupils ar: in Junior High School than whep they
are in Senior High Schools A similar difference has been noted for other parent
participation activities such as P,T.As It might also reflect the fact that there
is a greater actual difference between the content of the experimental and
conventional materials at these lower grade levels than at the higher grade levels
in that the E programs provide an introduction to mathematics rather than a review
of arithmetic, This would provide a more evident contrast between programs from the
parents point of view and might elicit thereby more interest or concern. There vi:re
no other statistically reliable grade level differences,

be Nature of parent reaction

With respect to the evaluative nature of the parent: reaction, it is only at
the 7th and 8th grade levels that there was a sufficient indication of interest
which could serve as the basis for a judgement in this regards Of the 20 seventh
and eighth grade teachers reporting a moderate or greater amount of parent intersst,
16 indicated that the parent reaction was more poesitive than negative, and 2 that
the reaction was more negative than positive, the remaining two giving qualified
responses., Among the 21 teachers in the ninth to eleventh prades indicating a
moderate or greater amount of parent interest, 9 characterized their reaction as
more positive than negative, 6 as more negative than positive and the remainder
gave neutral or qualified responses, The small proportion of teachers in the higher
grade levels indicating any amount of actual parent interest precludes any meaningful
comparisons between the grade levels, There was however no real indication of any
degree of negative reaction at any grade level,

L — . o
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2. Teacher perception of pupil reaction to instructional materialse

Three separate items asked about the reactions of pupils in the teacherts
experimental and conventional :lasass to the instructional materials they were usinge
To obtain an overall index for each teacher representing the degree to which the
E and C class pupils were seen to respond wre favoresbly to the I than the C
materials, weights (from 1 to 3) were assigned to the alternate responses to each
item according to the extent the response indicated a more positive evaluation of
the E materialse The response weights were summed over the items to obtain an
overall score or index for each teacher representing the degree to which they Judged
a more favorable pupil response to the E materials,

as General index of pupil evaluation

- e

Compariscns considering each condition (program, grace level and amount of
teacher experience) indicated ne statistically reliable differences among prograums
within grades, awong grades or between levels of teacher experience for the derived
jndex of pupil evaluation of instructional materislse -

be Individual item differences
i» Genersl E pelgtive to G class pegetion.
Each of the separate items inquiring about pupil reaction and evaluation of

the instructional materials was slso examined for program, grade and teacher
experience differences,

One item (#13) asked whether E pupils in general were enjoying mathematics
more or less than the C class pupils. Over all grades and programs, 59 percent of
the teachers indicated the E pupils were enjoying wathematics more than the C pupils,
28 percent indicated Jgss and the remainder indicated no difference or did not
responde Considering only those giving an unequivocal response the difference
betwean the proportion irdicating E as more and less favorable (68 and 32 percent,
vespectively) and an expectation of equal proportions is significant at the (01
Jevel, This overall difference resulted primarlly however from a greater difference
in this regard at the lower grade levels, 1.8, grades 7 « 9 rather than at the
higher grade levels as shown in ‘Table 5¢
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?aale 5

Number of teachers indicating E class pupils
enjoyed math "more" and "less" or the
same as C class pupils,

E E less
Grade Lare or same
"l m - Y _
¢ 2L, u 38
7=9 45 23 68
10 - 11 23 25 L8
6 | s | 16

Comparing the frequencies for those indicating E class pupils enjoyed mathematics
more than C class pupils, the difference between the 7 = 9th grades and the 10 = 1lth
grades is fairly reliable statistically ( y2= 3,15, p < +10) while that between the

7 - 8th grades and the 9th grade is not (p %.50). No program nor teacher experience
within-grade differences were observed, There was then a general tendency for .-
teachers in this sample to view E class pupils as responding more favorably than
class pupils, This tendency was somewhat stronger and more definite for 7 - 9tlL :.an
10 « llth grade teachers.

iis Reactions for pupils of different ability levels,

Another item (#14) asked teachers to make a similar comparison with respect
to the "interest and enthusiam exhibited for msthematics® on the part of E and C
class pupils, For this item, separate Judgements were requested comparing E and C
classes for high, average and low ability pupils respectively.

2he difference betwesn the total number of teachers in a given table and the total
nuzber responding (119) is due to some teachers either not responding to a given
item or providing a response which cannot be classified in the categories considered,
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_ For all teachers, the responses to this item indicated a very definite relation-. --
| ship between level of pupil ability and the relative amount of interest pupils were
§  seen as having for the E as compared to the C materials, This is shown in Table &,

! | Table 6

Number of teachers indicating E class pupils as having
more or lass (and equal) interest in math than C class
pupils for each pupil ability level,

| Ability E class C class more
| | | level more __or the same
|
i
Considering all teachers, fifty-five percent indicated that for high ability

| Puplls thers was more intersst on the part of those in the E class that for low
t - ability pupile, those in the C class had greater interest, Consldering only the -
responses of teachers that did indicate an E = C difference in intersst at each
ability level (i.s. E> C or viceeversa rather than E = C), the tendency to make a

