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The Curriculum

ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT is a three-year life
scierces program de .ioped specifically for 13- to 16.year-old
educabie mentally handicapped (EMH) children. its develop-
ment and assessment, the actual materials and their use in the
classroom, the approaches to data collection, and the student
outcomes al! merit evaluative study. Such activities mignt best
be viewed in the context of the three-year timeline for the
development, testing, and final commarcial release of the first
wwo-year sequence {Units I-111} of the program.

So that ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT could be used in
special education classes as soon as possible, the field trials
were designed to overlap; two complete field tests of the
materials were accomplished in three school years.

The materials fo: ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT include
a series of teacher’s manuals that suggest specific teaching
strategies for each activity. Also included is a kit of all
equipment, media, ard supplies not usually availatle in special
education classrooms that are required for the instructional
program. There is no student text, for the program i. designed
around activities that are conducted by the students them-
selves; these activities are supoorted by a variety of multi-
sensory and multimedia instructional materials, .hrat is,
materials in a number of different media designed to appeal to

two or more different senses of the students. Some of these
materials, in add’tion to rcience equipment in the kit, include
35 mm stides, filmstrips, cassette tapes, individual student
worksheets, games, posters, study cards, wall chans, itlustrated
booklets, and evaiuai've devices. The program makes use of a
35 mm stide projector and an overhead projector. It also nas
tested the student.” diiect involvemeni with a Polaro.u®
camera and a cassette tape recorder.

The serious reader of this report wili likely have reviewed,
or have access to, the teacher's manuals for ME AND MY
ENVIRONMENT. For that reason, information on the curricu-
lum nbjectives, science content, and skill deveiopment will not
be described here. (Refer to the front material in any unit of
the manuals for this information.)

The development of this project and its evaluation are
based upon several years of experience in developing and
field-testing ME NOW, a life science curriculum for 11- to
13-year-old EMH children.! The ME NOW program and the
first year of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT are available from
Hubbard Scientific Company, Box 105, Northbrook, lilinois
60062. Several evaluation reports on these programs have been
prepared.2

The Evaluation

The development and evaluation of ME AND NV
ENVIRONMENT began in 1971 and is expected to be
completed early in 1976. (The fir:* two-year sequence—Units
{, 11, and 1HI—have been released for commercial publication.) A
large number of evaluative studies have been conducted and
are being utilized in the curriculum’s revision. All materials
except Units Il and V will have been through two complete
field tests and two revisions by the time of their release in
their third version for commercial pioduction.

Because the evaluation effort for this program is truly
formative—an assessment designed to inform revision—the
information gathered is utilized at once by the developers
whe.ever the material that has been tested is revised. One
might thik, therefore, that there is little point i preparing
formal reports. Yet the experience gzined and some of the
outcomes of the evaluation have been founc to have value to
other audiences, Such results are judged not only worth
preserving, but also of a sufficiently general application thot
the timeliness of reporting becomes a concein. it seems
unreasonable, therefore, to detay publicaticn of an evaluative
report until the end of the project.

IME NCW, LIFE SCIENCES: A SPECIAL EDUCATION
PRGGRAM, Biulogical Sciences Curriculum Study, 1972,

2James T. Robinson and Richard R. Tolman. A Formative
L'valuation of ME NOW, Unit I, Digestion and Circulation.
Boulder, Colorado: Biological Sciences Curiiculum St.dy.
September 1970. 97 pp. (ED 043182)

Richard R. Tolman. A Formative Evaluation of ME NOW.
Life Sciences for the Educable Mentally Handicapped, Final
Repor.. Boulder, Colorado: Biological Sciences Curriculum
Study. December 1972. 305 pp. (ED 071263)

Joe M. Steele. Arranging Field Tests: Characteristics of Sites
and Students. ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT rormative
Evaluation Report 1. Boulder, Colorado: Biological Sciences
Curriculum Study. June 1973. 29 pp. (ED 087190}

Jce M. Steele. Assessing Student Abilities and Performance:
Year 1. ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT Formative Evalua-
tion Report 2. Boulder, Colorado: Biological Sciences Curric-
ulum Study. December 1973. 48 pp. (ED 087191}



The volume of dat: being processed over the period of
evaluation is considerable, Many facety of the studies provide
insights that coudd prove of intetest to an audience outside the
present program developers. The studies may have significance
to several specific groups, including special educators, curricu-
lum developers, and evaluators,

In order to make the information available to such
groups, and to document each ma2jor step in the overall
evaluation effort, it was decided that a series of interim
evaluation reports would be produced. That decision has
several imphcations which need clarifying in order to avoid
misinterpretation of the findings.

1. The interim repor‘s docume nt results with experimental

materials, and therefore do not present a balanced view
of the program released for commercial publication.
For example, the reports of the measures of student
performance made during the first field test do not take
into account the data obtained from classroom observers,
teacher reports, interviews with students, judgments of
affect, and student attitudes. A report of content reviews
and content analysis of the curriculum does not relate
this information to empirical studies of effectiveness.

2. The interim reports identify changes to bo made, but do

not reflect all tne changes incorporated into revised
mazxerials.
Some aspects of the experimental program may elicit
adversely critical reviews or turn out to be unworkable in
the classroom. Because many readers are accustomed to
seeing only final reports, it is possible to misunderstand
the information being documented by interim evaluation
studies. For example, the report of student performance
relates to materials that no longer exist because of
extensive revision. in no way can a judgment of the
effectiveness of the final ptoduct be based on that data.
Those who want summative judgments must await the
final repors.

3. The interim reports do not provide a synthesis that
enables one to draw a balanced judgment of the :ntire
program.
it is difficult to counter the tendency to make judgments
of worth on the basis of incomplete and lopsided data. A
final report will synthesize and balance the totality of
studies and attempt to provide an honest judgment of the
total effect and vaiLe of the program. It would be
premature to attempt such a synthesis in as complex a
program as ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT, however,
before all the data are in.

Each of the interim reports addresses concerns of interest
to rather different audiences. The identity of some of these
audiences is suggested by the following descriptions of the
contents and purposes of the reports. The overall purposes of
the series of eports are: .

—~to make visible the processts, criteria, and judgments

associated with the various studies undertaken.

~to provide definitions and statements of position with

respect to the new aspects of evaluation being utilized.

--to provide documentation of the results of specific

studies.

~to provide timely reports of a number of findings

related to EMH students in general, and to cemmuni-
cate certain aspects of the evatuation effort that may be
of interest t¢ educators in the field of special educatior.

A description of the completed reports concerning the
formative evaluation of ME aND MY ENVIRONMENT is
given below. Only a limited number of the reports were
printed, but copies are on file ot all special education
instructional materials centers and are available from ERIC.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

FORMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT 1: Arranging Field
Tests: Characteristics of Sites and Students. This re yort serves
four purposes:

1. it defines the function of evaluation in curriculum
development and presents the evaluation design for the
developinent of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT.

2. It describes the criteria and procedures for selecting
field-test participants.

3. It presents data on the actual composition and character-
istics of sites and of the students who participated in the
first year's field trials.

4. |t reviews the placement of students in special education
classes (based on the field-test sample} and draws upon
the descriptions of students provided by teachers to flesh
out such bare statistics as age and 1Q to portray the
variety of young people and instructional problems found
in these classes.

FORMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT 2: Assessing Student
Abilities and Performance: Year 1. The report serves five
purposes:

1. 1t places the collection and interpretation of stt -1t data
within the context of the overall evaluation design,

2. It describas procedures for the development of test items,
and reports on studies of special problems.

3. 1t reports on the development of instruments to assass
functional abilities of students, and presents results for
the field-test group.

4. 1t reports on student performance related to instruction
it, the first field trials of Units | and HI.

5. It presents statistical analyses of differences in perfor-
mance related to a number of variables,

The Content of Repor* 3

The present report, Design and Revision, Data Collection
and Portrayal, is divided into four paris:

Part 1. Curriculum Design

Part 1. Analysis and Revision of Materials
Part HH. The Gathering and Processing of Data
Part iV. Portraya! of Reality

The articles in Part i, “Curriculum Design,” do not
represent an evaluation of this process. Rather, they are an
effort to maks the process visible, to identifv the assumptions
that guided the process, to deicribe thr: transitions that
occurred, and to point out sume *veaknesses and Jrobiems that
were encountered. The increasing experienrce of the BSCS
organization in developirg curricula is reflected in the pro-
gression evident in the design.

Part 41, "Analysis and Revisior of Materials,’” presents
judgments of recognized authoritie. and staff who evaluated
and critiqued the materials at various stages. The impact of
these reviews on the revision of ME AND MY ENVIRON-
MENT, along with the field trials, was large. This section also
illustrates one technique of review and as an example presents
the resuits of a matrix analysis of Unit 1. Finally, the evolution
of Unit | is traced over three versions to exemplify the total
impact of revisicn activities. Examples of prescriptions for
moditying matesials are preserted to illustrate the kinds and
degrees of change that were intreduced in revision,

Part 111 of this interimy evaluation report is titled, *“The
Gathering and Processing of Data.” It presents the specific
data cullection instruments and procedures used in the testing
of these curricular materials. It also describes the process by
which the data generated by field trials is organized and
translated into both broad guidelines for revision and sperific
revision suggestions.

Part 1V, "Portrayal of Reality,’” presents a case-study
vigw o7 test classrooms to examine and compare the impres-
sion suggested by various kinds of data and various sources and
methods for obtaining data.
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rational2 for organization
of curriculum content

There is no magic formul, ‘ur the selection, -yrouping,
and sequenciag of content in a curriculum, The components
that do become incorporated into o curricufum, he - 2y -1, are
usuatly the result of an orderly approach to the problom, Want
follows in this and the succeeding articles in Part | is an
attempt to describe 1n abbreviated form ihe co-siderations
that lad to decisions about content in ME AND MY
ENVIROMMENT.

The record reflects a progression aind -efinement of the
ini.dal objectives and rutionale for the program; it alsu reveals
several major shifts—in the organizaticn of content in .ts
focus, and in the mode tor deliveriny the curriculum to
childrey. Throughout the development, however, certain ele-
ments have remained constant and curtain procedures have
operated to coordinate and synthesize the varied contributions
of dozen: ple. A large part of tius stabilizing fource is
represented , key staff memwuers whose experieace in
curriculum design and in the conduct of writing confet _nces
provided conitrof and decisive action.

At numerous points in curriculum development there are
several alternatives to choose among and many decisions 10
make in the absence of evidence or theory. While such
decisions must perforce be arbitrary, tivey can k&~ informed by
intuition. They can also be consistent in direction. These
patterns should be appares.t in the descriptions that follow.

Defining Content

The content of a curriculum is often misunderstood to be
the choice of facts that are included in a particular subject
matter are;. Wha: this report defines as conteat includes far
more than that. Farts ard concepts are one dimension, skills
and processes are a second, strategies of teaching and learning
are a third., A fourth dimension is the sequence of objectives
and their accompanying expectations of outcome for students.

This curriculum attempts also to inf. .ence the hidden
curricuium provided by the teacher and by the schooi—the
affective climate of the classroom and the environment for
learning. To whatever degree these elements are influenced by
the maierials, that represc..«s a fifth content dimension, Some
of these dimensions oviriap. Thus a sixth dimension—the
organization of learners and materials—affects the teaching
strategies, the climate of thz class, and the development cf
certain concepts studied.

As an example ni how just one bhasic assumption can
influence the content ¢f an entire cutriculum, the following
consideration was introduced by the staff and advisory board
early in the !i‘e of this project:

The major problem to be considerad as the project is
developed is that of educational expectancy, that is, with a
range of sturlents currently categerized as educable mentally
hanaicapped, what educa.ional potentials can be attainea?
Is training the end of any curriculum materials? Is training
to develop self-respect, to be clean, to be well-groomed, and
to eat cer:ain foods to be the end of learning materials? Or
can these students, in a different educational environment
and with carefully desig..ed materials, have the potential to
be educated--to understand the reasons for care of the
body, for exarnnle-so that they can extend their effective-
ness as members .f society and contribute to the quality of
their 'ives?

The assumption was made that these students can be and have
the right to be educated, not merely traired. The educational
expsctancy set by the curriculum remained a problem in the

field-test teachers’ minds initially, as evidenced by the con-
cerns they expressed in then feedback teports on specific
activities. Some catled strongly for revision of the materials to
provide more iraining. Others qu stioned the educative value
of certain activities. Each revisin therefore dhd pay particular
attention to this question of eaucational relev:-ncy, We would
he naive to expect that the matedials as revised and released to
the pubtisher completely resuive this cilemma. Thus the
complex problem of creating and communicating the content
continues.

THE BEGINNINGS OF CONTEMNT ANC RATIONALE

Tracing the evolution of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
requires a louk backward at the develepment of ME NOW, the
first of the BSCS programs for educable mentally handicapped
{EMH) children, eleven to thirteen years old. When work first
beazn on that project, .aeetings were held with special
edu sation teachers in four regions of the United States. An
adviiory board ot experts in the field of special education and
biolgy met and reviewed the needs and problems of this
pop: lation. Qut of the meetings came a set of basic assump-
tinns underlying the decign of the curriculum materials and a
set of general objectives to guide in their development. While
these have been modified slightly in form as the program
evolved, the principles have served as continuing guidelines for
the EMH project.

A SET OF GENERAL OBJECTIVES

1.  To help the mentclly handicapped child develop interests,
skills, and positive attitudes through experiences with
scientific—especially biolugical--concepts.

2. To provide the mentally handicapped child with chal-
lenging intellectual activity at a level commensurate wth
his ability to respond effectively.

3. To aid the chila in establishing functicnal modes of living
through heightened observation, a well-developed
curiosity, an increased measure of self-confidence, and a
sense of respon .ibility to and for his environment,

4. To contribute to ihe development in the child of a higher
level of social maturity and emotional stability that can
lead to increased vocational proficiency, realistic self-
concept, creative self-expression, and more effective
assimilation into the community.

5. Todevelop in the child a knowledge of himself in relation
to his -:nvironment, along with a tendency to apply this
knowledge to the tasks of everyday living.

6. To contribuce to increaced knowledge about tie learning
characteristics and limitations of the educable mentally
handicapped pupil, and about effective strategizs for
instructicn.

BASIC ASSUUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE DESIGN FOR
THE CURRICULUM MATERIALS

1. ldeas must be developed with a minimum of reading on
the vart of the student.

2. Vocabhulary, where possibie, should involve functional
rather than technical language, although technical names
are taught when these miy be useful to the student.

3. Entry points should be concerned with concrete, tangible
“things,”” rather than with abstract, intangible ideas or
concepts.

4. The classroom :‘nvironment and the materials should not
be cluttered with distractors; however, a variety of
perceptual modes and instructional media should be used
(e.g., sight, touch, smell, etc.).

5. Activities should be developed in small, discrete units
that build on or teinforce a concept or skill.

6. Learning, for th: EMH student, requires slower pacing,
greater redundancy, and time for participation by each



student, The instructional materials should be student:
doing rather than student watchirj,

7.  An activity mus* involve the student in ways of applying
the dusired behavior; t:anster cannot be assumed.

8. EMH children aeed, and can respond effectively to, an
activity-oriented instructional approach.

9. The curriculum should be designed to provide students
with an experience in science os inquiry, through the
exploration of their environn:ent. ’

10. Most teachers of the Educable Mentally Handicapped will
need specific directions in using inquiry strategies for
teaching science concepts.

11. The teachers of the Educable Mentally Fundicapped, for
the most part, are not science-orienteci, therefore, the
materials should be specific with regard to science
technicues.

12. The materials and mathods must permit or provide
attention to individual differences and to shecific learning
characteristics of the population,

13. To achieve the objectives, designers of the materials
should attempt to create a balance between detail and
motivetion; that is, the amount of minute and abstract
detail that can Le learned is probably a function of the
interest and motivation that can be established to deal
with it.

MAJOR AIMS FOR ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT

1. Development in each child of a sense of identity as a
person who has some degree of contiol over and can act
on his environment. This will lea¢ to a degree of
self-determination based on a rational coping with situa-
sions rather than on a passive comptiarce or an impulsive
response to probiems.

2. Development in each child of a success syndrome. More
than anything else, each activity is intended to be a
success experience for each child. it is the teacher’s
rasponsibilitv--almost obligation—to see that each child
succeeds at a level that is challenging to his abilities and
that preserves his self-respect. {tis a further responsibility
of the teachcr to point out his achievement, As a group,
the students should 1elp ezch individual fit what he has
done into a pattern of accoraplishment.

3. Development in each child of an interest that could
become a hobby cr avocation over a lifetime (thrcugh an
exposure to an array of expetiences in science). It is
hoped that many children will fi.d some area—perhaps
growing plants, caring for animals, identifying flowers,
rollecting things, or simply enjoying outings into the
sountry—tiaat they feel strongly about and can develop
somie comipetence or knowledge in. This would provide a
means of self-expression and {perhaps) allow some degree
of sharing or involvement w:th others.

4. Development in each child of a sense of relationship and

empathy with other fiving things. It is hoped this will lead

tc a positive  :gard and carirg about what afiects them as
individuals and as a group, because shat affects them
affects the community of man.

Development in each child of an understanding of

environmental conditions that will lead to a sense of

responsibility for the environment and actions that
protect or improve it.

To gather information about the science concepts con-

sidered anpropriate for the EMH population that the new

curriculum was to serve, over fifty science syllabi in various

K-12 programs of special education were reviewed by the

BSCS statf and the EMH advisory board. Taking into uwiount

the intereste of these children at different ages and their

emerging needs for various kinds of information presented a

further challenge in planning what ww: to become the ME

NOW curricuium,

o

The advisory board and staff postulated that the ages
eleven to thirteen represent a period in the child’s physical
development when he needs to understand and accept his own
body, Thus, "me now’ seemed a natiral entry point;
it fitted the egocentric perspective of the child at that age.
More:ver, the sequence of biolog'cal information about the
structure and function of the human body could be treated in
a simplified linear manner, thus enabling objectives and goals
to be established at each step in the sequence of activities.

One of the tenets of the BSCS philusophy of education is
that instruction should encourage students tc become directly
involved in investigations, rather than to tead about them or
listen to the teacher tell abou: them. This philosophy also
influenced the assumptions and ctrategies built into the new
program.

ME NOW has proved to be a distinct deparwre from most
special education currictda. First, there is no textbook: the
student is provided with a series of activities, carefully
programmed by the teacher throu th a manual of instructional
strategies.

Second, a planned redu.ndancy is built into the program
through the use of a variety of media. Whenever possibie. two
or more of the student’s senses are stimulated—one at a
time—to rein’ ce the learning process. For instance, the
heartbeat is heard through the stethoscope, the resulting pulse
is felt in the wrist, and seen both in *he arteries of a rabbit's
ear and in a film.

Third, the principal manner of discourse in the program is
througi: a carefullv tested sequence of questions intended to
minimize lecturing and to encourage student discussion and
verbalization of ideas.

Fou-th—and perhaps this feature of the ME NOW
program is most important to an instructor vith very little
background in science—there is the concept of a teaching kit.
In addition to specific programmed sctipt suggestions avout
what to do and how to do it, the teacher is given the actual
software and hardware ‘5> carry out those suggestions in the
classroom.

When the ME NOW program had been successfully tested
with a number of EMH classes, many of its features were
carried over into the development of a new progiam for EMH
children of junior high school age. This new curriculum came
to be called ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT. Building on their
experience with ME NOW, the project staff convened a
conference to plan the new program in May of 1971.
Participants were four special educators and one biologist who
made up the advisory committee, and a writing team con-
sisting of five special education teachers and five biology
teachers. This group endorsed the focus of the program on
environmental studies and suggested \rays that a study of the
environment could meet the needs of 13- to 18-year-old EMH
students.

Following the conference, the project staff prepared an
outline of the proposed content and objectives of the
curriculum, In drawing up this outline, the staff made a
thorough review of the physical, social, and p:ychofogical
needs of adult retardates, as described in a study conducted by
the Department of Special Education at Yeshiva University
during the preliminary development of the Social Learning
Curriculum,! This was a further attempt to characterize the
areas of need tha: might be met bv ME AND MY ENVIRON-
MENT.

As the curriculum evolved, a statement of major aims was
genurated. These have served as a set of ultimate goals toward
which each activity shouid lead.

1“Cluster Analysis of Behavioral Problems of Adult Retar-
dates.” Appendix D of A Proposa’ for a Research and
Development Center in Curriculum for the Mentally
Retaraad, Herbert Goldstein, Director. New York: Curricur
lum Center, Yeshiva University, Jonuary 1970.

(3



from design to materials

THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

A number of dpproaches can be used for the production
of materiasls: Writers can be assembled in one place or remain
separated, materials can be written piecemeal over an extended
time, or the writing can be concentrated within ¢ brief period.
activitics can be written and pilot-tested individually, or
produced in larger instructional b'ocks prior to tryout. The
approach utilized at BCS invelves a::umber of writers in one
location working as teams for a limited period of time to
create a large amount of material. This approach has a
synerjistic component because of the interaction between
writers and the intense, task oiiented environment,

Using the BSCS model, an eight-week writing confzrence
was held to develop the curriculum in the summer of 1971,
This writing contference, composed of five pairs of biclogy and
special education teachers plus four project staff, developed
materials for more than a year of experimental use. Another
vight weeks o/ staff review, editing, production of media, and
assembly of equipment readied the curriculum for the first
field tnals, which were conducted from November of 1971
through June of 1972, During this period, intensive ~eview and
interpretation of processes and outcomes occurred.

A second eight-week writing conference, again utilizir g
ten special education and biology teachers, met diring *ne
summer of 1972. This group revised the materials testud in
1971-72 and developed a second year of materials, During the
1972-73 school year, the initial group of classes field-tested
the second year of the curriculum, while a new group of
ciasses put the revised first-year materials to the test, Final
revision for commercial publ.cation of the first-year materials
was accomplished by two proiect staff members during the
summer of 1973,

That summer, also, a seven-week writing cc ference
composed of five pairs of biology and special education
teachers and two project s ff members convened to revise the
materials first tested in 197%-+3 and to ae relop a third year of
new materials. First field trials of the new third-year materials
were conducted from October 1973 to Mav 1974 in the classes
*hat had previously tested materials for years one and two.
The revised second-year materials were retested from Septem-
ber 1973 to June 1974 by the secord field-test group. Thus,
the sequence of creation, refinement and manufacture, trial,
revision, trial, and final revision reoccurs .or each year of
instructional materials produced.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
INITIATING A WRITING CONFERENCE

Once the difficult task of staffing a projec, selecting and
convening advisory groups, and select'ng writers has been
accomplished, the job of orienting porsonnel and inidating the
actual production of materials remains. {n the development of
ME A4ND MY ENVIRONMENT, the short planning time
resulted in an initial writing conferance that was ‘ess struc-
tured than might be desired. Two staff members joined the
project about the time the first writing conference was
convened Furthermore, sufficient lead time was not available
for producing a complete pian for the curriculum ahead of
time. Consequently  the burden of planning and decision-
making was under. v en jointly by stalf and writers in the first
week or so of the writing conference. Heavy reliance was
placed on specidlists and o.* studies br othars in the finld.

Available to the conferees were the general objectives and
basic assumptions shown on page 4 of this report. All
participants also received a four-page document containing
some considerations related to objectives. In additior. to
defining three levels of performence objecti res, suggesting the
form for stating objectives, and outlining procedures for
specifying strategies of instruction, the paper contained the
following statement:

A major commitment of this project is to specify perfor-
mance objectives for the EMH pupil population and to
desig.> activities through which these objectives are to be
attained. The specification of objectives is influenced least
by what we know ahout biology, and most by what we
know about the EMH pupil population. We know that
biolagy is a source of information about life amd a source of
understanding of the methods by which this information is
obtained, But we also know that there are perceptual,
emotional, and other learning difficulties as well as practical
considerations for the welfare of these children in a
competitive and often callous society. We seek a reasonable
ni;. of these considerations to provide a useful, meaningful,
and effective curriculum in life science for tne educable
mentally handicapped. We will, therefore, not pursue
content to a depth greater than the ability or the need of
these children to absorb it. Nor will we wish to involve these
students in intellectual operations beyond their abilities to
perform. Thesa limits are still not readily identifiable and
both optimism and restraint must be applied to the
developrient of veasonable hyrotheses in this regard.

The selection ana statement of performance objec tives for
this program should represent an effort to specify (1) those
content elements that represent a reasonably complete
picture of environmental relationships, (2} cognitive and
psychomotor operations the student will perform during
instruction; and, {3} what the student will know or ke able
to do on his own, when an activity sequence is completed.
Individually and collectively, these three factors represent
the basis upon whici the effectiveness of the materials and
the instryction ¢.. .9¢ learning of the child should be
evaluated,

Participants also received a twelve-page document con-
taining a proposed outline of four units of instruction for the
curriculum, For each unit, a haif-page description fike that
shown was provided. Those areas of need in the EMH
population, as identified by the Yeshivi study, were enumer-
ated, along with possible skills, attitudes, and concepts that
the curriculum could address. {See page 7.} The paper also
listed cognitive behaviors to be emphasized throughout the
curriculum_ which included obsarving, describing, identifying,
comparing, associating, inferring, applying, and predicting. In
addition, it cited sample terminal objectives for each unit,

{Continued)
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Exampte of writers’ working outline provided at initial
writing conference:

UNIT . WHAT IS MY ENVIRONMENT?

General Instructional Objective: The student will observe,
identify, measure, describe, compare, and categorize the
components of his immediate environment,

Contextual Focus: Near Me

Ecological Theme: Interrelationships of environmental com-
ponents.

