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. . Preface- -
e Preface - .
- / . . , C '

The ngh School Geography PrOJect dateé bacﬁ toL196l, and its fine-

year history embodles a dedade of valuable experlente in curriculum

develbpment and design. This experlence/ ver a decade saw the mantle of

curriculqm:responsibility,w1den to,lnclu e not only educatlonlsts, text-

-

book authors,’ and curriculum consultants but also academic scholars who,

in collaboration w#th classroom teachers, tried to make;their disciplines

teachable in the schodls. ‘Thid learn1ng experience for scholars, for
teachers, andrfor students warrants a ‘fuller tellxng of the High School
oeography Project story. tor - o

Between the earliest efforts of the scholars,involved and the final
completed set of course materials, the story inwolves a tremendous out—
pourlng of both human and financial resources. It is a story of how the
scholars 'earllest preconceptlons about geography and educatlon gave way
to the reallty ‘that ex1sts in the h1gh school classroom. One way or
another, 1mpract1cal objectlves weré dropped or seriously“bdlfled to
produce an end product that was interesting to students and highly
teachable. - A stress on student learnlngyrather han content coverageJ
l}berated the Pro;ect from the narrow focus ef geography asB a dlsc1p11ne
.and permltted con51deratlon of ‘the broader questlon "of gedgraphy's re-
latlon to the lLves/of students, to the other social science d}sclpllnes,

and ‘to educat;onal thought generally. : ' -
Thls history of the High School Geography Pro;ect has grown out of

i
Robert Pratt's.doctoral dissertation, accepted by* the School of Edﬁcatlon

of the University of Colorado in.1970. Pratt and others have rev1ewed
that initial work, revised it, and updated it severaf times.

The Macmillan Company and the\Assoclation of American .Geographers
are cnrrently revising the 1970 edition of the Projett!s'materials,;

Geography in an Urban Age, . and the new version will_be available within

the year. The rénewed interest in these excellent materials that willP~" .

follow from this new edition makes the publicatfon of Pratt's retrospective

account of the Prgject appropriate at this time.

’Irving Morrissett,

ES . , Executive Director, Social
Science Education Consortium

T
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, Geography, as a school'subject, has been characterized by fluc- C o~

ERIC

tuation between two distinct approaches to the subject.. The spatial
B

tradition is the oldest, origlnating with the Greeks, and best ‘artic- . 4

ulated by Ptolemy as the locational approach. The regional tradition ,

was developed by the more practical Romans, and was established by Strabo

those places. Pendular swings between these two approaches "have’ been \;'

Tbe spatial traditfbn dominated the curriculum of the, Latin grammar

as a>study of the pnique nature of places and the problems peculiar to

characteristic of geographic education in the, United States.

B

°

*'school. - In time, this tlassacal curriculum gave way to the academy and

:regional geography, which better réflected the economic and natLonalistic _f
needs of the country Regional geography became w1dely tauaht 1h the . LS ';
schools Its general acceptance and popularity often meant- that qlthough .
taughtg{idely, the subject was frequently not taught well. Regional ,',

- gebgraphy begame char?cterized as "sallor geography and involved the rote
memorization of long lists of descriptive facts. - : .

In regsponse to "sailorn geography" concerned geographerb and educators
advanced a "new" spatial' deography. This movementgstarted w1th Arnold7
uyot in 1873 and reached its high water mark with William Morris Davis .
and the Committee of Ten of ¥fhe National ﬁdécation Association~in 1894.( , .
However, this theoretical and SClentlflC approach to geography tended to
be " diffioult to teach and 1mp¥act1cal and 'to promote the same type of frote
memorization that -existed in-the older, regional approach The new movej
meﬁt was short lived, succumbing to these faults and to the demands by . -
progressive theorists that geography be made more "human. .

By the mid- 20th century, geographer@ concerned with precolIege geo-
graphic education came 1ncreas1ngly to believe that the subject had lost 2
its. unﬁaue potential within® the school curriculum * The étate<of geo—

/ graphip illiteracy of the American public was made paxnfully ev1dent ¥
during World war II. Glyde Kohn, writing in Q95&u claimed that geographic

, -

-

«

education had become little more thag)an attempt by soclal studles teachers

-~
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* ohe product of which was the ngh School’ Geography Pro]ect

.scholarly model."”

to provide background materials for social or historical problems.  Its
role in the schaols had been reduced to providing an environmental'hasis
for the other soc1al studles, not presenting the suh]ect as a unique body
It should, he noted, be more than

the analysls Qf these contents in

of content w1th Lts own methodology
catalogu;ng the contents of a place;

space should receive the major emphasis. The reform efforts of the post—

war yvears led to a reappraisal of geography as a secondary school sub]ect.

Fundamental changes in geographlc educatioh came as a result of Sputnlk

'in 1957, which -ushered in a decade stre551ng the scientific d1scip&1nes,
The Progect
represented a departure from the reglonal tradltlon characterrstlc of -

progressive educatlon, and, once again, embraced a more or less spatial,

boe

apgroach to geography. ’ . o . L

- N . -
v - . @

»
The Or;glns ‘of L.the ngh SchooL Geography Progect : .

Gllbert Whlte 1nfluenced the High School PrOJect more consistently

and profoundly than any 'other single individual.

education was evident in 1956 when,fat the Un1§ersity of Chicagog, he began

teachingla course on the teaching of geography. .White's ideas concerning

the\nature of qeographic education came‘to the attention of Sargent

Shriver, who at that time was chairman of the Chicago Board of Education.
Dirding this’ period, the Chlcago schools ‘were offerlng a course in commercral
geography at the sophomore level. This course suffered the same fate as

most geography courses drawing, ds it did, from a student population "who

had‘trouble;reading‘and writéng; and who didn't fit the traditional \

‘A conversatioh between.White andiéhrivgr'led to school
board actidn establishing a new world geography course for Chicago sgchools.
; Several factors prevented this attempt at curriculum refoﬁx from
succeeding. First, there were inadequate 4£eaching materials for the
teachers .to use. The second but more significant factor was that Chicagov
schools dii not have enough qualified teachers. This failure eventually'f
led to a joint suggestion by, Kohn and White that the Association of
American Geographers (AAG) and the National Council for‘Geographic E
cation 9&EGE) form a special joint committee to exfflore ways in whi€h geo-

graphic edfication could be improved. The Joint Committee was autlorized

/

- A
. R s
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_Curriculum Study would have threéiversions'in its proposed tenth—giade

N\ s

at the 1961 meeting of-the AAG in Pittsburgh. White became.co—chairman,

®

representlng NCGE, along w1th Kohn,,representlng AAG. All'seven members

of the Committee agreed that there was an urgent need to/upgrade}the

quality ‘of ‘treaching materials., After the Committee prepared some pre-—
liminary ideas, a‘prpposal was submitted to the Ford Foundation's Fund

“» ’.v b .
for the 'Advancement of Education. The proposal was funded for $55,000

and, with these resources, the High School Geography Projeot came into

being (White interview, May 5, 1970). - White"s roIé in the Project's

history did not stop With this early committee. He subsequently became ,

s

vchairman of the Hjgh School Geography Project's Steering Committee, a

position he held until August 1970, when the Project was 6§ficially s

terminated. . i . .

A .Question of Definition. From the beginning of the ngh School

Geography Project, the unique nature of geographﬁ’?&evented the J01nt
Lommittee from following the pattern established by the earlier cur-
riculum reform projects. The School Mathematics Study Group grew out of
a two-day conference sponsored by bhe Amerlcan Mathematical Society 1n

1958 (Goodlad 1966, pp. 11-13). Within a year of its first steering com-

, mittee meeting _in February lq§9, the Educatien Committe€ of the American

InStitute of Biological Sciences had agreed that the-Biologioal Science

»

biology course (Grobman 1969, pllé). Reed College in Portland, Oreggpn,’
.hosted‘a theeting of chemists in 1957, and in a period’of ‘four Bummersi
the Chemical Bond Rpproach Pro]ect currlculum wag in the hands of high>
school chemistry students (Goodlad 1966 p- 44). A similar consensus on
the nature of geography as a high school curriculum pnoved much more
difficult to achieve. ., .

The natuxal sciences had fairly clear-out conceptual structures
and methodology. The history of geography, as a school,sub]ect, suggests
anything but agreement on geographlc concepts and methodology. The K
regional-spatial dichotomy continued to separate geographers. Nor was
there agreement on the phenomena of geography Is it physical, biological
social, or a comblnation of all three? ‘A restatement ‘'of these questionq
evolved into "the electric proposition that -geography, 1n the flnalh

»
) L

-~

-
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- Project could settle on .the organizational theme that the curriculum

b T

analysis- could only be defined in terms of what geographers do. This

propOSition, unfortunateiy, prov1ded very ‘little focus and direction for

the Project. ‘ s - s = oo

-

4

. It was a long difficult four,years before the High School GeogTaphy
finally would foLlow Naot only were many. views of geography popular at
the time the Project started, but these diverse Viewp01nt8 were all rep—
resented to one degree or another by members of the Project's §teering
Committee *Since the Steering Cormitteé was never an honorary gro?p_of
elder geographers, but an active policy—making body, these differing
viewpoints could not be ignored * The power and diversity of this com—
mittee provided the Pro;ect with a constant source of ideas growing out

of its spirited dialogue. It did not, however, provide the Project with

4 . : : . . . . M - y )
a convenient and simple definition of position.(“This was to bet¢the task

[

of a pOSition paper and phase one of the Project.

Twin Concerns. It is far eagier for a group to agree on whit they

are against than on what they are for Concern for the academic dlsciplime
as school subject was undoubtedly an important conSideration in the early
planning stages of the Project. Concern for the rather sad state of
geographic knowledge in the U.s. was another. The AAG and NCGE rep-— _
resented both these concerns in the instructions they gave the Joint Com-

mittee at the outset of the Project The Joint Committee was instructed -

to: ' g .
1. recommend practical steps to be taken in improving the
‘status of geography in education. : . -~
2. find means of putting into effect these recommendations.
3. work closely with other educational organizations to.pro-
mote geography as a discipline, particularly in the secondary ¢

school sYstem (AAG proposal 1968-1970).
o

*The Steering Committee's powers included'
1. Appointing the project direcsgr ‘and senior personnel,
Preparing a detailed budget.
Determining expenditures within the approved budget.
Making of policy decisions on SVerall philosophy and approach‘
Advising the project director ‘and staff on course ‘content, kinds

Vo owN

of materials to be developed; the required writing based on feed~

" back from evaluation studies as well as~on other scientific and
educational methodological matters related to-the Project.
"§. Reporting to the Council [of the AAG]'and the National Science
. Foundation [which took over the funding of the Project in 1964]
on* the ovérall status and progress of the Pro;eot (AAG to NSF

1968-1970). ' |
12 3

.
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+ These twin concerns for the discipline and for’geographic illitéracy

in the U.S. was v01ced.by Kohn when, in describing the early

of the Project\ he used a quote from Paul’ Woodring as\f "preamble'l~
+to the High School Geography Project . ' ol

& .o . of all ‘the academic subjects that every civilized human being

. . .ought to learn well, geography is the most neglected in American.

< ‘ colleges and schools. Many senior high schools do not teach ghe

' subject at all, and many colleges offer it-only as an elective for -

a few students who plan to go on to graduate school to become Pro+-

fess10nalfgeographers Yet 1t seems obvious that the need for

geographic knowledge grows as our planet shrinks, as people travel

- " more; "and as- we are brought into even greater dependence-on- the
////J - peoplé 'of ‘other lands (Woodring, Plttsburgh Post Gazette, June 29,

° 1959; quoted in Kohn 1964, p.vii). v

J : There was suffic1ent ev1dence to support, the Woodring contention
that Americans knew little about people in ‘other lands.' A survey con-
ducted by the United Press International<in the early sixties found that
the state af geograghic knowledge in America left much to be desired.
When asked where Ldos was, an elderly couple in Las Vegas replied "We
wouldn t have the slightest ideas——we re only v1s¢t1ng hexe ourselves.
:In the’ same survey, a Hollywood man thought Laos w;s a c1ty in’ Thailand,

. and a Brooklynite digmissed the entire interv1ew because he was "abso-
lutely”n%utral" (*hite 1962, p. 1). The results of this survey were

particularly” distreSSing sto geographers since it was cénducted at the

height. of the Laotian criais. a S
Based on a surveyoconducted at the University of Pennsylvania in
l964,fJoseph E. Schwartz identified the schools as a primary source of
geographical ignoranc¢e. The 100 sﬂbjects of his study were randomly o
selected from the gniversity student body and were askéd‘to locate places
.on a blank map provided by the researchers. Of the students, 47 percent

could not locate Viet Nam, 76 percent could not find Yemen; 50 percent

# -
’ had trouble with both Hungary and Bolivia, and to 77 percent of the stu-
dents, Angola was a complete mystery (cited in fOffethe Map," 1964).
o Marion Levy, & Princeton sociologist, indicated that this lack of geo-

graphic understanding was a uniquely American phenotenon when he remarked
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questions in geography (cited in Mayer 1962, p-28); White supported this

view when he wrdte, ' : ) >

as a pation we are geographically illiterate. . . .. Among -the M Summit"
Powers, ‘the. United States is fhe only natidn that does not offer all *

its, students of high- school agg’substantlal training 'in geography.
Two, three, or four years of intensive Study are common in those v
countries.. In this country, geography .is taught as a separate sub-

_ ject 'in only a small proportion of the highvschgais (White 1962)_p.1).

-

The uniéy of sentiment‘cohcerning‘the state of gqurapbic education
found its way into all.of the fundiﬁg proposals made in behalf of‘the Coe

4 ' . . . . K
Project: It ,was the same unity of.sentiment that led NCGE to conclude.

4 ) i . '
that too few schools offer too little geography to too few students (The
B [ 4

Status of Geography.. . 1965;/9412).

In the first year of its .existence, White described the 1mmed1ate >§§

: CompetlngiIntergretatlons

<

purpose of the Pr03ect as produ01ng a “hlgh school course” which could be
provided on tape for use w1th fllm and on television" (Whlte 1961, p.358).
The demonstration course was to be based on guldellnes eStabiibhed by the
Joint Committee. and authored by classroom teachers. This demonstration
course was never'develobed ard, in fact,'the final course represented a
completely differentvinterpreEatien of whatwconstitutes a good'curriculum.
This goal reversal shows that there were very different views impinging
on the Pr%ject. ft also shows how the ?roject grgwhin its exper%eﬁce and
%Qw the Project's objectiv%s changed to reflect that érowth.