; diffarential Judgement concerning relative interest for the separate ability levels
. is even more evident when the judgements for each ability level are cross=tabulated

; “as shown in Table 7. - .

| | o . Table 7

; |
b - ” Number of teachers making alternate judgements
§ - , concerning relative interest of E and C class
{ | pupils for each ability level,
| | | Judgenent for
; | . EXC C, E )
Jwgment  Ey c| 3 | a7
B eamre—
low : |
sofiity °> F & € |74
l 80 11 91

bl [Aruitext provided by Eric

JERIC
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There were no response differences in these judgements between programs within {
grades, grade levels, or levels of teacher expesrience indicating that this response ‘
tendeney was independent of (i.e, not altered by) these conditions. There appears
then to be a definite belisf or judgement among teachers in this sample that high
ability pupils in the E claso develop more interest in mathematics than high ability
pupils ir the C class ind that low ability pupils in the C class develop more interest
than those in the E class, 1,6, that E and C programs differentially affect pupllst
reaction depending upon the pupil ability lével.

111, Judgement of * relative prefsrence for E and C materials,

~ Another item (#15') asked teachcfs to indicate for each claso separately the
relative extent to which pupils felt the E or C materials were better. For this

~ item each teacher made a separate response for each class, consequently an indication

of whether or not the E class pupils favored their materials more than the C class
pupils favored theirs (or vice-versa), that is the relative preference of eacn class
for its own materials, could be determined for each teachers Of & total of 107
teachers responding to this item, 56 percent indicated a more positive reaction on
the part of E pupils toward their materials than C pupils toward theirs, aand 20
percent indicated a more positive reaction on the part of the C pupils than the *
pupils toward their respective materials, The remaining teachers indicated the
reaction of pupils in both classes to their own materials to be approximately the
same., The difference between the proportions of teachers judging E pupils &s being
more favorable toward their materials than C pupils than the converse, 56 percent
and 20 percent respectively, is highly reliable statistically (p ¢ .Ol)s Similar
statistically reliable differences are observed at each separate grade level with
the exception of the 10th grade where there was_nc.differénce in the ‘proporticns of

~ teachers judging C pupils and those judging E pupils as favoring their respective .

materials, No within-grade program nor teacher experience differences were
observed for this item. o |

Considering these three items concerned with the teachers' judgement of the
pupils' reaction there was a definite terdency scross all programs and grade levels,
with the exception of the 10th grads, for teachers to resrort that E class puplls
in general respond more favorably to their instructional materisls than C clasa
pupils to theirs, This perceived difference for the class in general occurred in
spite of a fairly consistent perception of a more faverable reaction to the C

~materials on the part of the low ability pupils.

3« Perception of other teschers! evaluation of E programs.

Teachers were asked to indicate how other mathematics teachers in their school
and grade felt about the experimental programs the participating teachers were i
using in terms of "the degree to which they favored or opposed the E programs',

Among the 9l teachers giving a definitive response to this item, approximately
13;8 p;rcont indicated that there exists some degree of opposition among other
eachers, |

a, Within-grade program differencos.

Only at the ninth grade level were any progranm differences apparent for this
itess A smaller proportion of SMSG teachers reported a favorable response from i
other teachers than was the case for teachers following the other programs at the ...
ninth grade level (Ball Stats and UICSM), This difference, which is shown in
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Tabls 8 however, was not extreme enough to be highly relisble statistically,
x2™= 3ebdsy “ 405 < p < ,10, when the Ball State and UICSM frequencies were combined for
the comparison.

Table 8

Number of teachers following 9th grade programs indicating
more and less favorable reactions to the
E prograns by other teachers.
Program | Less Favorable }More Pavorable

6

be Grade level and teacher ﬂrience differences

- There were no reliable grade level or teacher experience differences for this
item, However, it is interesting to note that at the ninth grade level the largest
proportion of teachers reported a more favorable reaction to the E program by other

teachers, It can be seen in Table 8 that this was primarily due to the responses of

the teachers following the Ball State and Illinois programs who as a group reported
with a considerable greater frequency favorable reactions by other teachers,

programs |

~ PFive separate items in the questionnaire provided the basis for obtaining an
indication of the extent to which teachers observe a difference in the instructional
factors and characteristics (e.g, the content and presentation conditions)
associated with the experimental and conventional materials opr programs as they
presented them, These items involved judgements concerning content differences,
method of presentation, preparation effort and difficulty and amount of inservice
training required for the E program they were teaching, :

1. General in.tructionq.l. input difference index
" To obtain a single E ~ C instructional differense index or score for each

teacher, alternate responses to each item were assigned weights (from 1 « 3)

according to the amount of difference between the E and C programs the response
represented for a given item, The weighted responses were then summed to obtain an
overall score for each teacher which was considered to represent the amount of

in instructional input the teacher felt there was between the E and C

Prograns as they were taught,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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B, Judgement of amount of instructional input difference between the E and C  _ .
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Program, grade and experience comparisons were made in terms of the number c*
teachers above and below the median of the distribution of "instructional differ:ace™
scores for all responding teachers, |

a. Within grade program differences

- The only statistically reliable within-grade program difference was observed
at the 1lth grade between the Ball State and the SMSG programs, The distribution of
instructional~-difference scores for these teachers is shown in Table 9.. ,

