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Introduction

During the\1972-73/academic year; a series of Urban }1fe-Populatiqn

Education workshops were held for city school teachers in Baltimore, ’ £

Ma;yland. The purposes of the workshops were to introduce teacheré to
basic demographic concepts and statistical techniques, to prgvide the
teachers Yith a knowledge Eaée as a prerequisite for meaningful dis- -
cussions of population iss;es! to. relate problems ofjurban living to

_ population processés, and to develop éurgiculum gaterials suitagie for
teaching population.education in grades K through 12.

ine workshops were conducted, each-lasting three days and attended |

‘a

-
e

f
i
i

by approximately 30 primary and seéondary public school teachers. The )

progﬁam was funded by the Rockefeller Foundation and administered by

o

theJBaltimore Public Schools in collabbration“wiph the Planned Parént-

[

-

hood Association of Maryland. .
!

I

| ‘The discussion of this program will describe first, the population

! )
eddcagion pxggram as it was originally conceived and subsequently

!

cﬁénged as experience was gained;‘and second, findings .of a longitudinal,

| .

e{aluative study of the teacher-participants, focusing on the results of

f

p#e- and post-workshop questionnaires, and comparing the results of

AN .

!
d#fferent training models employed.

i

|

i
!
!
i
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PRUGRAM

- -

- - Backgrgund -

In recent years, population edgsgpion has drawn increasing

.

s . attention and reéognitipn as an important field of study at both pri-

)

mary and secondary school levels. The importance of this subject area"-
was given formal support by the President's Commission on Population
and the American Future. The Commission recommended, "the enactment

of a Populétion,Education Act to assist school systems in establishing
well-planned population education programs so thatipfesent and future
gqurﬁtions will be better prepared to meet the challenges arising from
population éhange.?l This recommendation echoes an earlier one made by

N
, 8 special UNESCO committee which suggested that population matters be

"so that the next generatioﬁs are better informed, particularly
teachers Who serve not only as educational leaders of their communities
but as social leaders as well,"2

Several countries, notably Colombia, have already stayted.developing

curriculum materials appropriate for nationwide use. In the United

States, a number o£3innovative programs have been tried by various

/

'university-based~group§.3

Despite t%is activity, population education has not been fully
understood nor widely support;d by school systems. From our experience
- in Baléimore, we find that population education is most often miscon-
- ceived to be sex education by a different name, -family ﬁlanning in a
subtle form, or birth control information masquerading as démograpﬂic

- introduced into the curricula at both the primary and secondary level, ’ )
|

1

1

]

|

1

]

|

. |
studies. While it is true that these areas are sometimes included as 1
|

|

|

|

i
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part of population education, it is also true that they need not
constitute the core of a study unit.“ Indeed, from the véry practical
standpoint of acceptance by a school system, population education

programs might do well to exclude or at least de-emphasize sex related

materials.
1f misunderstanding is one problem, yet another, thentioned by
Wayland, is the paucity of well-established models from which to draw ~

for experience.5 We are still at the earlx;stages in the adoption of
. e
this innovation and while there have been a few highly enthusiastic,
7

ready acceptors; the early majority has probably not yet passed the

‘ v

interest stage. This paper presents selected findings on the impact of —

two models for population education. //,f/’

Content of the Workshops

The Baltimore Urban Life-Population Education Institutes (ULPEI)

‘were based upon several principles: gl) Education in population pro-
cesses can and should occur at all grade levels from K through 12.
Thus th;’workshops included elementary, junior-high and senior high
sch;ol teachers. (2) While pophlation education is a most appropriate
unit of study-in such courses as social studies, history or geography,
it also can be integrated into most other courses. Thus,'all teachers
in tpg school system were given the opportuni. - to receive training in
population educagion_regardless of their particular subject area.

(3) As noted by Steﬁhen Viederman, "Population education is meant to

educate, not to propagandize or indoctrinate. It views population not

16

as a 'problem' to be solved but a 'phenomenon' to be understood.