Divisions Within the Steering Committee. Agreement about hqw the

* purposes of qgeyprojebt would be traaslated into‘a'high\school.curriculum
'Qrpved much more difficult to isach than agreement about ,why the curriculum
should be developed. Two fundamental divisions within the Steering Com-
mietee'were evident almost from the begipning.. The first concerned the
nature of geography itself;_ The traditional dichotomy between geography-
as a natural and a social sc1ence appeared withln the Steering Commlttee.
A secohd division developed later and prbved to be the most dlfflcult and
persistent one faced by the Commlttee. It centered on the question of
whether the Taterials should be based on a regional approach or a spatial
and ‘thematic one. 'v. ] ' - '

The first division was handled very skillfully by William Df‘Pattison,

14 . -,
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the first director of the‘Prbject. Pattison was duct of the Uni;
versity of Chicago, and althoggh not a- colleagyf of White'e until the
late sixties, Pattison did represent a‘view of geography shared by White

’and typical of the Chicago tradition. He presented a paper entitled "The

Four Traditions of Geography" to the .NCGE annual c0nvention in 1963,
identlfY}pg.four p051tions that have, ,at one time or another, dominated

.
the field Instead of inSisting that geography was a natural or a social

Asc1ence, Pattison implied that it was both ang suggested that all four of

his identified research traditions had legitimate questlons-to ask of the

subject. This same type of interpretatioq had appeared in Hartshorne's
earlier monograph- (1959) for _the AAG, whioh stressed both thevhﬁman and
the natural tradition of geography . N ca ‘ 7

The almost parallel development of the High Schogl Geography Project

and the Earth Science Curriculum Project also helped clarify the question

-of whether the Project's geography was to have a spcial or a physical .

orientation. Through very close contact, at first through the,PrOJect S
Steering Committee and later through physical proximity of the two pro-

jects in Boulder, Colorado, ‘it came to be recognized that earth science
covered the physical aspects of geography. To complement rather than #
duplicate the Earth Science Curriculum'Project's effort, the High School
vGeography Project limited the treatment of physical geography primarily

to the way it affected man's settlement aotivity'(Richbgrg'interview,

June 8,'1970).

was at least partiaily reconciled by a decision &

The second divi

to focus on what ograph are rather than on what divides them.

"the geographer s way" became the organizing framework
upon which many of the early efforts of the project. were basedi McNee,

who coined the term "deogragher's way," described this concept as one .
centering on the various unifying elements that bind together the'geo—.
graphical sciences.‘ Research is one of these unifying factors. ﬁach of

the research traditions of geography provides a unique area of explo~
ration. Geographers, however, approach these areas using similar tools

and thus read the same journals, atteno the same conventions,.and'have a
common basis of oommunication. .éeographers ehareycommon values such as

an affinity for maps, a respectffor field studyy and a tendency to

‘ : ) ) '1-55' E _ | | f.




see elements in relationship to ‘wholes (McNeE in\Morrissett 1967, PpP-. - /

57-63).

The "geographer;s &%y" suggested $oute agreement on the processes of

the discipline,..but [t did»not suggest ag{;ement on its content. Hind—

sight would indicatel that a spatial approach to geography emerged very

., : .
early in the Pro;ec, S plans and went on tomcharacterize the flnal prod-

uct that was placed| in the handa of geography students. However, this i% ,

much too simple an explanation and ignores a great deal that happened in

13

the early years of [the Project.

- The/ AdviSory d Response Rapers. The experiehce ‘of earlier currin

) 1
ulum projegts undqpbtedly influenc¢ed the jearly direction of. the ngh

{
School Geography Project. Whlte had been’ spendlng his summers in Boulder,

3 . _
Colorado, since apout 1959; hence, he was aware of the efforts bilng made .

° by the two projects located there, the Blologlcal Sciences Curriculum ¢

’ -
|

Study and the Earth Sc1ence Curriculum PrOJeftf o ¢
When asked where thekldea of an advisory paper originated, White was : L

not exactly sure), but eﬁplained ' Aw; - "

Certainly some of us who had studled what was happenlng in cur—- . -
ricular reflorm projects recognized that there were various. 9031tlons “
among the participants, in other projects. I have seen blood runnlng_
in the streets of Boulder among participants in the Biology Currlc-

ulum Study which led, as you know, to three different courses. . . .
Some of us felt that it would be de31rable to see if we could achieve
- some reconciliation of professional views before we got imto the - #

position of designing the cpurse. That is what the position paper
was designed to do (White jynterview, May 5, 1970).

The Advisary Paper was published in August 1962, It represented the . .
first year, of‘the Project's work. -Among other things, the authors Q{-
plored the field of geography, elicited opinions on basic ideas and skills
‘'sGited to secondary education, and compiled it all into this" 75-page paper.’
B . " Of his four broad traditfons of geographic thought, Pattison viewed the
Advisory Rapér as representing a spatial tradition, having as its main con-
cern a content centered arouhd,geometry-and movemeht (G%ggraphy and Map /)
‘Division Bulletin Number 50, 1962, p.3). The objectivea of the Adyisory

Paper were‘summarized by Pattison as a way to instill in both teacher

and student: . . ‘ .
1. respect for, objective’methods of investigation, heightened"
awarengss of special factors and elements of .the natural env1ronment,

© and relnforced appllcatlon of the world—w1de 1nterdependence of

‘ - // . 4;/ A | | .




societies.’ - -
+ .

; e 2. understandlng of the ideas involved(in mapping, in region-
o : v /allzlng, in the analysis of man-made relations,. and in the 1nter—
/ pretation ofi. S8patial relations. P

-

s 3. knowledge of ma]or "world patterns" (the distribution of
s1gn1f1cant physical, ecbnomic, and political features and the
. paths: of" movément sustaining these distributions; also knowledge
of specific place locations and the content of speadific areas).

" 4. knowledge of reliable sources of geographic information

5. ability to read and intérpret maps, to handle a geographlc
vocabulary, and to part1c1pate creatLvely 1n the geographic enter=
prise (Pattison 1962, p.368). .

»
Ten" experlmentlng teachers, along with 20 cooperatlng teachers,
were' to work with the concepts and’ ills set forth in ‘the Adv1sory
Paper. They~were askes to'create units of ingtruction that would

eventually become the High School Geography ﬁroject's curriculum A -

.

At a final conference of the Project's parthlpants ln August 1963,
a response to)the Advisory Paper was presented (Response Paper...1963)
It ‘summarized the Adv1sory Pape nd the work done the precedlng year by
* the #achers associated with th Project. tThe bulk of the paper came

i ~over the year with their; university countérparts and produced numerous
unit reports. The bulk of these reportd folloWed'the format established

“

in the Advisory Paper, which asked for: : A N

Unit Design, lncludlng objectlves, readings’, and asgigned
act1v1t1es,g . - . .
) Materials: an mccount not only of materials created-for the
unit but also of those purchased or borro@éd tand. of those needed

%
‘.(%‘.jﬁ . for further improvement of the unit;
" té\" o ] X o ' : ' y
“; Identification of the specific project-sponsored ideas given
, . °° a tryout in the unit; " .

Evaluatlon(programr an account of all the means used to test
» . . the efffctiveness of the unlt, a copy of each exam given, and a -

record of exam results;
9

K Overall appraisal by the teacher (Response Paper...l9é3, p-2).
‘ Théde unit reports were bpttressed'by logs summarizihg each day's
lessons_and by correspondence to the Project office from the teachers
by and- from Henry Warman, the Proéect's geographer in the fieid, who spent'

six months visiting the. various teachers. The work done by the 20 °
\)‘ - ~ . t . 1
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'distinctive. Equally important was- a consensifs of opinion giving support

,. R , y . ,10,' - )

.cooperatinq tea¢hers was- not ambitious'and, ouﬂside of the direct cbn-

tribution of several exceptional teachers, the impact of this group was

general rather than specific in nature. * |

-~ 5

The Response Paper was. developed during theusummer.of 1963. In the
first writing session, extending. from June 3 to > in Chicagd, the experi-

menting teachers set down their experiences in writing, the results of.

which became the body of the Response Paper itself. » The cooperating

v;achers met from July 10 to 14; their contribution took the form of com-
~ ’ h ’ *

mitfce'reports and statements, which were also summarized in’the Response

Paper (1963, pp.. 6-7). ’ . ’

~—r

The results of the earlier meetings were the basis of the final

Denver~conference in late August, which ended the second year of the pro-\gﬁ

Ject. In attendance aty this meeting Were eight members ©bf fthe Joint "Com-

mittee, geven of thgrPrOJect S consulting geographers, a%d three teachers.

~

;' Although there was disagreement about many pOints in the Response Paper,

the role of the teachers during the year was thqught to be 1mportant and

«

to the role of the student’ as_an active‘agent, rather than a passive

reCipient, in the learning process. ;tudent motivation ‘was related closely
g
to student actiVity, and both were factors to be taken accoumt«of ih any
. |
future curriculum developnent. '

3

The Advisory Paper, the Response Paper, and the.August .1963 conference

- 3 L
based on them had failed_to unify the geographers on a design for a high

‘school curriculum. This was made evident in the proceedingsfbf the second

" ) 1

day of the conference. Far from being a unifying force in the geographic
community, there were as, many different interpretations of the adv1sory
Paper as there were teams of experimenting teachers and geographers. The

Response Paper did little more than summarize the initial attempts at cur—

riculum' construction. The debate that accompanied the presentation of
the Response Paper indicated that, although the . geographer ‘s way" was a
guiding princ1ple of the Advisory Paper, each teacher—geographer team
translated the ' geographen’s way", differently.

Pattison identified four basic divisions among the assembly. The'
first, he described.as the "Whitaker position,“ favoring a "world patterns"

course (a regional approach set forth by Russell‘Whitaker some 15 years

’ . - .
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.to the spatial orlentatlon of th

X - . /7 . *
earlier), supported by Preston James, Hewell Phelps, - and half the

en

assembled cortferees. The second POglthn was the "McNee position"

favoring a "concept-centered cowrse." This was sdpported by Robert

McNee and his teacher advisee, Herbert Eriedman. The third point ofv

view_was the "Ginsburg positioen" espoused by Norton Glnsburg, which

stressed "local’ studies" -as the primary concern of h;gh school cur- - \
. .
riculum. The fiRal position was represented by only one experimenting

teacher, John Neal, who advocated a "social studies position." His vView

hY . , .
placed social problems as the }mjor organizer of\the curriculum, ang,
! .- , N

though not current.at tﬂe conference, his position represented the view

.of thousands of social studies teachers who“woold, in the flnal analysis,

. . -

be'using,the Project's materials. . . »
Ip ending the coﬁference, Pattison announced his resignagion as-
director of the Project,unotin§¢Zhat he had failed to hold the Project\
Advisory Paper (Memorandum to Steering
Commlttee Vfrom Pattlson, Sept.'l, 1965) . The final course material was

spatlal in orlentation and would'seem to vindicate tﬁ!hspatlal p051tlon

held 1n1t1a11y by_Pattlsonland.expressed in the Advisory Paper. This

_ is hindsight, however, for in August 1963 ﬁhe.direction of the Project

and the tradition of geography it espoused were still very miuch open

questions. The mass of accumulated data from the experimental teachers

had failed to’provide the necessary answers.

The Role of the Funding Agenc1es. Tﬁe-philosophies of the funding

agengies were very important in dlctatlng the direction that many of the
curriculum projects would take. In this respect, the High School Geag-
raphy Project proved to be no exception. When asked to explain why “the
direction toward\a television course Qas taken, Pattison stated that
Ford's Fund for 'the Advancement ofLEducatLon was . funding that type of
project at the time. He gave the Chemical Education Materials Study as
an example of a project that ceveloped films that were produced com-
mercially and won several coveted awards. The American Institute of
Biological Sciences intended, as well, to use film and. televised in- ]
struction'as its primary mode of presentation:for the Biological Scienceb
Curriculum Study (Grobman 1969, pp,AB-Q)

Pattison s remarks were in a rather s%arp contrast to the .

19
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then-exi ting philosoph¥ of the Ford Foundatioh and fhe_National Science .

Fonndafion_ At the time, Ford was more infefested>in the teducation"

half of "geographic education:" This helps explain why' the AAG allied

with NCGE (Pattison interview, June lé, 1970). NCGE embodied a general

education perspective and its. Journal of Geography was the only geographic

]ournal devoted primarily to the pré%lems of education. ‘ ‘
The Ford Foundation, however, was not diagosed to confinue funding '

a proiect based on a single discipline (Letter to Kohn from Eurich, Feb. X

25, 1963). ‘fhe National.Science Fou@dation (NSF%, on the other hand, . e

was science oriented to‘and.very'much interested in a discipline approach g

to ourrioulum construction. When it wundertook funding'of thé ‘Project in

1964, the discipli%e orientation of the Project was reinforced. Tne Joint

Committee was dissolved and WCGE was dropped as a Project sponsor. White

continued as chairman of the new Steering Committee and. stressed geo—

reputatien as a-scientist was récoénized in 1962 when he was elected
president of the AAG. ,The eéfect of the affillation between the AAG agé
NSF was to entrust the Project to subject-matter specialists rather than
to geographers typicall} associated with soeial ssudies education.

The importance of the various fhnding agencies cannot be under*
estimated in understanding the history of any of tne ourriculum devel-
opment projects. While under the financial control of first the'Fund for

the Advancement of Education and later NSF, the Project assimilated the ‘ .

values of both organizations. Some type of societal goals must give

~impetus and\direction to curriculum construction; but because the goals

of U.S. edudation are not 'specific, there was a great deal of freedom

within the funding agenCies to translate these goals into any type of

curriculum the foundations felt appropriate.

The Ford Foundation values found expression in the Advisory and
ﬁesponse Papers. The alternatives suggested through this early fexpéri-
mentation, however, provided the Project with a basis for chiside. When
the realities of fundind dictated that the sponsoring agency would have
to be NSF, the Project chose a new curriculum design in tune*with the
orientation of the new funding agency. The decision indicated that in

1964 the Project leadership was operating under a different value system

20 - ~ |




Q

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. o
Project is that these values were never static,

Project.

13 T I

arnd under a dlfferent set of curriculum apsumptlons than it had in 1961.

"

Although 1mportant, the values of the funding agency were not the

only ones reflected in the Project's early design.I In the final report
of the Project, Pattison stressed what he called the
In explaining the term, Pattison talked about the helmsmanship of Gilbert
Whlte (Pattlson in Patton 1970, pp. 58-60).
in the Project's proposal to NSF as well-ag_the J%Iues then emerging from
‘the wider curriculum reform movement. The thing to keep_in mind when '
looking at the various values which influenced'the High School Geography'’
. The dynamics of the
curriculum development process are reflected in the coﬁ}tant change anrd

4

reinterpretation of these diverse value systems.