Table 9

L

” Number of instructional difference scores
above and below the median for Ball State
and SMSG teachers in the llth grade,

Below Above

These results, which are highly relinble statistically (p = 009, Fishers! exact
probablility test), indicate that, at the 1llth grade,teachers following the Ball State
program much more frequently indicated differences in the conditions and activitios
relevant to the instruction they provide with their experimental materials compared
to their conventional materials than did teachers following the SMSG program, This
difference also appears to be independent of the amount of teacher experience with
these programs. This suggests that from the teachers! point of view the Ball State
program at the 1llth grade differed to a greater extent from the usual conventional
program than the SMSG program, However examination of the actual content of these
two programs gives exactly the opposite impression, making this result quite
uwnezpected and difficilt to explain,

be Experience differences

' No reliable teacher experience differences within or across grades and/or
programs were found for the index of instructional input differences.

" cs Grede level differences
No reliable grade level differences were observed for this index.
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2, Response to individual items concerned with instructional input differences.

' Comparisons were also made for the separate items dealing with differences for
specific kinds of instructionally relevant conditions which comprised the
"instructional difference” indexs Exsmination of responses tov the individual items
for the 11th grade teachers for whom a clear program difference was observed for the
multiple=item index indicated that for each separate item response differences in the
direction indicated for the overall index occurred though not to a statistically
reliable extent in each instance,

8¢ Preggation effort

In response to the question concerning the relative ease of class
‘preparation between the E and C classes, 81 percent of the responding teachers
indicated less preparation Jdifficulty for the C than for the E class, However only
28 percent indicated that C class preparation was "very much easier”, the most
extreme scale designation provided. That thers was more preparation difficulty
reported for the E class would be expected considering these were new and different
materials. .-The nore interesting question concerns whether thure wore any program
or grade level difference in this regard. The appropriate comparisons indicated:no
_within-gradie program difforences in response to this item.

With respect to grade level differences, the 7 and 8th grade teachers
indicated much less frequently that the C class preparation was 'very much easier"
than that for the E class (in contrast to C being "somewhat sasier" or E being
easier) than did teachers in the higher grades (x2 = 5,10, p< +025)s This is
shown in Table 10, The bigger differences in preparation effort reported by
teachers for the 9th and higher grades muy in part reflect a greater preparation
effort in general for teachers at these grade levels which might be accentuated
when new materials are used.. | | |

Table 10

Number of teachers at higher and lower grade
levels indicating the extent C class preparation
o is easier than E.

E easier or
€ somewhat
easier

3 29
30 87
33 116

At the 9th grade level there was also a statistically significant difference
( x2= 7,09, p< .01) between levels of teacher experience, the less experienced
teachers indicating much more frequently that C is "very much easier than E'"s This
difference shown in Table 11 would seem to be expected although it did not appear
at other grade levels, This result indicates that for the 9th grade programs at
ERIC |
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least, preparstion effort was related to experience with the experimental prografie

Table 11

Number of 9th grade teachers at each level of experience
indicating the extent C class preparation is
easier than E.

E easier or

bs Difference g._n_ nmethod g£ presentation

In response to the question concerning the degree of difference in the
method of presentation of E and C class materials, approximately 18 percent of the
responding sample indicated "a great difference" - the most extreme alternative
provided and only 6 percent of the teachers gave responses indicating a slight or
lesser difference at the other extrems, The greatest proportion of responses
indicated some moderate degree of difference, There were no clear program, grade
nor experience differences in response to this item,

Ce Dirﬁ.cultz teuchm _{3_1;_ firat time

. In responae to the question concerning the possible difficulty a teacher
would experience following the E program for the first time, 92 percent of the
teachers indicated at least "some difficulty” would be experienced and 25 percent
indicated "considerable difficulty", There were nc clear grade, program or experience
differences in response to this item.. The response to this item certainly suggests
the need for some inservics instruction prior to use of experimental materials,
Furthor evidence on this point is provided by the responses to the item (#4) asking
for an indication of "thu number of hours of inservice training™ teachers should

have prior to use of the :aperimental materials. Overall 21 percent of the teachers
indicated more than 20 hours, 51 percent indicated more than 15 hours and
approximately 75 percent indicated more than 10 hours of inservice instruction is
needed prior to use of these programs, There were no clear program, grade or
experience level differences for this item.

d, Difference !._n_ content

Responses to the item concerned with the degree of difference in content
between the E and C class presentations indicated that approximately 58 percent of
the teachers judged the differsnce to be quite large, There were no clear withine
grade program differences or experience differences. There was however a definite
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tendency for teachers at the lower grade levels tc judge these differences aus

greater than did teachers in the higher grade levels, This is shown in Tatuie 12.
These differences appear to be quite in accord with the actual differences .n content
that exist between the experimental and typical conventional programs at each of these

grade 1“51‘. v
Table 12 »