—




We agcepted Viederman's definition of population education as, ;
"che.grocess by which the student investigates and explores the nature

and neéning of population processes, population characteristics, the’

! .
-causes of population changes, in addition to the consequences of these

processes, characteristics, and changes for himself, his family, his

.

society and the world."? e o

The First Model. While the principles of the program and the defi-
nition of population éducation provided conceptuﬁl guid;nce, the; were
of little assistance in planning the séecific activities for eash ~
worksh;p. In retrospect, the schedule for thé first tpfee workshops

was ambitious in its attempt to introduQ§~teachers to a multitude of

issues/ related to population processes and pedagogical in its approach

,—/ i
to tea raining.
-~
For three days, the teachers discussed as a group the many facets

of population education and listened as twelve locally drawn community

leaders related demographic éoncepts to such subjects as urban

crowding, housing, transportation, recreation and land use, urban-

suburban migration, quality of medical care, poverty, welfare and

uncmployment, inner city decay, racism and Black genocide. After

each of these areas was presented, three "resident experts,'" repre-
_nenting local, national, and international viewpoints respectively,

nade further comments and answered questioms. It is hardly surprising

that at the end of each workshop, many teachers stated that three days

. vas simply not enough time.

\ 00006 ‘“




Changes in the Workshop Schedule: Thé Second Model. By'the eﬂa
3 .

of the thifd workshop, it appeared that the prog;am schedule should be
reorganized. Oné change was the removal of the three resident experts s
from the program. Besides reducing costs considerably, this change

also created more time for active teacher involvement in discussions.

A second change and 6nq that greatly fagilitated Ehgse discussions was

",
%
- - 1]

to break the larger group into sub-groups after panel presentations by

% ? »~

guest speakers. The speakers were then rotated ahdhg these sSub-groups
for informal discussions. ' “

.. Nevertheless, while these changes ﬂelped to produce lively debates.
among the teachers, many of the issues debated were only tangentially
related to population'education. Also, some of the teachers remained
passive observers and failed to become actively involved in the work-

shop program. .

The Third Model. Reviewing these problems, a final -series of

changes were made in the schedule beginning w@th the sixth workshop.
The guest speaker list was cut from\twelve to six and the time created
was devoted to teacher projects. Dufihg the morning of the first day,
elementa;y concepts and methods of demography were introduced. \IPen,
small groups of teachers were given s;ecific work assignments. One o
group might be asked to plot a growth cufve of Baltimore's population,
another group would calculate crude b;rth and death rates, and yet ‘
another group Qould contrast the growth in population qf Maryland with
that of the United States. When these projects were compietod, the
teachers were reassembled and each small group would explaiﬁ what they

had done, how they had done it and what it meant. The projects and the

00007

e

N LT



‘. ~

discuﬁsions of them insured the active involvement of all teachers kn

£

the workshop program and led to a better understanding of population

processes. -
P4 /_N
/ . l
"'On the last day of each workshop, the teachers were again broken

-

into small groups and asked to design projects for their students that

- / .
would most appropriately explain one or more demographic concepts
: . 2 b)

Puzzles, games, riddles, songs, pictures, and posters were some of the

imaginative results of this exercise.

" CURRICULUM MATERIALS . .

The fiéal product of the pfogram was the curriculum unit written
and designed by the teachers. During the summer’ of 1973, nine teachers
worked on the curriculum. Thrge units of study were prdduced for the
elgmentary ﬁchool levél and six units for the high school levél.

Although designed primarily for the social studiés curriculum,
the elementary school units can also be used in méghematics, science,
English and even poetry and music. The units contain games, pictures,
puz;les and records.

For high school students, six self-contained units were produced.
Each unit develops one basicAconcept. The six can be used together for
d one-semester course ;n population education or separately in mathe-
matics, biology,‘Englisy, home economics or life sciences. In addition,

programed instruction packages were developed to allow students to work

independently and at their own speed.

EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

Design

The evaluation was undertaken to quantify the effect the population

.