-4 .

\ . e N,

The Period of Tran$ition ) :

The year 1964 was an important one for the High School Geography
W1th the Response Paper in 1963, the first two phases of the

Project were completed and so was the association with the Ford Foun-

dation's Fund for the Advancement of Education. During the interim

period, two funding proposals were made to NSF. The first prSposal was

W,V

.authored by Kohn.*ﬁIt requested several million dollars to establish a

major currlculum development.center at the University of Iowa and s
centers around the country that wpuld regionalize the Project's cur:Yc—
ulum efforts. This proposal would have prov1ded a continuity with the
earlier phase of the Project and glven lmpetus to the development of the
The . fact

taped or filmed "demonstration” course (patton 1970, p.63).

that the firgt proposal was not funded underscores the value differences~

.
’ : 1

P o E «

~White had been in England when the initial proposal was submitted.

within the original Joint Committee and between the Ford Foundftibn.and

NSF.

Upon his return, he completely rewrote it. This time'it'wae‘mubh closer

to the type of program favored by NSF. Pattison attributed its success

to a provision within the proposal glving gesearch geographers, rather

than a content editor, the major role in the PrOJect s curriculum de51gn
R

(Pattison in Patton,lB?O, p-63). 1In Aprll 1964, NSF awarded a’grant of
$l60{140’to the AAG-as the parent group in-charge of the praject.
P

’
v, . . -

& . - .

E2

Whlte s valuas were reflected

"guidance imperative."

-




- Resp;$sgb111ty for leadershlp was glven to a Steerlng Committee app01nEJy
by the Council of the AAG. Of the 11 Steerlng Committee members selected,
five had been assoc1ated with the earlier phase of.the Pro;ebt, three as -
. Join% Committee members, one as director, and ore as a geqgrapher-consultant '
‘ -for the tlassroom trials. White continued as chairman of the new committee.
In late April, Nicholas Helburn was Eelected és thé new director. With
his appointment, Project Headquarters$ shifted from Los Angeles, Callfornla,
to Bozeman, Montana. Helburn's official dutles began Septgmber 1, and white
fillgd in during the interim. . . L
, - N A . ’ ¢

A Search for Structure . . . .

- ~

- WLth the beg1nn1ngs of its formal operatlons in 1964, the Pro;ect took
a completely different d;rectlon. By rejecting theQUnlveYSLty of Iowa
approach, the Project was’ saying the format and authorship of its matgrials

p did not rest wifh advisory guidelines and teacherxmade units. Pattison .
sampled ‘these materials and advised that they be studied, but with few. ..
exceptions‘this was never done (Kohn interview, June‘14, 1970).'ﬁ%ﬁg’break v
between thé Ford Foundation era and the NSF era was fairly sh&;p. The pré—
posal that was funded suggested the format and authorshié’of tﬁe course -
would come from the discipline of qeogragpy and its academic pra;titioners.

The étrhcture_of any "discipling is A convenient ordanizing t601 in the )
development of curriéulum. The successful experiences 6f the Biological

Sciences Curriculum Study, the Earth Science Curriculum Projec and other \ e

curriculum groups that used a d15c1p11ne structure as organlzer undoubtedly
weighed heavily on the dec151on to explore the work belng done by Edwin
. Thomas of Arizona State Univer51ty. -Thomas was invited to present his
structure of the discipline approach at the October 1964 Steering Committee
meeting in Chicago. The Committee was impressed by his work and granted ' k\\;

him $9,000 to revise, fmplement; and evaluate h}% program in trials at a

(/ .. Phoenix,.Afizona, high school (Report to the AAG...Dec. 1, 1964). At the

: time, the Committee did not know for sure if Thomas' materjal would be used

as a separate unit or spread throughout the course. As it worked out, the

materials were printed; they were given school trials; but they were never

*

used. “ This initial search for structure became little more ‘than a by-

~

product of the Project's early search for direction. Pattison's comment
i ! s

s Q




. : *on why the Thomas unit was never used'as thé cours _structure was in-
sightful‘“ He agreed that the thinking involved in the Thomgs outline
did conform to what NSF wanted——but not enKirely Structure of the
: disciplkines was something the natural sc}E"fists)had been living with
for years In contrast, many educators, after reading Bruner, 'struck'
j; bands and carried the idea of structure to extremes' (Pattison inter-
view, June 15, '1970). Structure was part of the NSF/value(ZQstem but so
was the\value of-%ree'inquiry. Neither NSFnor the Pxoject leadersnip
- we;L comfortable with e.course outline based orf programmed learning'and
a predetermined structure of the dlSCipllne_//TO underscore this uneas-
’ iness, - Pattison gave yet‘another reason,to‘exglain the unit's failure.’
. The unit, according to Pattison was a conscious or unconscious effort by
I ’ Thomes to impose his view of geography on the profession. Both the ex- °
treme spatialists, on the one hand, and their regional coonterparts, on |
the other, saw ‘the PrOJect as a possible way of 1nfluenc1ng the broad
field of geography. The regional poSition already had been dgfined for
the schools by Preston James in spe 19th yearbook of the National Council
. ’ ‘for the Socizgﬂktudies (New Viewpoints in Geography, 1959). Pattison : A
N attributes the factasthat the Project adopted neither of these extremes
' . to whites who was less interested in defining geography grofessionally
I ) than in developing a set of teachable course materiale (PARtison inter-
view, June 15, 1970). The extreme, positions gaQe way in compromise to a

unit-structure approach put forwero by Robert McNee and eventually de-
A :

scribed in the Settlemént Theme Course Outline (May 1966).

A Unig Approach. The attempts to establish an overall course out-

line by-passing the structurerof-the-discipline question proved in the

. ‘ lo@ﬁ run -to be successful. Helburn assumed the responsibility for the
;ﬁ%%? :course outline as a legitimate function of the staff in conjunction with
) the Steering Committee. In support‘of the outline position, Helburn
stated that without it, the Project would'be open to the charge that it
‘had sno unif?gpg theme and that it could n%f present a unified package of
matjgials upon completion of the course. In his final argument” he sug-
gested that the. péaltbhallenge of the course Qutline would be to treat
each geographichéiinciple or hypothesis separately while at the same time

stiﬁcturing the course so that one understanding would byild upon another

ERIC. -
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2 .
The argument in favor of the outline approach was persuasive, for

the recommendations of the Chic&go meetihg stated that each Steering Com-

‘mittee member wduld prepare one or mere outlines to be distributed and

discussed at the next'Committee meeting in December (Minutes of Steering \

S

‘ Commi ttee, Meetlng, Oct. 16-18, 1964). T at the December meeting, it was’
agreed that the settlement outllne by McNee would be the course outllneu
The remaining outlines were to be expanded and included in a book of out—
lines to bé;publlsheé later (Minutes of Steerlng Committee Meetlng, Dec.
29- 30, 19@5 5 AlthOUgh the spatial approach was agreed upon for the frrst
course, it was fully expected‘by most members of -the Steerlng Commlttee

tﬂat ‘a. reqional course would eventually be undertaken (Kohn 1ntérV1ew,

/ June 14, 1970) This book of outlines was never published, nor for‘that

matter was the‘reglonal course, but the McNee outline, through its many
revisions, came to be the guldlng document for the initial course
materials.. '//

A
The Emeyyence of a Currlculum Development Model >

T%L Project was commltted by 1ts fundlng proposal to assign the major
task of curriculum writing to research geegraphers. The settlement théme
outline provided broad’guideiﬁhes the authors were to follow,hbut the
question of how the writing WOulq be coordinated had to be answered. The
possibility of establishing a writing conference along the lines of the
Biological Sciences Curriculum study and theJEarth Science Curriculum’
Project was explored during the summer of 1964. Because three g®ographers,
H. Bowman Hawkes, David H.. Miller, and Douglas Carter, were gﬁrticipants '
in the Earth Science Currlcula& Pro;ect writing conferende, “White asked
them to report to the Steering Committee on thelr experlences with the
wr}ting conference approach to curriculum development (Memorandum to '
Steering Committee from Helburn, Oct.-S, 1964). . ‘

The format that the Earth Science Currlculum Pro;ect followed was to

.assemble 30 writers during the .summer to produce a textbook, a teacher's,
guide, and a laboratqry manualx_ The writers were given a list of seQenh
conceptual sdhemes and ten themes determlned in earlier conferences to

represent the structure of the sub]ect. They were to adhere to these-

N
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was not made explicit in any of the newsletters, minutes, or project

- but the minutes of the December meeting did not ‘mentdion the reports. -

‘mented that the role of the teacher in the writing qf®the material was

‘rather limited (Memorandum to.Steering Commi ttee from Helburn, Nov. 4,

<

T '.‘ o ‘E ’ jl : N .

.

‘. ((" * ¥

outlines while deveiapinggchapters that represented their specialized
fields. The conference approach places great emphasis on communication
among authgrs.and editorial staff. ﬂil were expected to make writtenN‘
reviews df each chapter. The original drafts were to be completed in
ten deys. Then, ten science teachers in the writing droups.were te
pass on such;gedoqggicei matters as strategies, teachability,‘endtgtu7?
dent interest; The comnleted‘;ersions were to be ready for the printer
b{ the end o 'the'summer (Memoranddm to Steering Committee from Helburn,
Nov. 4, 1964). ‘ L B ' '

The7reason that the wrltlng conference approach was never adﬁpted

correspondence. The Steerlng Commlttee meeting of October 1964 approyed

u

White' s actlon of asklng for the Earth Sc1ence Curriculum Project rep

reports themselves were favorable toward the approach used by thé Earth

Science Curriculum Project, although two of the three respondents’ com-

-~

1964) . . N . v

When, asked -in refLoepect why the writinchonference approach was
abandoned, McNee said that the quality of euthors was a major consid-
eration. He 'ndiceted that, had the project forced the authors to move
to Bouldery”the.better authors with othér job commitments would not be
chosen (McNee interview, June'iS 1970). Helburn attributed it to the
time, often spanning months, that authors heeded to be creative and try
the materials 1n?d1fferent situations before they were formafized into
print (Comments by Helburn at Steering Committee ‘Meeting, June 16, 19Y0--
recorded by author, who attended:ES’an observer). White %tated that the
Committee wanteé "more leisurely and explicit collaboration between pro-
fessional geographefs and people like teachers and psychoiogists in the
edugation profeséion (White interview,‘MayQ§, 1970)., " These inter-
pretatiens were consistent with Ehe'existing'value\system of NSF, which

plaéea the academician in the central role in curriculum development.

It was consistent.as well with the actions of the Steering Committee in

its December meeting. By that meeting, the idea of assigning units to . .

ts,

4




individual authoxs was an accompllshed fact.

1

T As early. askJuly 1964. the Steerlng Commlttee sent out to leadlng ’ g
urpan geographexs*a statement regardlng a proposed unit on urban Qeography

THe initial request was "followed in September by a personal Jettermgnom . 3.
- -\.5«_- . _
lburn seeklng the geographers dlsp051tlon toward the descrlbed unlt.’ -~

N ) } ut of this secdhd pontact came the Thomas materlals deallng with the_ ;

structure of the disclpllne. Although his unlt dld not deal with urban

-geography, Thomag wgb ‘allowed to continue because his structure approach_ ; ,)”

was already well und&r way. The two 11keliest authors for the urban unit

\}" R

. o . ‘
were Ronald Boyce and Arthur Getls. The Steering Committee reviewed unit v

‘outllnes submitted by bothgand after coh51derable debate chose Getis
(Memorandum to Steerlg% Committee froﬂ\Helburn, Oct. 4, 1964).

Later the Steerlng Committee invited geographers to submit pros-
pectuses for a unit dealing with water resources. Douglas Carter, who
had previously worked with the Earth Science Curriculum Project, pre-
- sented an outline whichIWas discussed and approved at the December Com—, o R

mittee meetihg (Minutes' of Steering Committee Meeting, Dec..- 29-30, 1964). ® |
Both the urban amd water 'units became orototype materials. Both met the
settlement theme outl}ne, which was approved at the same December meeting. , L
And the deQe}opmentfl approach envisioned for both set'the basic procedural
attern for the‘Projeot. By the close of 1964, the Project had a basic. |
content outline and the beginningéwof its de@;?bpment model. Development

of the course materials could finally begin. \

-

26 e

ERIC

s : o
.
.




a : N .

» i ' Chapter 2
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‘The Elaboration of the Curriculum Model
n

> -

and

I3 AT

: - :

¢ g v, .- . X 3 : : - .

. ;g% % fhe Evolution of the Development Process Model : >
’ . The basic lines of the Project's direction were set at the December
1964 Steering Committee's meeting. But there were still many issues to

Y

be resolved. Work began on the urban and water resources unlts in early

1965. Through the Project's experlences with these two - unlts, the details

of 1ts “Curriculum model and developmental process . evolved.

1

Although the settlement theme outline gave basic guidance about the

e content and structure of the curriculum, many questlons were left un-

answered by it. These were questions about_ the relatlonshlps between cur-

riculum and soc1ety, the role of the learner, and learning theorjes and

-

.| * strategies. The matter of content and 1ts structure, too, cont1nued to be

& ’ - .‘

‘ a subject of debate. The development of the urban unit (wh1ch becamg a
positive example that gulded subsequent development of other units) and
the - waéér resources unit (whlch became a negatlve example . ‘the Project

determined not to follow) prov1ded opportunity to work out the answers to

these guestions. = - ’ Yy
At the same time these curriculum issues wéfé being worked through,

. -—)’
c the developmental process was taking form. The model that'eventually
evolved con51sted of the follow1ng steps: '
. 1) Unit developed by gebgraphers, teachers, and educationists

2) Unit taught in school trials in localltyoof geographer—teacher*
educationist development team ' .
N _3) Unit ?.eviase*dl by development team -
¢ 4) Prototype;finit produced by Project staff )
.S) Unit tested in selected schools %round U.S.
6) Unit edlted by Project staff uslng trials feedback

. ' ' 7 ProV151onai unit produced by Project staff

. 8) Unlt testéd in selected schools around U.s.
9)” Unlt edlted by Project staff using trials feedback

Coa e -10) Final verdion produced by Project staff with assistance from
' ~ o * 'Macmillan Company _ ) .
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, ' . . )
ll) Final version turned over to Mac¢millan Company for comme cialV-
R o, ‘production . ﬂ

-

12) Commercial version published by Macmillan Company

The growth of this pattetn, of coﬁ:se, inVolved many false starts and -

wasted motions, -as did the growth of the curriculum model that was

eventually followed. - . ' . , N -
| The evolution of the curriculum model and the. evolution of the first
three steps-—the conceptuaiféation steps=-of the developmental process
model were-closely intertwined during the work on the two early units.
This chapter will examine the developmentvof the curriculum model and
.the first ‘three steps of the developmental model. The 1ater steps of the
devefopmental process, which emphasize - evaluatlon more than 'conceptual-
ization, will-be the focus of qhapter 3. N

0] 4 ' . .