Number of teachers indicating relatively large
and smaller differences in content between E
and C classes at different grade levels,

Smaller Larger
differsnce difference

Comparing the responses to this item with those concerning differences in
method of presentation, it appears that teachers saw as much if not more difference
in the content than in the method, Among 7 and 8th grade teachers there were more
frequent indications of content differences than method differences, For both the
ninth and eleventh grades an approximately equal proportion, about one-half, of the
teachers indicated a mnderately large difference in content and methodologys At the
10th grade there was a smaller but equal proportion of teachers that indicated
moderate or greater differences for each of these characteristics.

In general there was not a very high degree of correspondence between responses
to items representing input differences between the E and C programs among teachers
following the same program or at the same grade level. Thia seems to indicate that
even though following the same E program, there is not alot of consistency or
similarity among teachers with respect to the instructional input differences they
perceive or respond to between the experimentcl and conventional programs. This
also suggests that more extensive and specific inquiry concerning the nature of the
E and C program differences is necessary to obtain a reliable indication of the ways
:n :hhi.ch the E programs are seen to differ from the conventional programs by the

eachers,

Ce Instructional effectivenesg_ of the gx_gerimental programs.

Teacher judgements about the effects of the experimental compared to the
conventional programs in terms of pupil achievement in mathematics were obtained
from three separate items, These items asked the teacher to indicate whether pupils
in the E or the C class (1) acquired the best background for future mathematics
instruction, (2) exhibited the most understanding and comprehension of the material
presented, and (3) acquired the most knowledge and proficiency with respect to the
course content,

y— * e b Kirnct e e mian e s s s
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1, General index g_i: instructional eoffectiveness

- A single index representing the teachers'! overall judgement of relative
effectiveness was obtained by considering the frequency (0, 1, 2, or 3) over the
three separate items with which the teacher responded by indicating that the E class
rather than the C class was more effective, Comparisons were then made in terms of
the proportion of teachers in the three frequency categories, These questions
requested judgemsnts which would reflect the performance or achievement of the pupils
in the specific E and C classes, It was recognized that in some cases a performance
difference could be the result of actual differences in jnitial ability between tie
pupils in the two classes in addition to or rather than differences resulting frca
the instructional materials, To have some check on this possibility and identify
such cases, in connection with two of the questions concerning the effectiveness of
the E program, an additional question was asked, This question concerned whether
the difference noted between the classes was primarily due to differences in ability
or to the instructional materials,

Overall 28 percent of the responding teachers indicated in connection with
one or both items that initial ability differences accounted for or were the
primary source of the judged difference in relative effectiveness between the two
classess Because of this these teachers were not considered further in the analyses
concerning the judged effectiveness of the programs,

Considering all remaining teachers, 46 percent responded by indicating
thut the E class had achieved all three of the objectives to a greater extent than
the C class; an additional 21 percenc indicated E for two of the three items.
Twenty-four percent did not indicate that the E class had achieved any of these

‘objectives to a greater extent than the C class. (It should be noted here that not

respornding in favor of E is not always the same as responding in favor of C since
a small proportion of respondents indicated equivalence between E and C on one or
another of the items),

a; Within-g_x;ade program differences,

The only discernible program differences were observed at the 9th grade
ievel, There was a tendency for the SMSG teachers to judge the E program as more
effective than the C program less frequently than teachers of the other 9th grade
programs (Ball State and UICSM). This difference which is shown in Table 13
exhibits only a moderate level of statistical significance, p = .05, Fisherts exact
probability test, : o




Table

Responses of ninth grade teachers indicating
the relative effectiveness of the experimental

program they taught,

ﬁmber of objectives for which
E indicated as more effective

Ball State
UGS

Ye Between Eade differences

As shown in Table 1, the 1lth grade had the largest proportion of teachers
giving the most positive evaluation of the E program and the 9th grade had the
szallest proportion. Separate comparisons bestween the distributions for the 9th

- and the 11th grade teachers, respeccively, and those in the remaining grades (7, 8
and 10) indicate that the differerce for the llth grade was quite reliable
(x2= 5,92, p < »025) but that for the 9th grade was not.