Notes: This is planned as an introductory unit with
activities of an exploratory nature to assist the student in
learning ‘to communicate about his environment, to stimulate
interest in exploring the euwvircninent, and to heip the student
relate various environmental components to his needs, prob-
lems, and interests, initial activities are designed to be real
"grabbers.”

ot sttt

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Initial activities will likely center on the classroom and
lead to observation and identification of items such as: light,
temperature, air, furniture and other objects, students,
teacher, sounds, smells, water, registers or radiators, dust,
microscopic life, etc. The schonl area, path from home to
scniool, and home can serve as the fecus for additional
acti-ities designed to identify additional environment com-
ponents which wili be important in activities to follow: e.g.,
plants, animals, soil, rock, watet, concrete, trash, sewage,
smoke, etc,

Subsequent activities could be designed to assist the
student in organizing the identified components so that he
discovers some patterns, relationships, etc, These activities fay
groundwork for later units, but also seein to have immediate
utility in enabling the student to cope with environmental
inputs,

AREAS OF NE ED IN EMH POPULATION, AS IDENTIFIED BY THE YESHIVA STUDY. ANMD SOME CORRESPONDING SKILLS,
ATTITUDES, AND CONCEPTS TO BE DEVELOPED BY ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT

PHYSICAL NEEDS

whentitication
sersory stimulatine:
body utiizatien
vhysical maintenanis

Suqyested Sklls, Attitadis, and Concepts

Thee student-

develups envitonmental awateness thiough sensory percep
OGN

axhitnts suecess i psychomeotor skalls,

neengniZes soutee of dintaty components,

recogiizes ecomposer rebationships and aeociates these
with waste disposal and body care.

tecogizes sinttees of snygonmentyl elements to meet his
newds.

rhooses propet duet.

PSYCHOLOGICAL NEEDS

entnad stalnl Ty
mestery

st pespaect
vattatian

weelt gty on

Surgpentedd Shills, Artorute, and Comuzspaty

The ~tadent
itrernds o Lisky
il cstemutie problem salving techmgaes,
snbegrates basic e learnimg skalls,
deuntaps teshings of confidenee, competence aned seltaworth,

pesthe e apnnscagtinns,

amd deagne of

UL

g e, enyironmental
tampomnts,

cleefonscd. bosition b vespects opanon o athers,

emon B gtes gnderst eabing and communicates about e
rel teareduge af snvirncmentad components,

questinns, snyestiates, aed aeeepts his rols an the envicon
ment,

HOTIZARS DRY] I K'Y N

s tgtes g ties tolgtee ta enponment

RUMARIERY

yInmetty

ks preaber i otk
coaders a'ternatnes,
LI Lo s et e
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-attempts new tasks.

-weichs consecqquences of promiscuous sexual behavior.

Note: Many of the psychologicel needs should be satisfied
thiough instructional techmdues, e.g., building o suceess
syndrome for the student,

SOCIAL NEEDS

-dependence
interaction

-social adequacy

-mobility

- POssessions

Suggested Skills, Attitudes, ami Concepts

The student:
recognizes  dependence on comnunents of phyaical and
biological environment.
--develops receptive and expressive communication.
perceives position in space and spatial relationships.
recogiuees environmental cues and utitizes these for ortenty
tion and motnhity.
-werghs needs for luxury items.
recognizes private ownership vs, the commons,
wenghs effects of drug use on physiotogical function.
recognizes possible individual dependence on drugs, alcohol,
and tobaceo.
articulates and modifies hes individudl b havior with com:
ponents of the environment,
modifies personal grooming and dppearance habits,
values environment to ext..nt of not vandalicing,
recognizes dependence of human society on environment,
recognizes that society has different needs and ditferent
people to fulfill those needs,
suggests, Proposes, oF accepts that ‘no man 1s an stand.”
wyestigates adult roles in society, weighs job requirements
and opportunities,
weighs alternative transportation medns in terms of epviron
men al impact.
uses pobiic transpot tation,
procures things that are gppropndgte for his prvironmeent gl
neetds,
travels beyond farnser bounddnies,
demonstrates  appteciation and concern for enviranmental
auaiity.
wiighs alternative family sice.
evaliates, gquestions, ar gecepts tales and custams of soc.ety
o they relate 1o enyronmentar wsues of pretection and
conservation,
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Within the first thiee days of the writing conterence a
tationale, objective sequence, and content outline for four
units of nstruction butd boen developed and agreed upon,

During the remander of the writing conference, more
than a full year of instructional materials were written,
Included were 70 activities comprising 404 pages of printed
material, plus first-draft materials related to a second year of
instruction,

MODIFICATIONS IN CONTENT AND ORGANIZATION

The preceding section of Part | in this report summarized
the foundations .hat nnderlie ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
snd the initial decisions about its content, This rationale
served as a stabilizing mfluence and provided a set of constants
tha. the structwie of the curriculum could be developed
around. A number of changes did take place, however, and
these changes had thiee sources. One was a serigs of seven
cittical reviews of the first year of experimental material
produced. (Part 11 discusses these reviews in some detail.} The
second sour~e was the data from the first year’s field trial of
the matetials. The actual data derived from field trials
constitute four 'arge volumes of mater:al, plus two full file
drawers of teucher and student responses. Examples of these
cdata are included in Part 111 of this report, which explains how
data for revision were organized. The third source of change
was a staff review and recenceptualization of the curriculum,
including a synthesis of vleas drawn from th» other two
sources. Portions of staff revi ws that represent turning points
in conceptualizing the curriculum are included in Part H.

The following paragraphs of this section describe the
major changes that were introduced in ME AND MY
ENVIRONMENT. The curriculum was osiginally conceived of
as six units to be taught over a two-year period. Each unit was
to be arp-oximately twenty-five activities in length, Tite
writers init;ally, however, underestimated the pace of teaching
the activities and the number o7 activities necessary to
accomplish certain objectives. To adjust the pace and retain
the overall scope of the program, the activities were reor-
ganized in the first revision to be taught in two units a year
over a threeear period. When the necessary degree of
expansion was provided in Unit |, however, this unit alone
becanie a ful! year of activities; it was apparent that four years
of materials ~more than 200 activities -had been created,

A second cnange thai was derived primarily from fieid-
testing relates to the subject matier content itself, A curricu-
lum dealing with er.vironmental concerns is far more complex
than one dealing with the structure and function of the human
body, the subject matter of the predecessor of this curriculum,
ME NOW. Because of the many interrelationships, dealing with
such a complex subject matter in a simple linear manner was
ouite difficult. Activities and sequences of activities tended to
have more than one cbjective, and wegving different ecological
themes throughout the activities d:d not communicate a
logical progression of ideas in sequen.2, To communicate the
relationship and purpose of activities more clearly, they were
tentganized into cores of related activities with a cluster of
common objectives. This reorganizationn communicated to the
teacher the “why intentionality” of the instructional
sequence—that s, the teacher could see why particular
activities had been seiected, why they were sequenced 1 a
particular way. and what the overall intent of a partic ilar
series of activities was.

Another regson for the concern aboeut why intentionality,
as well as the concern for clarifying what the curriculum is
intended to do, s reloted to an assumption that has ot been
exphcitly stated. The assumption is that teachers can acquire
the appropriate behaviors for presenting iaeas and communi.
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cating with their students through using o highly structured
ardl  detailed  teacher’'s manual, which s the vehicle for
providing teachers with an orientation toward the program. It
15 assumed that over time the teacher wili intermalize and
generalize from the detailed and specitic strategies presented in
the materials; many of these strategies can then be carried
forward to further activities and ideas that the teacher
generates for the program, It s hoped as well that they will be
carriedd torward into the tercher’s classroom behavior generally
throughout the 1est of ti*e school day,

While the staff bolieves that the foregoing .4sumption is
watranted, it is peasible that the manual does not provide a
sufficient numb-r of explicit directions for a certain prepor:
tion of the tracher population to understand and implement
the curriculun as it was intended. See, for example, the case
study in Tart 1V of this report reflecting how two of the
nwa-test teachers used the curriculum, In any event, the
assumption adds to the complexity and difficuity of develop-
ing the materials because a consistent strategy must be
maintained throughout, One potential weakness in the
program as a consequence of holding such an assumption may
be that the teacher’'s manual calls iittle attention to teaching
behaviors that could be detrimental to the teaching strategies.
Thus, certain inappropriate bchaviors can sometimes be
maintained indefinitely by teachers attempting in yood faith
to use the matetials as tney were intended.

A third change arose because of a shift to a more explicit
focus on the skills utilized in the material. The staff became
aware that in the first experimental version of the material the
explicit sequence of objectives ielated primarily to the
understanding of subject-matter concepts, The writers and
staff had intcnded, however, to place an equal amount of
emphasis on the development of inquiry and problem-solving
skills and applicational behaviors. The imbalance came about, it
was believed, because the subject-matter content of ME AND
MY ENVIRONMENT is far more complex and comprehensive
than that in ME NOW. In order to assure the development of
the inquiry and problem-solving skills and processes, matrices
were developed to locate and plan particular skill development
sequentially throughout the materials, The detailed analysis ot
Unit | of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT described in Part 1
of this report illustrates the coordination of the many
instructional components of this curriculum,

Anothes change that has occurred in each revision of the
materials has to do with the organizing themes and sequence
of activities throughout each unit, 1t would be quite fair to say
that each writing conference should be viewed not as a mere
revision of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT, but instead as a
redevefopment of the curriculum; each revision utilized a more
spec fic and elaborate framework to extend the scope and
sequence of the materials.

In addition to the modifications in the format und
organization of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT from tha* used
in ME NOW, two changes represent the addition of con:
ponents not considered in ME NOW. The first of these is the
inclusion of assessment activities, called Clues to Success,”’ as
an integral part of the materials. They provide the teacher with
an immediate indication of each student’s background and

-en-ering ability, and with some evidence of what the students

have learned from a sequence of instruction,

The second component that has been added to the
materials, "The Student Record of Progress,” is a system for
recording and documenting student performance across many
dimensions, Built into this system is a procedure for setting
different levels of expectatinn for different children to avoid
judging all children by the same standard of success. This
component is also reflected in individual activities, where a
maximum and & minimum set of expected outcomes are
established for each activity.
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THEORY AND PLANNING

To some degre: curriculum Jevelcpment is a craft. Many
curricula have been {and are) devaioped intuitively. Sibject-
matter specialists or practitioners generate the materials they
feel are needed. Both Bloom! and Schwab2 point out,
however, that we can no lornger conduct our educational
activities so innocently. Robinson3 elaborates this point: "Just
as a smoker can keep smoking, but no longer be innocent cf

1 Benjamin S. Bloom. 1972. Innocence in Education. School
Review 80(3}. 1-20 (May).

2 josenh J Schwab. 1973. The Practical 3: Translation into
Curriculum. School Review 81(4):501-522 (Augu:st).

3James T. Robinson, 1973. Curriculum Design. Prepared for
the Annual Conference Colorado ASCD, Boulder, Colo.
{November).

the consequences, the educated can no longer develop curric-
ula on the sole intuitions and experiences of scholars, or
teachers, or curriculum specialists, or textbook writers. Too
much knowledge has accumulated in fields relevant tc curricu-
lum design to enable us to canduct our craft with innocerce.”

Schwab hclds that five bodies of experience must pe
represented in the group that undertakes the task of curricu-
lum development. These are subject-matter scholars; persons
familiar with the specific target children; persons who know
school, classroom, and community milieus; oersons who know
*he particular group of teachers involvad and whau their skills
include; and personrs trained in the curriculum-making process.
These rieed to be represented equally, according to Schwab.
More emphasis on one over the ot* ers czeates a diitotion. To
these bodies of experience should be added persons conscious
of various educational ideologies and aware of their implica-
tions for the practices and goals cf schooling. Finally, in
Schwab's view, a period of planning is the remaining essential
ingredient in the utilization of these skills in curriculum
making. {Continued)
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How does the development of ME AND MY ENVIRON.
MENT fare in the light of the considerations specified by
Schwab and others? Generally, s*affing included persons with
training and experience in the suhject matter, in teaching this
age group, and in working with specia! education teachers,
parents, and children. To thes: were added writers who also
were scholars in the subject area or tcachers of the target
children, The advisory committe: provided :ome expertise in
curriculum theory, The skills of the curriculum specialist and
of the educational philosopher concerned with ideclogies and
value assumotions per se are rare. The project did include
evaluation as a component from the beginning and in some
ways, concerns about value assumptions and curriculum design
were represented in the evaluation effort, :

From the first, the intent of funding has been to develop
a subject-matter-oriented life science curriculum for educable
inentally handicapped (EMH) students. An attempt has been
made to oalance the training of both staff and writers in order
for biologists and special educators to be equally represented.
That was dorne as a conscious and continuing effort to respond
to the needs and characteristics of the learners, and to provide
concepts helpful in solving their persistent life problems, There
has been an apparent tendency, in spite of this effort, for the
biologists’ views to carry greater weight in decision making.

Perhaps the weakest element in the project has been the
lack of adequate planning time due to funding time lines, The
result has been that a number of decisions were made on the
basis of intuition and experience rather than on the basis of a
theoretical framework. This is not a criticism of the project
but of the field. The process of curriculum development in
general remains vague and ambiguous. The body of theory that
does exist is not adequate. Basic research has not been done.

Compounding the lack of planning time imposed by
funding difficulties, staff turnover created further problems:
over the course of the five-year project, thirteen persons have
filled the five or six staff positions. Two persons have
remained on the stafr over the entire three-year period of
development, however, and there was fortiinately an over-
lapping carryover in staff from the preceding ME NOW
development. Overall, a number of appropriate steps were
taken by the project staff: specialists were convened to
identify certain needs of the target population and areas of
content that should be included in the materials to satisfy
those needs. Also, a general set of guidelines was adopted.
Similar guidelines had already proved effective in developing
the ME NOW curriculum, wnich provided a successful mode!
to follow.

ASSUMPTIONS

The design of :ny curriculum involves a number of
assumptions, not ali of them noted explicitly, and a few that
go unrecognized. In this and the next section some of the
assumptions of both kinds underlying ME AND MY
ENVIRONMENT are identified and discussed.

First of all, it should be noted that many beliefs and
commonplaces about mentally handicapped children were
assumed not to be true. The project staff and the other

developers of the curriculum purposely elected to explore the
range and limits of ability rather than to assume it.

The effect of another assumption is that the basic design
of all the material in ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT calls for
activities that are built on the strategy of group instruction.
This strategy has been supported by the majority of field-test
teachers and has remained relativelv unquestioned by the
advisory board and review personnel as a classroom manage-
ment technique. This does not mean, however, that children
work only in classroom groups, What it means is that children
do each activity at the same time in small groups. Thus, the
materials are not specificaliy designed to enable each child to
work at his own pace in moving from activity to activity, or in
selecting which activities to study. Instead, the entire class is
involved in cne activity at a time, and the teacher must make
adaptations for individua! differences within the limits of that
activity. It goes without saying, of course, that there may be in
such activities one child who mignt need special help, or who
might be expected to do only nart of the activity, or who
might be expected to perform at a lower level than other
children, In such instances the curriculum is dependent for
maximal effectiveness on the ability of teachers to fill in where
the need for individual instruction is apparent,

Another assumption that has not been seriously ques-
tioned in the development of the program is that the
curriculum should transmit a carefully selected set of informa-
tion to all students. This is, of course, the assumption almost
all curricula use as a starting point: that there is some set of
facts, concepts, and skills that alt children should acquire to
some degree. The premise of behavioral objectives, criterion
referencing, and competency-centered instruction is that
acquiring such information and skills is the purpose of a
curriculum. This curriculum effort grew initially out of a
commitment to the use of behavioral objectives and a belief
that certain science facts would be useful to ail children. Since
that time two things have occurred to modify this position
somewhat.

The experience of the staff in observing field trials and in
interpreting results based on the use of experimental materials
suggested that, with these materials at least, fearning did not
always proceed in a simpie linear fashion. The use of objectives
and expectations of teachers and children were therefore
modified,

Second, the staff began comparing the assumptions of an
information-transmission model with the ideas of develop-
mental theorists, such as Piaget and Kohlberg. Empirical
evidence is accumulating that the developmental level of the
chiid is a crucial element in decitions about content and
appropriate objectives.

Clearly, the concerns expressed in this section of the
report are general; they relate to all curricuta. It is worthwhile
to note the reach, and failing grasp, of curriculum developers.
Ultimately our craft depends upon the educational theorists
and philosophers. We still await an adequate theoretical and
research base. Until such a time as someone can definitely say,
however, *“This is the way that children learn,” a curriculum
must be assessed on the basis of how effectively it can be used.
The next section {along with reports of field trials) addresses
this question. B
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content
reviews
by experts

As soon as the first experimental materials of ME AND
MY ENVIRONMENT were printed in the fall of 1971, six
reviewers were requested to make a content analysis of them.
The materials consisted of 70 activities on 404 printed pages.
The reviewers were selected to provide a variety of perspec-
tives and were charged with performing detwailed critiques
based on their areas of expertise.

Edward Meyen and Warren Heiss, both authorities in the
special education of retarded children and knowledgeabie in
the development of curricular materials, provided an analysis
of the relevance of the materials to the target population of
educable mentally handicapped children, Biologists Jerry
Mubschman and James Jones reviewed the materials for
appropriate emphasis and development of ecological themes,
and for accuracy in the treatment of this subject. Biologist
Edward Kormondy reviewed the materials for the adequacy
and intellectual honesty of their treatment of environmental
biology.

Robert Ennis, an authority in psychology and the
philosophy of education, analyzed the curriculum in terms of
its cognitive demands. He was asked to answer such questions
as, "Can the desired inferences and conclusions be drawn from
the experiences and evidence provided?"’ He also analyzed the
development of concepts in terms of the assumptions and
inferences required of the student.

The critiques these reviewers provided comprised 127
./pewritten pages. Their detailed suggestions for specific
changes in many of the activities proved invaluable for
revision. Excerpts from some of their general and summary
statements are presented here to indicate the flavor of their
reactions. These criticisms reflect the kinds of problems tnat
have since been addressed in two revisions.

The special educators who reviewed thc materials had
been acquainted with the previously developed ME NOW
curriculum. Both felt that ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
represented an improvement over the earlier program. Warren
Heiss made the following comparison of the two curricula:

There is a major shift in content from the ME NOW
materials to the ME AND MY FNVIRONMENT units. This
shift has caused a change in the concept and activity flow.
These new materials are more like a loose collection of
activities from an integrated unit. This is a relative state-
ment. It does nat imply that there is no integration, but in
contrast to the ME NOW materials there is a looseness.

One reason for this looseness is related to the notion that
the point of reference for study, the environment, is less
easy to define than the content of ME NOW as a referent.
The resolution of problems presented in the ME AND MY
ENVIRONMENT materials are less finite and require more
discussion. One way to combat this problem is to develop
modular activities for teachers to follow with sample
options for the students to pursue.

The "looseness’’ was also noted by other reviewers in
terms of the sequence and flow of activities, the problem of
transition or of integrating some activities with others, and the
conceptual shifts that occurred from time to time. Teachers,
too, indicated some difficulty at times in understanding the
relationship and progression of a *ivities.

The fabel "“why intentionality’’ came to be applied to the
problem of clearly communicating a progression of ideas and a
purposeful flow of activities. These concerns led to the
reorganization of materials into Clusters of Related Experi-
ences (CORES) prefaced by overviews for the teachers.

Other concerns raised especially by the special educators
were questions of the relevance and application of some of the
activities. Edward Meyen elaborated on this point:

| do feel that the activities are highly impersonal and they
do not provide any social frame of reference for the child.
In stating this, | am not implying we cannot teach these
particular lessons to children. | am sure in most cases you
will be successful. | am just making the point that you need
to capitalize on this by also at the same time allowing the
child to relate these concepts to his social frame of
reference, which is life in general. | have the feeling as i
review the activities that you are trying to maintain a great
deal of objectivity in that you seldom require the person to
refer to himself and his interaction with the elements of his
environment. The emphasis is generally on “what’s about
me” rather than a personal perspective.

Comments of the biologists reviewing the materials were
primarilv directed at the subject matter. All felt, as Jerry
Hubschman stated, ‘‘that the terminal objectives outlined are
quite realistic. In most cases the subordinate objectives
represent a pretty good fit to the higher categories.”

Several noted inconsistencies in the level of sophistication
expected from students. An example of this was use of the
word "calorimeter’’ but substitution of “germ jello’’ for the

term "agar.” {Continued)
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James Jones expressed this concern:

Many of the activities are planned as though science were
the only subject being taught. Not only does the time
involved in some activities seem extensive, but each activity
is played for its environment content. | realize that many
teachers will bridge the gap between disciplines, but for
others it may be necessary to integrate some of the major
areas - at least in a general way.

Edward Kormondy summed up the treatment of content

by saying:

Sufficient information is provided to convey and/or develop
basic ecological understanding of the operation of key
processes such as the flow of energy and the movement of
nutrients and of the interacting role of organisms and
environment in effecting and affecting those processes. That
which is developed 1s sound and fundamental to appre-
ciating the overall objectives of the program, and particu-
larly to enable the youngster to come to some degree of
anderstanding of “him’ with respect to “his environment.”’
...Considering the overall objectives and the nature of the
clientele, | believe the ‘“coverage’” of environmental
elements and problems is amazingly complete...Some of the
objertives and concents (save one on personal hygiene} are
trivial in the ecological framework. Some are less significant
to the "big’’ picture, but in terms of personal relevance for
these youngsters and most others at that age, they are
important and nontrivial. The activities are “hands-on’’ and
this is good and hence not trivial, further, and more
importantly, they [<acd somewhere.

The educational psychoic;'st, Robert Ennis, summarized
his remarks on the logical demands of the curriculum in this
way:

In general | find [ the activities] to be an exciting package,

Jnd in retrospect think that in my comments | have

emphasized six ideas:

1. That there be greater emphasis on the need for controls
in experiments.

2. That students be more involved in planning the experi-
ments.

3. That they bhe ashed the question "“Why?'’ more fre.
quently.

4. That m planning experiments the strategy of imagining
possible results and deciding what one could conclude
from those results be used frequently.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5. That the introduction of the term “‘environment’’ and the
technical term “‘work’’ be reexamined. | am not urging
that these be eliminated. | don’t know enough about the
abilities of the students under consideration. But the
introduction of these terms, especially the technical tern
“work,” will cause sorne problems, and even if successful,
will not result in much significant loarning.

6. There were a number of times when inferences were
drawn without an adequate basis.

All of the specific criticisms and suggestions contained in
the six reviews were sorted by activity or by related clusters of
activities for use by the revision team during the summer
writing conference. Complete copies of the six reviews were
sent to all advisory committee members, reviewers, and project
staff prior to a meeting of those persons in January of 1972,
In preparation for this conference, project staff conducted a
thorough analysis of the reviews and summarized the major
ideas, as shown in the inset,

in addition to considering this summary, conferees
discussed the overall organization of the curriculum, as well as
a number of probiems concerning the developmental time line:
they reviewed the formative evaluation design, examined the
teacher education aspects of the curriculum implementation,
and discussed the development of guidelines for the revision
writing conference. Major outcomes of the conference
included:

1. The suggestion that the project be extended to develop a
three-year curriculum in order to encompiss more ade-
quately the environmental concepts and concerns that are
particularly germane to such a program.

2. Suggestions for reorganization of the curriculum that would
overcome many of the problems refiected in Part | of the
summary (see inset),

3. Resolution of the guestions raised in Part { of the summary
{see inset).

4. Suggestion that the project staff undertake a series of
matrix analyses of Units | and i} of the matenals to provide
a further basis for developing guidelines for revision.



SUMMARY OF MAJOR IDEAS USED IN THE REVISION OF THE EXPERIMENTAL EDITION OF ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT

Part 1.

ldeas, suggestions, and criticisms that represent
consensus opinions because they appear in several
reviews.

. The curriculum is successful in creating an effective mode
of presenting a lesson to the teacher The format,
instructions to the teacher, guidelines for pupil-teacher
dialog, and the specification of resorirces are usabie.

.The terminal objectives are realistic ar.d, in most cases,
the subordinate objectives and activities should enable
the former to be achieved.

. None of the objectives, with the possible exception of the
emphasis on personal hygiene, are trivial in an ecoiogical
framework.

.The activities are ‘‘hands-on,” usually relevant, and
usually lead somewhere.

. The overall conception is solid and the implementation is
consonant.

. There are large inconsistencies in the level of sophistica-
tion required of the student, both in terms of vocabulary
and of anticipated cognitive behavior.

.In many cases there is a lack of continuity between
activities.

. More effort is needed to provide the teacher with means
and entry points for integration into other curriculum
areas.

i. More effort is needed to help the student relate the

activities to himse!f and his interaction with the environ-
ment, and to provide application of the knowledge and
skills to environmental questions and problems that the
student faces.

i. Greater emphasis should be placed on the role of

microorganisms in the cycling of materials.

. Implications for teacher education created by the
inquiry-oriented approach need further consideration.

. An ecological theme, *’Ecological Trade-Offs,’’ should be
addad to the curriculum development model. Activities
that deal with both ecological concepts and environ-
mental probiems should place more emphasis on conse-
quence.

m.Too much emphasis tends to be placed on the use of

indicator solutions and chemical tests when the same
concept could be developed bv using living organisms or
natural systems.

Part

. Students are asked t> overgeneralize and to draw infer-

ences without an adequate data base.

. The students are asked to place blind faith in instrumen-

tation. Activity sequences should be developed to test
and verify the accuracy of instrumentation.

. The methodology of science needs greater emphasis; an

understanding of the methodology of science should bhe
more logically developed to include the need for controls
in experimentation, the interpretation of data, and the
involvement of students in experimental design.

. The question ““Why?'’ should be posed to students more

freqquently.

2. ldeas, suggestions, and criticisms that require fur-
ther discussion and resolution.

. Several reviewers expressed concern about the choice and

use of several vocabulary words and related concepts.

These include:

1. Definition of the term "‘environment”

2. Incorporation of the technical noticn of "“work"’

3.Use of the term “germ’” in the context of both
peneficial and harmful microbes because of the nega-
tive connotation usually ascribed to that term

4, Use of the technical definitions of ‘food” and
“nutrient”

. Consideration should be given to adoption of metric units

of measurement.

. Several reviewers expressed concern regaiding the possi-

ble coliection, culture, and spread of pathogens in some
of the Unit I activities.

. Less emphasis should be placed on personal hygiene, and

those activities concerned with it might be made more
sophisticated.

. Greater emphasis might be placed on the role of the

oceans in food supply, oxygen supply, water and nutrient
cycling, and as sewage basins.