. A Cldssroom Scene

v Loen, -

«

In 1851 the coastline of Puget Sound was as ‘devoid of the

-7~ results of human activity as the shaded, but blank, topographic

map called "Portsville." The ninth-grade class puzzled over

this map for a moment and then began to settle the first immi-

. grants, . who, according to their previous reading, had come from
o . ITYlinois ovérland to Portland, and then by ship northward to -

. R the wilderness area. .

The argument over where to locate the townsite of Portsville
was never settled conclusively. Students in favor of the wind-
ward peninsula were intimidated by the majority opinion that the

" location lacked protection against the Indians. The logical place
for'a fortified site was the northern hdadland, whicH, after a
great deal of debate; was rejected as the townsite on the grounds
that once the headland was logged, the 11ve11hood of the settlers
would be threatened. : .

-

' One group of students advocated settlement near the river's
mouth. Its members were silenced by the terse .comment of. one -
boy that tidal flats are not only unhealthy, but when the tide &
is out, ships ‘cannot come within ‘two mlles of .the proposed :
settlement. - . . -

L}

The dissidents holding out for & freshwater location on
Lake Wiley had delu51ons of a booming tourist trade. Then other .
students pointed out the facts of 11m1ted~populatlon and limited-
transportation, and that Portsville was beging settled in the . gy
winter of 1851. .This was enough to dampen even the most
enthusiastic dreams of motor boats and waten skiing (Pratt 1969-

. 71970, pp. 3-4). - ‘ PuE .

Q . ' . | : . { :353 -
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‘This ninth-grade class at Bowdigh Juwior High School in Spokane,
Washington, was one of the-classes used in the 1967-1968 llmlted school
trlals of thp Prgﬁect,s experlmental unit, The Growth of Cltles. Im-
pllh;t in the dialogue of these students is a ‘“view of curriculum that is
quite different-from the one generally found in schools. , The areas of.
difference are in how the curficulum views society and its gdals, the
learner and his interests, the content and its structure, and finally

the learning theoryfaqd strategies needed to translate curriculum ob-
' <

~ jectives into student behavior. R S Y i

Curriculuh and Society ' : |

In the history of educatlon, the goal of currlculum has been con-
sidered. to be the preparatlon of students.to cope better with their
problem—fllled env1ronment. How the curriculum accompllshes this has
been a fynction of how man has tradltlonally viewed ‘himself and his
5001etn With the advent of+the Progressive. Era and the instrumentalist
philosophy of John Dewey, the most perSLStent rationale for social
stud}es curriculum has been to prepare students for responsible cit-
izenship. The urbah’unit of the High School Geography Project proved to
behno exception. The introduction to the first version of the urban
unit stated:

Cities have. always been the focus of the finest in 4 s
national #ulture, and just as often they have .been alcenter ;
for what is evil and unjust. There can be little doubt that, o
in this country, they will increase in 1mportance as time ,
goes on. More people will move into urban areas. New and '
greater roblems will arlse, urgently demanding wise
solutmpn « . . If education is to lead to a heightened
self-understanding through attention to the problems of
the present and the future, the study of‘prban geography
has a significant contribution to make toward that end = ) .o

. (Getis %nd Getis 1965, p.iv).
The statement above differs little in sggtf%ent from the statements
made in 1ntroductory sections of most social studies currlculum materials.

The real test of the con51stency of any rationale comes when it is trans-.

lated through the currlculum into’ student behav1or. The class at BOWdlSh >

99
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’Juniér High School was deté&m}ning the site of what would become a large
urban centefi "As the stugents developed the city of Portgville, they
eXperiched the pr?blems characteristically faced by people living in any
urban environment. The Bowdish students were.actively, creatively, and"
ébnstruclively.a;plying thé ideas and methodology.of. the geogfapher to
the problem of settlgmenthin‘lBSl and after. By déing so, they were
developing their intellectualapowers to maké finer judémentsf more thought-
ful discfiminations,kahd wiser human decisions, which it was hoped would
transcend the modeludf-settlement'expressea in Portsville and relate to
the problems faced in everyday urban life. In esSence then, this is'the
assumption that ﬁnderlies the Getis definition of citizenship. The .
assumption Ehaped‘Arthur and Judy Getises' definition of their subject-
matter field aﬁd their expectatians for student behavior. '

Although the authors of most social studies curriculum materials
state tﬁatﬁresponsiblg citizenship is the major goal of their materials,
the ultimate behavioral outcomes of this goal.can take very different
directions. Alan Tom ha§ identified four different outcomes that char-

acterize most of the social studies material he has analyzed, (Tom 1969,

pP-54). The first outcome of social studies instruction described by Tom

is the "scholarly man." Approaches aiming‘af the development of "“schol-

arly man" stress content and are based on the view that one becoTes a

good citizen to the degree that‘one knows certain content. A ﬁecond

¢ category of curriculum outcomes is "investigating man." This type of
student behavior is cloéely related tgzthe "scholarly" typé, in that
both categories emphasize intellecé. "Investigating man" emphaéizes the
process ‘of inquiry, taking direction from Jerome éruner's work.

The rationale for the High School Geography Project generally, and
fdr the urbag unit specifically, ¥ests in this second Tom classification.
McNee, as author of the settlement theme outline stated that "the.prin—
cipal objective of a geography "course should be to communicate 'tﬁe
geographer's way.' 1In short, I am a Brunerite" (McNee in' Morrissett
1967, p-57). [As a point of contrast, Tom's.third and fourth ciassi—
fications of outgcomes included the "public man" as decision maker-and

the "public man" as possessor of moral truth (Tom 1969, p:54).]

A vast qualiu&tive difference separafes the "intellectual man"

o, .50
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* typical of traditional social stddies courses and.the "investigating -
intellectual manh‘characteristic of the High School Geography Project.
This, in part, is why the Bowdish students behaved differently froﬁ stu-
dents in a.typical‘social studies class. Their behavior was a reflection
of a very specific view of what society is and of how'geographical under-
Standing can br}hg greater meaning to it. When asked if he had a.formal
philosophy of education at the outset of developing the urban unit, Arthur
- Getis admitted that he did not. Although he had read both gducational
philosophy and learning theory, his own philosophy was ultimately develo?ed
as a result of working with the urban unit (A. Getis interview, June 14,
1970). -

LI K . 4

4

.

Currlculum and the Learner ‘

r -

Concégg'for geographic scholarship ex1sted full blown from the out-

L3

s set'of the Project. Concern for the learner, on.the other hand, grew °
-

simultaneously with the development of the course materials;
. .

Throughout most of the Projeot's history, a sound background in

~

geography was an essential crlterlon for membership on the PrOJect team.
Not only was this true of ‘the Steering mmittee but also of the flrst
two Project directors and all the authors assigned to construct units.
Arthur Getis, for example,‘majored in geography as an undergraduate at
Pennsylvania State University, recelved his masters in geography "at the 5
same instditution, and then completed hlS doctorate in geography at the
University of Washington in 1961. His teaching anfl eld experience.-
since ‘1961 indicated that he was, in every sense of the word, a pro-
fessgsional geographer. yhen asked how he became interested in‘geographic
- education, Getis stated that he was never interestedubeyond what would be
normal for a concerned citizen. His interest in curriculum qade from
Helburn, who generated enthusiasm over the pqssibility'of a truly revolu-
_tionary approach to high school geography (A. Getis interview; June 14,
1970). This enthusiaem was contagious, as was demonstrated,‘in-¢he type
: I of materials that the Getises developed. By the time the prospectus for
the first unit wag written, Arthyr Getis had shargened his view of stu-
dents and learning enough to state:
'It\shouid be emphdsized'that our concern in this unit
|
o .
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is primarily with leading the student to a comprehension K
-of the nature of cities. The understanding and inter-

pretation of concepts will be stressed, and facts will be !
Jintroduced in this light. It is less important for thes )

student to be able to recite the 20 l::;ist citles of the

world than to understand why there are~such agglomerations

of popuation (A. Getis 1964, p..2). ’

Concern for the learner in the development of project materials was
germinal in the initial outlines presented 7% the December 1964 Steering
Committee meeting. This concern evolved from a “mere consideration" in
the‘early stages of the materials development to-an overriding focus
toward the end of the development.cycle. The Project's student orien—
tation developed as geography became increas1ngly interpreted as process
to be experienced rather than facts to be learned.

A Commitment to Inquiry. The developmental phase of the urban unit

began at,the.December'1964 Steering Committee meeting. The debate that
accompanied the presentation of the Getis unit outline centered on two
topics. Because the outline was developed parallel with, rather than
subseqnent to, the overriding settlement theme outline, the question of
. integration of both the urban unit and the water resources outline with
the larger theme outline was debated at length. The other focus of the ' .
debate was the needs of the learner. The committee, demonstrated concern
. for the vital area of student interest and mgtivation when it strongly

4

suggested that "games" be made a part of each unit. The committee also

requested that the Getises consult the leaders in the field of instruc-
. tional theory and methodoldgy to make the unit outlines more teachable
(Minutes of Steering Committee Meeting,’Dec. 29-30, 1964).
+ Although not recorded in the minutes of the megting, several of the

Committee members had a negative attitude toward the Getis prospectus.
Central to the criticism was.the way in which the rather esoteric .concepts

" listed in the outline would he commnnicated to students. The.outline‘was

" criticized for- lacking imagination‘and the debate suggested two important .

elements .that would be central throoghout the project's history. One was
- that the Steering Committee had?high-standards‘for\its settlement theme

course, and the other ‘was that their course would be very different from

anything that then existed in geographic education (Kurfman interview,

- June 2, 1970). : ‘
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Itfis(égt surprising, considering the criticism; that three months
later the Getises completely revised their approach to the u}Bé; unit.
Although reluctant to change, their feelings were that in the "inter-
ests of the Steering Committee's perceived objectives," which the
Getises claimed were not always communicated to the.unit .authors, a

completely new approach to the uhit would be 'in order. Their new

" approach was still based on concepts such as site, nodal region,

sequent occupance, and accessibility. To transmit these concepts to
the learner, the Getises developed what they called the "model," which
they ‘described as follows: ' .

. . ‘a large shaded relief map (preferably of metal) of

a city's site before it was settled will be placed in ‘the
classroom. Through a series of stages, each Stage ten years
long, students will be asked to make decisions about where
to place the\bultural forms that were i'n reality erected
during each particular stage. <They will determine the site
" for the earliest settlements and place magnetic pieces
\representing buildings, roads, ete. For example, by the

end of the first stage (decade), twenty houses, a saw mill,
a church, and other things will be placed on the map (Letterk
to Helburn from A. Getis, March 17, 1965).

Onéé established in this new direction, Arthur and Judy Getis,‘in con-
sultation with various colleagués, the Educational Testing Service, and
a graduate assistant, Richard Veit, went on to nstruct the entire unit
in a six-week period. .The urban unit was tested An the spring of 1965
with 200 students in fiyg different classrooms of the New Brunswick, yew
Jersey, area. On the basis of student and teacher reactions to those
informal trials, the materials were revised and a- prototype unit #as made
ready for a second and much aore extensive tryout during the fall of "the
same year (Educational Testing Service Evaluation Report, MarchWS, 1966,
B-2).

Activities ‘and Objectives. The Portsville model and a commitment

to student inquiry were importamt changes that took placé betweenbt?e
original Getis outline and the first draft of the unit. There was an
equally important change'that took place between the first‘and the second.
drafts of the unit. This change involved the definition of "activities"
that composed a unit and profoundly influenced th 'direction og the High
School Geography Project. 1In the first draft of'ike unit, the Getiges

33 (
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- worked undet the assumption that the learning activities could set the course

\

. . . .
worked uhder the assumption that each learning activity in the‘'unit should

teach one concept, which would be written as a behavioral objective. This

'y

‘was consistent with the current educational literatur® extolling the virtues

of behavioral objectivesj. In this .behavioral interpretation, the curriculum
developers isolated the student behavior they wished to promote and wrote it
in speéific behavioral terms. They then ordered the content, media, and !
methods of the course to aecomplish‘that change. Using this approach, the
first draft of the urban unit had some 20 different student activities.
"portsville" dealt with several dlfferent geographical concepts and made up
seven of the unit's 20 separately deflned student activities.

In the second draft of the unit, ‘the Getises reversed this approach and |

content and objectives. This broadened definition of activity shifted

attention from specific student behavior to the unlque and disgtinctive aspects - ‘
of the mdterlals. Under this interpretation, the new urban un1t had only ‘
seven act1v1t1es of which "Portszzlle" was only one. In other words, the ‘
Getises defined their unit as & quence o6f learning activities rather than .

a sequence of geographical concepts .or spe¢ific behavroral objectives.

The Getises believed that an actlvity which requlred students t build a

'c1ty would necessarily have some lmpacﬁ'qn the amount of urban geography they

learned. They anticipated some of the educational outcomes, but m;ny other
outcomes were éﬁggested only after the activity was_tried by students and .
teachexs in the classrqpm. They found that good obje%tiv%e grow out of an
interactlve pracess among the authors, the teachers, the subject matter, -
and the students,. ' .
The importance of this new definitfon was picked up by the other'Projfct
authors and generalized to.the entire course. Helb;rn realized, as‘the
Getises had before him, the futility of exclusively treating one bbjective at
a timg., It beﬁame clear to Helburn that-"every activity has multiple objec-
tives" and that all of the potential outcomes of an activity might not become
apparené until the activity was tried out and its results analyzed (Patton
1970,}L36). Thus, anoactivity analysis system was.developed by the staff to
help shape activity objectives on the basis of feedback from teachers, stu-

dents, and geography consultants. The viability and interest of the resulting

materials reflect this interactive process.