Table 14

Number of teachers at various grade levels
indicating more and less frequently that the
E class has achieved designated objectives
to a greater extent than the C class, |

Number of obJactives3 for which E
indicated as better than C

Gradﬁe_: 0=2 3 —
7~-8 12 12 2
9 20 5 25
10 8 “ L 12
11 3 15 18
L3 736 |

‘; 3'519 comparison was made in terms of 0-2 vs, 3 responses favoring E because this
@ division gave an approximately equal proportion of cases in each response caicgorye
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It appears that teachers following the 1llth grade programs judged their
experimental programs to be mors effective than their conventional programs with
respect to the instructional objectives considered with greater frequency than did
teachers at other grade levels,

¢s. Teacl - experience

When responses to all three items were considered, no differences associated
with levels of teacher experience were observed within or across grades or programs,

2, Individual item differences.,

The trends noted above for the goneral index of effectiveness tended to be
observed for each of the separate items comprising the index, With respect to the
program cifferences at the ninth grade level the SMSG teachers significantly less
frequently (p < ,05 Fisher's exact probability test) than the UICSM and Ball State
teachers indicated that the E class acquired (1) the best background for future
mathematics and (2) the most knowledge and proficiency. With respect to the latter
objective none of the SMSG teachers indicated the E class as being superior to the C
class, These results are shown in Table 15, The differences observed for the SMSG
teachers for these two items accounts for the difference observed for the SMSG
teachers for the cverall index of effectiveness noted above, .

Table 1

Responses of ninth grade teachers indicating judgements
of relative effectiveness cf E programs with respect to
specific objectives,

Class acquiring best Class acquiring nost
background for future | knowledge and proficiency
mathematics in algebra "

ot E

5)
39

e

9

There were also some differences between the items in the overall proportions of
teachers indicating "E" was more effective with respect to a given objective than C
which are shown overall and for each grade level in Table 16, Seventy-three percent
of the teachers responded in favor of E to the item concerned with the "best back=-
grourd for future mathematics instruction"; 60 percent responding with "E' to the
item concerning ™understanding and comprehension of the materials;”. and 52 percent

indicated "E" for the item concerning"acquisition of lmowledge and proficiency. ™ There

was then a greater tendency for teachers to judge the E program as relatively more
effective with respect to providing a "better background for future mathematics®
than to judge E as more effective with respect to providing the "most lmowledge a:::
proficiency”. As can be seen in Table 16, this differential response occurred
primarily for programs &t the 7 - 10th grade levels, the 11lth grade teachers
responding in favor of the E programs to the same extent for all of the specific
objectives, It is quite likely that in response to these iiems, teachers are




|
|
|
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considering "knowledge and proficiency" as representing the development of
computational skills, ‘

Table 16

The number of teachers at each grade 1eve1 indicating whether
the E or C class was more successful in achieving each of the
designated instructional objectives, ’

‘Best backgrownd | Understanding and Acquisition of knowledge
for future comprehension of and proficiency in
Objective: mathematics ~ material | subject _—
No No ' No
Grade E C differ, E C  differ, E____C __ differ,
7«8 19 3 2 U 9 1 | 16 5 3
9 17 5 3 15 9 1 7 16 2
10 b7 & 1 3 8 1 3 7 2
11 - 15 3 0 15 3 0 15 3 0_
58 15 6 %4 29 3 4l 31 7

3e Jl_lgg ement.s gancernin_g_ _p_gcpils 53_:; whom g programs are more gprogriate.
Amorg other judgemental. criteria concerning the effectiveness of instructional
materials is the question of whether or not the materials might be adequate or
appropriate for some pupils rather than others, To determine, therefore, whether
teachers had reservations about the broad general use of the erperimental programs
they were following, they were asked to indicate "{or what type of pupil or school®
they felt the program would be "most appropriate"., This question was asked in open=
end form providing no a priori alternatives to choose among. | '

Sixty percent of the teachers resporded to this question with the designation

~ of "shove average" pupils, An additioral 13 percent gave responses which referred

Primarily to higher ability pupils, e.ge "college prep', Seventeen percent indicated
"average and above", Only 8 percent gave responses that did not distinguish in some
way with respect to ability and in the direction of favoring the E programs for higher
ability pupils (eeg. "all"), There were no respondents indicating "below average"

or simply "average pupils" in response to this question,

There were no within-grade program, grade or experisnce differences in response
to this item, | |

The great majority of these teachers apparently feel the experimental programs
are less appropriate for the lower ability or non-college bound pupil, Since these
programs for the most part were developed primarily for college-bound pupils, this
strong response tendency nc doubt reflects in part an awareness of this fact, It is
not clear however from the responses given whether the spacification of "higher ability
Pupils” refers to those of relatively higher ability that sre enrolled in the mathe.
matics classes or to the above average pupil in general which would include a large
proportion of those enrolled in mathematics classes from the 9th grade one The
response to this item also does not indicate how strongly teachers feel about this nor
how great a difference betwsen higher and lower ability pupils they believe there is
in the appropriateness of the programs,

Q
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The responses to this item are very much in line with the teachers' perceptions

" that higher ability pupils respond more favorably to the E programs and lover ability

pupils more favorably to the C programs, The data obtained in this survey provids

no way of determining whether this perception influences the judgement of appropriate-
ness or vice-versa or whether both stem from a more general belief or Judgement )
about the nature or characteristics of the instructional materials, It is also a
separate question as to whether these judgements and perceptions are in fact valide