. Objectives should not be couched in strict behavioral

terms, which in many cases require only memorization or
recail of appropriate responses, but should be stated more
generally as “’know,” ‘‘realize,”” or “understand’’ kinds of
objectives.

. Are various types of scientific apparatus included because

of their noveity, and would the activities be more
relevant if some of this apparatus were replaced with
more common household instruments?
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As part of his work on current problems in evaluation for
the National institute of Education Evaluation Planning Team,
Michael Scriven suggested that a useful supplement to forma-
tive evaluation would be a ‘goal free evaluation’’ conducted
by an independent evaluator. Such an evaluator would have
the objectivity to note unintended side effects as well as
unrecognized positive effects of the program. In an additional
attempt to ascertain if the curriculum goals were being met,
the project staff decided on such an approach as a valuable
complement to the evaluation of ME AND MY ENVIRON.
MENT. Arrangements were made with Ernest R. House of the
Center for instructional Research in Curriculum Evaluation
(CIRCE) at the University of {llinois to be the independent
evaluator. He conferred with Michael Scriven and with Robert
Stake and Thomas Hastings of CIRCE to refine and adapt the
technique to this project. Donald Hogben, a visiting scholar at
CIRCE, worked with him in reviewing the written materials.
The evaluation was arcomplished in February, 1972. The
project staff found his efforts insightful, containing many
suggestions that have been utilized in the revision and further
evaluation of this curriculum. The remainder of this article
represents his written report of the study.

Readers will, of course, recognize that the foliowing
represents the opinions and reactions of one man. His
qualifications are these: broad experience in the evaluation of
educational programs in ail subject areas at every level from
preschootl through high school; experience in inquiry teaching
and evaluating this instructional approach; experience in
curriculum development; and a working knowledge of many of
the newer techniques in evaluation.

House does not, however, have a background in biology.
He chose to assist him a person trained in biology and
acquainted with BSCS materials. Neither, however, had e xperi-
ence with EMH children. Perhaps some insights were lost
because of this. However, the payoff of using a goal free
approach was high, as reflected in the articie which follows.

A GOAL FREE EVALUATION FOR THE FIRST EXPERI-
MENTAL EDITION OF ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT

Scriven has recently suggested that the evaluator should
deliberately ignore the goals of a project during evaluation.
This would prevent the ’intentional fallacy,” where the
evaluator attends to the intentions of the program designers
and ignores important effects the program might be having
regardless of the expressed goais. It would aliow the evaluator
to concentrate on the effects of the program (which might be

goal free evaluation s con muwes

N
either better or worse than the designer intended) and prevent
premature closure. The initial phase of such a design was
carried out with the encouragement of the Biological Sciences
Curriculum Study {BSCS) during the first field trials of ME
AND MY ENVIRONMENT, a biology curriculum for 13- to
15-year-old educable mentaily handicapped (EMH) students.
Such an exercise was intended to give the BSCS developers of

the program a new perspective on their curriculum and suggest
new emphases for their formative evaluation.

PART I. THE PREVISIT HYPOTHESES

Prior to the visit the evaluator {Ernest R. House) spent
about four days reviewing the previsit materials, which
include{:

A.Two units of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT (not
reading the goals)

B. Six reviews of Unit | by various experts

C. A three-day sequence of observation reports from one
classroom and the Pretest for Unit |
Information on the Pretest (distribution of scores and
item correlations)
A copy of the teacher feedback form
The evaluation design, time schedule, and evaluation
questions

Reaction to Unit | Experimental Materials (House)

1. Materials may be viewed as a positive good since they
fill a void where nothing previously existed.

2. Do mentally retarded youngsters need to do experi-
ments and the kind of problem-solving suggested by the
materials? Are units of measurement really necessary? The
materials are heavy with basic concepts of biology. No doubt
they are favorably viewed by i:iologists. There seems to be less
concern for what these boys and girls might nead to know,
While the ‘“content validity” of the materials would seem to be
sound, the "‘utility validity*’ is open to quastion. {This might
sugge)st a goal priority study of the materials at some future
date.

3. The materials read very well and would be interesting
to the teacher, ! suspect. This would also enhance their



marketability. The materials also maintain the central role of
the teacher and teacher “performance’ as a central concept.
{This could be tested by items from the teacher response
form.)

4. The materials are likely to dramatize the lessons, e.g.,
plants need air to live. However, they are highly unlikely to
develop “‘problem-solving” skills, ‘’scientific methud,” ete. By
mechanically following steps in experimental procedures,
students are unlikely to generalize to other situations. (See
Wittrock’s study of inductive teaching.) The sequence of
materials, i.e., building on them in later lessons, mitigates
against the drawing of conclusions hecause the time spans are
so great. {This hypothesis is feasible by testing but not with
the items on the pretest.)

5. The inquiry teaching approach has been adopted
throughout the materials, which means that economy of
presentation has been forfeited., it would seem that giving up
efficiency must be balanced by gains in either (1) fun in
learning, {2) greater understanding, (3) greater transfer, {4} a
more active rather than passive role for the students, or {5)
some combination of these. Both {1) and {4) seem to be rather
important for these students. {t would seem that giving up
such economy should resuit in tangible gains. One must also be
sure every principle is extremely important.

6. Even if gains in items (3) and (4) are found, the
materials might be helped by providing a few hints at the
beginning of the activity that would be extremely heipful to
the students. Even Bruner has said that acquiring a skill
requires that the goal must be plain. One must have a sense of
direction. Since the exercise of any skill is governed by
intention and feedback, one must make the purpose clear. If
one does not know the goals of these lessons, their purpose is
often unclear even to a highly sophisticated audience. The
mentally retarded youngsters must really be lost much of the
time. Too much of this produces hopelessness rather than
inquiry. | believe the authors of the materials have not
penetrated the phenomenological world of the student. it is
conceivable that these materiais could make these boys and
girls more dependent.

7. Teaching inductively is often dependent on the verbal
quickness of the students. Otherwise, asking guestions is like
pulling teeth. Again, classroom observation and teacher feed-
back might answer this question. Also, variation in presenta-
tion modes is worth thinking about.

Summary: Considering just the materials themselves, the
program seems very attractive. This is especially true consi-
dering that no competition exists. The materials would seem
to be appealing to teachers and quite strong in blological
content. The possible weakness lies in the exclusive reliance on
the “inquiry-inductive’’ mode of teaching. Some of these
pedagogical assumptions have been outlined. Some of those
are subject to empirical (but nct easy) verification. The
longer-range questions of how much good this material will do
the student in later life was not discussed.

Raview of Six Critiques (House)

The critiques by six experts tend to confirm my own
thoughts about the materials {rince there are numerous
suggestions on individual activities, | will confine my coni-
ments to overal! trends | see):

1. The countent is very well covered and appropriate,
suggestions for improvement of individual lessons notwith-
standing. The reviewers also concur in thinking the materials
very good.

2. The sequencing of activities is suspect. Frequently the
reviewers mention “a common thread needed,’”’ the lack of
integration of the activities, and the difficulty of shifting to
new materials, Unevenness in presentation and sophistication
of the materials is mentioned.

3. Perhaps associated with the integration of activities is
questioning the ‘‘relevancy” of activities. One reviewer in
particular talks about the “impersonal’”’ nature of the mate-
rials, which | also felt., There is a heavy reliance on "’science’’
as such and lab techniques, with little immediate concern for
application, Using experiences and personal things from the
students’ lives would enhance applying those concepts as well
as their relevance. Surely vsith these youngsters, applications
should be as important as understanding.

4. Do the students gut the point of some of these
activities and do these exercises faithfully reflect the under-
lying concept? Numerous cases of specious reasoning also call
into question the suitability of various exercises for enhancing
reasoning abilities.

5. Teacher utility of the materials is extremely high.
They are quite attractive materials. The tendency of teachers
to turn the inquiry teaching into a guessing game is noted,

Evaluation Materials

It is clear from the Observer's Notes,” though no great
surprise, that the teachers do not follow the materials
precisely. It is doubtful that any amount of training could
eliminate such deviance, and the materials will have to operate
under conditions of low fidelity. it would be worthwhile to
examine a longer sequence of observer notes at the BSCS
office to look for systematic digressions.

The pretest items and subscores are not highly correlated.
Is the test measuring what it proposes? The best predictor for
total score is the Piaget conservatior of liquid item. Are some
students operating at one logical level and some at another?

The evaluation design is more like a quality control rather
than a testing of the basic assumptions, which is perhaps
appropriate for a formative design. The evaluation questions
and priorities are good. The classroom observation is a
particularly strong feature of the evaluation. Overail, the
evaluation is very well thought out, thorough, and probably
overly ambitious.

PART I1. ON-SITE VISIT
The two-day on-site visit included:

A. Observing two classes, talking to several students and
both teachers, and talking to one classroom observer.

B. Going through observer notes, files, anc teacher reaction
forms in BSCS, and reading student interviews from
other sites.

C. Interviewing major staff members and the BSCS asso-
ciate director about ‘‘success’’ of the project and
eliciting criteria of success from each.

D. Giving staff a preview of conclusions.
Classroom Visits

1. First class—a middie-class suburb
Students are enthusiastic and having fun, but cannot
foliow logic of lesson. The students have fun manipulating
materials, moving around, etc. Teacher has usual problems in
question session since kids are not following. The teacher cues
on correct hypothesis, ignores false.
On their own, students really don’t know how to design
experiment, but they have fun. Some believe that plants can
(Continued)

*In field tests, four classes were observed by the BSCS project
staff during each science period.
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live with air or sunshine. Others don't have any idea w.ly
experiments work or don’t work. Many like the class, however,
because they get to "fool around.”

2. Second class—inner city, aimost all black

Totally different--total apathy. Students are drawing miaps
but no one knows how to do it, nor does anyone care. They
say they don't like class. Students in the other class we:2
motivated; these are not. Different teacher, activity, .‘d
students. The observer thinks the main difference is in teacher
style. The teacher and the school are afraid the stusdepts will
get out of hand. She resorts to making students copy nmiaterials
when they get too excited. Whatever the cause, the riateriais
are clearly not working here. Talk with teacher confirms
school discipline is the probiem. Nonetheless, she says sho
really likes the materials.

BSCS Files

By the next morning, | am already set in ideas. Reading
through the observer notes, teacher reaction forms, and even
student interviews only confirms the hypotheses | have. By
this time | am not open to new ideas. {Note: The evaluator is
suggesting at this point that he has acquired a framewurk or
"set of prejudices” about the project such that any further
data reviewed tend to be interpreted from that framework.
Hence he is no longer ''goal free.” As the intent of this
procedure was to arrive at a framework independent of the
ideology of the project, the evaluator is indicating that such an
outsider’s view was fully formulated and tended to become a
closed view by this point. Thus, further data, rather than
contributing to the formation of a point of view, is merely
interpreted according to a point of view. Further study thus
becor- o5 self-defeating, as the major insights of a new
perspe. tive have now reached 3 point of closure similar to
those of the project staff.]

Staff Interviews

Finally, the major staff members, including a BSCS
administrator, were interviewed to ascertain their global
impressions of the success of the project, and especially the
criteria for making the judgment. All thought the project
would be successful because it was filling a vacuum—no other
science materials for EMH students exist. Below are the
criteria for ’’success” {in order of importance) as seen by the
project staff:

{Associate Director) {Project Director)

(X} 1. Influences other pro- (X} 1. Students treated well,
jects ""normal”
2. Produces materials 2. Students learn new
3. Accepted by teachers material
4. Involves the students

{Science Consultant) {Science Consuitant)

{X) 1. Accepted by teachers 1. Accepted by teachers
2. Students like mate- 2. Students like material
rial {X) 3. Students understand
3. Students do better on science concepts
tests and teacher rat-

ings

The goal priorities for the project are rather similar.
Producingmaterials and getting them accepted by teachers is the
highest priority of all. This is a reflection of the strong
*vroduction’ orientation of the crganization, cften expressed
in the logic, "Unless teachers get the materials and use them,
there is no chance of students improving.” There is no
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confusior LJout the ovesall mission of the organization.
Howsever, even though there is considerable similarity in
overall goal rankings, there are significant differences in the
emphasis each individual gives certain goals. Strong emphasis
on a particular criteria relative to the others is indicated by an
X. These differences are manifested in various ways in the
project.

PART Iil. FINAL HYPOTHESES
1. The materials seemingly ieolace not much of anything,
and hence must be considered a positive good.

2. Teacher satisfaction with the materials is quite high,
even where they seem not to work too well. Giving
teachers sets of activities and tnaterials they can use
strikes a responsive chord.

3. The scientific validity of the materials is high.

4. The inquiry approach:

a, results in fun and interest among the students.
Combined with the "hands-on materials’’ and lab
activities, student involvement seems to be the main
outcome of the curriculum,

b. results in a dramatization of facts, e.g., ""plants need
light to grow,”” likely to result in iong retention,

¢. does not resuit in higher cogni*ve discoveries such as
the ''scientific method’” or the inductive mode of
thinking. Outlining the steps in a scientific reasoning
process does not make one think "‘scientifically’” any
more than working with syllogisms makes one
logical. The method by which scientists learn to
think in their research paradigm is quite different,
modeled by the graduate schoci. ii: fact, if teaching
"scientific method'’ was the goal, the goat itself is of
dubious vatue.

5. The relevance and seguencing of many activities is
questionable. Many activities maxe sense only if they
are related to others across long sequences of time. [t is
doubtful if students can make these connections.

6. The purpose of many activities is unclear from the
stur! :nt’s viewpoint. He often does not know why he is
doing something. It wauld be helpful to introduce some
"intentionality’’ into ihe activities by briefly providing
some sense of direction at the beginning. Again, even
Bruner has said that acquiring a skill requires a sense of
direction. The purpose must be clear. A few of the
activities might be rewritten along tiiis line and tried
out, still maintaining the basic inquiry approach.

7. The black students do not seem to be of the same type
as the white EMH. They lack interest. it might be
desirable to create special materials for those students.
The observers, particularly Ray Fisher, might be used to
help revise the materials and make them more relevant
to the inner city. Since any ’'future” orientation is
lacking, it is al! the more important that the activities be
immediately relevant.

8. There is no quesiion that the materials will not be
taught as the designers intended. One condition of use is
that they will be misused to varying degrees.

9. It might be useful for the designers to teach the
materials themselves. Certainly some insights will be
generated that are ot available through documentation.
Generaily the evaluation has worked at a fairly literal
level, That has been successful at changing specific
points in the material, Another possibility wouid be for
the evaluation to inform insight a little more anu reduce
the paper burden.



staff reviews

“EXCERPTS FROM JUNE 1972 REVIEW”

A numbe:r of staff reviews occur as each component of
the curriculum is developed, tested. or revised. Recurring
studies include the review of feedback from field trials,
summary and discussion of external reviews, and matrix
analysis of curriculum structure. Th2 latter is described in the
following article,

Prior to each intensive revision effort, a comprehensive
staff review is compieted. The first such statement was
produced prior to convening the second summer writing
conference for the project in June of 1972, This report
included a rationale for revising each of the tested units and
suggestions for overall revision of ME AND MY ENVIRON-
MENT. The report also included a review and reorganization
of the program objectives, a paragraph summary of the
analysis of each activity, and specific suggestions for the way it
should be revised.

The following excerpts from this report represent the
views of the project staff in June 1972. This synthesis of
reviews, feedback, and observations was based on the first

versidn ot the materizls, Subsequent revisions have correcter.
the detects described. The staff perspective is correspondir iy
positive. Most of the r2commendations in this review were
taken into account during the revision of the experimental
materials, greatly enhancing their effectiveness. Because the
statement does reflect a 'najor developmer tal step in the
production of the curriculum it is included here.

In the experimental materials the natire and format of
the objectives anpear to be restrictive, tend o stifle the
creativity of botn writer: and teaclers, and in many cases Jre
either vague or unrealistic. Meyen, in his review, questioned
the supposition that a hierarchy of objectives exists; he
suggested that there are many pcthways to achieve an
chjective. Ennis criticized the language used in statiirg objec-
tives, po.ating out that some are extremely vogue, providing
I'ttle guidance to the teacher, while otiiers are so specific as to
vite meaningless learning and evaluatior.

To overcome these problems partially. we might follow
some of the ideas suggested by the Sci c2 5/13 project, as
outlined in With Dbijectivas in Mind. First, if we are going to
use objectives at ali, we need to develop a way to embed them
firmly in the teacher’s mind. The present format does not
seem to accomplish this. Perhaps that could be corrected in
part by including a detziled discussion of the use of objectives
in the introductory material. Secondly, we should eliminate
the terminal objectives, and, in their place, list the broad
general aims of the unit at the beginning of the unit. Then, we
should break the unit into activity clusters. For each cluster,
we should list the broad aiins which that cluster might lead
toward. In addition, we should list the more specific objectives
of that cluster, followed ty a discussion of how the activities
might enable students to reach the objectives. For each
activity, we shou.d state a purpose that would include how the
activity should get at various objectives, and lis: the opera-
tional (“'student should’’) objectives.

The goal-free evaluator may well be right that we have
carried the idea of inquiry to the extreme and that children are
kept in the dark most of the time. They simoly do not
understand the purpose for doing many of the things that we
ask them to do and, therefore, may not be very interested in
dcing those things. House said, “The mentally retarded
youngsters must really be lost much of the time. Too much of
this produces hopelessness rather than inquiry. | belicve the
authors of the materials have not penetrated the phenomen-
ological world of the student. It is conceivable that these
materials could r>ake these boys and girls mor2 dependent.”’

Three major thrusts need to be ade in the 1972
revision. The fi=st is to give the student clirection and a sense
of purpose. The second is to provide continuity between
activities and clusters of activities. And, third, we must get to a
consideration of consequences and application.

Because we have found performing a matrix dnalysis for
Unit | to be a revealing (albeit laborious) task, v-e should place
a priority on developing a similar check:list for the writers to
follow and complete as the aclivities are revis#l or deve'oped.
Since it is improbable that a writer can kaep the overall
curricutum model, the feedback and other cata, the reviews.
etc., in his head, a staff inemher should be chargecd with the
responsibility of reviewing activities with as many of these
things in mind as possible. (This would require contin:ted
review of ALL the data.} He could constantly remind writers
of things they are over!ooking in an attempt to insure that they
pay attention to the guidelines, suggestions, feedback, etc.

{Continued)

Yten Ennever and Wynne Harlen. September, 1971. With
Objectives in Mind, University of Bristol School of Educa-
tion, Schools Council Publicativns. London: Macdonald &
Co.

17



Unit 1 is still seen as primarity an .ntroductory package
which helps the student cevelop ¢ concept of environment,
gets hi'n interzsted in looking at the environment, qives him
purpose for studying the environment, helps him identify
components arnd acal with environmen.al inputs through
categori zation, anc' miakes huim realize that he and all other life
are depende:it upon things that the envirunment provides.
Attempting to reorganize the unit h3is “‘made one thing
perfectly clear’”: we can’t do everythiing in the first unit! What
we have to do is build the backgrouid necessary to do it all in
the units that follow. Therefore, as House pointed out, we
have to weigh each activity very carefully to insure that it is
important because we can’: waste ime on things that are not.

Contraiy to earlier opinions, we should probably not pu*
a lot of emphasis on experiments, experimental des.Jn, and the
like. We know that students are intrigued by the equipmen:,
and thev should have the owportunity to mess around with
this “science stuff”’ early in the unit. We should be careful,
however, not to jump into the rleep water. As pointed out in
With Obijectives in Mind, a child whe ha: missed early
experiences of a particular kind needed to develop the
concepts required for making sense of later experiences in
science is not likely to be in a position to benefit from these
later experiences. ‘VVe do not want children to ‘mark time’ on
activities which are insufficiently challenging for them; but the
opposite mistake is probably niore common and damaging,
when children are intraduced to ideas or expected to deal with
problems for which they are not ready,...[this] can lead to
children losing interest or uncomprehendingly foliovsing
instructions.” {p. 17.)

House said, “[that he sees] the exercises as being a
diamatization of the facts and | reany can’t see them leading
to scientific thinking.’”’ Activities that emphasize logical
processes, which we usually refer to as ‘‘scientific method,”
need to be zimple, ciear-cut, and fail-safe, especiaily in Unit |.
The present ‘plant need” experiments are not this, for
example, and reading the feedbuck or interviews will quickly
support the idea that most of these st:dents are “unco:ipre-
hendingly following instructions.” We can probably assume
that: these students will find difficulty in separating the
effects of two or more variables; they will not be systematic in
combining variables except in the simplest situations, they will
be content with describing rather than explairing results; and
they are unlikely te abstract qeneralizatinns from the results of
the demonstration kinds of experiments.

It is suggested thst Unit | shoi,ld emphasize observation,
description, ideatification, speculation and guasssing, com-
paring, some associating, and a lot of value judging. Asking
questions and experimenting (in the sense of “n.essing
around” with things} shoulad be emphasized. Opportunity
exssts for introduction of the idea of variables and controls,
and these might be introduced in very simple situations and
then reinforced every time the opportunity to experiment
comes up. We should identify what we see as a logical
sequence of introducing ideas and concepts of ‘Science
method,” build a check sheet and score activities to keep track
of what s introduced when, and then {for i1evision of Units |
and 11) specify for the writers where a certain idea is
introduced and where it should be reinforced.

Another concern whicl: the staff should thoroughly
consider is that many of these teachers, in general, do not
understand enough about Sscience to teach ‘scientific
method.” In fact, the present curriculum may do more harm
in creating wrong impressions about science than it does
good-and the teacher variable is significant here. We can’t
assume, as writers {and staff)] have in the past, that the
teachess will understand experimental design, variability of
results, the meaning of inference, extrapolation from data,

generalization {and overgeneralization), etc. Thus, it is impor
tant to build into the strategies, bit bv bit, these sorts of things
for the teachers to !».rn right along with the students! WE
NEEC TU DEVELOP A PLAN FOR THE ENTIRE CURRIC-
ULUM WHICH Wil.. ACCOMPLISH THIS -WHICH CAN
BE SUPERIMPOSED ON THE ACTIV:iTY SEQUENCE.

Finally, there are some areas that conferers at the
January meeding suggested be included in Unit I, but which we
have not been able to fitin for one reason or another. First, it
was suggested that activities which include the child as part of
g scrial environment {part of a population) be developed. The
VD activities get at this to a small extent, and in a somewhat
dubiois way. This seems questionable as a re:listic goal for
Unit I. Second, it was suggested that something be included
that gets at the idea that mar’s needs lead to exploitation of
resources and interferes with natural processes of ecosystens.
This clso seems unreal for a Unit | goal. Similarly, the idea that
resources are finite and life depends upon recycling of
resources seems to be an unrealistic guc! to develop in the first
unit. We can lay some groundwork {and should), but this is
not an objfective of the first unst.

CONTINUED REVIEW OF MATERIALS

In the interval since the reviews and judgments abova
were made, ail of the units of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
have bLeen revised and turther field testing of the revised
versions has taken place. Several reviewers were asked to
critique the revised materials, and their judgments are being
incorporated in yet another revision that also draws on
field-test resuits. The following siaternent reflects the view of a
special educator, Edward Meyen, about the revised materials:

“| think the activities in terms ot explicitness, relationship
of activities to objectives, and the teacher information are
much improved. My major concern is that each core and ir
many cases individual activities are presently in reference to
rather isolated concepts. Your concern appears to be
primarily for teaching the content (i.e., science and environ
mental influences) without d:ie consideration being given to
the learner. | would still like to see more use made of either
a theme or some frame of reference which is extremely
meaningful to the student and from which you can generate
a frame of reference for teaching about the environment. To
teach specifically about temperature, habitats, and magnets,
etc., means that the student must work backward to full
understanding of his relationship to his environment. |
question that this is necessary and sincerely feel you could
approach this in such a way that the need for information
on habitat, temperature, etc., could evolve from a broader
orientation that you could build on the part of the
student.”

The first two years of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT has
now been released for commercial distribution. A review of
this final product should be commissicned to provide a
judgment of the materials from a soi.xewhat different perspec-
tive. The purpose of the review would not be primarily to aid
revision (aithough it will have implications for units still under
adevelopment). Instead the curriculum would be judged for its
relevance and utility as a component of special educational
programs. The problems and promise of introducing the
program into schools would be studied. Concerns for program
dissemination and imptementation would be raised. |
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a matrix  *.u,,
analysis of

the curriculum

Part | of this report alludes to a number of considerations
that directly affected the content of ME AND MY ENVIRON-
MENT. Many of these components were formally defined
during a matrix analysis of the materials that was first
undertaken by the staff in the spring of 1972.

A matrix analysis is a process of determining the
frecqquency and degree of emphasis on specific curricular
components that occur and reoccur throughout the program.
A display of this information similar to a graph allows one to
inspect the sustained development of each component across
activities. It also allows one to study the number and variety
of components emphasized within each activity. In this way,
the complexity and scope of the program can be made more
visible. In this article five of these disptays, or matrices, appear
as tables. Each matrix is related to the broad general headings
of Environmental Themes, !nquiry Skitls, Other Develop-
mental Abilities, Problem-Solving Skills, and Variety of Stu-
dent invoivement. Because ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT is
an activity-oriented curricutum, a number of categories relate

te opportunities for participatory expeariences in groups or as
zn individual.

At the time of the first matrix analysis, & sepa’ ate study
was made to determine the density, repetitios, and develop-
ment of terms, ideas, and concepts in the materials. The results
of this study were not formalized in a report but were
incorporated in the plans for revision of materials.

The first matrix analysis was carried out acti'ity by
activity. Each category was raied in four degrees of eniphasis:
a) whether the idea or concept was a central feature stressed in
the activity; b) whether it was present, but unstressed on the
assumption that students could assimilate it without elabora-
tion; c) whether it was suggested or implied, but undeveloped
in the activity; or d) whather it was not presunt, but neeued
for the activity.

As the matrices of categories were appiied to the
experimental materials, the potential utility of this kind of
analysis as a tool tor development and revisionn became
apparent. in one sense, such matrices constitu‘e a curriculum
mode! that graphically displays a complex scheme for program
design. They could be used not only to identify, hut also to
specify the emphasis for each activity.