34 |




o
4

. The Involvement of -the Student. The Portsville model, and theﬂ%hb—
— — . S
sequent ordering of the other unit activities around it, was an indication

that the author had struck some sort of balance between the "needs of the " i
- |
|

) subject matter" and thg. "needs of the learnqr." Pressure from outside
B : sources, however, indicated that the balance was still not enough in the f&
students' favor. Helburn, responding to the ‘"new" Getis outline, sug- 1['

- qésted a minor revisiqn——that an %pdudtivg rather than deductive approach
be taken to the "density gradient” concept. The\géason given for the re-
queéted change was that it is more exciting for‘phe sfudent to find the
.principle frém readily ava}lqblé evidence than it is to be;told the prin-

. ciple and then ask wﬁy it operates (Lettef to A. Getis’from Helburn,

Feb. 15, 1965). | o .
N Another persistent and influential voice in favor of the ?tudent's in-=
terests was the Educational Testing Service, which was given the contract -

’ for formal evaluation.,_Jn its summary of recommendations aftér the 1965

\/1imiéed school trials of the urban unit, fiveﬁof %}s eight récpﬁmendations
involved maintaining or dropping activities én thg‘basis of how interested
the students were in them (Educational Tesging Service Evaluation Report...,

X} Mar. 5, 1966, pp. 27-28). From this very first trial, student and teacher

Lntere%ﬁ——which, incidént}y, correlated very ﬁighly——became an increasingly
important criterion for judging course materials. The high interest shown

1n the urban unit was also an important standard against which later units

were judged (A. Geti; interview, June 14, 1970). One staff member was con-

| cerned that the role of student interest may have become toQ important.

There is a general| goal of keeping the course interesting
for the student. It ig possible, in ‘fact, that the goals of
vigor and accuracy and'some geography. objectives have been )
sacrificed to this end. We have made an effort to use technol-
ogy and strategies appropriate to the learning intended, but we
have by no means put the learning intended as the only goal.

This might be viewed as another project pendulum: the continuum

runs from an old fashioned "learn Latin whether it is useless or .
not," to an also old fashioned "if he has a good day every day ' G-
we think we're doing well." We seem to fall closer tothe

latter end than the former (Manheim 1967, p.12). j
The Project made no attempt to list formally the needs; af students or
to call in‘edhcatiqnal psychologists for advice about how tp meet these needs.

Meeting the needs and interests of high school students seemed naturally to

follow from curriculum materialé that gave students an active role in their .
Q . :
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own learnlng. This was a direct result of the Project s.emphasis on

learning.activitieé.and an evaluation system that brought student opinion

4

to bear at various points in the Progect s develop nt model When edu-

cational psychologists did consult on subsequent units, it was to ‘insure

AN

s
: Individual Differences. Individual student differences were another
early concern. /The initial‘Getis ‘materials centered on six exercises

which were to be carried out by, the‘student7~during the three-week unit.;
Each exeﬁc19e had three or four variatioms designed for students of
different intellectual abilities and different urban backgrounds. Slow

that the high degree of student activity be continued. <
students were found to be able to handle the material, but the brighter |
‘ ' \

students'leafned it even better (Minutes of Unit Authors' Co-ordinating

Conference i966)

The commitment to individual dlfferences proved to be a personal one
and did not become a general goal of the project. Helburn was deeply
committed to allcwing for-individual differences and in 1966 described a
position on the staff for a "special materials" person. According to
Helburn: ) )

Hé would spend ﬁgs;a:; next fall and-winter watching
the aeffect of our erials on slow learners, disad-

vantaged youngsters, and kids with poor recor¢5 in

school. He would try to pick out those materilals

which seemed to catch the interest and participation

of the bright underachievers. The following spring,

summer, and year he would try to expand these sorts

of materials into a "special” track (Memorandum to ‘j 1
Steering Committee from Helburn, Feb. 18, 1966) .

The National Science Foundation showed little enthusiasm for work
done with disadvantaged students. Funding restrictions caused Helbuyn to
reword the request by dropping the‘term "gpecial students" and instead to
use the term -"bright underachievers."” The position Helburn described was
filled some 18 month§ later by George Davis. About the time Devis was
getting his program underway, his job. was cut in the interests ofEELonomy
:nd in deference to the'psychological complexity of underachievement.

Helburn wondered if the latter concern was not really the "fear of tar-

nishing the academic respectability of the High School Geography Project"”

(Helburn 1970, p.1l1l). Davis wondered if it'was not simply a‘poﬁer
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o struggle where individuals interested in dlsadvantaged students lost out
because of the AAG s apathy 1n the entire area (Dav15 1nterv1ew, June 15,
1970). . Possibly a group of professional geographers, conetltuted as-they

were as policy makers in a curriculum project, were reluctant to enter an

N

3 area they did not understand and could not easily control The most con-

vincing argument was that D:@ls simply d1d not make a r1gorous enough
case for his program ana,vhence, failed to sell the Steering Committee on
_’ its &sefulness. The upshot of the entire debate was that the materials
.would be geared to "the mpper 60 to 70 per cent" (Helburn 1970,. p.1l).
Provision was made in each unit for optionel activities. The‘intent of

these optional activities was rélated more to content enrichment than td‘

individual student differences. a

Py
. The Content and Its Structure I Q

Tdm identified four types of content which~para11e1ed the four types

of behavioral outcomes he saw as the prooacts of curriculum. Social
4science knowledge 15 the content stresSed in a curriculum focusing on the
scholarly man. %he content for the 1nvest1gat1ng man is process/' cen-
tering on wa;e of social science thinking. The urban unit stressed pro—’
cess in its activities. The Getises brought students into their cur- .
riculum by allowing them to function as geogragoers, thereby preserving
their right té make decisions. The freedom to choose stimulated student
interest and activity. Students could learn as much or more~from their~
wrong decisions as they could £rom right ones. the geographic concepts
and principies built~into the activities were hiéhlighted by the teacher

gn debriefing the activities. Treated in this wa§, geographic con-
- &ppts and structuJes were internalized by students and used as more for-
mal criteria by which one group of students judged the decisions made
by other groups of students. Arthur Getis felt satisfied that the
process-centered urban unit did not compromise the values he held as a
research geographer. The unit showed that students who used the pro-
cesses of the discipline could learn its content.as well. Thus "schol-
arly man" and "investigating man" could be one and the same.

Experience had shown that the content of the "geogrepherfs way" was

more than ‘the reasoned erdering of qﬁographical cod%epts envisioned by

N S
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Thomas. Although the pr03ect retained many of Thomas concepts, his mate-
r1als were rejected because they emphaslzed product at the expense of - pro-
cess. Nor was the content of the "geographer's way" developed by teachers
who developed course outlines using the Advisory Paper.% Instead, the

notion of the "geographer's wdy" was given substance by teams of university

'geographers, sometimes working with educational psychologists and always .

*with secondary school teachers. Their content offerings were subjected to

repeated trials in hundreds of classrooms by 1ncreas1ngly critical teachers
and students. The content that sur01ved was dlverse, lnnovatlve, and based

very much on an activé¢, voluntary, process—-centered approach.

. N .
part of the credit for the "inquiry” emphasis in the course must go to

Helburni. Pattison described Helburn's role in the Project as one of in-

formant and exhorter: ’

. By letters, calls, and conversations; he promoted a project-
wide sense of adventure, passing along the lessons of ex-
perience’ from author to author--especially, at first, lessons
from the Getis's--and sharingswith them the benefit of what
he was learning from other projé€cts. Through Helburn,\the
unit authors became aware of the nérms of the curriculum re- 1
form movement. He preached "the courage to exclude" as a
virtue to be cultivated by makers of new materials, and he
kept before the authors the "discovery" principle as a
methodologlcal ideal (pattison in Patton 1970, pp. 65—66)

A Content-centered Unit. The urban unit is an example of the direc-

7

tion the Project was moving, while the water resources unit provides an

X le of a direction that was reJected. The water resources unit was a
fltt;ng contrast to the urban unit-in that it took the viewdthat the mind *
was an empty $;ssel to be filled with facts. Like the Thomas material it,
too, failed to reach,publication. If the Steering Committee agreed On B
little'else, it agreed that the units being produced had to present good .
geographic content and, above.all, be teachable.’ -The water unit had good
content but, as subsequent events proved, -it was not teachable.

Douglas Carter had formerly Séén with the. Earth Saience Curriculum
PrOJect and was the unanimous choice of the Steering Committee to develop
the unit on water. His materials were developed in the spring of l965,
tested during the sunimer, and revised for wider schoolftrials that: fall.'
Almost from the Beginning, the unit ran into problems. Carter developed

the materials in close cooperation with Roger Robinson, and tested drafts
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. of the material in‘Rbbﬂpson's ninth-grade clags at University High School,

Carbondale, Illinois (Carter‘1965). Robinson was not a typical social
studies teacher: he was an 6utstanding teacher as well as an excelleﬁt.
éeobrapher in his.own,right. Though the materials workéd Qell with
Robinson.teaching them, they were a disaster when tried on a broader

basis during the summer and fall of 1965. The results of the/summer ali';dﬂ~
. . v .® , . « “‘Fi
fall trials were very similar. Time did not permit a careful|review of !

-

. "\
results, let alone a careful revision of the materials prior 'to the fall

trials. . A teacher taking part in the fall trials wrote that the unit was ¥

poor in light of its purpose. The vocabulary, according to that critic

teacher, was impossible and the sequericing of. the unit pngsfsonable. It

waé the teache:fé considered opinion that "the entire Fresh Water Re—L

‘sodrces qut should be condem;;d"(Letter to Helburn‘fromfwilliams, Jan.

31, 1966). .. - | e N
part of the blame could be placed on shipping difficu%ties,‘getting

a late start, and lack of time for revision. Much bf thedifficulty.

however, came from Carter's scholarly apprbachwto,the-@iscipline;

Helburn%characterized the Carter approach as bein& "gtraight forward"

and largely "didactic,” which was, he suggested, "Carter's natural mode"

(Memorandum to Steeging Committee from Helburn, Nov. 11, 1966). White

was also concerned about the organization and strategifs of the unit
developed by Carter when he wrote v )
the level of pedagogi¢ challenge of much of the unit is
* far \below what we might expect from a High School Geography
Project product. For example, I would think that the des-
~ criptions of both irrigation and ofpwater power and waste
disposal leave very little that will pique the imagination
of the student and Iead him into more basic problems and

considerat%ons. . .

I hope that whatever editing“you [Helbyrn] undertake
will provide for some radical removal of the less chal-
renging material in favor of presentation of ideas and
methods of thobught. In this regard the unit is strong in
dealing both with water. balance-and with benefit-cost
ratio calculation (Letter to Helburn from white, Mar. 11,
1966) . -

An entire year passed from Fhe complétio .of the limited trials
v : ' : ) f . .
until Helburn reported, on November 11, 1966, that there was §till no

completed manuscript on water. It was decided to turn the unit over

v .y
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yet another unit called Habitat.and Resoltrees by

process and factual content. ) - "

.

to_Melvin Marcus to incorporate into the habitat unit.he was authoring.

By 1968 both the water unit and the habitat unit were incorporated into
. , \ >

A new author,, Robert °

Durrenberger. The completed unit, sent to the pgblisher in 1970, re-

flected the work of the editing staff more tha!¥t did the efforts of the

“authors assigned to develop it. .By 1970 the unit had equal emphases on ..

,&‘ 4

L] . v 2
- The Unit Structure. The debate over conceptual content of %he course
materials continued throughout 1965 and 1966. At theltime that the McNee

settlement theme outline was accepted by the Steering Committee (at its

December 1964 meeting), the Project intended to issue a book of outlines

that had been broposed as alternatives to the McNee outline. This never -

came to pass, and even though White wrote one of the outlines, he stated
that
" the existence of theoretical outlines claimed little
enthusiasm and only the dregs.of staff time. Attention
was centered so thoroughly upon producing materials that
¢ had intellectual structure, an inquiry approach, .and
. practical utility in the classroom that the elaboration*®
of other themes seemed important only if and when similar
energy cquld be devoted to them .(White, June 1, 1970, p.8). R

‘On. the other hand, Kohn had aldifferent in;erpfetation of why the 6utlines.
were never developed: He felt that cértaih'sﬁatia; advocates lackeé the '
willingness rather than the time to pursue the alternative outlines (Kohn
interview,'June 14, 1970). o . o L

The settlement~theme.outline chosen fog,;he Project refiected whdt;v
McNee felt was a pluralistic conception of “the "geographer's way." McNee -
focused on the different types of’ research QuestiOns asked by geographers.
He listed them as follows: . )

1. Physical geography, or geography as earth scieﬁce; the
arrangement and fuhctioning of "natural” things on the surface
of the earth.

2. Cultural, or ecological, geography; the relationship
between man and his environment. e T

3. Regional geography, or area studies; what a given place
is like as a "totality." , .

4. Spatial geography, or location théory; the geometry
" of the earth's surface; why things are arranged as they are
and why there are differences in densities, dispersions,
, -
40
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4period of about a year and a half.

and patterﬁs.-

-

5. Political geography; how the poljtical system 1mpresses , Tt

itself on the landscape (McNee in Morrissett, l967, pp. 57-
- 63).

o

% A

The settlement theme outllne went thgpugh three rev1slons in a, ‘qf”

By l966 lt“*2n51sted of ten unlts,f
parts of wh1ch included all the research areas listed by McNee. Spatlal
geography, or location theory, had a predpmlnant role 1ﬁ all the unlts,
but. 1t most completely dominated the urban, manufacturlng, and agrl-

cultural units.

12

Culture was stressed in both the culture and habitat
units, while the emphasis in the water unit was physical. " The poﬂitical
processes unit was, of.course, political. The regional emphasis was
lacking throughout“the outiline except for secondary considerationkln~the,
polltical.processes unit, and the'yet-to—be-deyeloped unit on Japan o
(McNee in Morrissett 1967, p.6l). kS , * '

There was a general, though far from unanlmous, acceptance of th1s
outllne, ‘and the acceptance seemed to growfalth time. +Advocates of a
regional course were posslbly placated by the contlnued promise, Stlll
heing made in’ l967, that once ‘the settlement theme course was f1n1shed,

a regional course* would soon follow. To indicate how seriz:s the think-

,1ng was on the prop0sed regional course, outlines were sol¥ 1ted from e

five geographers, several of whom were the most outspoken advocates of a

reglonal approach (Report to the AAG..., March l967) If their crit-

’1c1sm'of the spat1al approath was not blunted by hopes for. the future, it

may have been blunted because they were simply too'busy developlng

)

regional course outlines.