Ds Teacher preference for use of the experimental materials,

Several items (#17 and #18) were direstod toward obtaining an indication of ti:
teacher preference for use in his own classes of the experimental program materials
in contrast to conventional materials., An additional openeend item (#19) invited
the respondent to give any additional somment her carcd:to make ccncerning the
instructional materials. Alternate responses to these items were assigned weights
in the direction of the degree of favorability they reflected toward the E program
to obtain a single score index r<presenting the degree of preferance each teacher
had for the E program he was teaching. |

lg Index 2_{ preference for E program

Although for most programs and at all grade levels there was condiderable
variation in the scores obtained, comparisons among alternate programs within
grades, by grade level and by level of teacher experience revealed no statistically
reliable differences associated with these factors, At the 10th grade level there
was a non-significant tendency for teachers tc have lower prefarence index scores
compared to teachers in other grades. -

2¢ Indy__igual gm

In response to the item asking teachers to indicate their relative
preference for use of E as compared to C materials for the next year, 67 psrcent
indicated & preference for their experimental materials, There were no program,
grade or experience differences in response to this items In response to a separate
item asking which materials, E, C or other, they would select to use if certain
practical considerations (e,g. others' judgements, etc.) were not involved, 32
percent indicated their present "E materials in all classes"; an additional 1l percent
indicated E materials in certain classes; 17 percent indicated tneir presont C
materials in al] classes; and 35 percent indicated they would choose different
materials (i.es neither the sams E nor C materials), the majority of the latter not
providing any further characterisation of their choice. Here again no difference:
Were observed among alternate programs, grades or levels of teacher experiences
Responses to these items seem to indicate that although there 1s somewhat more
satisfaction with the E materials they were using than their present conventional
materials there is a reasonably large proportion of teachers who would prefer using
materials different from either,

Ee Correspondence between separate judgemasnt indices

To obtain an indi-ation, in a more general way, of the extent to which the
different indices of teacher reactions, judgements or percepiions were reflecting
relatively separate and independent jud;ements about the qualities and characteristics
of the E programs, the degree of correspondence between the separate indices of
judged program effectiveness, of preference for the E program, of perceived pupll
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evaluation and of instructional input difference were determined, Moderately high
and statistically reliable (p.< +005) relationships were found between the index of
Jjudged effectiveness, the index of teacher preference for the E program and the index
of perceived pupil evaluation., There was no correspondence however between the
latter three indices (which were of a more evaluative nature) and the .index @ =
repres=nting the degree of difference in instructional input characteristics between
the E and C prograns. |

A further analysis was made to determine the degree of association between the
teachers' index of preference for the E program and their separate characterization
of parentsf and of other teachers' reactions to the E programs.s A tendency was
fourd for the index of preference to be associated with both of these judgements
especially the characterisation of the other teachers' reactions.

The fact that there is a good deal of correspondence between the teachers'
judgement of effectiveness of the E program, thelr preference for the program and
their characterisation of the evaluative reaction of others to these programs
indicates that there may be a more genersl evaluative reaction factor common to and

possibly influencing the teachers® response in each of these separate Jjudgement
4r'eas, v : _ ,

Although the high correspondence observed between the teachers! Jjudgement of
effectiveress and their preference for instructional use of the E program ls
reasonable and to be expected, the correspondence bstween these indices and judgement
of the reactions of others suggests that the latter may be more a reflection of the
teacherts own reaction than an objective characterization of an independent source
of evaluatiori, This interprehation :.ems more likely than the possibly alternate
explanations simply on the logical grounds that teachers are in a better position
to make objective judgements about performance and achievement effects than about
pupild and others'! evaluative reactions to the materials, However, additional data,
not collected as part of this survey is necessary to answer this questions

| Summary and Discussion

- There are several more general observations that can be made concerning the
reactions and Judgemonts of participating teachers to the E programs they were
individually teaching which are indicated by this survey,

It should be recognizad that the observations for the sample of teachers as 2
nhole have to be interpreted with scme caution since there is no base against which
to compare the evaluations and judgements to determine the extent they reflect more
objective elements in the teachers experience in contrast to subjective factors such
as "participation" effect {i.e, the "Hawthorne effect") and/or a priori expectations
concerning the characteristics of the "new" programs, Differences resulting from
comparisons made within the responding sample between different subgroups of
teachers (representing alternate programs or grades) can be interpreted more meaning=

* fully however because of their relative nature,

Judgement, of instructional effectiveness.

The teachers?judgements of the instructional effectiveness of the E programs
were generally quite positive in that they were judged to achieve certain designated

- objectives much more frequently tham the conuvent{onal programs the teachers wers

using.
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There tended to be some differences however in judgements of relative effective~
ness among the alternate objectives, A larger proportion of teachers indicated the
E program as being relatively more effective than the C program for providing a
"background for future mathematics instruction™ than for the facilitation of
"knowledge and proficiency" in the specific mathematics subject, . This possibly
reflects a distinction between the development of skills specific to a ziven area of
mathematics instruction and the development of a conceptual understanding of the
general structure of mathematics, If so, this difference may indicate somewhat
greater reservations concerning the E program with respect to development of more
specific mathematical skills, - |

There were unexpectedly no reliable ditferenc_ea between teachers following
different programs with respect to judgements of effectiveness, |

There was, however, a clear tendency for the llth grade teachers to consistently
Judge their E programs (Ball State or SMSG) as more effective for achieving the
instructional objectives than teachers at other grade levels, This may reflect
certain characteristics of the traditional or conventional program against which the
E program is compared at this grade level as much as it reflects differences in the
quality of the E programs for the 1lth grade compared to other grade levels,

- Preferences for instructional use.