As a result of the analysis, a charge was given to the 1972
summer writers to use the matrices of skills, themes, and
concepts in their revision or creation of materials, This
erperiment in the use of the matrices, howegver, proved to be
far too time-consuming and difficuit a task for the writers to
accomplish during a summer writing conference. But the
matrices did serve to orient the writers to the multiple
purposes of the curriculum,

The extensive revision of the materials during the summer
of 1972 necessitated a compietely new matrix analysis, and
this was later accomplished by the staff. Again, the analysis
provided some of the direction for the next revision. As the
variety of data obtained on each activity was summarized,
these matrix categories entered into the prescriptions for
needed revisions that were developed to guide writers in the
1973 summer writing conference,

The most valusble outcome of the rather laborious task
of analysis was the clarification it brought to the inclusion and
development in the materials of inquity and problem-solving
skitls, In the initial version of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT,
the inclusion and placement of these skills was intuitive. The
matrix analysis resulted in nlacing far more systematic
emphasis on creating materials that further the development of
these skills. The intentions of the project staff came to be
these: {1) emphasis in the materials should be divided equally
between content and the two groups of skills; {2) within each
year of materials, there should be a sustained emphasis on the
development of each skill, and the more difficuit or complex
skills should be introduced one by one, after the simpler skills
have been developed; (3) the materials should not attempt
to develop these skills sequentially over the three-year
period, but should redevelop them each year; (4) the simple
skills should be extensively developed in the first pertion of
the program, while the more complex skills should be
deveioped as extensively as possible in succeeding years.

How fully these intentions have been realized in the final
product cannot be determined until all the units have been
revised and released for commercial publication. An indication
of the pattern of emphausis can now be obtained, however,
inasmuch as the first two years of materials has been released
for commercial distribution. The matrix analysis of Unit |
(commercial edition) of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
follows as an example of what was done. The pattern of
emphasis will be discussed in terms of five broad dimensions of
skills or conditions. Refer to the front matter of any unit of
ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT for the definitions of cate-
gories used in the analysis. The categories of emphasis under
each of the main headings were coded as either central,

prasent, implied, or absent in each one of the activities.
{Continued)
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ENVIRONMENTAL THEMES

The matrix shown in Table 1 shows the emphasis given to
some of the eight environmental themes intended to be
developed in the course of the total sequence of units in ME
AND MY ENVIRONMENT. These themes are listed in no
particular order of difficulty, but simply represent basic
dimensions of ecological understanding. For each of the
themes, a severai-paragraph description is provided for teachers
in the introductory section of the materials. The same
information was provided to writers of the activities. The
intent of the materials has not been to develop the level of
generalization and understanding in students implied by the
descriptions, instead, the themes seive to organize for the
teacher some of the environmental concerns in the materials.
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Students may become aware of specific information that
illustrates the “Interrelationships of Environmental Com-
ponents,” for example, but they are not expected to be aware
of the general category,

In Unit |, three of the themes receivec major emphasis in
more than one activity. The "Diversity and Patterns’’ theme
received some degree of emphasis in all but six of the
forty-four activities, In almost half of the activities, aspects of
the “Interrelationsitips” theme received attention. The theme
of "Compliementarity’’ received some development in five
activities in the first core of Unit |, covering some ten days of
instruction. Other units tend to emphasize other themes
heavily. For example, in Unit VI, a proposad fourth year of
instruction, the themes of ’‘Finiteness of Resources”’ and
"Population Dynamics” will receive their fullest development.

TABLE 1: MATRIX OF EMPHASIS ON ENVIRONMENTAL THEMES

UNIT 1 ACTIVITIES

CORE A CORE 8 CORE C CORE D
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INQUIR - SKILLS

The mattux shown m Table 2 reveals the amount of
emphasts placed 01 vartows ingquiny shalls, These skills, along
with the problem-solving skills, represent g central part of the
program, equal in importance to the subject-matter content,
Because of their centrality, scme explanation of these skills
beyond simple defimitions is in order, A hypothesis accepted
by the project staft s that the fust eight inquiry skills are
ordered by level of difficulty and complexity, from observing
at the lowest level to applying at the highest level, Fu:ther-
more, 1t is presumed that ihe skills are hierarchical-
each higher skill nvolving the use of lower skills in the
sequence. Of course for any specific skill, such as observing,
tasks could range from very simple and easy ones to quite
complex, difficult, and demanding ones, It is assumed that
the EMH child will profit from a design that proceeds, where
possible, from simple to complex, from concrete to abstract,
and from the familiar to the unfamiliar. It is also presumed,
however, that a child might be expected to perform a higher
skill without necessarily being able to do a lower one in
spearfic instances; for example, to describe something observed
without necessanly identifying it.

The actual relationship of these skills is unknown, and it
is also unknown how developmental in nature they might be.
The imphcation of the label “developmental” is that the skills
ate not readily acquired by direct instruction at the time
chosen by the school. They depend, instead, on the cognitive
development of the child,

Several additional skills are histed with the eight inquiry
skills, but are not presumed to fit at a particular place in the
hierarchical relationship. These skills - guessing, speculating,
predicting, divergent production, and value judging--are of a
somewhat different order than the preceding abilities.

As can be seen in Table 2, one or more of these skills
received central emphasis 1in thirty-eight of the forty-four
activities i Unit I. in only one activity in the year of
instruction is there no emphasis on any of these skills.

A summary of the number of tim s each of the first eight
inquiry skills is clearly present or cential in an activity reveals
the following pattern of emphasis:

TABLE 2. MATRIX OF EMPHAS!S ON INQUIRY SKILLS

HNITLACTIVITIES
GCORE A CORE 8

U

Total Times
Present Central Emphasized|
1. Observing N 6 | 24 30
2. identifying 7 16 23
3. Associating 6 18 24
4. Describing 7 14 21
5. Compuring 13 14 27
6. Translating 1 3 4
7. Inferring 5 4 9
8. Applying 1 7 8

It can be seen that the first five skills received more
emphasis than the other three in this unit; of the first five,
those skills felt to be basic and requisite to success in
developing more complex skills received the most emphasis,
Without exception, when a high-level skill (5-8) received
central emphasis, a lower skill {1-4) also was centrally
emphasized to ensure a degree of success for each student in
the activity. The intent was to introduce a few of the skills at a
time anc gradually to add skills that were more complex. As
the matrix shows, central emphasis in Core A of the activities
was almost entirely on the first three skills. By the end of Core
B, each of the skills had received central emphasis in some
activity. Core C reemphasized the basic skills and Core D
provided an expanded emphasis on groups of skills.

The three inquiry skills felt to be the most difficuit and
complex (translating, inferring, and applying) received least
attention in the first year of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT.
They will be more fully developed and emphasized in the
second and third years. The intent, howeve, is to redevelop
the whole range of skills in each year of instruction, though
more rapidly each year that they are repeated.

Guessing and speculating occur in twenty-five activities
and are stressed in fourteen of these. Predicting is not
emphasized in Unit I. It is presumed that lack of background
will require most students to guess rather than to speculate or
predict. These . stivities are related to value judging in the

{Continued)
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sense of eliciting and accepting individual points of view. They
are glso quite us ful in providing the teacher some insight into
the thinking of the child.

Opnortunities for divergent production {creating, gener-
ating rnany ideas or categories) occur in three of the four cores
of Unit I. Of the nine activities emphasizing this process,
however, it is a central feature of only three activities. In
further umts of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT, efforts will be
made to emphasize this skill more frequently. The application
of this process comes in generating or considering alternatives,
and thus it is quite important. The use of divergent production
is implied in many of the inquiry skills, yet most activities
invoiving these skills compile the responses of the group rather
than encourage individual students to apply it.

The opportunity for individuals to apply their own sets
of vdlues to a situation occurs only five times in the year.
While values are assigned in other activities, students are
directed to a particular conclusion. A refated aspect of valuing,
however, occurs frequently in the unit. Often the teacher is
advised to accept any answer the student can justify. This
provides an acceptance and endorsement of the student’s point
of view similar to the acceptance of values implied by this
category.

TABLE 3: MATRIX OF EMPHASIS ON OTHER DEVELOPMENTAL ABILITIES

UNIT T ACTIVITIES
CORE A CORE 8

CORE C CORE D

TOTRFR DEVELOP ~ )
| MENTAL ABILITIES

1 Following Derections
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OTHER DEVELOPMENTAL ABILITIES

During the time the matrix of skills was first developed
and applied, it was acknowledged to be incomplete, Several
additional skills have since been identified as important, and a
planned sequence of emphasis has been programmed into the
materials. In the final revision of Unit I, for example, the
functional abilities of following directions, orientation in
space, and quantitative and categorical reasoning were empha-
sized, Some of these skills are close in kind to the abilities
Piaget has addressed in his studies. The intent in the
curricutum is to allow opportunity for involvement in tasks
calling for these skills. There is no expectation that students
will acquire them from direct instruction.

Another skill that has been identified as important—
empathizing-relates to the second and third ysar of insi:uc-
tion, It received little emphasic in Unit I, for it was felt
children of thirteen or fourteen are likely to be highly
egocentric.

Still other skills will probably be identified as the
curriculum evolves. One that has not yet been formally
defined, for example, is the ability to deal with an increasing
number of variables. Thus far, writers and staff have simply
been concerned to avoid activities that require dealing with
more than two or three variables at a time. Whenever possible,
tasks are broken down so that one variabie at a time is
considered.

s
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As Table 3 shows, following directions is a skill that is
emphasized (but not the subject of direct instruction) in half
of the activities in Unit L. it receives special stress in eight of
the forty-four activities. Not only is emphasis distributed in
every core of the materials, it is placed on a variety of
directions: written and verbal, single and multiple, and with
written and physical responses required.

Fourteen activities involve ability to orient oneself in
space, either in relation to compass directions, or in relation to
left and right. In nine of these activities, special attention is
directed toward acquiring this ability. While both this skill and
following directions are more heavily emphasized in the first
haif of the unit, emphasis is repeated at intervals throughout.

Opportunities for empathizing occur in six activities in
Unit 1. In three activities, this skill represents a central focus.
As stated earlier, the frequency of emphasis on empathizing
was kept intentionally low in Unit | because of what is
believed to be the egocentric perspective of students at ages
thirteen or fourteen.

Sixteen activities attend to the reasoning dimensions of
time, quantity, and grouping. One-fourth of the activities in
the unit deal directly with these skills in the attempt to
provide many concrete experiences that may enhance their
development.



PROBLEM-SOLVING SKILLS

The matnix shown in Table 4 revests the amou~t of
emphasis placed on vanious problein-solving skills in Unit |. By
intent, this complex set of skills did not receive as much
emphasis o developme. * in Unit | as it will in subsequent
unite, 1t was intendnd originally to emphasize many of these
skills 1n the first year of instruction. Unit H, which was
oniginally planned to be taught in the spring of the first year,
develops many ot these skills, The expansion of Unit | to
develop the many facets of the program more adequately
resulted in o full vear's work, Few of the Unit | activities take
on the character of g scienue experiment in the more formal
sense, which s to be the vehicle used to develop the skills of
problem-solving in ths program.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Opportunities for experimenting in the sense of trying
things out to see what will happen occur fourteen times—in
about one-third of the activities in the unit, In mos: of these
activities, and in a total of fourteen of the forty-four activities,
students record data and refer to it in some way.

On four out of eight occasions for treating group data, a
central emphasis of the activity is to encourage students to
compare the results they recorded or combine them in some
way. In seven cases, opportunities are stressed or implied by
the activity to explore students’ reasons for interpreting
outcomes in different ways. In this unit, the skill is dealt with
informally vather than to seek justifications in a systematic
way from all students. {Continued)

TABLE 4: MATRIX OF EMPHASIS ON PROBLEM-SOLVING SKiLLS
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VARIETY OF STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

The matrix shown in Table 5 deals with structuring
vdriety in the ways students are involved in activities. Because
thase categories are self explanatory, no definitions are
provided for them. One-fourth of the activities suggest or
require students to get out of the classroom and usually to
observe or collect things out-of-doors. These activities occur at
intervals of four to seven activities throughout the year.

Over half of the activities hase as a central feature the use
and manipulation of real objects, with the heaviest emphasis
occurring in Cores A and C. In only two cases do as many as
four activities go by without this kind of involvement. The
introduction into the classroom of pets, plants, and a pond
early in the year further ensure> the continuous empiasis on
physical involvement with living things.

Students use worksheets in seventeen activities, half of
them to provide the teacher with a means of assessing student
background information or understanding. At nine points in
the year, detailed assessment activities occur, providing a more
formal and systematic check on student developmen: and
learning.

Teacher demonstration, which occurs at seven widely
separated points in the unit, typically is accompanied by
student performance or participation in the demonstration.

Audiovisual aids used in the unit include a poster, a study
picture set of 32 plant and animal pictures, a card game of 72
pictures, a model, 53 slides, 3 fitmstrips totaling 191 pictures,
and 2 sound tapes comprising 45 minutes of recorded sounds,
as well as a Polaroid camera for student use, and a microscope.

Another aspect of involvement relates to the size of the
groups students work in. In two out of three activities
throughout the unit, students spend at least part of the period
in full class discussion. Also, in two out of three activities, a
central feature is that students work individually or in teams,
actively doing something with their hands. Qut of the
thirty-two activities that involve subgrouping, in seventeen of
thcm students work individually while in fifteen the students
work in teams of four or fewer.

To develop the sixty-three dimensions reflected in these
five matrices in a curriculum, and to do it in a consistent
fashion, is an incremental task. It cannot be done all at once.
This effort has proved to be one of the more difficult aspects
of curriculum construction. Nevertheless, the matrix analysis
of one unit that has been released for gereral use suggests that
the program does systematically emphasize a complex web of
ideas, skills, and activities.

TABLE 5: MATRIX OF EMPHASIS ON VARIETY OF STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

UNIT | ACTIVITIES

CORE A CORE B CORE C CORE D
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Twao of the five otigimal objectives remam as unit goals in
the: final version, This version gives six unit goals and eighteen
core objectives that are distnbuted across the four clusters of
telated activitios in the unit, The other two original objectives
can be found stated inashightly different way as the fust four
objectives for Core A of the final matenal-, An examination of
the objectives for Umit | indicates o tefineraent of them oweaid
more clarity and specificity, as well s g considershle expan-
sion of scope and purpose,

The expansion of Unit 1 is shown by the fact that
thirty-one new getivities were consewved gtter the fust twenty-
six were wntten and tned oot Combunming and  dropping
dactivitien took o toll of thoteen, Revistins typreally required
the sxpansion and etaboratton of activetees, Thas the unit grew

from 26 ac wvities tn 125 printed page-,
ta 29 activities in 219 prmted puages,
to 44 activities in 568 printed pages,

The most extersave tevision was made 10 producing the second
version, Eleven activitiey, were dropgad from the unit and
about mie othars wete considerably changed. In the second
tectsion feading to the commetaal cdition, 1200 more activities
voete dropped ond about six were substantially changed,

Those changes were based heavily apon feedback from
freted trrals, The sxgmples included i thes arteleatlustoate how
the mformation was organized for teveesy, The process of
complhmag thsr dara s described in Part TH of ths report,

(Continued)
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ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
1974 COMMERCIAL EDITION OF UNIT | COMPARED TO EARLIER EXPERIMENTAL VERSIONS

e

Commercial Version of Unst | Activity Final {3rd) Revised (2nd) Original
Core and Activities Titles and Sequence Number Version Version (1st; Version
CORE A: INVESTIGATING THE VISIBLE ENVIRONMENT
The Cube Float Puzzie 1-1 New activity
To Fizz Or Not To Fize 1.2 New activity | e
Clues To Success. Background 13 New activity | .-
Introduction To Sorting 14 Revised from 1-13 {new) Ce
Sorting Things In Our Environment 16 Revised from 1-14 revised from 1-6
Categorizing {n Terms Of 1-6 Revised from 1-15 revised from 19
Living/Nonliving
Ciues To Success: Understanding 1.7 Much revised from 1.22 (new)
And Background
Detining The Word Environment 18 Much revised from 1.3 ravised from 13
Environmental Rumeny 1-8 Much revised from 1-16 revised from 1-8
Some Amimais... 1-10 New activity | e
An Animai In Class 1-11 Revised from 1-1 revised from 1-20 andd 1 21
Some Plants... 1-12 New activity | -
Ptants in Class 1-13 New activity | e | e
A Pond In The Classroom 1-14 Revised from 12 (new)
Clues To Success: Understanding 1-16 New antivity | e | e
CORE B: LANDMARKS IN THE VISIBLE ENVIRONMENT
The Grid Game 1-16 New activity | --ee-
Ctues To Succes Background 117 New artivity | e | e
Measurement in My Environment 1-18 Revised from 1-21 much revised from 111
Establishing Environmental Landmarks 1-19 Revised from 123lnew) | e
Landmarks In My Environment 1.20 Revised from 1-24 revised from 1-16
Some Houses... 1-21% Revised from 125 {new) | .
A Recycted Shaceship 1.22 Minor change from 1.26 revised from 11
To The Moon In Our Room 1.23 Minor change from 1-27 minor change from 1-26
Far Out Environments 1-24 Minor change from 1-28 much change from 12
Clues To Success: Understanding 1-25 Much revised from 128 lnew) | e
CORE C: SENSING THE INVISIBLE ENVIRONMENT
Some Sounds... 1.26 Revised from 1.6 revised from 14
Environmental Orchestra 1.27 Revised from 1-7 {new)
Sounds Arounc Us 1-28 Revised from 1-8 {new!} o
Sniffing Around 129 Revised from 1-8 much revised from 1-5
A Strange Feeling 1-30 Revised from 110 {new) -
Clues To Success: Background 1-31 Revised from 11t (new} e
Temperatures Affect All Living Things 1.32 Revised from 1-118lnewy | e
Reading A Thermometer 1-33 Revised from 119 lnewt | o
Temperatures in My Outside Environment 1.34 Revised from 1-20 revised from 1-10
Weighing With A Balance 1-36 New activity | e [ e
Which Is More? 1-36 New activity | e e
Clues To Success: Understanding 1.37 New activity | .. . [ e
CORE D: LOOKING AT THE INVISIBLE ENVIRONMENT
Look Quick 138 New activity | e ] e
Taking A Cioser Look 1.38 Revised from 13, part2(new) | -
Zoom in..., Zvom Out 1-40 Revised from 15newy | e
Entering The Wortd Of The invisible 1-41 New activity | ceeee ] e
tife in The invisible Worid 1-42 New activity | e | e
What Is Environment? 1.43 Revisert from 1192(ew) | e
Clues 10 Success: Understanding 1-44 New activity | .ot

Summary of changes reflected in the table:

44 activities
in 568 pages

added:
16 activities

29 activities
in 219 pages

dropped:
2 activitias

added:
15 activities

sequence:
extensively
modified

26 activities
in 125 pages

dropped:
11 activities

sequence
totally
changed




THE NATURE OF CHANGES

The extensive nature of the changes in Unit | was not a
matter of caprice, nor were these merely cosmetic changes that
could have been made without the immense effort of
field-testing and data collection. Documenting the basis for
specific changes rarety occurs, however, and for goori reason.
Expert judgment is a large component in many of these
decisions, and an explanation would require considerable
background information. Attention is fixed on the program
and how to improve it; therefore, a careful record of the
meetings and decisions of project staff is not usually kept.
Some of the decisions for revision could be reconstructed only
by repeating the developmental process and reviewing the data
for a second time. Thus, the "whys’’ of revision typically
remain a hidden dimension of curriculum development.

Some examples of changes and their justifications are
provided in the remainder of this article simply to illustrate
the kinds and degrees of change that have occurred in the
development of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT.

At first glance, it would seem possible to review every
activity and categorize it by the amount of change that took
place. The attempt to apply a set of categories {such as nor»,
minor, significant, or extensive ciange) soon leads to abandon.
ing the effort. Sometimes seemingly minor changes made the
difference between an activity that succesaed and one that
failed. Some activities were considerably expanded into a
series of smail steps deemed necessary in order for all students
to grasp the idea. However, the substance of these activities
often remained vssen tially the same. Almost every activity was
modified to include a section at the beginning and the end
explicitly relating thte activity to others in the series, and
clarifying its purpose. This effort to communicdte the “why
intentionality’’ of activities to students and teachers was
extensive,
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EXAMPLES OF CHANGES IN ACTIVITIES

Activity 22 {A Recycled Spaceship) illustrates a major
conceptual change. The original activity opened the unit. it
developed the concept of a model, introduced the world globe
as a model, and attempted within a broad definition of
environment to help the student see where he was in the
context of the whole world. The activity led toward looking at
a number of habitats.

in the second version of Unit |, the activity became a
culminating one where the students discussed many of the
habitats they had looked at earlier and looked for likenesses
between the earth and the spaceship. The "mudel’” concept
was dropped entirely and the concept of “recycling” was
developed. in the final version the activity culminates the first
half-year of instruction. The concept of ‘recycling” is
developed more fully. The concept of “habitats” has been
dropped and reference is made to the ways people live in
different places around the world. Other than these changes,
the activity is much like the second version. Unlike the
deletion of the concept of a ""mode!’” from the unit, the
omission of the term ""habitat’’ represents an effort to simplify
rather thar, to exclude. While the more technicai aspects of the
term ‘‘habitats,”” as well as the term itself, were deleted, the
concept is introduced by referring to different environments in
different places for different creatures.

Activity 29 (Sniffing Around) illustrates several kinds of
changes. The activity seeks to establish smells as an important
component of the environment. In the original version the
students received a worksheet picturing a dozen scenes,
including a bakery and a wharf. Students were to identify
familiar scenes and think about how each place smells. This
strategy uses one sense modality (sight) to try to address
another {smeli). It is abstract and dependent upon the range of
experience of students.

Some teachers indicated that the worksheet was confus-
ing to students; many teachers suggested having bottied smells.
Content reviewers also pointed out that the purpose and
conclusion of the activity were trivial, inasmuch as students
already know that they perceive the environment by smelling.
Consequently, the pictures were dropped and the activity was
rewritten, using containers of a wide range of hottied odors.

{Continued)




Figure 1 provides a sample of the detailed direction to
writers for the first revision of Unit 1. it indicates the way the
conclusions drawn from feedback were relayed from project
staff to writers. Writers also had access to a variety of raw
rdata.

The buiky file on the first field test of this activity
contained:

-specific criticisms from reviewers,

~detailed notes of observers in four classrooms,

~responses of all teachers to a 20-part questionnaire specific
to the activity,

—summaries of teacher responses to each questionnaire
item,

—news clippings that refer to smells and their effect on
people,

—annotated copies of the activity from teachers’ manuals,

~samples of student responses on worksheets from each
class, and

~student responses to a question about their interests in
school and science.

FIGURE 1. Excerpt from Detailed Directions to Writers for
First Revision of Unit |

ACTIVITY 9. "SNIFFING AROUND” (Subsequently 1-29)

Drastic revision of present Activity 5, As reviewers point
out, students already know that they perceive the environment
by smelling, thus the purpose and conclusion are trivial, The
activity should cultivate and encourage this idea, but help
students realize that different environments smell different
for various reasons, that environments can be (sometimes)
characterized by how they smell, that smells can give
valuable clues to the characteristics of environments, etc.
Value judging and debate about pleasant vs. unpleasant
smells should be developed. The worksheet of opictures
should be dropped! There are all sorts of neat smells

that could be bettled for identification by students. They
could be asked to speculate on what the environment might
look like that the smell came from, They could be asked to
collect some smells for others to identify. A field trip to smell
the environment could be included—teacher suggestions shouid
include crushing plants, etc, Be sure to name and label plants
and other sources of smells. Students could be given a task: go
out and find a smell that you never smelled befo,e—and bring
it back for the rest of us to smell, Much of our aesthetic
appreciation is based on how a place smells, Can we take the
students to a wilderness, fisherman’s wharf, a sawmill, etc., in
bottles? How about having them sand some wooden blocks to
see if all kinds of wood smell the same? We might even throw
in an information fiim {oop showing a bunch of organisms that
rely mostly on smell for navigation, mate-finding, etc. Do
these ideas stink?

Figure 2 illustrates the variety of details and recommen-
dations that resuited when the staff reviewed feedback from
the field test of the second version of this activity. As can be
noted, a worksheet was developed to use in conjunction with
the odor containers. This worksheet had the following format:

Smel} Like it New to _me Name of smell

Jar 1 Yes Nol Yes No

The second field test revealed that this worksheet was difficuit
for students to complete. Specifically, students tended to
circle ’'no’’ if the smell was new to them, whereas the question
required a "yes” answer. Spelling the name of the smell
completely frust ated many students. A new format was
therefore developed for the worksheet, and instructional
strategies were devised to get the names of possible smells on
the board for students to copy.

The activity content was changed in the final revision,
too. The concept of ‘environment” needed more direct
development. More reference was needed to the smells of
spoiled food and to the smelis of household materials that
couid be dangerous. The activity required division into parts so
that teachers would spend several days on it. Teachers had to
be urged to take their students outdoors to collect more smelis
to share. The idea that smetls can warn of danger needed more
emphasis. Additions were made to the activity to incorporate
all of these suggestions for improvement.

Activities 32-34 illustrate several other changes made in
response to feedback. in the original version of Unit {, one
eight-page activity dealt with temperature. Because much more
was found necessary in developing the concepts involved, the
second version was expanded to three activities comprising
twenity-four pages. lu the third version, the three activities
comprise thirty-five pages. This fourfold expansion paraliels
the overall increase in size from the first to the third version.

Included in this considerable expansion of instruction
related to temperature were the following changes:

An entire activity developed the idea that temperature
affects living things. Two experiments were included in this
activity to emphasize the development of inquiry and problem-
solving skills. The concept of differential absorption of heat
by light and dark colors was deleted from the activity.

A second activity called for students to construct
thermometers and practice reading them. Students were aiso
given practice with real thermometers and the chance to
compare their readings with others.

An assessment of the students’ ability to read the
thermometer accurately precedes the collection and recording
of indoor and outdoor temperatures in a third activity. The
graphing of daily temperatures over a period of time and a
comparison of these records was added to the activity. A list
of specific steps and cautions 0 use in getting accurate
readings was also included.