Although McNee was very~much in the spatial tradition, his settle-

" ment theme outline was challenged for not b4;§§~spat1al enough. ‘Because

the course was already heavily urban in orientation, why not allow urban °
examples to answer all.of the questions posed in the McNee outllne?v
(Letter to Helburn from Getis, May 2, l966) The question was answered
at a very lively Unlt Author' s Co—ordlnatlng -Conference in Aprll 1966.
The questlon arose when aunit authors were asked if the settlement theme

outline was at all restrictive. Most authors felt it was not restrictive

\5enough, though Elmer Keen claimeduto see no freedom in writing the Japan

.4r L .
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- unit.' McNee clarlfled the outllne as a thread of centinuity. rather than
- . LT «A

¢ " a backbone or a straltjacket. Thefeoncepts of scale, time, areal assoc1atlon,.
e

,;"v; and spatlal 1nteractmon were the links that prov1ded this cont1nu1ty.

Getis suggested that thencourse fOCUS on urbanlzatlon, h1s re%son

o by the~educatlonal communlty.' The discussants went so far as to advocate

‘ . hd €,

N
that.a "subcommlttee of dlverse -views" be‘drawn p to formulate’a state-

[}

. ment on the poss1ble re~organrzat10n of the éourse.a When\asked to be on

2

- the commlttee, McNee refused, sayln? that authots should, study ‘the present
o outline«‘and it would be up* “ta the Steet;ng~Cpmmrttee and the Project office *

be1ng that it prov1ded structure and guldagpe and would be better accepted N
to decide if the unlts f1t the theme He ‘also. suggested that it was in- 1

» T ' approprrate for the authors to dlctate to the Commlttge. Merrill Rldd

recalled h1s ex r1en€e w1th the Eatth Scxence\Currlculum Pro;ect, JAin
1

A whlch an outllne was handed down’from above %nd«the-wrlters labored under_
it, ThlS experlence caused the Earth.Sc1ence Currlculum onject to move

" toward more abthor freedom. The High School Gedgraphy Project needed
s . to strlke a balance‘between central control and author freedom. . The Pro— - -
. L
@ . ]ect recognlzed thlS pOSltlon and, the settlement theme outllne remained’

N o,

as the organ1z1ng element of tlfe course (M;nutesthprll 22 -23, 19686).

Thls marked“a erlod when the Pyojéct seem to 'be mOV1ng toward more
P

’ . entrallzatlon. ST ' n.all'
o ! :» ) . *

., In retrospect, the entlre ar&ument over the settlement theme outllne
seems gratultous. When as%ed about 1t, McNee said that he.des1gned the
- e
_outline to.coordlnate the approaches. which had already been decided upon

by the*Steerlng Commlttee. ~The first two units were to be on urban geog-

-

- raphyﬁbecause it was current and water because that was White's primary
v 1nterest. Explalnlng its acceptance over the other outlines, he went on

v, . to say that th? outline was also political in nature because it included
% R %
R elements dear to all Committee factions. The outline was stillborn,
- . . : N . 7
because at the time i was developed, a decision had already been reached

to allow- individual authors to stay in thedir home areas and develop the1r

-3

. v indiwidual unlts. Having a- course structure, as represented by the out-
v.line, #d having author autonomy were mutually exclusive goals. McNeéh

v  admitted that he did not realize this at the time the decision was made,

~ but when he did realize it after the Author's Co—ordihating Conference,

s ° ) ot
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~ he had to make a decision. He cauld have pushed for a completely uni-
fied course--at the cost of a great deal of time and effort-—or he could .
simply let the fact of decenprallzatlon work 1tself ‘out. In looklng
.back, McNee felt his de01s;on was a good one (McNee 1nterv1ew, June 15,
1970). - The idea-of a settlement theme sfayed with the Project and gen- )
.. erated vigorous debate, but the outline was\more 1mportant as an artifact
of the currlculum constructlon process than it was 'as,a structure of the 4

.. final course materials.

In retrospect Paetison, like McNee, provided an insightful inter-
pretation of the entire debate over course structure. To Pattison the
intense interest of the Steering Committee reflected what he called "a
phase of Steering Committee control.” This period began in the winter
of 1964 and lasted into the fall of 1966. It was a time when the
.Steering Committee, tried its hand at curriculum materials development.’
This accounts for the many course outlines and the intense interest and
frequent crltlclsm of the direction the unit authors were taklng. By
1967, materlals development became'lncrea51ngly the domain of the Project

« staff, and the staff's degree of control can be materially measured by

the increasing numbers of evaluators, editors, and educatqrs Qho.were
added to the staff. According to Pattison it is this staff control

. phase beglﬁning in l967 that accounts fer the uniform teachability of
the currlculum\product that flnally emerged in 6970 (Pattison interview,
July 15, 1970) ! .

' +# Learning Theory and Strategies

- Learning theory and strategies were never fofmally considered in
the early development of the Progect s materials. The learning theory<\\
and strategies of the materials resulted from ‘an evolutlonary process
rather than an initial view of how learning takes place. The rationale -

and objectlves of the urban unit gradually changed to reflect prqcess

and the development of "investigating man."" After the first limited
school trials, the student and his interests were a primary concern, and
the subseqdent ordering and structuring of geography content recognized

. this concern: How the Project explained the type and amount of student

learning made evidenﬁ\py_the school trials was never explicitly stated,

FRIC. - . . L4 | o
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although there was often the feeling that a learning theory shouldisome—
how be recorded. This concern for an infusion of the latest and best
thiﬁkinq in eduoational psychology led White to contact personally Jerome
Bruner and. request the names of learning“theorists who could be hired'hy 4
v , each of the unit authors on a consulting basis for the six to nine months
it took to develop‘their units (ﬁetter to Bruner from White, Mar. 16,
© 1966). 4 :
Several of the later unit authors were able to take advantage of 4
- psychological consuitants, but it was done more out of a local need with
"local consultants than a general mandate'from the Project office. Howard
. -~ Sstafford, author'bf‘the manufacturing unit, worked very closely with the
psychologist Leonard Lansky at the Uhiyersity of‘Cincinnatif Roger \\»
Kasperson, author of the‘political unit, worked with the etaff of Clark
University and particularly. with Joseph Bentley, who at the time was head
of the psychology.department at Clark. The urban unit was a testimony to
the 1mportance Getls placed on educator-author collaboration, but hlS
collaboration was w1th teachers rather than psychologlsts and was more

typical of the Pro]ect approach to learning theory

Geographer-Educator Cooperatlon. For the most part, educatlonlsts

were excluded from the Project's\igigial curriculum development process.
Of the 51x experts consulted before developing the original Getls unit,
not one came from the field of ducatlo (Progress Report to HSGP, Nov.
20, 1964). This same lack of involvemegt of education had drastic con-
sequences for the water resources unit developed by Carter. Once Getis
_started on hdg new direction, however, there was a direct influence of

.

less formalize , but no less important, educational thought in .the persons

Bt Judlth Getis and of Dana Kurfman of the Educational Testing Service. .
_Both were xperienced public school teachers and Arthur Getis attributed
much of the unit's success to them (Getis interview, June 14, 1970).
< A comparison of the evaluation’results of both the urban unit and
the water unit undoubtedly 1nfluenced the direction taken by "the more//
perceptive authors charged w1th the developmenﬁ 1ater units. Getis,
and by contrast Carter, proved that imaginative learnlng activities and

teaching strategies were wital to the success of high school curriculum

» materials. Max Kirkeberg and Richard Hough followed this pattern and \d

>
.
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Wwriting. The list would include such units as Networks of Cities, The

* 37 . ‘ﬂz
developed a very successful unit in cultural geography, attributing much
of its success to the imaginative use of teaching strategles > Duame\Knos
of the Unlvers1ty of Kansas marshalled-the efforts of his geography de-
partment into a highly 1maglnat1ve unit on agriculture best characterlzed
by the very successful "Game of Farming." Roger Kasperson retognized a
need’ for educational advice when he turned to the staff of Clark and again
when he contacted the Abt Associates for the game of "Section" in his po-
litical unltf A similar llSt of units which had difficulty could be
d}awn up, and it would 1nclude the work of geographers who tried to go

the development proCesses alone or who for one reason or another were

unable to assimilate the reality of the public scheol classroom into their

Habitat., and Japan. Very little of what was contained in these original
units surVived to be included in Macmillan's Geography in an Urban Age

course.

The Growing Importance of Teacher Training, A very important factor

in determining how the materials would be taught was. the teacher's manual.

Again, Getis was the first author to use a rather detailed teacher"s

guide} Because of its success, the pattern was followed in subsequent
project units. This was in contrdst to Carter's approach in his water
resources unit;' Carter saw the ‘author's role as one of gatherino signif~
icant ideas, arranging them logically, and leaving their impiementation

to the imagination of the teacher. He hoped that, by letting the teachers

go, he could then learn what strategies best sulted his materials (Kurf-

»

_ man interview, June 2, 1970). This was similar to the reasoning behind
N !

¥
the Advisory Paper developed in the first year of the Project's history.

The view was no more successful in 1965 than it was in 1963. The trials
teachers who used the,teacher's guide for the urban unit weremfavorable'
toward its content and intent. The only negative comments about the

guide came from teachers who felt that the gulde did notvgo far enough in

suggestlnj/e}Zher supplementary materials or detailed guidelines for con-

tinuous evaluation (Eddcational Testing Service Evaluation Report...,

March 5, 1966, pp. 27-28). The trials were as much a test of the teacher's

guide as they were of the student materials.

A learning theory is only gs good as the student and teacher behaviors
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staff realized that a "new geography" was only as new as the classroom

Q ) . d
- . A ' y
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1]

that result ﬁ;om it. THe teaching strategiés'implicit in the High School

Geography PrOJect course materials and stated in the teacher's guide made

teaching and learning fun. The students at Bowdish Junior High School

were interacting with the materials and each other, and their behavior

was being modified by the process. The students had somehow been freed
by the classroom climate to learn for themselves. The teacher in the
Bowdish classroom had also been taught something about learning and its
application. If the materials were to be taught successfully at all, a
definite behavior change was required on the part of the teachers. They
could no longer view themselves as the fountainheads of knowledge, as

the great arbitrators and deCiSion makers, or ‘as the managers of a "guiet"
learning enVironment. The High School Geography Project teacher education
film, "High School Geography:' New Insight," has little narration, but its
message is clear. Active, learning stLdents tell the High-School Geog- ,
raphy Project story as well ag it can be told. o

Teacher education was a part of the Project's role ever since the

'first teacher's guide was printed. Its teacher training program began in

earnest the moment the first teachers were recruited to teach the materials

on an experimental basis in 1965. : ‘ .

L1

The first teache{ training materials were developed when the Project

teaoher was willing to make it. As time passed, the importance of teaqher
eduoation grew to the ‘extent that it dominated the efforts of the Project's
last year of existence. It is not surprising that the Teacher Educat ion
5its prepared by the Project used the Project activities as a vehicle to
transmit the concepts and methodology_of good teaching.

-

Development of a Process Model

The early years of the High School Geography Project were productive

but not very efficient. Existing curriculum theory provided little in-"

sight into the type of revision the Project leadership'felt was needed
for high school geography. When the S$teering Committee did agree on an
approach it was/usually so eclectic in nature that it failed to provide

adequate direction for the unit authors. Much responsibility devolved on

" the authors and consensus came after rather than before the materials were

L . ~
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developed. The first three steps of the curriculum development model
(see page 19) amassed data wHich pointed to new knowledge and new

0 .- ‘
applications of existing knowledge in the area of curriculum develop-

ment and desidn. The intensive evaluation efforts of the later steps

1n the model moved the Project staff into a central role in tightening
» .b.

and refining the new curriculum design. .

ro-
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Chapter 3

The Curriculum Evaluation Model . z

From the beginning of the High School Geography Project, evaluation
was taken seriously and was an 1ntegral part of the Project' s'currlculum
development progess. The type of evaluation used by the Projeot had
little precedence and,'as a result, much of the work constituted a new
approach to the subject. The emphasis the Project placed on evaluation’
was a direct outbrowth of the emphasis placed on the teacher and the stu-
dent. The task was no td* evaluate students and teachers as 1nd1v1duals,
but to evaluate the teachlng materials through the knowledge, skill,
feelings, and attitudes of their users. This was a,very different con-
cept of evaluation from that which was current in educational thought.

Evaluation has always been a part of the educational procees. Be-
fore the growth of the measurement movement in pre—Darwinian times, eval-
uation was a functlon of the intuitive processes of the evaluator. With
the development of modern psychology, measurement moved from its intuitive
base to a point today where 1t can rest on solid statlstlcal data. This
movement marks a shift in technique and methodology, but not a shift in
emphasis. The bulk of evaluation theory at the time the Project began
was still centered on the individual, be that individual a student, a
teacher, or an administrator. When curriculum materials were the subject
of evaluatlon, usually the study was designed to tell how well the mate-
rials performed but not why that was the case or how to change them to
give better results. -

There is a growing body of evaluation literature emphasizing the
gathering of information to improve curricula. Bruner supported the idea
of developmental evaluation when he wrote,

A ) Tt would seem much more sensible to put evaluatlon
into the plolhre before and during curriculum ‘construction,
as a form of intelligence operation to help the curriculum
maker in his choice of materials, in his approach, and in
his manner of setting tasks for the learner. . . .if e%al-
Lation is to be of help it must be carried out to provide
feedback at a time and in a form that can be useful in the
design of materials and exercises (Bruner 1967, p.30).

48
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Lee Cronbach has also suggested that curriculum evaluation should
serve the function of "identifying the facets of a course which need re-
y;sion: A large on-going pool of questions should be establis?ed to test

and modify the objectives, content, and learning. situations of new. cur-

;riculum materials (Cronbach 1964, pp. 232-36). Michael Scriven has pro-

vided a term for thii(new txpevdf evaluation. He distinguishes it as

"formative" evaluation, in contrast to "summative," which is primarily

designed to evaluate the completed product {Scriven 1966, pp. 7-8).
-

- y

The Evaluation Model

The question of evaluation was considered at the Steering Committee

»meeﬁing held in December 1964. It was the same meeting that launched

both the urban and water units and the settlement theme outline. Tom
Hastings, who was then director of the Curriculum Evaluation Research
Center at the University of Illinois, was present at the meeting. He
pointed out a dual objective that éhould be dncluded in any of the Pro-
ject's eQaluation: to help revise e materials and to help schools to
decide whether to adopt the materialg. He strongly suggestéd that the
Project ally itself with a professional testing cenfer (Minutes of
Steering Committee Meeting, Dec. 29-30, 1964Y. HETgtrn shared this be-
lief, which was consistent with what was already being done By‘other‘
curriculum development projects, particular}y the Biologica% Sciences
Curriculum Study and thg Earth Sciencé Curriculum Project. He recommended
that the Project find an agency that could hefpmwith évaluation of the

Project's materials (Memorandum to Steering Committee from Helburn, Dec.