— Conridering the teachers' preferences for materisls for their own instructional
purposes, there was, as observed for judgements of instructional effectiveness, a
much more favorable response (i.e, preference) for the E materials in contrast to
the conventional materials the individual teachers were using. However, when
given an opportunity to indicate preferences for instructional materials among a
- broader range of alternatives, more than a third of the teachers chose materials
other than the E or C materials they had been using., These judgements were
representative of the entire sample of teachers, there being ne clearcut program
or grade differences in this regard and suggest that none of the materials
:ons;.derod are completely satisfactory for a fair sized segment of this sample of
eachers, | : |

Judgements concerning instructional input differences.

One definite program difference was observed with respect to the teachers!
characterization of the instructional input differences between their E and C
classes, At the llth grade level, the Ball State teachers much more freguently
- indicated differences between the conditions and activities connected with the
instructional input required for their E and C classes than did tecachers using the
SMSG prog::me Although this difference could be reflecting clfferecnces in the |
conventional program againet wiich these two groups of.teachers were corparing their
E program or initial differences between the two groups of teachers choosing to |
follow these alternate programs, it is more likely reflecting some real differencee

in the nalure of the two programs, It is significant to note that teachers using
each of these programs did rot differ in terms of the high proportions giving

positive Judgements of the relative effectiveness of the E programs.

In connection with instructional differences, some fairly clear indications were
obtained of the need for inservice or other teacher instruction in conjunction with
thelr initial use of the experimental programs. Indjcations of this need were quite
.. congistent across all programs and grade levels, |




-a‘

| Pupil, parent and other teacher evaluations,

The teacher judgements or perceptions of pupil, parent and other mathemstics
teacher evaluations of the E programs were found to correspond quite closely to
their own judgements about the programs suggesting that the teachers' Judguments of
the evaluative reactions of others may have been influenced to a certain extent by
their own judgements. This interpretation seems quite reasonable considering the
usually subjective nature of such judgements with respect to pupil and parent
reactions (unless the reactions are quite strong), and the relatively more objectively
based judgements that teachers can make about the effectiveness of the programs,

The reported amount of parent reaction and interest was quite limited and
appears to occur mainly in the 7th and 8th grades, Whatever the basis for the
Judgement, there also appeared to be no evidence of any substantial degree of
negative parent reaction, o | o
. Tt is clear, however, that evidence other than that obtained in this survey
is needed to determine ths extent and nature of the reactions of pupils, parents
and other teachers concerning the E programs and whether these judgemenis are
influeneing those of the teacher or vice-versa, ,

Teacher judgements of the E program considering different levels of pupil ability,

Probably the most striking and certainly most unequivocal Judgement or
perception reflected in the teacher responses is the differential reaction concerning
the materials with respect to different levels of pupil ability. This is indicated
by the high proportion of tsachers who perceive higher ability pupils as responding

more favorably to the E materials and lower abilit more favorably to the C
- materials and the high proportion who judge the E :yu erials as most appropriate for

higher ability or college bound pupils,

The objective basis for this judgement or belief may be somewhat cpen to
question, however, in part because of the evidence indicated above coricerning the
possible subjectivity of judgements concerning pupil evaluations. Whatever the
basis it is quite clear that there is a definite belief independent of grade or
‘program, that the experimental programs, which are prototypes of the current
curriculus revision in secondary mathemstics, are most appropriately used for the
instruction of higher ability or collsge bound pupils, |

_»~""In general, because of the limited number of teachers represented for some of
~"" the programs and the technical imperfections of the questionnaire itself as well as
other msthodological limitations, only limited generalizations of the results
obtained from this questiornaire survey to a larger population are probably
warranted, Rather the results should be considered indicative of certain tendencies

0: ‘;;enda which should be the focus of more extensive sxsmination in subsequent
8 88e ' , , -
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Mathematics Teacher Questionnaire

Instructions:

The following questionnaire concerns comparisons between the two mathematics
~ classes you are teaching which are participating in the secondary mathematics evalua~
tion project this year. We are interested in obtaining your judgements concerning
the pupil reactions to the materials used in these classes and your judgements about
the materials themselves, v

Read each item carefully. Indicate the amswer that best represents your own

Judgemept or opinion either by checking one of the alternatives given or by checking a

point along the scale provided when ome of these types of response is required. Please
snsvwer each question. If you would care to provide a comment in additfon to your
answer, feel free to do so. If on a given question, none of the alternatives seems to

- provide an appropriate answer, please answer in your own terms.