Further details on the kinds of changes that occurred in
revision and the evidence that contributed to ti.2 decisions are
reflected in some of the illustrations used in Part {1 of this
report.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 2: Staff Summary of Feedback from Field Trials of Second Version of Activity 1-9: Sniffing Around

GENE RAL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This activity proved to be highly successful in interesting
students. The worksheet was difficult ard frustrating to fill
out, however, and should be revised.

2. More strategy is needed to develop familiarity with house:
hold materials that could be dangerous, and recognition of
tha smell of spoiled foods.

3. The term {and concept) “environment’’ needs to be further
developed in this activity.

4. Few used the optional activity because of the weather. it
needs to be written so that teachers understand that it could
be done indoors at school.

5. The activity should be expanded and divided to indicate
clearly that it takes at feast two days of class, (Most spent
one day, and less than eighty minutes.)

6. Proparation time was extensive: one to three hours for
two-thirds of the teachers. All said it was worth it, but the
planning guide and page 70 shou!d indicate time needed.

SPECIFICDETAILS
1. Worksheet {and accompanying stide) revisions:

a. First column: Change ‘‘jar” to “carton’” or omit it
entirely . The strategy used the term ‘‘carton’’ only.

1. fesue: fs it wise to have three things to do on the
workshe«t?

Con: students have difficuity attending to more than
one or two things at a time.

Pro: perhaps experiences shouid be planned requir-
ing attention to more than two things, if xept
simple,

c. I«iea for second column: Instead of yes-no, use Mmm and
Yuk, with drawings of faces {using the new symbol for
poison for the bad smells).

d.Column 3 {new to me)}: The heading for this column
should be changed from ‘“new to me’ to “smeiled
before.”” An observer noted that if students hadn't
smelled something before they tended to circle *’no”
whereas the question required a ‘‘yes’’ answer, thus
causing confusion, (This was also noted by teachers 39
and 49.)

e, Spelling 1s apparently a large and frustrating problem.
Putting the names of smells on the board is one solution,
Another dea would be a worksheet that lists the names
of fruts, vegetables, other foods and seasonings, kitchen
supphes, hathroom supphes, and dangerous materials.
These could be sorted into categories ds an additional
strateqgy. Lines could be left for adding other things. On a
second day, and using the worksheet, students could go
around the stations again and check themselves by
finding the name that has been placed on each station.
That way they can sniff again and learn the unfamiliar
smells and complete their worksheets.

2. Summury of specific questions on feedback sheet:
*Was recording on Worksheet 1-2 too difficult?”’ 12
ves, 8 no, Many said students couldn’t spelt or write i
name of smell. Column 3 {new to me) confused them.
“Did many sdy some smells were new?’ 12 yes, 6 no.
t.mells mentioned most often as new were oif of cloves,
sage, Clorox, and ammoni  Another smetl idea would be
to use O, perhaps fuel oil. Additional smells used other
that those tsted in Guide wete: cinnamon, vinegar,
vamlla, cloves, crayons, mustard, pickle, cleaning fluid,
Vicks, coftue qrounds, taundry soap, rotten egg, toilet
bow! cleaner, Lysol, candy, deodorant, rum extract,
peppermint, hydrogen peroxide, orange marmalade,
Noxema, Ben Gay, pepper, piece of Christmas tree (fir},
moldy canned peas, turnip.
“Did you do the optional activity >’ 5 yes, 15 no. Eight
said the weather was too cold or snowy.

3 Hudden -mell (page 70) incense worked best. Oi of
wintergreen ot peppermint ehicited no comment n several
classtooms, Recommend they be deteted from suggested
smells,

4. Addstion to strategy (bottom of page 73): Refer to smefl of
ammonia and tell students that whenever they are smelling a
strange material, it would be safer to smell the cap or just
fan the top of the container rather than stick their noses in
it. Demonstrate this.

5. Strategy extension:
There are only three questions on the point of the lesson
{page 73 bottom and top of page 74). Extend lesson to
develop ideas of warning signs, poisons, and spoiled food.

6. Evidence of strategy weakness:
Page 74, '"Why are smeils an important part of our
environment?’ I had to ask a number of leading questions
to get any response.’” (38! A specific section should more
graphically illustrate tha* smells warn us of imminent
dangers,

7. Revision ideas:

a. Start with fewer smells on the first worksheet and have
them all work together so they learn how to use the
worksheet. Then do more smells on a second day.

b. Include second worksheet {or extend activity) dealing
with names of household materials that are <langerous. 29
reports that his children were unahle te read the names
such as ammonia, alcohol, and Clorox, etc.

c. Perhaps a sequence could be added about dangers you
can’t smell —such as carbon monoxide from car, heater, or
using charcoal indoors,

d. Perhaps severat foods could be used in both fresh and
stale or spoiled form so that students could learn to
recognize how smells change,

8. Clues to Success suggestions:
Teachers shouid wear the same perfume or attershave for
several weeks before this activity --then use it as a *‘simefl’’
and see how many identify it with them, See anecdote for
teacher 39.

9. Organization of activity:

a. Eight or ten teachers commented on the procedure for
smelling odors and completing the worksheet. Most set
up stations and felt this worked fine. The most satisfied
seemed to have as many {(or more) smells as students, and
several who didn’t pointed out this was crucial for
success,

b. The spelling problem mterfered with the approach of
having each student on a different smeil. For this reason
teacher 33 used the following strategy, which might be a
good way 10 introduce the worksheet aithough it isn't a
good plan for the whole exercise.
| passed around 1 carton at a time. Each child sniffed
the same carton. The slide was projected and we
answered ‘like it’ and ‘new to me’. Then | asked each one
to say what it was and wrote each new answer on the
board. They could then copy the word they thought was
correct. Using this method each got to sample 5 or 6
cartons instead of 12, but they weren’t frustrated by
being unable to spell.”

ANECDOTES

Teacher 31: “This lesson proved so successful in developing
language as well as scientific skills that another
teacher came in and ‘swiped' the whole lesson
{cartons and all} to use with her disturbed class
today.”

Teacher 36. “Some didn‘t know names of smells but could tell
me what they were used for. For instance, one
boy said sage was the stuff , -ut in turkey dressing.
Another said cloves was stuff used in ‘punkin
p ies- X

Tuvacher 38: “The last carton included some perfunie that |
wear to school ofter. and an unbelievable number
recognized it.”’
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The first two reports in the formative evaluation of ME
AND MY ENVIRONMENT have discussed the multiple
purposes and uses of data, and the different audiences for
various studies. The major purpose of the evaluation effort has
been to gather data that directly informs the revision effort of
what happened with the materials in use, and of what the
conditions of use were,

A second focus of study has been on the abilities and
background of the target population and the performance of
students on tasks related to instruction. Typically, these
studies are broader in scope and longer in range than the first
studies, but they also provide a general framewo:k that can be
used for the design of the materials. In both cases the
developers of the materials are themselves the primary
audience for the studies, with the funding agency and the field
of education important second audiences.

A third purpose of the evaluation effort has been to
gather evidence regarding the overall design and impact of the
program. This report records this procedure. Again, the
individual studies have been planned to give direction to the
revision effort as well as to characterize the student popula-
tion. Activities- described in the first two parts of this report
reflect that double utility. This third purpose, which is long
range and will not be fully realized before the final report in
this series, has as its primary audience the field of education
and the funding agency.

A summative evaluation of the materiais after they are
released for commercial distribution shouid be conducted by
an outside agency to study the effectiveness of the total
three-year program, The frrmative evaluation effort is clearly
not designed to prove the effects of the program under
development. its central purpose is to improve the effective-
ness of the final product, This distinction needs to be repeated
to prevent misinterpretation of the results contained in these
interim reports. These results and conclusions relate to the
experimental materials and the outcomes of their first and
second field trials,

The final product wilt incorporate, insofar as possible, the
corrections and revisions suggested by these findings. Ulti-
mately the standards and criteria these reports contain should

be applied to the final product, and judgments of its worth
and effectiveness should be reported to users. It would seem
appropriate for the publisher and funding agency to initiate
jointly such a consumer-oriented study, to be conducted by a
disinterested third party.

CONCERNS IN DATA. COLLECTION

A primary concern in data collection has been to try out
the program in more than one class for each of a number of
conditions of use: age of students, level of ability, ethnic and
cultural setling, geographic location, and school size and
location related to population density, In sampling these
conditions, no attempt was made to construct a representative
sample, but rather one that would suggest the results were
typical.

Much attention was given to the materials in use, rather
than assuming that the same treatment occurred in all test
classes. Information regarding differences in use was used to
qualify the resuits obtained. The data have not in many cases
been additive; simply counting the number of times something
occurred is often misleading, It is the nature of classroom
transactions and day-to-day outcomes that have best directed
the revision effort,

Another central concern in data collection has been
exploring the reliabitity and validity of information. Redun-
dancy of data is one way of verifying credibility. For example,
the validity of teacher observations has been questioned in
some cases. It has been asked, '"Can teachers make this
partictslar judgment in the midst of everything else they ate
doing?” Observers have been asked to complete the same
feedback sheets the teachers completed, not because teachers
were considered unreliable, but because two rather different
perspectives of the classroom could thus be compared,
Occasionally two observers would report on the same class-
room, and their notes were also compared. Teachers and
others were sometimes asked for the same information in
different ways to determine whether a consistent view was
held. In all cases, the redundancy, or lack of it, helped
developers to judge the reliability of the data.



Quesyionable data was checked in various ways. The
methods used by staff and observers for recording results
systematically or for intesviewing students were checked, ard
conflicts in data were noted and explored. Paired observations
and staff debriefings were also used as a way of increasing the
reliabitity of the reports. Data from students was verified by
means of test-retest studies, interviews compared to perforin.-
ance measures obtained in other ways, interviews to obtain
explanations of test-item responses, and comparisons between
observed and reported behavior.

A number of checks were used in verifying the accuracy
of teacher reports. Responses to checklist items on the
feedback forms were reprocessed. If little or no variation in
ratings occurred, the credibility of that reacher’s reports came
into question. Teachers whose ratings were always high or
satisfactory were looked at more ciosely to determine whether
their feedback had any utility in critiquing and improving the
materials. Some teachers' feedback was dropped from all but
cursory consideration because of these reasons, or because of a
lack of descriptive and critical comments on the activities.

Other indicators of questionable data were teacher
records of student performance where performance was
uniformly perfect or where no variance occurred. Worksheets
were occasionally rescored and judgments were compared to
those of an observer. Errors in the teacher's manual became a
means for checking the alertness of the teachers and their ability
to understand the intent and make appropriate corrections.
Observations and interpretation of feedback enabled the staff
to make judgments regarding the teacher’s degree of fidelity in
implementing the materials the way they were intended. Data
from classes was weighted according to these considerations.

PROBLEMS OF DATA COLLECTION

The problems of data collection are legion. A few of
them are recited here. First of all, mortality of test classes and
attrition rate of students reduced the sample studied. Failure
of teachers to keep up with the pace necessary in testing the
materials, or to complete the year’s work, also reduced the
data available.

Looking at the group of fourteen classes that tried out
the first versicn of the curriculum over a three-year period, the
following response was obtained:

TABLE | Complrtion of Testing and Return of Data by Field Test Teachers

No Who Avg. No.
No. uf N Who | Fell Behind | No. of of Responses
Trathers | Faled & Didn" Teachers Recewved from
Starting to Supply | Finish g Fiushiag | All Teachers
the Year Datas Unit the Year Per Activity
N S
Year 1, Unitd 14 1 0 13 12
Year 1 Unnt 11 14 1 3 10 8
Your 2 Unit il 14 0 4] 14 13
Yedr 2, Unip IV 12 0 3 9 8
Year 3, Unit v o] 0 3 5 5
b o - . . A S

A similar pattern of response holds true for the group of
twenty-one classes that field-tested the second version of the
materials.

in the same three-year period, the attrition rate in
student enrollment was high. Over one-third of the students
left the classes each year., At the end of the third year, less
than 27% of the students enrolled the first year remained in
the program. Even within a single year of the program, the
attrition rate was high enough to represent a significant
problem in data collection. When this is compounded by a lack
of data due to student absences and by errors on the part of
the teacher, the problem becomes even more sericus. In the
first year of field-testing the first version of materials, a
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majority of the data was collected at three times in the school
year. Complete data were obtained on 70% of those students
enroiled at the end of the year. In the second year of this field
test, data were gathered at more frequent intervals throughout
the year. Complete data were obtained on 58% of the students
for the first unit of instruction in the year. This percentage
dropped to 30% for the last half of the last unit tested that
year. The results were similar for the third year.

Another problem of data collection is the sheer mass of
data to be processed. In the second year of field-testing,
almost 1,700 teacher feedback forms alone were received. The
procedures for organizing and processing this data are
described in a following article.

A related problem is the accessibility of data. The
processing of interview data and the adequate documentation
of observations are two cases in point. In each case, reducing
these rich sources of data to a meaningful set of summaries
and cunclusions is a difficult task.

The time of requests for information and the timely
receipt of data in order to process it before another round of
collection and processing is due are all too familiar probiems.

COSTS OF DATA COLLECTION

Typically, one thinks of budget-imposed constraints on
the conduct of an adequate evaluation. 1t is true that a number
of compromises must be made, but these are a reality of any
evaluation effort, Often one’s desires for data exceed one's
resources. It will be one purpose of the remaining articles to
indicate the various costs, benefits, and trads-offs involved in
each type of data collected. The final section of this report
attempts to capture some of the reality of the classroom not
represented in most collections of data.

Evaluation has both direct and indirect costs. The
invention, production, administration, and analysis of a
questionnaire represents only one set of costs. Also included
should be the number of personnel involved in the inventing,
planning, and interpreting. The cost in terms of time needed to
respond to the instrument should also be considered, as shouid
the impact upon the attitudes and good will of teachers and

students. .
Not all the kinds of data collected and studied in the

formative evaluation are discussed in this section. The pre-
ceding sections, for example, have described many forms of
analysis applied to the curriculum content. This section deals
with the data coliected from field-test classes. Table 2 {page 32)
iicts the variety and sources of this kind of data. Stil! other
forms of data will be treated in later reports.
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Student information

TABLE 2. DATACOLLECTED FROM FIELD-TEST CLASSES FOR THE FORMATIVE EVALUATION Of ME AND MY ENV

Data

Source

Population
fncluded

IRONMENT

Mathod of Collection

Frequency and Time of Coltsction

~——

Place Described &/or
Results Reported

[

10
1A
12

13
14

15

17
18
19
20

21
22

25

27
28

31

32

23
24.

30.
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student worksheets

taterest

Absence record

Lack of success

Schoo! and work
asprrations

Vahdity study of Umit |
post test

Understandings about the
environment and reactions
to science class

Attitudes toward Unit §

L tivities

Artitudes toward Unit 1V
dctivities

Attitudes toward Unit V
Jtvities

Attitudes toward smok my,
drinking, arvd ddrags
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data from teachers, students,

and observers

DATA FROM TEACHERS

in the field trials of as totally new and untested a
curriculum as the experimental editions of ME AND MY
ENVIRONMENT, detailed information is needed about the
impiementation of each activity. The major source of much of
this information is the teacher. To facilitate the teacher
reports, a «uestionnaire was developed that gathers the
necessary data efficiently while still eliciting as many original
judgments and suggestions as the teacher can supply. This
instrument, given the name “feedback form,” has undergone
severdl revisions and is shown in its final form in Figures 1 and
5.1 Each teacher was asked to fill out a feedback form
immediatsly after completing each activity. On the average
this wis twice a week, involving approximately fifty feedback
forms per teacher during the academic year. A total of 217
feedback forms of this type were developed,

Teacher Feedback Form: The feedback form, requesting
essentially three kinds of information, was designed almost
entirely to serve the purposes of revision writers, The first
section asked the teacher for judgments of the overall value of
the activity. Questions regarding the date the activity was
taught and the time spent were included to determine the
average number of days and minutes spent on each activity,
The grid for these questions worked very wetl,

YNone of the forms illustrated in this article is « facsimile,
because of space limitations, The figures do, however,
accurately represent the guestion format,

Figure 1. Example of Teacher Feedback Form
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The rating of student interest has undergone several
changes. it would have been desirable to obtain an interest
rating on each student in order to relate it to their perform-
ance and other characteristics, However, such a rating for each
activity would be difficult to do with accuracy. For this
reason, a rating on the class as a whole was requested.

Figure 2 shows the first two versions of this tating. They
can be compared to the final format, shown in item 5 in
Figure 1. The first format was difficult for most teachers
because it obscured what they felt were significant differences
in response, Their ratings tended to be high across most
activities, raising seme question as to the validity of the
information, The second format tried to provida for differen-
tial responses. It also offered space to note students represent-
ing extremes of respo:.se.

In processing the yroup rating, the five categories were
reduced to three: high interest, moderate interest or
indifference, and resistance or dislike. it was felt that this
would compensate for level of rating and make data from
different teachers more comparable. This collapsed scale was
used directly on the final format of the feedback form.

The item on equipment problems {item 6} was changed
significantly; an earlier format is shown in Figure 3. The earlier
format failed to elicit from teachers an explanation of what
the specifin problems were with equipment; therefore the
emphasic was placed on problems encountered rather than on
rating the performance of the equipment,

A second section of the teacher feedback form contained
questions specific to the particular activity, such as items
12-14 in Figure 1. This section included questions regarding
any media utilized in the activity, such as worksheets, slides,
films or filmstrips, tapes, games, etc, An earlier form of the
feedback sheet attempted to obtain ratings on each type of

{Continued)

Figure 2. Earlier Format for Obtaining Teacher Ratings of
Student Interest
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Figure 3. Earlier Format for Assessing Equipment Problems
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media, with comments requested i another place on the
form. {See Figure 4.) This format was defeted and specific
questions asked hecause teachers tended to rate some materials
and forget others. A.so, they neglected to explain the
problems and suggest solutions,

A third section of the feedback form was devoted to four
open-ended questions. {See Figure 5.} The first item essentially
asked the teacher to describe what happened when the activity
was used. It has provided an extiemely useful dimension of
feedback for writers. The earlier format for this item, shown in
Figure 6, provided a more detailed set of directions. The
check'ist of things to consider was felt to be superfluous by
the third year of field-testing und was deleted to allow more
room for teacher comments,

Core Reaction Sheet: Following revision of the program
into cluster: of related exercises (CORES), a second teacher
questionnaire-the cote reaction  sheet--was  developed.
Teachers were asked to complete this questionnaire, shown in
Figure 7, after each of the cores in a Unit. In addition to
providing more general reactions ‘o the materials, the back of
this form provided a means of updating the class roster and
obtaining necessary background information on new students,

The coliection of data on student age, sex, ethnic
background, and 1Q was not the simple, once-a-year task it
would appear. First of all, 43% of the {Q scores were far out of
date, and retesting was necessary. Often it took considerable
effort for the teacher to initiate this testing. Maintaining a
currant roster of the class was a year-long bookkeeping task
for project staff, too, for over one-third of the students
transferred out of the class, and others were moved in to take
their places.

At various points in the year teachers were asked for
additional information, including background data and
descriptions of students, ratings of students' abilities, and
judgments recorded in the Student Record of Progress.
Teachers also were asked to administer tests and question-
naires to students and to conduct g number of assessments of
students’ skills and understancings. See the table on page32,
Data Collected from Field-Test Classes,’”” for an index to the
reports that contain information on these areas.

he mailed ratings of students’ abilities required only an
hour or so of teachers’ time each year The time required for
processing this information was dlso minimal. The Student
Record of Progress and its associated Clues to Success
activities and teacher ratings of students are considered to be
an integral part of the curriculum. Therefore, administration
and interpretation time spent by the teacher should be
consiclered as part of the overall instructionat demands of the
materials. Tallysheets were provided for teachers either to
summuarize data on student performance or to duplicate the
information placed in the Record. Each teacher spent approx-:
imately twenty-four hours, or three man-days per year, on
these, Staff time for preliminary processing and .»(erpretation
of this data involved an estimated twenty man-days a year, Of
course, developing the assessments, the Tallysheets, and the
Stucdent Record of Progress, in addition to developing the
detailed analysis of the data, required a farge investment of
staff time. A rough estimate would be 120 man-days for each
year of field-testing and for each field test. Part of this time
represents developmeental costs for the curriculum, A lairge par¢
is also refated to obtaining student data rather than data on
the implementation of activities, These costs are discussed
tuter in this article,

Teacheradministered tests and  taped  descriptions ot
students required sbout four hours per teacher per year to
supply. Again the costs in terms of development and process-
ing were considerable,
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COSTS OF DATA FROM TEACHERS

Of all the kinds of data collected from field-test classes,
that reported by teachers on activity feedback forms and core
reaction sheets was by far the most helpful to writers. To be
sure, some of the data used in other studies, such as student
tunctional abilities and performance data, suggested areas of
emphasis and entry levels. The teachers’ comments, however,
told what to change and sometimes how to change it. What
were the costs of delivering this information? Considering only
the fourteen teachers involved in the three-year field test of
the first experimental version of the curriculum, the foliowing
estimated costs were generated:

1. A general format for teacher questionnairr had to be
developed, reviewed, revised. The staff time this required
was not documented, but probably exceeds twenty man-
days for the total development of the two basic instru-
ments,

2.Sections of the activity feedback form specific to each
activity were developed for 132 activities, This required
review of each activity in an attempt to anticipate probiem-
atic and critical elements and to ask about them. A
conservative estimate of the staff time for this task is
forty-four man-days.

3. Both feedback and core reaction questionnaires were bound
directly into the teacher's manual at points of use, and a
separate pad of forms was provided so that teachers could
retain a working copy. Depending on the amount of
description required, each form took from fifteen to thirty
minutes to complete. For the complete field test of the first
version of experimental materials alone, a total of 1,256
forms were received for processing. An estimate of the time
investedd by teachers in completing these forms wouild be
about sixty man-days for the total three-year field test. This
represents fifty-seven hours of effort for the individual
teacher who completed all of the questionnaires.

4.Costs of building a format, printing, and postage were

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

modest. The estimated cost for these two pieces of teacher
feedback for the first field-test effort is $500.00.

5. As completed forms were received, they were checked in,
screened for compieteness {and returned with questions if
incomplete)}, and skimmed for problems of interpretation or
difficulties in implementation that required immediate
attention. Forms were then filed by activity. An estimated
average of one hour per activity was required for these
tasks, or nineteen man-days over the total period,

6. A Tallyex computer program was used to summarize
teacher ratings across teachers and across activities by
teacher, The cost of computer use {(key punching, printouts)
was about $260.00 over the two years this system was used.
An estimated nine man-days were required for coding and
processing this information.

7. As feedback was received for each activity, it was reviewed
and summarized by a project staff person, and a written set
of recommendations was routed to the entire staff for
review and discussion. This represents the most crucial step
in the process. Estimating conservatively that an average of
one-half day per activity was invested in this effort,
sixty-six man-days were retuired. This est:mate does not
include periodic full-staff reviews of segments of the
program or the planning time required to generate specific
plans for unit revisions,

8. In addition to reading staff reviews and summaries, writers
were requested o read the original teacher feedback as they
worked with each activity. A conservative estimate of the
time invested in this review is thirty-three man-days for the
total first version of experimental materials.

9. A summary of the estimated total cost in time and money
for obtaining and utilizing teacher feedback from field trials
is shown below. This cost does not include efforts to assess
the validity of the data, nor time invested in comparisons
and other uses of the data,

Estimated Est. Average Estimated

Man-days Time Value Doltar Cost
Teachers' tirne 60 $60/day $3600.
Secretarial time 60 $24/day $1440,
Project staff time 134 $70/day $9380.
Revision writers' time 33 $70/day $2310.
Cost of materials and postage $ 500.
Cost of computer processing $ 260.
Total time invested: 287 man-fays for 3-year test in 14 classes
Total doliar cost: $17,490.

When this estimate is extended to the field test of the
second version of the experimental materials, the following
points must be kept in mind, The revised materials became
roughly one-third again as long as the original version. They
were field-tested by twenty-one teachers rather than fourteen.
Only three of the five units of instruction received a second
test, however; Unit [l was used in unrevised form by the
second field-test classes, and Unit V has not yet been revised
or field-tested a second time,

At this point it is possible to estimate the total costs in
terms of demands upon the teachers’ time for ali evaluation
requirements, It is estimated that the average teacher spent 91
hours on these tasks, of which 87 hours were related to
feedback and core reaction sheets, When one considers that
about one hour per activity was required {some spent twice as
much time) simply to prepare for teaching the exparimental
curriculum, the total demand on a field-test teacher was about
140 hours per field-test year. This is the equivalent of an
additional work load of one-half day per week, a heavy burden
indeed! One can only acknowledge again the enormous
contribution the teachers made in the devetopment of mate-
rials. Their dedication is indicated by the high degree of
cooperation and the high rate of return of needed evaluation
data, {Continued)
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DATA FROM STUDENTS

During the first year of field-testing, an achievement test
format and pre-post design were used to gather information on
student background and entering levels of ability, as well as
general mformation on the studenis’ comprehension of major
concepts in the matenals, Tlus approach provided a great deal
of information used in guiding the developmental effort. This
testing format, however, was of minimal use to writers for the
revision of materials. Most items deviloped for such a format
tend to assess understanding of major concepts that depend on
large sequences of mstruction, This was helpful to the staff in
determining general and broad activity arrangement, but
relatively few items could be tied to individual activities,

The items were dso costly to develop and time-
consuming to analyze; results were incomplete at the time
revision of the first year of materials was conducted. Further-
more, the results of testing were of no utility to teachers in
planning and checking their sequence of instruction. There-
fore, having obtained requisite baseline information on
students and their general level of functional abilities, a
different testing format was planned for obtaining perform-
ance data in the remaining two years 2f the field test.2

The currictulum was revised to incorporate a number of
situational tasks and mini-tests to provide immediate evidence
of student undarstanding or entering ability for the particular
subject of in.truction, This information was designed to have
direct utility to teachers in planning subsequent instruction or
review. The results of these short evaluation sequences were
also relayed to the project staff for use in analyzing the effects
of materials and in planning revision efforts.