—

— -
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-

education pro§£§m'had on the teachers' knowledgé of selebteq demographic
concepts and’faqts. The study employgd an experimental,.longifudinal
desigq with random assignment of teachers into one of the nine w9rkshops
and multiple pre- and post-workshop observations. This design’is
depicted on Appendix A8 T '

While all teachers ;ere given ahpost~workshop questionnaire to

complete, teachers in workshops four through nine were also given a

mailed pre-workshop questionnaire. Because of- this desigh and the

I's .
" changes made in the program schedule, most of our analysis of the data

compares workshops one through three as a group, with four through six

as a second group, and seven through.nine as a third group.

»

’ \

Characteristics of the Teachers . .

Table 1 presents a summary profile of the 263 teachers on which

data were collected. It is noteworthy that the distribution by

Ed ‘ .

"Grades Presently Teach" is fairly even and the range of "Subjects

.Teach" is wide. Both of these facts are an indication that interest in

population education is not limited to hi;h school teachers of history
or social studies. Also; it can Be seen that the program %ttracted
te;chers both young and old with varying years of experience. This is
encouraging and-a suggeétion that population education is of some con-
cern to teachers at all levels ana not just those who are young and

recently graduated from college.

Findings

Overall Changes in Knowledge. Although considerable factual informa-

tion was presented to all teachers, the selection of this information

and the emphasis on it often differed from workshop to workshop.

00009
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Nevertheless, certain basic knowledge areas were always covered and can

be consideréd.cbnstants throughout the ﬁrogram.' The five questions

listed in Table 2 and used to measure knowledge changes\were presented

~

and discussed at each work;hap. This table compares the pre-test

-

scores on thése questicns against the immediate post~test scores for

teachers in workshops four through nine. For all five questioms, there

were statistically significant changes (P < .02)_in the expected

direction. Thus for those teachers given both ‘a pre- and'post-test,
| .

e l .
the program appears to have increased knowledge levels. A non-parametric
‘ 3

chi-square test appropriate for "before-after" ituations in which each

individual is used as his own control was used to test for sta’' -tical

.

significance of changes.9 . i

J

Comparison of Training Models. While the‘chaq!es noted above are -

important as overall measures of the program's impact, they do not

s

reveal the effect, if. any, the revisioﬁs in the program schedule had on

the teachers' grasp of basic knowledge items.  Since the revisions in

F .

the proéfém schedule were made at the end of the third and the sixth
workshops, for purposes of analysis, we have trichotomized the data and

compared pre-test scores against post-test scores for each grouping.
N AN

>

For workshops one through three, which were not give a pre-test, the

aggregate pre-test score of workshops four through nine were used as a

-

baseline measure. In addition, for each workshop grouping, an index of

effective change was computed as follows:

Effectiveness Index (EI) = X 100

This measure compares the actual changes in percentages of responbents

|
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qPo were correct in their answers on the pre-test and the post-test as

a proportion of the "potential changes." The numerator of the EI

represents actual changes that. occurred and the denominator the
potential changes. Thus if 99 out of 100 respondents answer a question -

correctly on the pre-test and all 100 answer correctly on'the post-test,

the EI is 100. On the other hand, if only 50 out of 100 answer correctly
on the pre-test and 70 on\the post-test, the EI is only 40, even though

\20 persons changed their responses in the se&ond example and only one
; .
changed. in the first example.

'Controlling for- workshop attended, Iablé\3 shows the effective

. \ o
change in knowledge of the teachers. Our interest in this table is not

with any one question but with’patterns or consistent trends. In o
| « P
/ L]
general, it appears that teachers in workshops %ne through three. tended
) 1
to score lower, that is, showed less effective ébange, than the teachers
. ]

in the other yorkshops. Conversgly, teachg;s\in,workshops seven |
N :‘\‘ " ' |
through ine ;howed the greatest effectivé change. . This finding pro-

v H

‘vides some empirical support to our belief that the revisions in the

|
program schedule resulted in a\more meaningful training session for the

teachers. By reducing the number of guest speakers and involving the
teachers in work projects, demographic concepts and statistics became .
clearer and were understood by more teachers.