In the questionnaire E refers to the experimenta]l class, the cless using the
experimantal materials, and C refers to the conventionsl class at the sawe grade level,

1, How do the two classes (E and C) compare with respect to the effort required for
your ovm preparation this year? _,

L [ N

E cliss very | E class some- - € class some~ C class very
much easier vhat easier vhat easier much easier

Are the differences indicated here due to content differences . Or to
‘pupil differences _______ between the two classes? (check one)

| 2, To what extent do the experimental materials require a different method of pre-

sentation of the content than you follow in the conventional class?

1 l |

No Some A great
difference diffexrance difference

3. To what extent do you believe the average mathematics teacher (trained using con-
ventional materials) would have difficulty teaching the experimental materials for
the first time? | -

t f | ’ R
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Considerable Some No
difficulty . difficulty difffeuley




b4y

3.

6.

1.

8.

Approzimately, how many hours in-service training do you believe the average math-
ematics teacher, trained in use of conventional materials, should have to teach
the experimental materials you are using this year?

o~

! ! | l | ! f

Hours O 5 10 15 20 25 30

How much difference in general do you feel there is between the content of the
experimental class materials and the content of the conventional class manerials
as you have introduced them? |

I l | |
No Some Quite a bit A very
difference - difference of difference great difference

How much interest or inquiry about the experimental matetials have you received
from parents of pupils in the experimental class?

No » Some "A moderate A grect

- interest ' interest amount of deal of
interest interest

How posi.i:tve or negative has the méponse from the parents been?

i | | 1

Much more Somewhat Primarily Somewhat Much more
neg. than more neg. ~ neutral more pos,. pos. than
pos. .. ... .. .. than pos. than neg. nege.

Yor what types of schools or types of students do you believe the experimental

program you are teaching would be espacislly sappropriate?

-

In general, what do you believe would be the feeling of other secondary mathe~-
matics teachers in your school concerning the introduction of the experimental
program in their classes at the same grade level as your class?

t— L - s R £ Ay bt b i e W T i b Dok RS 4 »;——ae‘-l---m-r«, o oa - l

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
oppose oppose favor favor




10.

12.

i3.

1k,

15.

:To what extent are the sare tests used in each of the two classes? (check one)

Both classes get exactly the same tests throughout the year,

Both classes get the same major examinations such as midyear
and final exams but different tests otherwise,

None of the tests are exactly the same but a certein proporcion
of the questions are the same,

The two classes receive two entirely different sets of tests.
Other (elaborate)

L
PR

In which of the two classes do you believe the pupils are acquiring the best
background for future mathematics instruction? E c

In vhich class have the pupils usually exhibited more understanding and compre-
hension of the material presented? E C

L ]

Are the differences indicated here primarily due to differences in pupil
ability or differences in instructional materials ? (check one)

In vhich of the two classes do you believe the pupils ere acquiring the most
knowledge and proficiency in algebrat E c

Are the differences indicated here primarily due to differences in pupil
ability or differences in instructional materials * (check one)

Do you think the pupils in the experimental class are enjoying mathematics more
or “less than pupils in the usual conventionel classes you have taught?

more _ lesns

In which of the two classes has there been a more favoreble response to the
materials in general (i.e. more interest and enthusiasm) on the part of each of
the following groups of puplls: (

Experimental Convent:lonel

Higher ability pupils
Average ability punils
Lower ability pupils

The pupils in the two classes are no doubt eware that their instructional materials
differ. Either from what they may have heard or observed, they probably have
formed some Judgement about the different materinls., On the following scales
indicate how you think the pupils in each of the twou classes feel sbout the meter-
i{als in their class relative to the materials used by the other class.

Experinental class:

| L B I

C materials C materials E materials E materials
puch better somevhat better somewhat better nuch better
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16.

17.

18.

19.

Conventional class:

L | i
€ naterials C materials E materials E materials
much better somevhat better sonewhat much better
. better

To vhat extent do the pupils in the experimental class feel their materials are
easier or more difficult than the materisls used by the conventional class?

i | !

Much nore Somewhat more Somewhat Very much
dirficult dirricult easier easier

What is your own personal preference with respect to teaching either the experi-
mental or conventional materials in your classes next year?

l | ' L Zf
Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly
prefer C prefer C prefer E prefer E
materials materials materials materials

Independent of the judgement of others, and the actual availability of the
materials, indicete which of the following best represents your present feeling
concerning the materials you would decide to use in your ninth grade algebra
class next year. (Your response to this item in no way commits you nor will be
1nte§preted as bearing upon your participation in the experimental program next
Year |

' Use the present experimental materials in all algebrea classes next year.
- Use the present conventional materials in all algebra classes next year.

Use an entirely different set of materials next Year. What naterials?

N

Otber (be specific)

- ——— . e = -

Use this space to provide any additional comments you cax:e to maeke in relation to
these items or about the experimental materials or the evaluation project.
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