This change in methods of collecting field-test data
revealed whether students understood concepts and acquired
skills at the time they were taught. The data did not provide
evidence of long-term retention of information, nor did it
allow the calculation of gain scores for individual students, but
the technology for adequately doing so is very weak.3 This
was felt to be no great {oss.

Instructional assessments were  developed for short
sequences of activities throughout the entire set of materials.
These assessments were treated as program activities them-
selves, and in many cases they involved practical applications
of ideas or actual performance tasks that the teacher rated.
Paper and pencil multiple-choice items, such as those that
composed the original pre-post tests, represented only one of
several formats utilized. In manv cases, however, items that
weare used ‘n the first year of field testing were incorporated
into the materials.

For the five units of instruction in the three-year
sequence, about 250 assessment items were developed, of
which four-fifths were scored for individual students; the
remainder were used for judging the class as a group, A
tallysheet was incorporated with the activities to use in
compiling information on each student and for making ratings
of performance. These tallysheets, and in some cases the
student worksheets as well, were sen* to BSCS and were used
as the source of data on student performance,

Several trade-offs were 1equired in electing this method
of data collection; among these was a loss of control over the
administration of the assessments. Before, the teachers did not
know dhead of time what the test items were. Given
assessment items o3 components of the materials, some
teachers tended to teach the answers to these items rather than
using them to asaess learning trom other activities. Another
trade-off mvolved the increase of analysis problems due to
niissing daty; by collecting data ar multiple points in the year,
the percentage of students for whom there was missing data
doubled in some classes,

2For a detailed analysis ot the first year’s assessment of stu-
dent performance, see interim Formative Evaluation Report 2.

3Robert E. Stake. 1973. Measuring What Learners Learn. In
E. R. House feditor], School Evaluation: the Poiitics and
Process. Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Com.,
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COSTS OF DATA FROM STUDENTS

The costs of obtaining student performance data in this
manner are roughly estimated for one year of field-testing in
the first field-test group of fourteen classes. As indicated in a
preceding section, the collection and recording of student
performance data required about three man-days per teacher
per year. (This does not include the class time devoted to this
purpose, as it is considerad an integral part of instruction.)
Thus about 42 man-days of teacher time were involved for the
whole fiefd-test group. Another 30 man-days of secretarial
time were involved in the receipt and processing of this
information. Approximately 120 man-days of project staff
time were required in the total analysis and interpretation of
this data. {As in ali other estimates of costs, the time involved
in preparing this series of reports has not been included in the
estimates.) The costs of art work, building the format, and
production are subsumed in developmental costs. Thus the
costs of this aspect of data collection can be summarized as
follnws:

Estimated Est. Average Estimated

Man-days Time Value Dollar Cost
Teachers’ time 42 $60/day $2520.
Secretarial time 30 $24/day $ 720,
Project statf time 120 $70/day $8400.
Cost of computer processing $ 300.
Total time invested: 192 man-days per year for one field-test group
Total dollar cost: $11,940




DATA ON STUDENT ABILITIES AND ATTITUDES

The target population for ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT
is a group of students whose characteristics and abilities were
unexplored in terms of the demands made upon them by this
curriculum. Their age made them developmentally different
from the population of EMH students previously examined in
the development of the ME NOW life science materials. The
response to these materials raised questions, however, about
the accuracy of ability and performance predictions provided
by the field of special education.

Evidence from the first year of field testing of ME AND
MY ENVIRONMENT indicated that the data typically
gathered by schools on these students has little utility for
instructional decision-making. That is to say, 1Q, age, sex, und
ethnic background explain little of the variance in perform-
ance of these chilcren—at feast o these experimental mate-
rials. (See interim Formative Evaluation Report 2 for details
on these findings.) Therefore, concurrent with the testing of
materials, an attempt was made to identify functional charac-
teristics of students that were meaningful to teachers and
useful in planning an instructional nrogram. Teacher ratings of
selected skills and attitudes of students, described in the
previous section and in Report 2, were one aspect of this
search, The cognitive development and problem-solving
abilities of these children were also studied. The refinement of
an instrument to assess these dimensions is described in detail
in interim Formative Evaluation Report 4,

We are indebted to William M. Gray for the research
underlying the paper and pencil assessment of Piagetian levels
of cognitive development. This instrument was revised and
administered yearly during the course of field-testing. An
extensive validity study has accompanied use of the instru-
ment. This effort has included test-retest studies, follow-up
interviews of student samples to obtain explanations for their
answers, arid readministration of items using the traditional
Piagetian format. The data generated by this instrument, along
with the teacher ratings, have been used to suggest modifica-
tions and additions to the curriculum materials.

The cost of developing the cognitive development/
problem-solving instrument has been relatively modest, in part
because of the availability of previous research. Approximately
ten days were used in developing and revising items. Total time
required for administration and scoring was approximately
fifteen days per year, plus another fifteen to twenty days for
validity studies. An additional cost of several hundred dotlars
was required for an external analysis of the structure of the
instrusment,

Four questionnaires have been developed and adminis-
tered to all students. One dealt with student awareness of and
attitudes toward the use of alcohol, tobacco. and drugs {Unit
t1). The other three questionnaires assessed atfitudes toward
science activities in Units I, IV, and V. Each questionnaire was
administered in less than one class period, and no more than
two were responded to by the same students in any one year.
These instruments required very little time to develop or score.

Five structured interviews were developed for use with
stratified random samples of students. In addition to these, a
number of interviews related to validity studies were con-
ducted. Informal interviews by observers and staff were
conducted occasionaliy in conjunction with class observations,
without using a sampling plan,

The structured interviews involved a variety of costs and
trade-offs. They wers conducted by project staff during site
visits; they required about thirty minutes per student, and
usually four students per class were interviewed. Because time
was limited during site visits, interviewing was done in lieu of
additional classroom observation. Problems other than cost
were factors in collecting this data:

1. Each interview protoco} required ten or more man-days to
develop,

2. There was seldom sufficient time to field-test and revise the
instrument prior to use,

3. Standardization of procedures among staff members and use
of appropriate interview techniques were difficult to main-
tain. Some data were invalid as a result.

4.Tape recordings were made of each interview. Some
interviews were lost because of faulty equipment and errors
in recording, Some tapes were quite difficult tv understand
because of background noises and lack of appropriate
school settings for recording.

5. Tapes were listened to and coded by the interviewer as well
as by another coder. This process required about two times
the fength of each interview to compiete.

6. Typed scripts of some interviews were made, Each script
required about two times the length of the tape to type.

7. The interviews had a considerable impact on staff members’
judgments of the students and the program. Their impres-
sions were biased by the partial sample they were directly
oxposed to. it was difficult to obtain a perspective based on
the entire sample.

8. The interviews were generatly collected over a time span of
two to three months, making comparability of results
difficult, Analysis and interpretation were also delayed
because of this time lag.

9, The sheer length of time required in listening to the total set
of tapes created the sense of a huge burden of data to
process. The richness of this data also made interpretation
and summarization quite difficult,

A single interview, sampling about 25% of the student
population, required a total of approximately thirty-five to
forty man-days. In light of yuestions regarding validity of the
data and distortions acquired by the impact of partiz! data,
this cost seems excessive.

In addition to this variety of data obtained from
students, samples of worksheets, posters, and other products
were requested at selected points in the instructional sequence.
These were studied to identify problems and determine the
tevel of understanding exhibited by the stude ts. (Continued)
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

DATA FROM OBSERVERS

Site visits to field-test classes by project staff were felt to
be a critical source of data. lhis data was a necessary
accompaniment to the extensive feedback from teachers, .or it
enabled data from each site to be qualified on the basis of a
number of context variables. {t probably had almost as much
impact and influence on the revision of materials as teacher
feedback.

Four classes in the first field-test group were selected
within a one-hour drive of the project offices. Ail statf
members visited these classes periodically during the year. in
addition, during the first year of field testing, each of the ten
out-of-state sites was visited twice by a member of the project
staff. Each of the two-day visits was primarily spent observing
the students in class, both during science instruction and
during other periods of the day. Interviews with teachers and
students and discussions with administrators were also held.
The visits provided teachers with an opportunity to clarify
questions, to discuss planning and problems, and to resolve
any difficulties encountered in providing feedbuck. These site
visits provided the monitoring necessary for judging teacher
fidelity to the instructional manual and to the intent of the
materials. The visits also provided considerable insight into the
context for instruction. A written report was filed for each
visit that described the class, the context, and the judgments
formed. In addition, notes regarding the activity being tatight
and ideas for revision were filed.

in the second year of field-testing, with two sets of
field-test classes in operation, the staff could make only one
two-day visit to each site during the year because of the
twenty-eight out-of-state sites participating in the program. In
the third year of field-testing, twenty of the out-of-state sites

were visited once. With each out-of-state site visit costing an
average of $300.00, the total investment in this form of data
collection for the three-year period was over $20,000. This
figure does not include the 20U man-days of staff time
(including travel time) required for the visits.

{n addition to these visits, four classes located near the
project offices were observed during every science period
throughout the first two field-test years. Four graduate
students observed the classes and wrote up detailed reports for
every day of observation, Observers with differing background
experiences were selected. One observer was a graduate
student in sociology who had worked with disadvantaged
groups, a second was specializing in urban psychology, a third
had experience as a special educator, and the fourth observer’s
background was biology.

This full-time observation provided feedback from a
different perspective than the teacher's, and it allowed a
reliability check on the data teachers reported. A variety of
procedures were tried in an attempt to discover which kind of
information was most useful for revision, Eventually, the
observers were asked to turn in a report for each activity that
focused primarily on three questions:

1. What evidences can you list of the successful implementa-
tion of this activity {or of problems of implementaticn}?
[This item has to do with the mechanics—whether the
planned activity worked, if the strategy facilitated doing
it, if there were organizational problems, etc.] Why do
you feel these are evidences of success?

2. What evidences are there that the teacher understood {or
misunderstood) the intent of this activity? [Some appro-
priate details include the questions asked, the mode of
response to students, capitalizing on events, etc,] Why do
you choose these details?

3. What evidences did you obtain that students compre-
hended {or did not comprehend) the concepts in this
activity? Why do you feel these are evidences of success?

The observers were expected to document their answers

with specific events and details. They wviere also asked to
justify their choice of evidence by explairing the standards
and criteria they used. They were exprcted to read the activity
in advance and to decide what information would be needed in
answering the questions. Then they planned to do whatever
was necessary to gather the data (interview students or
teacher, watch for an event, rate student performance, etc.). in
addition, the observers noted unexpected or unintended
effects of the strategies and made suggestions for revisions.

The costs of observation were $40.00 per day for about
three hours from each observer. Approximately sixteen to
twenty hours of training time with the total project staff was
provided before initiating the observations. At turning points
in the instructional sequences, observers met with project staff
for review and debriefing. These meetings consumed about
twenty-four hc  during the course of a year, or twenty-seven
man-days of ti1. :. Observers’' notes were included in staff and
writer reviews of each activity. The total cost of this activity
per year was approximately $11,500. In spite of the valuable
data derived from this source, observations were discontinued
for the third year of field-te-ting because of budget con-
straints.

In addition to the kinds of data coilection described in
this article, other studies have t..en initiated but discontinued
for a variety of reasons. These incompleted studies include
such things as taped student discussions from test classrooms,
videotapes of instructional sequences, and student interviews
on several topics. Problems that ivd to discontinuing these
studies included the mechanical difficulties in obtaining
interpretable data, technicai problems in obtaining an
adequate and valid sampie, and time and money constraints.
These interrupted or aborted studies will be discussed in a later
report in this series.



organizational procedures
and decision criteria

The central dilemma of most evaluation efforts is the
desire to ask more questions than it is possible to answer with
resources that are available. A twin dilemma is the desire to
collect more data related to the questions asked than can be
processed and utilized. This combination of overextension and
data overload can destroy the effectiveness of the most elegant
evaluation design. In formative evaluation especially, the
efficient processing and delivery of results is of paramount
importance if the evaluation is to make a sigrifican: contribu -
tion to the development of a program.

Presuming that these central obstacles to the utilization
of evaluation findings are overcome, by what magic are the
results incorporated into the developmental and revision
process? The mere delivery of results does not insure their use.
It may often be quite uncertain what implications should be
drawn. A plan for delivery of evaluative evidence that includes
some direction for its use can increase the ultimate nayoff of
the cvaluation,

The descriptions in this section are not presented as
sclutions to these dilemmas. They do indicate how these
problems were addressed in this evaluation, Because processing
and delivety are so critical, it is believed just as important to
report the procedures used as it is to document any other stage
of the evaluation effort.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
PLANNING AND REVIEWING THE TASK

At the end of the first year of this curriculum develop-
ment project, a detailed estimate was made of the time
required to perform the various tasks of development and
evaluation. By that time it was possible to make much more
accurate aestimates of the time various tasks would require than
could be made at the beginning. Based on the one year of
experience and the original evaluation plan, the following
estimates were made for the second year of the project:

1. Site visits to 34 classes 286 staff days
2. Teacher orientations for 2 field tests 65 staff days
3. Preparation of instruments 86 staff days
[an underestimate]
4. Analysis of all data 487 staff days
5. Advisory committee meetings
and consultations 126 staff days
6. Summer writing conference 200 staff days

7. Materials review, editing,
and revision 120 staff days

fan underestimate]

8. Staff meetings and office routine 100 staff days

9. Workshops and presentations 180 staff days
10. Additional unexpected tasks

and projects 200 staff days

Total staff time estimated 1,850 staff days

These estimates are summaries of the more detailed analyses of
each task. '

The estimates indicated that 7.7 full-time staff equiv-
alents would be needed to perform the tasks. For 4.5 staff
members, the plan was obviously unrealistic. Part of the great
difference between plans and resources lay in the
modifications that had been made in project plans:

1. The curriculum had been restructured as a three-year
sequence rather than the two years of materials originally
planned.

2. The decision had been made to run field trials of the
revised materials simultaneousty with the continued field
test of the second year of new materials.

3. An agreement had been made to complete the second
revision of Unit | for commercial release by September
1973, including provision of camera-ready copy.

As a result of this review, reductions in data collection plans
were initiated, Visits to out-of-state sites were cut from two to
one during the year. Pre- and post- achievement testing was
discontinued. An additional member was added to the project
staff. These changes reduced the burden of tasks and increased
the manpower equivalent to within one-half a full-time staff
member of the estimated demand. The budget was reviewed to
identify funds that could be used to augrient the limited
amounts originally allocated to evaluation. And finally, effi-
ciency in operation was considerea even more essential to ease
further the burder: imposed by what was feit were necessary
steps for adequate evaluation.

STAFF RESFONSIBILITIES

The administrative structure of the staff emphasized a
team approach to all tasks. Various staff members accepted
uitimate responsibiiity for various functions of the projeci—
director, writing supervisor, materials and media, evaluation.
Roles and tasks, however, were not reserved strictly for or.e
staff member or another. Instead, each staff member had the

{Continued)
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respe asibility  of writing and  critiquing activides, helping
design and package matenals, and performing evaluative tasks.
Decisions were teviewed and agieed upon by the full staff,
Much initiative and cocperation was exerrised by the various
staff members in seeing that all tasks were carried out.

Evaluation was intentionaliy defined from the beginning
as a role of each member of the staff. Indeed, the staff was the
major audience to whom the results of evaluation were
directed. in order to serve this audience and to incorporate
findings into revisions, it was reasoned that the results would
be better understood and accepted if the full staff had an
integral part in conducting the evaluation. Furthermore, the
findings had to be utilized bhefore final processing and formal
reports could possibly be written,

The staff members themselves were viewed as evaluative
instruments. Their involvement with the data-the site visits,
class observations, student interviews, teacher feedback, resuits
of student assessment-all were internalized, discussed, and
generalized, Such involvement in the evaluation process served
to program the staff with ideas and concerns that then formed
a basis for quiding and reacting to the writers’ efforts in
revision and surther development.

In this context, evaluation tasks were seen, along with the
other tasks, as everyone’'s responsibility—not given a low
priority, as is often the case, and left until last to do. The
other tasks on the project were also viewed as the responsi-
bility of all. This view cast the evaluator into new roles, too.

The evaluator was involved in the developmental tasks of
the project and had an equal input in critiquing and
contributing to the design of the program. The effect of this
shared responsivility was to maximize trust in each other’s
abilities, to broaden the understanding of the framework and
basis for decisions and the direction of effort, and to provide
an open exchange of views. It was possible to criticize or
modify one another’s writing and interpretations without
rancor or hurt feelings. The ego involvement and defensiveness
that accompanies exclusive territorial divisions of roles was
absent.

KEEPING TRACK OF DATA

Coordinating the efforts of four to five people, keeping
informed of the prugress of the field tasts, and being abie {0
find data are basic conditions for efficient work. Some of the
simple procedures used to accomplish these ends include the
following:

1. A bulletin board chart was posted daily for all feedback
received from teachers, indicating the date and the
activity completed.

2.Staff members shared the task of scanming teacher

feedback and responding to teachers. Feedback of special
interest was routed to all staff.

.A schedule for classroom observation by staff and

observers was kept up to date.

. All contacts with teachers or classrooms were briefly

described in writing and routed to the staff.

. A copy of anything pertaining to a specific activity was

filad in a folder for that activity.

. Anything pertaining to a teacher or class other than

activity information was filed in a folder for that teacher.

7. Newsletters were sent periodically to teachers to keep
them up to date on each other's progress and to inform
them of corrections, helpful extensions of activities, and
suggestions for helpful feedback.

8. Personal letters to teachers were written whenever any
guestions arose about feedback or probiems about
instruction. Incomplete forms were returned to teachers
for completion,
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PROCESSING DATA

A set of procedures was agreed upon for the shared
responsibility of summarizing and interpreting the various
form: of data beiny collected. The following guidelines ware
used for processing several different kinds of information:

Data on Use of Activities: Each staff member was assigned
specific activities to review, All data on file by a predeter-
mined cute’'t date were included. This assignment was made
early enough for the staff member to review the activities and
to anticipate any problems or additional informatiun necessary
in time to request it of teachers,

It was not realistic for staff members to observe each
activity they summarized, However, they were requested to
observe at least one class session of any activity that could
present problems or special opportunities to judge student
learning.

The task of reviewing an activity included a number of
steps:

1. Teach:+ responses to the first section of the feedback
form {items 1-11) were coded and computer-processed,
using the Tallyex Program, These results were scanned to
note any areas rated unsatisfactory.

2. A reviaw was made of teacher comments to each item on
the feedback form, with a summary of ideas held in
common and/or unique suggestions judged worth
incorporating.

3. Teacher comments were qualified by ratings of fidelity to
the teacher’s manual, Observer and teacher feedback were
compared, Responses were also sorted by the context of
the class: age, ability level, location.

4, A preliminary review of the student assessment items was
made, includir - concerns about the validity and function-
ing of the items,

5. Student worksheets and/or other products were
examined and areas of concern noted.

6. A written summary of the activity was prepared, includ-
ing the following sections:

a. General summary and teacher recommendations

b, Analysis of specific questions on the feedback form

c. Media concerns

d. Anecdotes

e. Reviewer’s recommendations

This summary varied by the activity and by the person
writing the review. See page 28 for an example of a review.
When all activities for a core had been summarized, the core
was reviewed, Steps in this review involved:

1. Tables were prepared, summarizing ratings across all
activities in the core for each of the Tallyex ratings (first
11 items) on the feedback form, This provided a
correction for the level of ratings, identifying activities
rated lowest in the group.

2. The Tallyex data were rerun by teacher to look for
individual variations in judging the activities in the core.

3. The student assessment items were computer processed,
using an item analysis program. Conclusions were drawn
for groups of items as well as individual items. Results
were looked at by class as well as by total group.

4. Teacher comments Were collated for each item on the
Core Reaction Sheet.

5. The general pattern of results across this sequence of
activities was examined with an eye to expansion or
restructuring of the sequence.

6. A staff meeting was held after each person had reviewed
these summaries; reactions and recommendations were
aired. Occasionally observers would participate in these
sessions.



Data from Student Interviews: Each staft member was
involved in th. final stages of interview protocol development
for each instrument used. Each component of an interview was
referenced to the purpose for including it and the plan for
analysis of it. The scale to be used for coding responses was
also generated at this time. A scoring form was developed to
allow interviewers to code responses during or immediately
after each interview, This degree of development of the
instrument enabled interviewers to probe responses suffi-
ciently to obtain the degree of clarification necessary for
scoring.

For most interviews, students in all test classes were
assigned random numbers and four children plus alternates
were selected from each class prior to visiting the site. in the
second and third years of tield-testing, the sample from eazh
class was stratified into those students who were continuing
from a previous year of involvement in the program and those
students whio were new to the program.

After each classroom set of interviews was collected,
another staff member would audition each tape and code
responses. This score was compared with the interviewer's
score and differences resolved through discussion. No type-
scripts of interviews were prepared unless the student com-
ments provided additional insights into the program or the
scoring protocol required collating actual responses of various
kinds.

No attempt was made to use the results to make
judgments about individual classrooms. The nature of the
samptle did allow conclusions to be drawn about the field-test
group as a whole.

Data on Student Performance: In each year of field-testing, a
log was prepared showing each item of data being obtained on
each unit of instruction. These data included information for
which a score could be assigned for each student, information
that was not appropriate to score for individuals or which was
not cotlected for all students, and specific questions posed for
each activity. This log indicated which student worksheets
would be retrieved for full classroom groups, and when any
other student products were being collected. Such a log,
combined with the daily check-in of material and a supporting
statement written for each instrument in use, provided a fairly
complete “'map’’ of the evaluation effort for the staff.

The log of data collected from students was reviewed by
the staff prior to analysis of resuits from the second field-test
vear, For each item the staff made ajudgment of how central
or peripheral it was to the purposes of the cutricuium. On this
basis it was possible to weight some items mor¢ heavily than
others. A second judgment involved what would constitute an
acceptable level of success on each item, This was not a
prediction of how we thought students would perform on the
item Instead, it took into account how many times the
cor.cept or skill had been presented to students, the cognitive
level of the item, and the centrality of the item to program
purposes. On many items, partial credit was allowed for some
responses, Some items had more than one acceptable answer,
and extra credit was allowed for recognizing more than one
right answer. Some standards were as low as 25%, others as
high as 90%. Standards were also set for items grouped as
subtests. Recognizing the arbitrary nature of these standards,
the staff feit that they did provide a reference point not
preudiced by the actual results, and also that they did prepare
us for interpreting the resuits.

As results came in, they were examined class by class for
the indicators of credibility noted in the previous article on
student data. Most passed this screening, were coded for
machine keypunching, and analyzed, using an item analysis

computer program. Resuits were then compared with
standards, and dimensions falling below standard were identi-
fied as revision concerns,

Some forms of data are more troublesome to process
than others, Typically, narrative information can become
overwhelming if allowed to accumulate. It can be even more .
difficult to deal with if ;t is desired to categorize comments
and cuantify them in some way. Since the value of the
remarks was in their content rather than in their variety or in
the proportion of comments of various kinds, no more
sophisticated reduction was needed than the reviewer sum-
maries.

Data recorded on tape proved to be the most difficult to
process for this project. The first problem was that it was
accessible only by listening from start to finish, or by having a
typescript made. Second, it generally arrived in large bunches.
The psychological effect was that of a never-ending burden,
that the listening and the coding of information would go on
forever, This led to avoidance behavior and to reducing the
priority for processing this data, with subsequent delays in its
full utitiza.ion,

CRITERIA FOR DECISIONS

Ultimately, the decisions facing curriculum developers
reduce themselves to these few:

1. To retain the materials in their existing form

2. To retain the materials with minor revisions

3. To retain the materials with major revisions

4. To expand or extend the materials

5. To add new materials

6. To revise program objectives and add, modify, or drop
materials accordingly

7. To drop the materiais

Some of these decisions are made on a logical basis. Some
are made intuitively. Some are based on a variety of
information, part of it derived from evaluation efforts. To
increase the proportion of decisions that are based on data
from evaluation, it is important to specify what standards
apply to each component under study.

These criteria are unique to specific situations. They are
important primarily as a predetermined plan for interpreting
the evidence. Criteria are reflected in the plans for analysis of
each instrument used in the study. The original choice of
questions was based on specified criteria. In that case,
brainstorming had generated over 100 Guestions relevant to
the study. tUsing the Delphi technique, the experience of a
diverse group of judges was used to reduce the number to a
few that were viewed by all as central. These questions then
became the cniteria for choosing kinds and sources of
information.

As implied in the preceding description of standard-
setting for student performance items, many of these
standards may be arbitrary. They reflect the opinion of
informed judges and are brsed on the demands of a situation
uninfluenced by actual results. Othcr standards, such as those
used to weigh teacher feedback, rest upon a series of
judgments about each teacher’s credibility and fidelity to the
intent of the materials.

The way student performance is combined with teacher
feedback and a variety of other information in revision
decisions remains intuitive. Some developers and writers place
more weight or outcomes; others attend more tc processes and
transactions. Whatever the predominant cues, the revisor is
asked to justify his or her decision in the light of all the
accumulated information.
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the case of the sugar classroom versus the medicine classroom

Nothing written in these evaluation reports really cap-
tures the climate, mood, and feel of the classroot . Even a
classroom visit cannot reveal the full impact on students of life
in the school and in science classes; only a series of visits couid
show that impact.

The meaning of schoot stili cannot be understood ciearly
without becoming acquainted with the students in their rooms
and spaces at school, and in their neighborhoods and homes.
Only with this kind of knowledge 15 it possible to view the
curriculum under test in its proper perspective, and to begin
specuiating on its meanir.g and outcomes.

Such detailed views of the classroom and the lives of
students were not included in the evaluation effort, although
observations and informal interviews recorded some of them.
Many of the personal details gained through visits and
discussions with fuli-time observers had an impact on the
staff’s perspective of the classes. Thus some of the classroom
experiences did become a part of the judgmental base for
intespreting feedback.