Comparison by Grade Level of Teachers. Table 4 is similar to

- Table 3 except that different "Grade Levels of Instructiéﬁ" are compared
instead of "Workshop Attended." Comparing the EI scores &f teachers at
different grade levels, it appears that the workshop progr%m had a
greater effect on high‘school teachers of grades 10 through\lz than on

other teachers. We caution, however, against concluding on the basis

00011 o
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of this finding that programs in population education should be directed
only towards teachers of high school students. On the contrary;as

already noted, the interest in population education by lower graée

o : |
teachers is high as indicated by the number who applied and attended the . v

certain measures of progghm effectivenéss is probably relateq\to the

\

workshops. That as a group these teachers were less responsive to . . 4
}

inadequacy of the meaéhrés themselves and/or the inappfopriatghess of

e

various aspects of the workshop program for them. Lower é?ade teachers ’
-\ x N \

‘ . . ,i.

may have an intellectual interest iQ knowing about population processes, - |

|

. | .
or in how to calculate a growth rate from raw data, but they m?y find
i

T,

’

little practical use for such knowledge in the classroom. /
e ‘ ‘ )
. If workshop programs such as the one described here aée to be held

in the future, it may be necessary to conduct separate,sessions for

assemble all teacpers for general lectures and orientation, but then

i

|

teachers at different grade levels. Yet another approach might be to - {
+ - |

|

|

separate them into grade specific grbups for discussions and work
assignments. In either approach, the empﬁasis at some poiht would be

on bringing together teachgrs.who have a grade level in common and thusx |
. r :

'\

presumably, similar interests and problems. \\ A\ |

Sustained Effects on Knowledge and Teaching Practices. The design “

of the evaluation callgd for a second post-workshop questionnaire.. This
questionnaire was mailed to all teachers during the summer of 1973 and |
returned by 73 persen& of them. & '

Table 5 compares the pre-test, the immediate post-tg;t and the : ~
second post-test scores of all teachers irrespective of workshop'

attended or grade level. It should be noted that since the workshops

were held over nine months, the period of time between any given workého§§§

’ ////////
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and the second post-test ranges from one 'to eight months. Thus

teachers in the first workshop had almost a full academic year to use

@ k]

the training they received, while those in workshop nipfe had barely a

-

.

month.
/ .

The resblts of the second post—~test are génerally fovorable and

reveal that most teachefé retained a substantial pc + ¢ (he factual
information they received.-in the workshops. On th;eq out, of the five

knowledge questions, pbe seconid post-test scores are approximately the

; \ 1 !
. same¢ as the immediate post-test scores. On questions 2 and 4,
4 =~ - v

however, there was a regression back to the knowledge levels of the
. pre-test. This type of regressicfi or lack of retention is not unusual,

particularly with factual items. To expoct-that a three-day workshop

i A

can have a lasfing effect on numeroué knowledge items is unrealistic.

vl
1

Indeed, it is encouraging that the teachers retained as much aé,theym
did.

- . ©

In the area of behavior change, the pfogram appears to have had
. { -

some effect. On the pre-test, 22 percent of the teachers stated that
they frequently devoted some”block of time in,their teaching to a
discussion of populatioﬁ pressures in the world. On the second post-
test, 40 pércent claim that they now devote frequent time to a dis-
cussion of this togic. This may be a conservative fiéure in that the
teachers in the last:féw workshopé Had very little time to discuss

population issues in the classroom before the school year ended.
L \\ I

< !
Finally, in the area of attitude change, the workshop program seems
) ? 3 h ~ %
to have had only a minor effect. From a list of nine prbblgm areas

~

) . I *\\ N
- facing the United States, 30 percent of the teachers ranFed/"populaEio "
H

as either 1 or 2 on the pre-test. On the immediate post~tést, this

" : .

-
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percentage fises to 43 but then dfops to 37 percent on the second post-

‘ 7 .
test. Thus there was only a temporary shange in attitudes on this
‘ .

A

questir.:. ' !