P
-

There was some initial doubt about what testing agency to usé, but

it was settled after Heiburn visited the Pquhological Corporation of

New York and the Educational Testing Service of‘Princeton. Both could
have prepared an objective test for the Project, but the Educational
Testing Service (ETS) representatives indicated an inteiest_in,'and the
capabilities for,fa variéty of different kinds of evaluation tLetter to
white from Helburn, Feb. 10, 1965). Because of this, ETS became the
consulting agency for the Project's evaluation.

Each unit of the settlement theme course went through one or more

. \
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cycles of development, evaluatioa, and revision. For the urban unit,
this cycle was repeated five tim:s‘during the materials development. The
initial development stage relied heavily on the evaluation speciaiist.
His job was to work closely with the unit author to develop a pool of
questions sufficient for the tests and evaluation questionnaires used
. thoughout the informal teaching trials. It was thought that the careful
constru:%ion of test items would force the author to clarify his objec-
tives and focus attention on the most important conéepﬁs of éhe unit:'
“/but, as it actually happened, the best test items could not be con-
structed until after the course materials were written (Richburg inter-
view, June 8, 1970). .Once th% objectives were formulatled and the’methods
of teaching them selected, educators were called in to look at the teach-
ability of the materials. If any modificatien in objectives took pldce,
the evaluatlon ‘specialist was often called in to develop new test items
to evaluate the modified materials (Memorandum to staff from Helburn,
April 5, 1966).,

Informal School Trials. The evaluation phase of the cycle began

- when the first versiomyof the materials was.ready for tryout. Informal
school Erials usually involved five teachers and some 300 students. The
triaiﬁ took place in the author's home area so the author couldlhave more
op tunities to observe the teaching of his unit. An pttempt was @ade

to Fhoose classrcoms with a representative cross sectioh of students and
teachers. However, because the iaformal trials were voventary and\carried
ouﬂ\in close proximity ;o the author's -university, the students and\

teachers used in the trials were somewhat above the average  (Kurfman, -
-

Feb. 1967, p.39). This biag was assessed by an aptitude test given to-

eac

of tHe students. In addition to this, the unit test was administered

befoke and after the unit was taught to see how well the students learned

ncepts and skills of the unit. To assess attitudes toward the mate-
¥

R

students and teachers were “given questionnaires designed to measure

ay. Authors met with the trial teachers while the materials were
aught, as meetings of this nature prov1ded a valuable two-way flow

tion. Teachers could 1dent1fy problems in the teaching of the

Q ‘ . L?()
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unit, and the author, often in conjunction with the other tedchers, could
offer suggestions that many times became 1nputs for the revision process.
The formal reVision came at the conclu510n of teaching the unit after
all the test data had been collected Teacher comments, student tests, and
teacher and student questionnaires provided data used by the evaluator to
make recommendations concerning modifications needed in the unit. /BPhese .
recommendations, coupled with the author' s own ideas, became the basis for
unit revision by the author. 'The revised materials were. then sent to the

Project headquarters to be prepared for more extensive trials.

Limited and National Schqol Trials. The entire cycle was repeated

in the limited field trial. This time, however, the trials were generally
conducted by the Pro;ect staff rather than the unit authors. If con- E .
Siderable revision hadq occurred after the first limited trial, the unit
might be tried again in a second, ‘third, or even fourth limited,trial. ‘
The data collection process of these more expanded, limited school trials
was much more systematic than the first, informal round of trials. Often,
from three to six units were tested with some 25 to 7% teachers. Bec;use
. of the numbers of teachers and students’ invdlved, many more variables
could-be brought into the evaluation picture. Studente were divided by
achievement, sex’, and social background. Teachers were divided by aca- :
demic ‘-background, geographic knowledge, and, in at’ least one trial period,
by the type of trdining provided by the Project itself. Comparisons could
then be made and correlations drawn from-these mnltiple variables with R Lo
success or the iack of sugcess of the materials; For example, in the 1965~
: 19§F limited school trials, 25 of the 70 teachers involved were selected
as an experimental groug and given an intensive short course in the geo-
qraphic concepts ‘and teaching strategies of the new materiaLg It was .
found that there was no Significant difference in the performance of
these experimental teachers when comgared with the control group who were
. . given no grevious train%ng by the Project (Richburg interview, June 8, ) -
1970) .
wWwhile there was a need and a desire on the part4§f\the Project de-
velopers to have widespread national school trials on the completed course,

time and resources prevented these trials from taking place. The need'Gas

there, but responsibility for wide-scale evaluation was turned over to the .

Q ‘ . 55:1. '
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| publisher. At this time there is no lndicatlon the publisher has
assumed this espon51hility. Even if the evaluation had been carried
out it wouléjzin all liklihood, not have followed the High School -Geog-
raphy Project model. The unique nature of the Project's evaluation was
T its empha51s on a rapid transmiSSion of results to parties responsible
- for making curriculum revisions. Because of this, extended data pro- . .
_cessing procedures such as analysis of video tapes or the sysgtematic
evaluation of classroom behavior were'precluded by the model. The model
also precludgd‘lelayed feedback of teacher and student 1mpressions or
student attainments months or years later (Kur fman 1968, pp. 7-9).

Evaluation in Unit Revision. The unit tests (focu51ng on cognltive

questions) varied considerably from year to year and from unit to unit. .
THe format, of the questionnaires (focusing on s%udent and teacher judg-
ments about the materials), however, remained fairly consistent over
time. (See the'Appendix for examples of the questionnaires:.) As a re-
sult of this stability, rithions to the units could be compared from
year to year either with each other or within vyfious versions of the

, same unit. The questionnaire data had. sghbilit which, in turn, prOVided

-

., - ‘criteria for judqment. ' : N

g The data on cognitive growth were much more'of a problem What con-
stitutes a'significant growth in cognitive ability from pre- to posttest?
Was the amount of change constant’ with each concept tested? What about .
an act1v1ty that combines many concepts and skills? All of these ques-
tions had to he answered, but the early answers often came in terms of
intuitive feelinga and grew out of experience: rather than gtatistical
confidence intervals. As time went on and criteria became better estab-

Iy

lished, 1t was much easier to make these subst&ntive judgments.

- + -

An Application of the Evaluation Model

The mpdel of evaluation described so far is general in nature. In
. | order to understand how it worked\and how it influenced the Projecto
materials, it is necegsary to trace the evolutlon of a unit through each
of the model's cycles

4

. 1965 Infgrmal School Trials. The urban unit, after a hesitant start,

. . . .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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phase began in Abril 1965 in two high schools and a month later in three , '
more in the author's locale. During the initial informal trials, many

short meetings were held between Dena Kurfman of ETS and the unit devel-
opment team.' (The many meetings ‘between the’ Educatlonal Testing Service %

and the unit author were probably-unusual, due more to the close proximity

of Princeton;, New Jersey, to New Brunswick and the close person frlendshlp

- fession.

of Kurfman.and the Getises.) The meetings proyided a u%eful eounding
board for the ideas that had gohe intthhe materials. The experiences of.
the trials were satféfying,~ﬁnd both the teachers and the students were
enthusiastic aboht the unit. / The summer of 1965'wa§ spent revising the
unit in light of the informal trials experience, and a revised version of
the unit was ready for the limited schooi trials that fall (Report on the
Urban Unit..., June 9, 1965). ’ s : ‘
1965-1966 Limited School Trials. i;tis felt pressured during the

-

- v 3
summer when he was revising his ynit for its first limited trials. There

were two or three act1v1t1es whlch he wanted to include in the revised
unit, but time Slmply did not permit him to do it (Letter to Helburn from
Getis, Aug. 9, 1965). Also time prevented the revised materials from
being caref ii'reviewed by the Project office. Revision could have prevented
another sto Steering Committee meeting where the Getis unit was roundly
éritici;e ¢t it emphasized the wrono concepts; it did not respond to the
needs o the?sthdent; and it did not meet the obligations of the pro-

df/ Getis was commended, however, on the imaginative teaching stra%-
egies used in the materials (Minutes of Steering Committee Meeting, Dec:
10-11, 1945). This confrontetion came before the results of the unit's

(
trials were in Steering Committee hands. If the materials were criticized

'-by the geography profession at the Steering Committee meetlng, they were

apparently vindicated by the results of the 1965 limited school trials.,

The limited trials were actually regional trials, for both the urban
unit and the fresh water resources unit were tried in California, IllaniSr
Ohio, and New Jersey. Each of the four areas was organized under the
leadership of an area coordlnator who served as a superV1sor and liaison
person between the. teachers, ETS, ‘and the Project office. Getis stayed
with his unit during the first limited trials as ‘the New Jersey area co-

. -~ )
ordinator. In all, there were 47 teachers and 2,200 students involved in

, b3 N




the trials (Educational Testing- Service Evaluation Report..., Mar. 5,
- 1966, p.2). In a summary of its recommendatioﬁé drawn from the triels,
:ETS reported that:

1. The test results and the enthusiastic reponse of both
teachers and students suggest tHat the unit is a successful teach-
_ing instrument in approxXimately 1ts present form.

2. To the extent that the generatlon of student ihterest in
oS geography is a goal, group activities involving the manipulation of
* objects should Be rétained.

N 3. A-greater varlety of readings should be provided in the
‘ unit, especially readings suitable for poor readers.

. 4. The success of the several activities centering on the
local communlty suggests that, whenever possible, ttention should -
be centered on the students' own communities. :

5. The unit is too long; Certain activities will need to be
dropped, put on an optional basis, or combined. o

. % 6. Teachers indicated that class discussions, especially those
based on the unit readings, were relatively ineffective in helping
students learn what was intended.

7. 'The value of retaining the student eiercises requiring
extended computations should be seriously considered.

8. Some questions on the unit beé?p}gttle direct relevance to
the unit concepts. Thereforé, the anit test should be analyzed and
~ revised to provide a more precise measurement of all the unit con-
cepts (Educational Testing Service Evaluation Report..., Mar. 5,
1966, pp.27-28).

The final publiéhed course reflects the impact of several of these

rd

recommendations. In'the short run, hOWever, the evaluation report failed
to pinpoint the real problems which existed in the unit. Teachers and
students encountering such a novel set of materials were enemOured‘with ’
them and were sometimes unwilling to find faﬁlt-with the;materiaﬂ. ‘Be-
cause teachers reported that only minor revisions were needed, only minor.
revisions were recommended in the evaluation report (Richburg 1969). The
revised unit went into its next limited school trials little changed from
e its 1965 format.
Lack of revision can also be explained by other fact&xs. Severe

time limitations were always a factor influencinq the testing—revision

‘cycle. The philosophy behind the presentatlon of Budluation data was

another problem in the revision process.’ The prevailing attitude of the

early evaluators at ETS was that the evaluation results should more or’
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less speak for themselves. This attitude was reversed’ later when the

’PrOJect staff evaluators began making much more specific recommendations

'regarding the revision of the materials (Kurfman interView, June 2, 1970)

- 1966-1967 Limited School Trials. In the fall of‘l966, Inszde the

city (as the Getis unit was now called) was one of five units tested by
A .

70 teachers andZSOme 3,000 students. The evaluation for this second

trial was similar in format to that of the earlier trials. However, it

-

used more criteria in rating the performaoce of each activity in the unit.
This reflected not only the information gained from the earlier ttiels,
but the increased experience and confidence of the Project staff. -
.The succeeding 1967 version of the urben unit clearly showed the

impact of the past year's evaluation efforts. Ten activities fepreSenting
60 percent of the 1966 unit were dropped. In the activities that-Were re- -
tained, some 75 percent of the minor recommendations made from the trials
were implemented. The dropping and recombination of activities reflected

a new concept of "actiVity that had evolved. An "activity® had previously

been thought of as a short 20- to 30-minute lesson developing a single, spe-

cific student behavior. Now the concept of an "actiVity"’was broadened to
include a bundle of interrelated outcomes associated with a longer period
of student 1nvolvement with the materials. This made the task of evalu;
ation much easier. Each actiVity, ‘as a coherent entity in itself, could
be more readily identified and its effects isolated for scruti?y (Kurfman
intérview; June 2, 1970). . 'Cf’f‘

1967-1968 Limited School Trials. Twenty—seven teachers and 1,250

students were involved in the 1967-1968 limited school triais. Besides
the radically revised urban unit, three other units were tested. By this
time, both the evaluation and the revision cycle were -carried out ex-
clusively by the Project staff. The evaluators used nearly the same
criteria for judging the unit's performance. that were used in thé”pie—
ceding year. . ' ‘ '

A new direction of the 1967-1968 trials was the relatively small

n r of teachers involved. The previous, school trials convinced the

Proje t staff that a small number of highly articulate teachers could pro-

vide maximum help in pOinting out curriculum weaknesses and suggesting s

A

improvement (Richburg 1969, p.4). Most of-the teachers used in the

. : N M ©
: .o - ’ . .
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1967-1968 trials had takeg part in the Project's-previous trials; These
"right kinds" of teachers were sprit evenly to‘represent'geography

‘teachers with a great deal of experlence in the d15¢1p11ne and soc1al

P
-

studies teachers w1th a minimal geography background. : e
,One variable examlned was the usegglness of clustering teachers.in
the same locality. The trials demonstrated that having a cluster of
teachers in one area did not generate the close cooperation that was -
. v expected. ‘There was eY}dence, for example, .that clustering trial teachers
produced little mutual support. Increased communication between teacher
and Project staff was seen to be more helpful in curriculum revision than¥y =%
. . communication amdng trials teachers {(Memorandum to Steerjing Committee -
from Kurfman, Feb. 20, 1967). B

1968-1969 Limited School Trials. The revisivns follow1ng the l9é7—

1968 trials were done 1n close cooperatlon with the Macmillan Company,
~the publisher chosen for the course. Patricia Clish worked with the
Boulder staff during the summer and fall of 19683 during which time the
ma]or edltlng'of the first three units was completed. All three units
were printed in nearly final férmat torﬁthe»last school trials to be
carried'out'iﬁ the - 1968-1969 school year. The Geography of Cities,
~ 'Manufacturlng and Agrlculture, and Cultwral Geography unlts were tested
in 29 schools in 22 states {Report to the AAG..., July 1969) The units
were evaluated in terms of teachablllty and of student attalnment of

objectives. On the basis of these evaluative findings and on the advice

of the Steering Committee and editorial staff, the wi®ts were revised

and the final versions were transferred to the Macmillan Coméany for

commercial. production. ’ ’ .