The feedback —data that was colliected as a central focus
for study—was chosen to represent the concerns of the
developer, not to portray the reality of the classroom. While
such feedback reveals the effects of the materiais and refiects
some elements of student performance and response, it is
possible that it may be peripheral to the full impact of the
program on students. The curriculum tested did not remain
distinct and separate, but meshed with the various ’programs’’
pursued by the teacher and with the characteristics of students
and school to form a different amalgam in each setting.

It is easy for developers to shake their heads and object
that the teacher does not understand the intent of the
materials—or to nod and point out how well the curriculum
"'works when it is used right.”” Tosay such things is to impyte
far too much to the materials. Many of the transactions in the
classroom are far beyond the power cf sheer materiais to
affect. Indeed, they are beyond the skills of most developers
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to change through direct intervention. Many dynamics of the
classroom might serve to annotate both good and bad results
of the kind typically reported for ‘‘field tests.”” What follows
are a few of the features of the classroom that should qualify
the data of this study.

Two classrooms were chosen as contrasts. The first year of
field testing is the time interval involved. These classrooms are
real, not composites; however, the selection of incidents to
draw a contrast between classrooms reduces the accuracy of
what is intended to be a representative case study. The intent
of the comparison is to dramatize dimensions of instruction
that should connern developers: for this purpose, the distor-
tion, although unfair to the teachess, is believed justified.

THE CLASSROOM SETTINGS

There werc many points of similarity as well as difference
between Class S {“Sugar’’) and Class M (‘'Medicine'}. The
personalities of the teachers {(hereafter cailed ’*Sugar’’ and
""Medicine”) were pieasant, but quite different. They were
both in their second year of teaching and were working with
seventh-grade EMH children in semidepartmentalized situa-
tions. Both cared about their work and about their students.
Both were interested in outdoor sports, such as hiking and
skiing, and tried to arrange for their students to enjoy these
kinds of experiences.

The schools and students differed in many ways. Both
schools were targets for Titie | programs, but one (Medicine)
was located in a low-income, inner-city area of rundown
homes, apartment buildings, and welfare housing. Residents
were predominantly black and Chicano. The other {Sugar) was
near a commercial section of a lower middle-class suburb, with
residents predominantly white blue-coliar workers. Both were
in large metropolitan areas.



THE STUDENTS AS A GROUP

The students may be viewed from a variety of perspec-
tives. The Sugar classroom had sixteen students compared to
fifteen in the Medicine classroom. Both classes were two-thirds
boys. The mean age in both classes was 13.7, with most of the
students 13 years of age. The mean 1Q level was seventy-five
and seventy-six in the two classrooms, and both had six
students with 1Q scores of eighty or above. The ethnic
composition of the two classrooms was quite d.ff :rent, The
Sugar classroom had twelve white, one oriental, and three
Chicano students, The Medicine classroom had one white, ten
black, and four Chicano students.

Measures of performance based on instruction in science
often do not reveal basic differences, so covariance analysis
was used to adjust for differences in entering abilities of
students, Covariates in this adjustment included 1Q, problem-
solving ability, and ability to follow directions. Significant
differences in performance were found among the ten fieid-
test classes; however, the Sugar and Medicine classes had the
second and third highest mean scores among the ten.

Over the course of a year one student was dropped and
one was added to the Medicine classroom; two students were
dropped and two were added tc the Sugar classroom. From
year to year, however, the attrition rate is higher at the
Medicine school. By the second year of field-testing, half the
class was new. Five students moved away, one was moved out
of special education into the reguiar program, and one became
preqnant and dropped out of school. In the Sugar school, one
student moved away and one was moved into the regular
school program.

Attendance at the two schools provides another contrast.
Based on absences during instruction in Unit {, six students
wete absent more than 10% of the time in the Medicine
classtoom, with three of these out haif the time or more.
Three students in the Sugar classroom were absent slightly
mote than 10% of the time.

All of these differences vontiribute to the contrasts noted
below, but they don’t explain them away. The reader is urged
to consider the implications of the conditions and transactions
that are described. What do they imply for children; what do
they say to developers?

THE STUDENTS AS {NDIVIDUALS

Space does not allow the description of each of the
thirty-one students in these two classes. Many missing details
would also limit such a description. Several students from each
class dare described in interviews, teacher comments, and
1ecords provided by the school. Names have bean changed for
ohvious reasons.

{Sugar Classroom) Jerry is a tal!, good-looking white boy.
His home environment is good. He lives about two miles from
school and rides the bus. The family {mother and father, two
sisters) has lived in the area about four years. Jerry was
wearing a cast early in the year because his locker was
slammed on his fingers during a fight. Jerry says he likes home
better than schoo! hecause he can watch TV and go outside
with his friends, At school he likes science, math, and art.

Jerry turned fourteen during the school year. His
measured 1Q is eighty. Late in the year it was discovered that
he has a total hearing loss in one ear and a partial loss in the
other, a condition that has existed for some time. This
explains the teacher’s description early in the year: "Jerry is

probably in the upper part of the class. Sometimes he doesn’t
pay Yoo much attention, but when he does he has the abiiity
to follow directions and to complete his work. He is well liked
by the other students and seems to have no physical or
emotional problems, He is also very polite and gets along well
with adults. He sometimes has to be reminded to hand in his
assignments or to do his work. He tends, quite often, to
doodle or draw pictures rather than to do hic assignments.”

At the end of the year the teacher said: “Jerry’s behavior
was extremely erratic. He was a perfect boy at times; at other
times he would sit and draw pictures instead of listening, and
be very belligerent. Now the hearing problem expiains a tot of
this. He would not ask you to repeat the question; he would
just mumble something and turn his head away. All three of
his teachers thought this was because he did not like school
and did not want to perform. But now we feel it was probably
because of his hearing problem. Jerry does well in school. He is
an extremely social boy. He likes activities, mechanical things
that require him to use test tubes and beakers and so forth. He
did quite well in science.”” (See anecdotes from science class
for another view of Jerry.)

(Sugar Classroom) Cami is a quiet, tall, good-looking
Chicano girl, very personable, yet shy. She rides the bus several
miles to school. At home she lives with both parents, three
sisters, and two brothers. She says she prefers school to home
and doesn’t like anything at home, but she does not give a
reason. At school, science is her favorite class. Cami turned
fourteen during the school year. Her measured 1Q is seventy-
seven.

Early in the year her teacher commented: “Cami does her
work well. She follows directions. She knows the answers, but
because of her shyness she does not speak out much in class.
She gets along well with others and is not afraid to defend
herself if teased or accused of something. She functions in the
middle of the group—about second- to fourth-grade level. She
seems to be well adjusted emotionally and her home situation
seems to be quite good. | believe she sews quite 2 bit and has
quite a few responsibilities at nome."’ °

At the end of the year, the teacher’s view had changed:
"Cami was absent a great deal in the second half of the year.
Cami’s parents have not been to a conference. | tried to get in
touch with them to make a home visit, but could notdo that
either. When Cami was here, she had little difficulty under-
standing what we were talking about; she followed directions
well; she had a lot of social awareness; and she carried out the
science activities well, Of the girls, Cami was one of those
more interested in science, but she didn’t show a great interest.
She is a leader among the girls and tends to be a little bit catty
or bossy at times."’

(Sugar Classroom) Sandy is a stocky, red-headed iad who
always appears cheerful and interested in participating.
Sandy's family (both parents, two brothers} recently moved
into the area and live several miles from school. He says, 1
like schoo! a little bit, but home the best. We got two birds at
home. Ornie belongs to me and one is my brother’s, We got two
dogs, too.” At school he likes art and science. His home
environment is normal and his parents are very cooperative.
Sandy turned fifteen at the end of the school year. His
measured 1Q is seventy. He has been in a special education
classroom for four years. Early in the year his teacher gave this
description: “Sandy functions quite fow. He works best when
there is s« mebody next to him, encouraging him to do
assignments, explaining to him what he is to do, forcing him
and helping him follow directions. He will not participate in
anything that has to do with reading, spelling, or verbal tasks.

{Continued )
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He is almost a nonreader. He has not had n success
experiences at all. He is dependable and very, very eager to
help. When the children in the class are disruptive, he
encourages them to be quiet, though he is o little bhit
rambunctious himself.”

At the end of the year, the teacher commented '"Sandy
has come a very loi%3 way from the beginning of the year. Now
he is able to read at perhaps a first-grade level. He can write
with help and has come to the point where he does not just sit
and wait for somebody to help him. In astate-wide art contest
held by the govemqr's committee on the handicapped, Sandy
entered a papier-mache animal he made and won honorable
mention on it. He even had an offer from someone to buy it.
This raised his ego quite a bit, not onlv in art class but in a lot
of other classes. He seemed to enjoy science very, very much
and had a good ability to reason things through logically rather
than just shouting out an answer. He did well in science; he
liked it, and kept asking when we were going to have it.”

{Medicine Classroom) Jose is a very pleasant fourteen-
year-old Chicano boy. His home situation seems normal.
Spanish is spoken in the home. He is slight of build and has an
innocent heart murmur. His measured 1Q is seventy-eight,

At the first of the year, his teacher said, ""Jose frequently
visits with his neighbors, so he is sitting in the front of the
room. That cuts down some on his talking. He can follow
directions, but { have to repeat them four or five times before
he gets them. He is not sure of himself, he has little
seif-confidence. He participates in class—sometimus he has
good answers, sometimes not. He doesn’t think out his
answers, just blurts out the first thing that comes in his head.
He has goord social adjustment and can work in a group. His
current academic level of functioning is probably second or
third grade. He has an average amount of curiosity, an average
amount of enthusiasm, and an average attitude toward school,
He doesn’t usually accept the responsibility of doing outside
tasks.'

At the end of the school year, the teacher commented:
"Jose transéerred & month ago, as his fanly moved vui of the
district. He was a good student, a friendly child. He didn't get
along with the class tno well, He was an individual—not really
a loner, but he didn’t participate in group activities. He did get
involved; he did enjoy science. He was excited about many of
the activities. | was sorry to see Jose leave.” {See anecdotes
from science class for another view of Jose.)

{Medicine Ciassroom) Fern is a big, black girl—not fat,
just big all over. Her parents and two sisters and a brother have
lived seven blocks from school for six years. They seem to be a
close, warm family. Fe:n is quite proud of her older brother
and talks about him frequently. Fern says she likes school best
because she doesn’t like to do the housework at home. At
school, she says, ‘'t tike science, math, home ec, and ! like to
play around in the halls.” Fern turned fifteen during the year.
Her measured 1Q is eighty-two.

At the first of the year, her teacher gave the following
description: "Fern is probably the highest functioning student
I have. She is verv verbal, wants to give the answer, thinks out
her answers, and usually has the right answer. She has not been
too prompt in getting her homework in. She usually turns it in
two or three days late after she realizes she will be punished if
she doesn’t. She likes school and is one of the ieaders in the
class. She usually keeps the other kids quiet when something
new is going on that she wants to learn about.”

At the end of the year, the teacher said: ""Fern talks real
tough, but is a real sweet person. She is popular in the class
because she can get along with everybody, yet because of her

size she can maintain guita a bit of authority. Whenever | have
to leave the class for a few minutes, | put her in charge. Fern
responds to science quite well, and she does the activities. She
s a good student: she isn‘t a discipline problem. Fern
participated in Special Olympics and got first place in the soft-
ball throw. During the summer, she became pregnant and
dropped out of school.”

(Medicine Classroom) Marvin is a tall, good-looking black
boy who has lived five blocks from the school for five years.
Both parents, a brother, and a sister live at home. An older
brother is in ¢ollege. He says he likes home better than school,
and he likes to play basketball. This attitude is supported by
the fact that he was truant 47% of the year. His teacher says
that his parents let him stay home and that she often sees him
riding his bicycle if she passes his house during the day. At
school, Marvin likes reading, gym, and arithmetic. He is
fourteen and has a measured 1Q of eighty, although the
teacher feels this assessment is high.

At the first of the year, she said: ‘‘Marvin has to have
directions repeated over and over and over. He can’t pay
attention during class instruction, but after watching me do
the work four or five times, he finally understands what tie is
supposed to do. He also has to be reassured. After every single
question he will come up and ask, "“Did | do this right?" He
likes to bully, shove and play around, swipe kids' pencils, and
things like that. Whenever he is criticized he gets very
defensive. You can’t get through to him; it's almost as if he
blocks it out. He never feels he did anything wrong. He is
curious and will get enthusiastic about what he wants to
study.”

At the end of the year, the teacher repeated many of the
same observations: "Marvin is not sure of himself. When he
does English worksheets, he'll do one question, come up and
see if he is doing it right; do the next question, come up and
check it out, and so on. He is absent quite frequently. When he
is in school he is generally pretty well behaved. He does little
petty tapping, kicking, talking, and hyperactive things that
most of the class members do. His involvement with science is
auite good when he is here. He likes many of the activities.”

STUDENT RESPON‘SE TO MATERIALS

The ''Sugar” teacher feels the experimental science
materials are well suited for her students. She thinks most
children enjoy the activity part of science more than sitting
down and discussing it. At the beginning of the year the
students had a great deal of difficuity in following directions
and carrying out activities because they had never been given
this freedom before. At the end of the year the teacher felt she
could distribute materials, give students directions, and trust
that there would be no problems with potentially dangerous
materials.

The teacher did see a gap in the materials for her slowest
children; she felt the pace was too quick for them. But if she
stlowed down, the majority of the class would have been bored.
There were many things that went completely over seve -al
students’ heads.

The '‘Medicine” teacher feels students are really tur.ed
off to most educative sources, although they do like to ead
sometimes in their reading books. She thinks they don’t like
the science experiments much better than anything else th:ey
have, but she tirinks they would hate science books that might
be used in place of the experimental program. They did like
many of the activities, she feels, and she explains that there are
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many things her students outwardly appear apathetic towards
that they are re: ily enjoying. They usually hate to get started
on anything, but once they get going they enjoy what they are
doing. However, when they are doing activity-oriented things,
this teacher feels she cannot jet them have total freedom to
explore because they lose sight of what they are doing or start
messing around. She says, "'l have to discipline them and that
may stifie thenr nterest in the activities somewhat. The
students are easily bored and if anything starts to drag, they
get hyperactive.”

GENERALIZATIONS ABOUT THE SUGAR CLASSROOM

This teacher approached most fessens enthusiastically,
attempting to dramatize the activity and catch the students’
" interest. She responded o the rhythm of the class, recognizing
when to change pace, have a break, or move on to a new
activity. She seemed to have internalized the program arid was
conscious of the intent of each lesson, capitalizing on
unplanned opoortunities to develop further understanding of
concepts.

Thouyh she set ctear standards for behavior, she was
tolerant with her students and seemed to recognize they were
chiidien who were full of energy and who would occasionaily
misbehave. She was warm and responsive and would stop to
listen to her students. She recognized their monds and feelings
and could empathize with them. She gave encouragement and
praise often.

The pace of instruction was steady yet it was not felt as
messure to finish up. Time was regarded as precicus and was
carefully budgeted, with the teacher pushing each child to do
his or.her hast,

GENERALIZATIONS ABOUT THE MEDICINE CLASS-
ROOM

This teacher approached most lessons mechanically, with
little animation or personalization of the material. She openly
read the guide in wooden, emotionless fashion, following the
suggested strategy to the letter but in a perfunctory manner.
She was not hostile to her students, merely distant. She
seemed worried about keeping things going smoothly, keeping
the lid on. Restraint, uict, attention to the teacher and to
directions were more important than involvement and interest
in ideas.

The pace of instruction was slow, with many “empty’’
periods of waiting. The teacher's attention was focused on
discipline in order to drag students through each ‘‘dose’” of
instruction. The ""medicine’’ would do the job, it seemed, if
the teacher insisted that everyone pay attention and go
through the motions,

FURTHER COMPARISONS

Based on observations of both classrooms, observers
agreed that ""Sugar” was able to discipline the class, or
individuals, without stopping the whole forward momentum
of the lesson. The discipline ""Medicine’’ dished out seemed to

bring things to a halt., She couldn’t seem to sort out
extraneous noise from "'learning’’ noise.

*Sugar’’ moved right along, rather quickly. She made a
point to check eve. child’s work. If “Medicine’” did this, it
was not obvious. The pace dragged in her classroom.

A big difference between the classes is that “Medicine’
read the teacher’s manual word-for-word to the class, .ugar”
just referred to the manual occasionally. She used mo t of the
language in the manua!, but it came out as her own, not as a
recitation.

""Sugar’” saw school time as time to stress learning; she
expected students to do a certain amount of thinking. She
communicated the idea that school is the only time students
will get a chance to I=arn skills, so that time is valuable, and
should not be wasted. ""Medicine” saw school time as time to
stress behavior and self-control. She communicated the judg-
ment that her students won’t get anything right unless they
listen very carefully to her and do exactly what st. : tells them,

*Sugar’’ appeared warm and seif-assured. She was seen as
sincerely trying to prepare her students to be . -cessful.
"Medicine’’ appeared distant and aloof, She also appeared
defensive or defeated at alternate moments.

Are these extreme cases? Somewhat. Many conditions
have been ignored in this description that affect the teacning-
learning situation, Probably as large a factor as the teacher’s
behavior is the student population and its characteristics. The
focus here, however, is on instruction, How do these cases
represent the field-test classes?

Looking at classes involved in the field tests, the
proportion of classes with a medicine flavor is roughly twice as
high as those that approach a sugar climate. Of course this is a
gross oversimptification.

Some teachers were flippant and careless in their presen-
tation. They were generally unprepared, turning to the activity
for the first time at the beginning of the period and becoming
frantic and disorganized when things were required that could
not be immediately located or that required advance prepara-
tion. They tended to feel the materials should carry the whole
load rather than serve as starting points, to be adapted to .neir
class and pursued in the directions indicated by student
response. Other teachers were never clear about where they
were heading with their students. Their approach was aca-
demic, inconsistent, unresponsive, and often irrelevant, Still
other teachers had no realistic idea of what was appropriate
for various students and what were reasonable expectations to
hold for them, Often these teachers knew very littie about the
siudent and seemed able to report only negative or damaging
things about them, Qther teachers were so involved in their
own concerns {control, the subject matter, their teaching
skills, etc.) that they were not yet ready to relate to and deal
with students as peopie. Teachers representing the “‘Sugar”
classroom were not at alf alike, but as a group they were warm
and responsive to students. They had definite standards and
clearly communicated expectations for student performance.
These were expressed through encouragement, praise, trust,
and a valuing of the students’ worth and usefulness, Absent
was sarcasm and criticism. These teachers responded to the
feelings of students and knew some of what was happening in
their out-of-school lives. They created a sense of shared
experiences in their relationships with students,
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SCIENCE IN THE SUGAR CLASSHOOM
CLIMATE

Entering this two-story, block-long building, one might
suspect that it is about twenty years old, although it is well
cared for. Doors e unlocked and students pass tiough the
halls without being checkud, even though they carry passes.
No secur:.y guards a'e present. The test classroom was
formerly a home economics toom, it contans three siaks, a
stove, a refrigerator, work tables, and movable desks and chairs
for the students. The many couniers and cabinets provide
. le storage space. Resources and materials seem plentiful.
Games and art materials Mre evident. The room is colorful and
personatized with much student work. Some bulletin board
areas appear to be designed by students, Others have activities
or timetables designed for student use. The teacher’s desk is at
the side of the roum. Student desks are organized in clusters
oriented for group work, The iollowing excerpts from several
activities characterize the nature of classroom activities curing
science period.

Classroom Transactions: Presentation
UNIT |, ACTIVITY 1, A Recycled Spaceship”

(From Observer's Notes) Students arrive from lunch.
During loudspeak: interrupticns, students engage in husse.
play. The teacher passes out materic!s and moves students
from desks to table groups. After almost ten minutes of
housekeeping details she says, "'t you want to krnow what
we're going to do, you'll have to look here and listen.”
Students respond fairly rapic  .nd dquiet down while direc-
tions are given following the teaching strategy in the manual.
Staterments from the manual are presented naturally, as if they
are the teacher's own words. (Students are to build a model
spaceship out of used materials: paper cups, scraps of paper,
etc.) Two tables of girls get quietly but busily to work. Two
tabies of boys get to work with some horseplay, ar - there is
much conversation about what they are doing.

Dave asks, "'Is this art?” He stack: his cups one insise the
other and blows Sandy’'s model over. He says he vall bring
more cups and make his model tomorrow, and then he begins
a discussion of bask thall with Sandy. The teacher is working
most closely with another group. Mac is slow to begin. In
fifteenn minutes he has put two cups together. . or most of the
peniod he seems totally disinterested. He fi-ally starts decorat-
ing his model and then plays with it, bouncing it in the air.

The teacher circulates, answering cuestions, making
suggestions, and qiving encouragement. After about five
minutes, Dave begins to make a model spaceship. For thirty
minutes students continue working. Some announce they are
through in half this time, but they then start back to work
adding to or decorating their models. Sandy is finished and is
helping Dave. The teacher says, "We'll take about ten more
minutes.” Students groan and the teacher explains, ""Ten
minutes is a pretty long time.” Students who have finished are
directed to start cleaning up. Some horseplay occurs as models
are completed, and the teacher attempts to begin a discussion,
following (but not reading from) the manual. The students
provide appropriate answers to yuestions. The group begins to
get restless after ten minutes of discussion, but the teacher
continues for five more minutes before ending the period.
Students have shown enthusiasm and creativity in the activity.

{Teacher's response to question, “How did the activity
go?’ on feedbhack form} "They enjoyeri constructing the
models ~a hittle slow starting but after encouragement did fine,
Towards the end of the question penod students seemed
restiess and knew answers almost too well, They enjoyed
compuaring real and model spaceships.”

{Continued on page 47)
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SCIENCE IN THE MEDICINE CLASSROOM
CLIMATE

Trying to enter this threestory, ornately styled building
designed forty to fifty years ago, one finds alf the doors locked
bu. the one that provides acsess to the office. It is explained
that this is done to ‘’keep outsiders out.'’ Security guards are
placed in the halls throughout the building at strategic points.
Students must have their hall pass available to be checked.
Studonts are spoken to much more harshly ther, they ever
would be at the Sugar school. A hostile, suspicious attitude
toward them srems to be present. The test classroom is well
lighted and warm. The noisy heater makes temperature control
(and hearing) dificult, Windows are heavily screened. The
room, so:aewhat overcrowded with furniture, has movable
desks, few tables, and some storage cabinets, Resources and
materials appear inadequate; some books are ihappropriate,
and there are not enough of some workbooks to go around.

The rcom is sterilo and impersonal. No student work is
displayed, nor are bulletin boards designed to be used by
students. Fall pictures ard decorations have been pu* up. e
teacher’s desk is at the front of the room with all student
desks orianted toward it. Three or four students are sected in
corners cf the roum, separated from the group.

Classroom Transactions: Presentation
UNIT I, ACTIVITY 1, “A Rxycled Spaceship”

(From Observer's Notss) Students arrive in class and
immediately n~tice cups stacked in a r-ther uriobvious place.
One of thern iays, “They’re for buil<ing rocke:s.” Bell rings,
and they are : uiet and generally weh behaved as teacher takes
roll. The teacher begins by pointing to a globe and saying,
“\Yho knows that this is?" After the students unanimously
answer, A globe,” the teacher says, “Okay, wday we've going
to make rocketships like we were taking off from this globe.”
The class is reorganized into groups of two, and the teacher
hands out cups to each student. A studen: nands out scissors
and tape. Then the teacher says, “Oxay, please nay attention,”
and she reads the instructions from the manual. Students ask
several questions, such as how they are to do it and whether.
they have to use all the cups. All begin busily building the
models. After several minutes of silerce, the teacher says,
“Think of how different you can make yours—remember that
spaceships of the future may be of different shapes.” In the
next twenty minutes the siudents work with littic direct
attention from or involvement witit the teacher. She speaks
only when asked a question: for example, “Do we get to take
them home?"’ “’Later. We are going to use them some more."”
Her expression is neutral most of the time, and she offers little
encouragement or Fraise to anyone, Part of this time she
works on something at her desk. The students remain quite
involved in their work and talk about their models. As they
finish, they play wita them and continue to add details and
decorations. About fifteen minutes before the end of the
period the teacher has a student pass the wastebasket, and she
asks students to turn in their scissors and tae when they are
finished. During the next five minutes she looks at a few of the
models and smiles warmly at their creators. Then she sharply
calls for attention and asks everyone to take their seats. She
reads the discussion questions from the manual, with little
expressic«s or modulation, and follows the teaching strategy
for the remain;ng @n minutes of the period. Students provide
lots of respons<s and are involved and interested in the
discussion, which is cut short by the bell amid groans of
disansointment.

The next lay the teacher begins the period with the last
four questions asked the day before. Students participate

{Contirued on page 47)
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SUGAR CLASSROOM (Cont.)

Duning the course of th, penod, viritors have come to
the toom twice, the PA has mterrupted rlass once, a student s
gone from class for ten minutes on an errand, and two
students are dismissed edarly to go to another class. Many
students move about the 1oom getting materials, flving their
spaceships, and showing each other then maodels, They alk
feely with eociv other, The teacher occasionally tells some
students t¢ sit down and scolds ot wrs for hiorseplay, such as
setbing the tiaee on the stove i thiowing wadter on another
student, Thiee students are absent for this activity,

Classroom Transactions: S¢ dent-Teacher Interaction
UNIT I, ACTIVITY 4, “Souncls From My Environment'

This activity utilized g prerecorded tape of twenty sounds
with accompanying slides picturing the soutce of the sound,
Students receivend o worksheet with the following format:

Is the sound in What is the sound? Did you
your enypronment? guess right?
H yur 1o yes no
2 yes no yes no
3 e
4 e e e

............................