- .31lar and temporary change in attitudes can be seen with : ]

question 7. ‘At the time of the pre-test, 45 percent of the teachers

S

rd

-believed that students should be exposed sometime before they graduate

from high school to discussion of methods ot family planning. However,

\

on the immediate postrte?t this percentage drops to 23 but-then r%ges

- .

again to 45 percent on ;Hé second post&éest. One possible” explanation
. /. )
for these fluctuations is that in each workshop, a special effort was - ¢

made to distinguish between population education and family planning.

e The purpose in making this distinction was to divorce population educa~-

v

tion from an emotion laden area “such as sex.educatiqn. The unanticipated

~

effect can ne seen from the results of the immediate post-test.

! |
!

) , ", SUMMARY

- [

Nine population education workshops were held foricity school ‘ .
teachers in Baltimore, Maryland during the 1972-73 acadéhic year. The

original piogram schedule was modified two times, at the end of the

third workshop and the sixth. Each change resulted in fewer formal

presentations, more teacher discussions and greater teacher involvement

e
-~

in the workshop program. From the ideas genj7hted by the wofkshops,

curriculum units suitable for elementary and/secondary school students

!

. . {
were produced, —

\ An evaluation of the program showed that teachers' knowledge of-

- - 7 ) " g ‘
selected demographic concepts and fdcts increased between the pre-workshop

0

period and the post-workshop period. The changes were greater in the

&
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) : o 13
. .
.

later workshops. The changes in knowledge were statistically signifi-

cant. While there was somé regression to pre-test levels, thé
a s \ .
2 L [ .
teachers retained'a substantial portion of the knowledge they received
- ; | . \
ghen measured a second .time after the;workshop.

!

High school teachers showed greater effective changes in knowledge\ . e

-

than lower grade teachers. However, interest in population education

~

-

appears to be wide-spread among all teachers including lower grade

_ teachers. It is ‘suggested that in the f&fure, programs in population

.

1
|
educatioh ‘consider conducting separate workshops for teachers of the ~%

-

same .or similar grade level.

Acknowledgements: -We are grateful to Dr. Melvyn Thorne of the-Johns

1, Hopkins Univeréity School of hygiene and Public Health, to Mrs. Mary

Crafé, Director of the Family Planning Training Instituté in Baltimore,

tb Mr. 9arl Speckman, Executive Director of the Plapned Parenthood
7 : ¥ .
Adsociation of Maryland, Inc. and to the teachers and administrators of

the Baltimore City Schools. ' \ ,

s

00015




* REFERENCES

A

Population and the American Future, the Report qof the Commission

on Population Crowth and the American Future, Signet, New York,

1972, p. 125. . // » ,
o
"nited Natfonal Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization:

&y

. \
Report of the Special Committee of Experts on the Definition of

UNESCO's Responsibilities in the Field of Population,™ UNESCO,

" Paris, 6-12, 1967, Studies in Family Planning, No. 28 (April 1968),

P 14:' ’ o

"population Education,' Science for Society, Educatjon Review,

Commission on Science Education, Vol. 2, No. 4, (Dec. 1972), -

-

AmériéanrAssociation for the Advancement of Science.

Simmons,- Ozzie G., "Population Education: A Review of the Field," L

Studies in Family Planning, No. 52, (April 1970), pp. 1-5.

Wayland, Sloan R., "Family Planning and the School Curriculum,” in

Berelson, Bernard, et al., Family Planning and Population Programs,
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1966.

Parke, Robert, Jr. and Westoff, Charles F. (Eds.), The Commission

. on_Population Growth and the American Fpture, Aspects of Population
Growth, Vol. 6, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washingt:c;n, D.C.h . ,
1972, p. 435. o ' i | \f
Ibid., p. 433. | o
On Att?chment "A," we use the notation of Stanley-and Campbell /
where R indicates random assignment, O indicates observation, and X

indicates the experiment or test. See Camﬁbell, Donald T. and !

Stanley, Julian C., Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for

-Resecarch;, Rand McNally & Co., Chicago, 1963.

. 00016




Siegel," Sidney, Nonparam@étric Statistics for Behavioral Sciences,

I 9
McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York 1956, pp. 63-67.




[syjuou g} . !

\\\\ sjuedporlaeg doysjyaom TTe uo 3Isa3-3sod puodIs UOTIeAIISqQ = %o

m.m.n.w.m.c,wucmnﬁowuumm doysyioM uo 3sa3-3sod uOTILAIASQQ = €0 -

m.w.n.w.m.c.wu:@&wowuuwm.aonwxuoz uo uwuuluua UOTIBAIISqD = C

€¢Z°T sjuedroriaeq doysiyiom uo ATuo 3Isd3-3sod UOTILAIISYD = To

uorssag doysyaom

L]
e

3 A
: A . |

V XIdNdddv . e

Q
IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

.




S 5
SEX:
Male ‘ 87
Female 176
RACE:
Black 136
White 111
Other 8
Not Avai 1 - 8
AGE:
21-24 38
25-29 76
30-34 41
35-39 31
40-44 30
45-49 - 21
50+ 24
Not Avail. 2

4

-MARITAL s
STATUS::
Married , 165
Single 63
Divorced -19
Separated 11
Widowed 3
Not Avail. 3

-~

GRADES PRESENTLY
TEACH:

K-6 89
7-9 99
10-12 63
Adult Ed. 3

Not Avail. 9

33
67

52

03
03

63

24
07

. 04

01

34

24
01
03

TABLE 1

Charac%eristics of Teachers

SUBJECTS TEACH:

Social Studies
History
Mathematics
Science

English
Geography

Home Econ., Shop
Elem. Subjects
Not Avail.

TOTAL YEARS
EXPERIENCE AS
TEACHER

1 ~ 2 years
3-5 "
6-9 "

10 -14 »
15+ "
Not Avail.

HIGHEST DEGREE

BA

BS

MA, MLA, MAT
MS, MST
M.Ed. Y
Other degree
Not Avail.

Y

10
72

24
24
12
81
11

41

54
45

55°

70
91
33

15

40
11

04
27
03
08
09
09
05
31
04

16
21

21
01




TABLE 2

Teachers' Pre a.'d Post Workshop Responses to Knowledge

Questions
Questions a Correct Responses
Pre~Workshop Post~-Workshop Total N -
B N 3 N2
1) What is the current population
of Baltimore City? 90 73 107 86 124
2) What is the Current population
of the United States? 73 60 92 76 121
3) 1s the birth rate of the United
States going up, going down or .
remaining steady? 90 61 " 107 73 147
4) 1s the total population of the
United States increasing, : ;
decreasing or remaining steady? 103 72 \126 87 . 145

are groving the \fastest in terms of

s
Vb -

5) 1In the United SE:tes, which areas

population: urbah areas, rural
areas, or the suhurbs? 100 67 125 83 150

N \ | ) /
' o /
For all five questions, the changes between pre and post-workshop scores are dtatistically
significant (p < .02}{\ Data for each question were arranged in a 2 X 2 table as shown

below:-
After Workshop
2 ‘ a >
(/Aa=-D/-1) T +
x2 =7 . Before Workshop A B
A + D .
. - C D
00020
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1)

~d

6)

7)

8)

9)

. Comparison of Percentage €orrect Response

TABLE 5

.

-

QUESTION .

Current populati&h of Baltimore
City

Current population of the U.S.

Has birth rate beef going up, down
or remaining steady

Has the total population been going
up, down or remaining steady

Which areas have been growing fastest,

urban, rural or suburbs =

Population ranked 1lst or 2nd major
problem facing the U.S. out of 9
possible ranks

Percentage of teachers who believe
that before students leave high

. school they should be exposed to

discussions concerning methods of
family planning

In your teaching do you devote some
block of time to discussions of pop-
lation pressures in the world

Have you ever discussed during class
time problems of urban crowding

PRE-TEST IMMEDIATE POST-TEST SECOND POST-TEST

-

69 % " 86 % 84 %

60 73 ‘ 63 - -

59 70 74

72 87 70

67 78 . 82

30 43 37 v
& 5
1
45 23 : 45
22 21 40
% . 25 29,
S
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