{From Observer’s Notes) The teacher distributes the work
sheets and gives ditections for listening to sounds and marking
the worksheets,

Mac asks, "What is environment?” The teacher has
students tell what was said aout the wurd yesterday in clas.
Muc asks, ""Does environment mean around the school?"’ The
teacher says, “Everywhere in your environment.,” The first
sound {wind) s played as students listen quictly, The teacher
stops the sound, reviews how to use the worksheet, and ‘hen
replays the sound, Following the strategy but not referring to
the manud!, the teacher asks how many thirt the sound is in
their envirenment (all but one do) and what their guesses are,
{Most guess wind.) Bob guesses, ““Tornado.”” Gien says, "“It's
not an ordinary breeze.” John s-ys, “Wind is the same as a
toraado.” The teacher explains that they can count all those
quesses as correct,

Sound 2 {storm) is played. Jerry guesses, ““Flying saucer,”
Jim says, “Train.” The teacher has to Juiet che class, and then
she repeats the questioning strategy. Don guesses, “Train*’:
Jane says, “Plane’; Jim, guessing again, says “Rocket”; Ricky
says “Traffic.”” Dave says, "It doesn’t make sense, Is it a real
sound?”’ The teacher reassures them by saying, "Don‘t be
afraid of being wrong. The worksheets are nct going to be
corrected or anything, We're just practicing listening to
sounds.” John says, ‘I know what it is—a volcano.” When the
stide is shown, Ricky says it is a storm. The teacher asks why,
and Rickv points out the rainbow, the fog in the mountains,
and the clouds. None guessed rain or stoim, but they agree
that it is part of their environment,

The sound of a cow brings laughter. Some say it is not in
their environment and ,ome say it is. A few remain
uncommitted, The teacher stressas differences in individual
environments,

At the 2ighth sound, the teacher asks how the worksheets
are guing. Students all say fine. Jerry says, “This is fun, man_*
Students are involverd, and there are cheers when a slide shows
that their guesses are accu-aie. The teacher continues to accept
many answers. During the period there is much movement of
students from seat to seat. Students have gotten noisy, and the
teacher waits until they are quiet before beginning next sound.
Sandy kicks John in the side for blowing his paper off the desk
durirg this interlude, John cries. Tte teachar suggests that

(Continued on page 48}
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actively in the discussion for ihe first fifteen minutes. ‘The
teacrer follows the manual verbatim. Each question is asked,
even if it has been answered by previous responses. 7 he
teacher continues the discussion for another twenty minutes,
Students become more and more restless, but generally they
still pa ticipate, Throughout the period the teacher interrupts
discus; n occasionally to loudly discipline individual students,
such as, “Put that paper under your desk. Do you know where
under is?' The discussion is ended ten minutes before the
period is over, and students are given free time.

(Teacher response to question, “How did the activity
go?” on feedback form) “It went very well except tiat the
class was ahove the questions and the discussion. They knew
all the answers. so discussion dragged and seemed boring to
them. They liked making the spaceships, 1y swudents have a
hard time paying attention when just discussing; it is my
feeling that a worksheet to fill out would have kept their
nunds from wandering and kept them from talking and pl: ying
with thzir neighbors. !

Classroom Transactions: Student-Teacher Interaction
UNIT 1, ACTIVITY 4, "*Sounds From My Environment’’

(See Sugar classroom for description of this activity.)
(From Observer's Notes) The teacher passes out the sounds
worksheets as students quiet down. George asks, “Will you give
us time to write it down? How will we know what the sound
is?" To the last question the teacher replies, ““I'll show you a
picture of the sound on a slide.”” She gives an example of
hearing Indian drums beating to explain how to fill out the
worksheet. Then she begins to read from: the guide. Answers
suggested after playing the first sound are: hard wind, raining,
monster, storm, train, windstorm,

The following is & sample of dialogue during this activity:

- Teacher: “Everybody be quiet,”

{Silence, listening to tape.)
Teacher: “Put down yes or no; is that in your environ-
ment? Marvin be quiet.”

Student: ’Raining"

Teacher: ‘it was raining, you thought it was?"

Teacher: *Okay, here's a picture of it.”

Teacher: “Okay, here's the fifth sound, Paul, start with

number five, please.”
{Silence, listening to tape.)
Teacher: “What did you write down, Lisa?"
In an ensuing fifteen-minute sequence, the teacher spoke
twelve times, the students twire, Miost teacher commients were
to discipline or give directions. Little discussion was
engendered,

Marvin writes “train’’ as an answer for four of the sounds,
The tape is being played very loud and perhaps he is mistaking
the loud background noise for a train, Stella stands out in the
accuracy of her answers. When others say "cars” and “horns,”’
she says “traffic.” Both Stella and George are interested in
checking the number they get right at the end of the lesson.
They remain seated and are tallying the score. The teacher
emphasizes that any answer is okay, but yet speaks in terms of
the “right” and the “wrong" answe . The result is a guessing
game of right or wrong rather han an inquiring process.
Interest seems to build as the sounds are played. When the bell
rings about halfway through the sourds, there are sighs of
regret. {This activity was continued for four more days.j

The second day of listeaing to sounds on the tape
continues with a high level of excitement over identifying
sounds, The teacher has reduced the tape volume to decrease
the background hum, which Marvin had mistaken for a train

(Cominued on page 48}
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Sandy apologize, so he dous. The teacher gives John a tissue,
and he sits with his aead on the table as three more sounds are
played and discussed. Both  buys continue to participate
actively. The period ends.

The same listoning activity contimues for twenty minutes
the next day. Students listen mtently and remain enthusiastic.
Jerry and John complain that there are only twenty sounds.

Following the teaching stiategy, the teacher has students
review their answers, listing on the board those responses that
they agree on and those they don't agree on. Then the teacher
divides the class into thiee teams to recoicl sounds from
certain environments around the school. Each team is sent out
on its own. Some must wait in class for their turn with the
tape recorder. Each team is gone o wt five or ten minutes.
When all have returned, tne teacher asks one student to keep a
list of the sounds identified. Students are intent on listening to
the sounde and aiving ..iswers. One group is jelighted when
they tind out their sounds have not recordcc, and they are
allowed to go out again.

On the following day the tape for this group is played
and discussed. Then the tanes for the other two gi¢ Ds are
replayed, Students again are intent on listening. They askh t~
do the sound-collecting activity again. They want to make
motions and act out the sounds, too.

JERRY—A CASE STUDY IN STUDENT-TEACHER

DYNAMICS

The foliowing excerpts from observer’s notzs illustrate
Jerry's curiosity and interest in science and a teacher-student
relationship that alfowed for inquiry and exploration, in spite
of some misunderstandings ar d interference.

UNIT I, ACTIVITY 18, “A Model Of My Neighborhood”

As students begin to make a map, the teacher wants them
to include landmarks in the orea. She asks, ““What are some
buildings or objects that are found in this area?” Students list
the high school, the golf course, and some businesses. Jerry
says, ""How abuut Woolgo?” but he doesn’t say it loud enough
for the teacher to hear, Later he is heard when he suggests the
cawwalk. Nobody stems to know what he is tatking about. The
teacher notices he is chewing on something and asks him to
empty his mouth. He says no, and she says in a loud voice,
"Right now!” He does.

The next day in the same activity, the teacher reviews the
term “landmark® and asks students to list the most important
ones they tatked about yesterday. Jerry interrupts in a tone
that indicates he is pretty put off. ke says firmly, “All of us
who ride the bus pass the catwalk.’ The teacher asks him to
describe what he means. When be does, it becomes apparent
that he is referring to the overpass. The class generally agrees
that this is an important tundmark, so it is included in the list.
Thus Jerry's two davs of heing misunderstood and rejectec
end 2n g note of triunpn,

UNIT I, ACTIViTY 22, “Plants Need Wate,

Students are told they are going to do an experiment
with pea seeds. They place them in a test tube full of water
and mark th - water fevel. Jerry is fascinated by the way the
peas wrinkie, He says, "There are two littie eyes in there and a
nose.” The next day he is the first to notice that the water
level has gone down. For his experiment, to see if pea seeds
need water to grow, he placed some seeds on wet toweling.
The teacher used irry’s piants for the class to see Where the
roots come out of the peas {aithough all do an experiment),
Shery! says in an incredulous tone, "They come out of the
peas?"’

(Continued on page 49)
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yesterday. She especially picks out Marvin to tell him that the
background might sound like a train: "Understand, Marvin, no
trains.’” After the first sound (sawing), the teacher again
pointedly asks, “'it didn’t sound like a train, Marvin?”

There is general excitement now over each new sound
and usually a chee: about the slide identifying the sound. Most
animated are Betsy, George, Ann, and Carl. Leon is somewhat
jess excited. Least excited and involved, in fact almost
dragging and depressed {at times), are Paul and Marvin. in both
cases they began the period with a modicum of positive
participation (laughs and groans at the answers), but they
become more Yuiet as their wrung answers mount {case of Paul
especially) or as the teacher disciplines {case of Marvir
especially). Paul seems to persecute himself: after missing tw
in a row, he stuck to ‘‘motorboat’’ when everyone knew the
next one was a “toilet.” When he missed the next sound he
threw his paper to the floor (worksheet).

The teacher continues to deny that any given answer
matters, but continues to speak in terms of ‘right”’ and
"wrong’ answers, as in the following: "It had to be a plane
door...A truck door is wrong.” This statement was elicited
partly in response to George's attempt to erase and change his
answer. The question of changing answers and "cheating”
added to the “right” and “wrong” viewpoint.

The third period on this activity is spent 'isting sounds on
the board, with students very restless and inattentive. In six
minutes thirteen sounds are listed on the. board, by number,
and the teacher has made thre! disciplining statements to
students. This listing work is s\ v going. After the first ten
minutes of the exercise, half o. the thirteenn students are
showing attention to the teacher. The others are doing such
things as writing, playing with » epaceship model, looking at
the floor, etc. After twenty minutes of class, there are
twenty-seven sounds listed, Only one-third of the students
show any signs of being attentive. The teacher makes more
disciplining statements: ‘‘Marvin, use only one chairl”’ (He was
sitting backward on his own, with head on back of other chair,
jooking at floor.) "George, keep it quiet.” (Room is getting
roisy.) After writing sound thirty-three on the board, the
teacher announces what they will be doing today-taping
sounds outdoors, “But we won’t get to do it if you keep
tatking..."

The teacher is stalling and apparently does not want t0 g0
out. The listing activity continues for another ten minutes,
after which there is just time to review the running of the tape
recorder before the period ends.

After class the teacher says to the observer, “Erom Now
on, when { do this, I'm going to make everybody copy in order
to keep quiet.” Somehow, the lack of interest is biamed on
idle hands, ignoring the possibility that the material, or the
way it was presented, might be just plain dull.

The fourth period begins with the class divided into three
group:. for recording sounds around the school. This period is
full of fun and excitement. The teacher arranges for an aduit
to be with two of the three groups. The third group stays in
the room to record. Before the groups fan out, th teacher
reads word-for-word from the manrual the instruct ns to the
class. There is only one statement for the teacher to make in
the day's teaching strategy.

There is a high level of excitement throughout the
sound-collecting. Toward the end of the period Jose asks
hopefully, “Are we going to continue this next period?”’
Students chorus, “Ohhh,” when the bell rings.

The fifth and last day of this activity continues with a
high level of excitement over identifying other groups’
sounds. The period begins with the tape recorder on the
teacher's desk and a stool beside the desk for the group

(Continued on page 49}



SUGAR CLASSROOM (Cont.)
UMIT | ACTIVITY 23, “Plants Need Aar®

Student, have done anothies eopeaanent, this time sedling
some plants an o par, Atber vk, the teacher bas teviewed the
expenment and has had themn obherve then tosatty, She asks,
“Howr do you explaimn the results?”” Most plants without an
{coverad cath metal Bids) e not growing, Some plants w th air
have not grown, Sheryl admits she torgot to water them., Some
plants covered with Saran Wiapy hawe growie, Studdents notice
this snd deade that ot mast not be an hght, The whole
thseusaton o conducted in such g way that conclusions are
honest and not torced, they faotlow vasily from what was
observed, The teacher gives doections Jor disposing of experi-
ments, but s e, mchihing Jertry, want to keep then plants,
Jurty says earnestly inan aodertone, 4V wish | knew how seeds
grow.’” Later he asky alond, “"Mrs, Sugat, how do seeds grow ?”
Ricky .attompts an explandaton, but it s obviously inadequate
for the fevel of Jeny's cuttosty, Duning o break, Jeny and the
teacher converse about seeds,

A week later, Jenry proudly calls the observer’s attention
to by peas, whaei are gronwving well,

MEDICINE CLASSROOM (Cont.)

“"leader” to sit on while his group’s sounds are played. There is
keen attention. George moves up two seats to hear better.
Soon other students move to the front of the room around the
recorder. The teacher at first asks, ““Everybody please sit
down.’’ Soon they are all crowded around the recorder again.
The teacher takes several deep breaths, as if to order everyone
to sit down in thoir own seats again, but she appears to
reconsider. She allows them to remain in front.

During the playback of sounds the teacher does not
explain to students what they are doing or what they might
learn from this. Some sounds that were recorded in the room
are: stamping, pencil sharpening, clapping hands, snapping
fingers, chewing gum, clapping erasers. Some of these produce
much laughter. There is excitement over identifying any
sound, even the easy ones.

JOSE-A CASE STUDY IN STUDENT-TEACHER
DYNAMICS

As the following excerpts from observer’s notes itiustrate,
Jose demonstrates an understanding, an insight, and an
involvement in science that are repeatedly squelched by the
teacher, who has rated him as naive and low in ability.

UNIT |, ACTIVITY 6, “Grouning Objects From My Environ-
ment’’

There was considerable enthusiasm by the students for
the activity, but it was dampened by the teacher’s continued
emphasis on discipline. Finally she shouted loudly, "JOSE! '
who responded, “Can't { even talk?’’ {He was talking about the
grouping process). The teacher wanted him and others to be
listening at that time to another group.

UNIT I, ACTIVITY 10, “Temperatures In My Environment”

When it was time to hand in thermometers Jose was
holding his, and he didn’t pass it in right away. The teacher
scolded him for this, saying, “Jose, now turn that ther-
mometer in. I've asked three times...” He responded, “i’'m
waiting for it to get hot.,” {He was holding it in his hand,
having just come in from outdoors, and watching to see if it
would go back up.)

Later in the same activity..,

Lisa, Stella, and a few others thought the temperature
would be higher under the black cloth, because the black
material was “thicker” and “heavier.” ‘George and the others
thought it was hotter under the white, but they were not sure
why. About four thought the temperature under both colors
would be the same because cloths are the “'same material’ and
*came from the same factory.” Jose then asked, *“Can we feel
the cloth?” Teacher said ’'cartainly,” and Jose went up to do
so., He then decided on kilack for sure, from the apparent
heaviness of it.

UNIT I, ACTIVITY 11

The strategy: ‘I want you to measure how wide your
desk is without using a ruler.”” Students should have invented a
unit of measure and then measured their desks. {(Most
estimated in terms of number of rulers—*'l say two rulers” —or
number of inches.) The strategy suggests that if at least one of
the students is successful in inventing a unit of measure, the
teacher should use his idea.

Just as the teacher was about to show students how to
measure with hands, Jose pipad up and pointed out to the
teacher that she had forgotten to ask him how h2 measured.
She did, and he showed how to use a pencil. His desk was two
pencils by three pencils, Instead of using his idea, the teacher
went right on to illustrate measuring with hand widths,

After class the observer complimented Jose by saying,
“You are doing well; you were the one to use a pencil to
measure,” The teacher then added, “But what he should do is
remember to bring a pencit to Mrs. Johnson's class.”
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judgments-data payoffs and tradeoffs

Curriculum evaluation should inform developers of the
strengths and weaknesses of the material produced, which in
turn should lead to tevisions that improve it.

Curriculum evaluation should validate the integrity of the
materigl produced, providing evidence that it works in the
classtoom,

Cusnicutum  evaluation  should prove effectiveness,
sstabhishing how much the material significantly increases
learning in the intended areas compared to other materials
prodaced for the same putpose.

Cutriculum evaluation should inform consumers, identi-
fymg the appropriate uses and limitations of the materials
produced, thus leading to enlightened buying practices and
proper utilization of the materials,

Curniculum  evaluation should provide information 1o
decistion makers, supplying those who control policy and
resources with data that leads to rational and informed
plannmg of future efforts,

Each of these admonitions has its champions, who seem
interested only in the deta that they themselves need; efforts
that provide other data ate even criticized, Each represents a
difierent audience: producer, teacher, school board, funding
agency, legislator, An evaluator cannot serve two -or five
masters well, He will exhaust his resources for the one and
neglect the others, or he will be convincing to the one and
questioned by the others. The resuits of an evaluation,
however, often do speak to more than one audience, Such is
the case in the evaluation of ME AND MY ENVIRONMENT.

At the highest {evel, that of the policy maker, the case of
the two classrooms in the previous article raises a fundamental
question: What is the payoff of continued expensive funding
of curriculum development? The products provide the good
teacher with vehicles that assist the educative process. They
provide sorne refreshment, perhaps, to the students of poor
teachers, But do they affect and improve the quality of the
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educative process? Mounting evidence trom studies and
reviews of the era of large-scale curriculum studies suggest that
their impact on instructional practices has been less than
revolutionary., When the evidence of the preceding article is
combined with other studies, such as those of Gallagher,!
what are the implications? It would seem that before further
curriculum development efforts, an impuourtant avenue to im-
prove the educative process lies in progiams of teacher selec-
tion, training, and supervision, Both are needed, but curricula
can have only limited success without traming. It would also
appear that the training needed 1s not metely programs to
facilitate implementation of new curricula. The changes in
teacher behavior are more basic than appropriate utilization
of materials. They concern appoptiate relationships with peo-
ple {students).

The developer is usually not at liberity to act on
information at this level. His mandate in most cases is very
narrowly circumscribed by the funding agency.

The results speak to other audiences. To the teacher,
there 1s some evidence to say that the activities work if used as
directed. There is also evidence to suggest that serious
distortions result from inappropniate emphasis, For the major
aims of the curriculum to be realized, intellectual honesty to
the processes of inguiry and problem-solving  that  are
embedded in the materials seems necessay, as well as some
fidelity to the intent of the individual activities.

The issue of effectiveness of the materials will be
addressed to some extent in succeeding evaluation reports,
Only limited results of this kind will be available. An
evaluation of this type has not been funded, It should be

Yames J. Gallagher. 1966. Teacher Variation 1n Coneept
Presentation in BSCS Curriculum Programe. Urbana: Univer-
sity of lNinois, Institute for Research on  Exceptional
Children.



conducted by someone other than the developer, using the
final product rather than experimental materials. The same
study could provide consumer information.

PAYOFFS

Turning to the central purpose of the present evalua-
tion—-providing information to guide revision—-what were the
tradeoffs and payoffs of the forms of data used?

Counting the costs and placing & value on forms of data
are ditficult tasks. The costs do not all have a monetary value.
Some kinds of data represent a heavy burden on the
contributors, or the processors. Some take a toll in attitudes
toward the study. Some are costly in the distortions they
create. The usefuiness of the data is one value that will be
estimated. This judgment gets mixed up with the nature of the
results themselves, whether they were positive or negative, and
their importance or significance as findings in themselves.
Forms of data that were “nierely’’ confirming, without adding
much new information, tend to be undervalued for the
credibility they establish in the results. it is also almost
impossible to determine how much certain kinds and pieces of
data have influenced the staff, although data sources that
seemed to make a big impression on the staff will be
identified.

Considering first the six major sources of infermation, by
far the most useful data for revision came from the teacher.
The utility of this information, however, is derived from
having first carefully selected participating teachers and then
having identified which of those were objective, insightful, and
creative in the generation of alternatives and revision sugges-
tions.

Second in its impact and usefulness for revision were
detailed reviews of the content by specialists and staff. Part of
this payoff lay in the caliber and diversity of the reviewers,
part lay in their specific comments and the effort they
invested in suggesting additions and alternatives. The payoff in
staff review came in the repeated matrix ¢nalyses and in the
care with which the materials were edited and made consistent
in format, style, and sequential development.

Third in utility for revision was data obtained by the
staff's direct observation of instruction. This source of
information had by far the highest impact on subsequent
directions to revision writers. An important element in the
influence of this source was in producing written reports of
each observation. The hidden component was how much these
limited views influenced each staff member’s interpretations
and recommendations of all data. it also served to identify
teachers whose perception and understanding was judged
exceptional. The combination of teacher and staff feedback
was deliberately structured to have the greatest amount of
impact on writers involved in revision.

Fourth in ord2r of immediate usefulness for revision was
data on student abilities and performance. Over the ¢ wrse of
several years this information has irfluenced the materials at a
general level and has led to the introduction of a number of
activities that would not otherwise have been included.

The use of observers other than full-time sta*f did not
have a consistent utility for revision. As a format was
developed for what tc observe and how to report it, however,
the usefulness of this information to writers was increased.
Greater value and import could have been achieved with a
greater monetary input into the further development of
observation protocol systems or alternatives. Use of ethno-
graphic techniques would also have increased the usefuiness of
this source of data. In spite of this low rating in relation to
other sources, the value of observers’ reports must be judged
high for two services they performed. One payoff was the
verification of teacher feedback, or the identification of poor
questions that were impossible for teachers to answer meaning-
fully. A second payoff was the occasional identification of
activities where there was a problem, when teacher feedback
contained no hint of it. Only through an observer’s view were
a number of mistakes in instructions and strategies recognized.
While such findings were somewhat infrequent, failure to
rectify them would have weakened the materials.

School rgcords were of no utility for revision purposes. It
should be noted that this ranking of utility and impact refers
strictly to revision uses of the data. There were other quite
valuable payoifs. For example, data on student abilities and
performance, ranked fourth above, has led to an increased
understanding of the retarded child that will definitely
influence future development efforts. Even the collection of
school records had a payoff in the negative sense- it
established that these records have no value for guit:ng
revision or explaining variance in performance.

SPECIFIC JUDGMENTS

Referring to Table 2 on page 32 listing data collected

from field-test classes, the following judgments can be made,

1. Demographic data on students {items 1-4 on this table)

have had absolutely no value for this evatuation. They

suggested nothing to writers, they explained nothing in
performance, they had no instructional utility.

2. General descriptions of students {item 6) suggested
some functional characteristics to explore in the early
development of materials. They also provided a per-
spective of ihe student population that broadened the
view obtained from site visits.

3. Teacher ratings of students {I{tems 7-14) were obtained
in an exploration of characteristics and functional
ahilities that might relate to performance. Some
dimensions (itms 10, 13) were identified that did

{Continued)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

have explanatory power. {See Reports 2 and 4.)
Additional ratings {Items 37-43) were introduced as
components of the program,

. Measures of ‘cognitive development and problem-

sotving ability (ltems 15 and 16) have been developed
that proved to be far more meaningful than {C. They
also have the potential for setting realistic expectations
of students and guiding instructional decisions. These
measttires have had a general influence on the overall
design of materials.

. Measures of entering ability of students {Item 17)

proved to have high utility for revision. They have also
served a usefu! function for teachers, and have been
included as a component of the materials.

. Measures of performance (ltem 18) were used to judge

the efficacy of sequences of instruction. They have
influenced revision considerably because of a require-
ment the staff made that they have utility to the
teacher and be included as a component of the
materials. The most meaningful of these assessments
have involved situational tasks requiring an application
of a skill or idea.

. Obtaining completed student werksheets {item 19) has

been of direct utility for revision. These have been
most helpful when coupled with teacher or student
expianations of problems.

. No accurate assessment of individual student interest

(Item 20) has been developed, but ratings of group
interest and involvement have influenced the judg.nent
of each activity's effectiveness. Low ratings in this
dimension have invariably led to revision.

A record of absences has had no utility in revision
efforts.

Ratings of lack of success did not reveal any activities
that needed revision except those with already highly
visible defects. In each classroom there tended tobe a
student or two who functioned far lower than the rest
of the class. Teachers usually named these students
iime after time.

Validity studies, such as Item 24, have had a high
utility and generally provided information useful for
revision in addition to qualifying other data.

Attitude questionnaires {ltems 25-29) have proved
heipful in identifying which activities in a sequence
need most attention. Their use by revision writers was
similar to the use of the interest rating.

Sampies of various abilities that were subjects of
instruction {Items 30-32) served to adjust the degree of
emphasis and development of these abilities in the
materials. They were, however, peripheral to the main
revision effort,

TRADEOFFS

Traded off in the design of this evaluation and choice of
data to collect were ‘wo things: 1) breadth of understanding
that a closer study of the complexities of the classroom might
have previded; 2) exploration of individual learning problems
that longitudinal studies of individual children would have
provided, Both of these efforts would require major invest-
ments, Their payoffs would be slower, longer range, but
perhaps uitimately more basic. The choice of data to collect
and the design for collecting it depend upon the level of
generality and the breadth of information desired. Develop-
mental efforts must trade off generality for an abundance of
specific details. For a group-centered program such as ME
AND MY ENVIRONMENT, trial in one classroom wouid
provide an indication of how students respond to the
materials. 1t would also be possible to note a number of details
directly and follow individual students closely, for attention
would be narrowly focused on one time and place. The use of
video and audio tapus and much informal interviewing would
increase the richness of the data. This represents a considerable
added investment generally not availabie unless the sample
studied is strictly limited. Another perspective could be gained
by arranging for staff to teach a class of children, Reduction
and transmission of results could be further simplified by
arranging for revision w:iters to participate in such field trials.
Given the experience gained in the current evaluation, this is
the direction the staff would recommend for future studies.

At the time this prorect began, one concern was to be sure
the observed responses were typical and that the curriculum
v.ould function unde: a variety of conditions. Intensity of
study was traded off {or this assurance. An attempt was made
to maintain some degree of direct involvement and contact
with test sites, however many judgments and interpretations
were made at a distance. To compensate, redundancy was built
into the data collection scheme. The plan has worked. A
considerable amount of data has been available and utilized in
revision decisions.

in the end one must recognize that there is no best way to
evaluate, no ready answer to such questions as ‘‘How many
test sites are enough?’’ and “What data shall | collect?’’ Instead
the choice must represent a comfortable fit with the purpose,
and there must be a recognition of what has bzen lost as well
as gained by the choice.

The case study in this section was an attempt to study this
tradeoff of portrayal for representativeness. It is one we will
not as wiliingly make the next time. But the alternative
decision, too, entails a tradeoff. There are never enough
resources and time to answer all our questions. In evaluation
we are left, like Jerry in the Sugar classroom saying wistfully,
I wish | knew how these [curriculum] seeds grow."”’
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