Analysis of the Evalqation'Model

The Getis unlt went through f1Ve cycles of development, evaluation,

i and revision. Thls was more evaluatlon and revision than any other
single unit of the course. Robert Richburg, a Pro;ect staff evaluator,
followed each phase of this process over a five-year period and made the
following general statements concerning the process: | ‘ .

1. There are many legitimate reasons for the recommendations
of the Evaluation Reports not being implemented in the unit re-
visions. Insufficient editing time, over-riding concerns about the

.‘ ‘\_ | f\‘ \56" | . -




»e

Q

ERIC

LI A .1 70x rovided by ERIC

,50

L

length of the unit, or of the general content that it includes
would be biit a couple of such reasons. It does seem apparent, how-
ever, that partlcularly in the early revisions of the Urban Unlt
the evaluation reports were not utilized as fully as they shbuld
have been.

. 2. The evaluation reports have had much less influence in

- 'determining which activities are retained and which dropped from

!

the unit, than they have had in determining specific revisions for
the activities which have been retained.

3. The composition and style of the evaluation reports them-
selves must bear much of the. respon51b111ty for the relatively small
influence they have ‘had in the revision process. The reports have
tended to be unnecessarily Ilo g. The recommendations have often
lacked clarity and specificity. With the exception of the most
recent evaluation réport (196 ) recommendations have not been made
authorltatlvely or with convig¢tion. -

v 4. The evaluation reports have tended to provide more help in
suggesting minor revisions for activities which have been well re-
ceived by teachers,and studths, than for activities that have been -
poorly received and, therefore, need greater revision. For example,
the 1968 Growth of Cities evaLuatlon report offered nine revision
recommendations for the "Portsv1lle" activity which was by far the
best received activity in the unit, and only two recommendations’ for
the "Bruges" attivity which was the least successful activity in the
unit.

5. The editor-developers within the Project office have a
better record over the past four years in revising the materials
developed by ,the unit authors than they have in writing new activ-
‘ities. The three activities that were developed within the Project
office for the 1967-1968 edition of the unif, "A Few Americam Cities!,
" Bruges",- and "Models of City Form" have not been as well receive v
both teachers and students as the ‘activities that were originally
developed for the, unit and later dropped.

6. The size of our school trial populations has not influenced
the number or value of the recommendations that the evaluation re-
ports have made. In fact, the 1968 evaluation\ report describing
the smallest of three school trials over the Urkan Unit, has turned
out to have the greatest impact on the revisions Rf the unit.

lban Unit hdve been
s than in 1965.

7. The evaluation recommendations for the U
implemented more consistently .in the past two Yea
Seventy-five per cent of the specific revision ommendations in
the 1967 report were implemented as were 60 per ‘Gknt of the recom-
mendations in the 1968 report. Only about 25 per cent of the recom-
mendatlons made ‘in the 1966-report were. implemented.

8. The 1968 evaluatlon report has attempted to make recom—
mendations for larger scale or more involved revisions, to.a greéter'
degreé -than its predecessors. The March, .1966 report offered
virtually no recommendations beyond thé minor sort involvi) sim-
plifying vocabularly or adding questlons to the readings. " The

v . )
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December, 1966 report included some recommendations of a more in-
volved kind, but they weré few by comparison with the number made .
in 1968 (Richburg 1969, pp. 6-7). . , ¥

It is an interesting observation’that in the early trials, when
evaluation data were badly needed, the Project staff did not have the
experience to e the fullest use of it. 1In The i968—l969‘£rials, when
the data collection was working at its: best, the PrOJecb%staff relied
on evaluatlon results only secondarily 1n the revision process- Many
. times th edltlng staff could tell what activities needed revision even
before the evaluation results were returned. Often times the evaluation
results served as little more than a double check on changes that were ‘
already made or planned. ‘
In the 1968-1969 fundihg period, Congress cut back on its allocation
of funds for educatlon, and a 70 percent celllng was t on the High
School Geography Project budget. This caused a coqéﬁZ:rable reductlon
. in personnel.and a drastic curtailment of the Projéct's evaluation pro-
gram. There was to be a Eatlonal school trial to test the entire\course,
and this was to be conducted by an outs1de agency. This trial w;s
v abandoned. ‘A critical result was that three units of the course that
had been almost completely revised after their firfst field trials went
to Macmillan with no further evaluation at all. The Project staff was
confident, however, that the quality of these untested revisions was
com;;rable to the‘other more thoroughly tested cdgrse units'(Richbhrg
interview, June 25, 1970). This indicated a decline—in evaluation and a \*~/

growing reliance on other forces within the curriculum development process.

Other Forces in the Revision Process

There is little doubt that formal evaluation played a major role in
shaping the course that was eventually turned over to the Macmillan Com-
pany. This,'however, was only one of many influences s aping the mate-

rials. White captured the scope of these other influerices when he wrote,

Altogether in tﬁé’prOJect, a remarkable group of more
than three hundred classroom teachers, twenty psychologists
and three hundred geographers from one hundred colleges and

- _ universities took a direct and reésponsible part in devising,
testing and revising course .materials (White, June 1, 1970, //"\
p.-6). .
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“The PrOjecF Steering Committee was a powerful force in;shaping the
course material. Arthur Getis was not the only author to go before thé
committee and plead a case for his version of geogfapﬁic edbcatibn.
Authors were given freedom on the assumption that they were competent in
their specialties and knew what to teach from their fields. This freedom
was elusive, however, becguse each author was accountible to the Coﬁhittee's
figh standards, to the changing cﬁrriéulumv6alues of the Commi;tee's mem-
bership, and to their settlement theme outline. In 1965, afteg the Steer-
}ng Committee's rath?r severe criticism of the water unit, it was‘sug—
gested that'Committee.criticism would be more helpful if it céme befdre a

unit was completed. It was suggested that the'memberé comment, by mail on

. the segpnd or third draft of ahy future units (Minutes of Steering Com-

mittee Meeting, Oct. 1-2, 1965). The water unit "disaster" called for a
o .

more formalized system of feedback sometime “between'the prospectus and

. -
the rigid form." It was decided that the staff would prepare a report on

the progress of each unit ‘author, including notes on what the author was

,including and leaving out of the unit. These reports would be sent to

the Committée members, who would make comments of their own and return the
reports to the Project office. It was also dééided that a consulting )
relationship would be establishéd between the Committee‘and the unit
authors (Minutes of Steering Comﬁittee Meeting, M;r. 11-12, 1966).

The St;ering Committee met approximately four times a year,}estab—
lishing‘over time a roltine agenda'tﬁat formalized its operations. The
agenda covered most policy-making areas and very few impartant decisions
were made without Committee approval. The Steering Committee took its
duties seriously and left its imprint on almost all aspects of the Project
materials. '

Individual Steering Committee members often kept up a personal
correspondence with the director through the entire Project's history.
The volume of this correspondence is some indication of each member's

importance to the Project. White's correspondence was the most numerous,

and it dealt with many of the key decisions made throughout the Project's

’histoty. He was the Steering Committee between meetings, and this in-

variahly led to his receiving a carbon’coéy of most of the imporfant

*

Project correspondence. White's correspondence was testimony to the fact"®
. ~

09
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that he was responsible for maintaining the Project's forward motion
and its overall direction (Patton 1970, p.60).

. The Project directors, thepselves, left their mark on the materials:'
Having worked with each of the directors ve:y.%losely; White assessed

their unique contributions when he stated: o

William Pattison contributed mightily to the conceptual
organization of ideas in the early stages. Nicholas Helburn
emphasized the basic ‘importance of teachability, intellectual -
curiosity -and stimulation in classroom procedures. Dana Kurf-
man gave a searching interest in the process of classroom
evaluation and in means of transmitting new ideas to teachers
and teachers of teachers (White, June 1, 1970, p.5).

The other mafér influence on revisions came from the editing staff”
itself. The edltihg phase of the Project-began when Helburn reported to
the ‘Steering Comﬁittee in March 1966 that tﬁe Project was entering a
"aew phase.” After the March Steering Committee meeting, all the authors
had been ‘ass1gned their’ respectlve units. In the Proj*s new phase, the
focus of staff attention was to secure “the finest kind of product from
thgse efforts.” Recruitment for an edltlng staff began a short time
later (Memorandum to Steering Committee from Helburn, Mar. 18, l966)\\

- Edlting was based on information gathered in school trials, on
detalled”priticisms de by Steering Commi.ttee members, onvadvice from
eetside éeographef?“ahd educators, and on the results ef an editing con-
ference with four of tle unit authors (Report td the AAG..., Mar. 10,
1967). The criteria given by chSProject office for editing the vcourse
centered on significance of geOgraphic content, teachability; and sense
of fit within the'total‘course outline. White, representing the Steer-
ing Committee view, added two additional factors by stressing that "the
concepts should be valid"” and "that nothing be incorrect or misleading"
(Minutes of Steering Committee Meeting, June 30-July 1, 1967). The
major task of the editors was to transform the work of the original
authors; wrltten in various styles and formats, into a uylfled course of
instruwction. This often meant clarlfylng and refining, the teacher guide-
lines, sharpening or rewriting activity objectlves, and providing better
readinqs and data for the students. At times, it even meant writing

completely new act1v1t1es when the need for them was apparent. Finally,

1t meant worklng with Macmillan to standardize the format and typographical

60_ . ﬂ
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style” and develop the artwerk and cover designs. The task of coordinating
this enormous job was given to Donald Patton when he became the Projéct's

, .
managing editor in 1967. He and Elizabeth Johnson, the senjor editor,
headed a nine-member editihg team. Between 1967 and 1969 and under -
critical time constraints, this team welded a massive array of curricﬁlum
output into a six-unit course of instructior.
J ‘ 3

Comparative Evaluation Models

High School Geography Project evaluation program can be better under-
stood andlappreciated in éomparison with the evaluation done by other pro-
jects. Because of the great amount of money spent by the Projgcﬁ, it is
only fair that large curriculum development efforts, comparable in size

P

and expendituré,ﬁbe used for comparative purposes. v .
7 z

Biological Sciences Curriculum Study. The éiological Scienges Cur-
riculum Study (BSCS)'USed avcomplqiély different development model which,
in turn, called for a considerably different evaluation Wsdel from that
used by the High School deography Project. Three texts and accompanying
teacher and stq?ent materiéls were developed at a writing conference in
the summer of 1960. These materials represented the input of biologists
and‘public school teachers, althduéh the squeqtihatter specialists did
the major share of the writing. Testing centers were then selected in 15

\

different regions, with five testing centers for each of the three versions

of the materials. Each testing center hadja cluster of about seven teachers,

!
one of whom had taken part in the 1960 writing conference. These centers

"each had a college consultaht who was also a member of the 1960 writing

confefence. }n late August, 105 of the trials teachers gathered in

Boulder for an intensive, week-long workshop where they became familiar
with the materials. The data gathering process'consisted of keeping open-
ended daily logs which were collected weekly and sent to‘the testing cen-
ter. These logs were buttressed by reports from visiting consultants.

The logs and reports were compiled and presented to the chapter authors
during the 196} summer writing conference.  Student opinion was gathered

by having selected classes write about their experiences with the materials
to the Project 6ffice. In addition to the'above-mentioned testing centers,

some 13 other independent centers also supﬁlied information, although in a-



'precluded a systematic analysis of more than a small sample of the col-
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much léss formal manner, .

Many of the same teachers who participated in the trials of 1960-
1961 stayed with the Program during the similar trialé with the new
version of the materials during the 1961-1962 school year; To the
original 360 schools another 150 were added for the second set of
trials, bringing the total to around 500 schools representing 52,000
students in 35 states. The major concern at this stage was as much w1th
publicity as with evaluation. Thus more schools “used thp materials than
were necessary to generate adequate evaluative data. is was particularly
evident in the 1962-1963 school year when 500 more schools joined in the
trials (Grobman 1969, pp. 103-117). ‘ ’;'/;>

The evaluation undertaken by BSCS was centralized, but it is Séubt—.
ful that the use of thé accumulated data céuld have been in any way

systematic. The open—ended nature of the evaluation instruments and the

_

prol;feratlng numbers of teachers and tudentb filling them out almost

Iected data.

School Mathematics Study Group. The School Mathematics Study Group

(SMSG) used a writing conference to develop and a téstinq center model to
evaluate their seventh—'and eighth-grade materials.' An SMSG center was
defined as a city or locality with a chairman who obtained suitable
teachers, distributed materials, and returned evaluation data. Some
centrélizing focus came from a college consultant assigned to each center
who proVided background ingbrmation and helped the teachers with problems
growing out of the trials. Each center tried out as many unit§ as pos-
sible, although, to cover all units, some specific ones were assigned to
certain centers. 1In addition, the 75 teachers were invited to a con-
ference in Washington, D.C., in the fall of 1958 to become familiar with
the matexiai they were to teach and the philosophy behind it (Wooton
1965, pp- 46 50)

The resultsfof the trials were the topic of a two-day conference
directly péf%edlnq a 1959 summer writing conference. The panel found the
teachers' comments favorable, and most of them were inclined to recommend

the inclusion of all the units tested in a complete course$ "There were

specific comments made about each unit concerning such things as
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difficulty, style, teachabiiity, and supplementary materials. From the
general nature of these recommendations, it is not surprising, as Wooton
noted, that a topic considened’ "most teachable" by some was thought "most
dull” by others (Wooton 1965, p.63). .

A similar format was followed during the rest of the developmental
process on a greatly expanded scale. The evaluation program carried out
bY SMSG was limited by the nature of the conference approach to cur-

riculum construction. By allowing only two days to survey the eval-

‘uation data, the direction provided by the data would be general rather

than specific. . -
&

The Role of Evaluation in Curriculum Design :

The emergence of national curriculum projects made evaluation an
r

inteqral part of the curriculum development process. Existing evaluation

theory failed to provide the type of evaluation that was needed. Stan-

dards aqalnst which to judge the "success" of activities did not exist
and neither did methods of 1dght1fy1ng specific changes that might. im-
prove the' materials. Rather, they evolved (a{rleast in HSGP) through
an interactive ﬁrocess among Steering Committee members, unit authors,
Project staff, trials teachers, students, and the content and methods

»
embodied in the materials.

-~
The formative evaluation used by the Project worked in some areas
‘and solved some problems, but it was relatively ineffective in other
areas with other problems. Evaluation results were most needed during
the early phasee of development, but the staff was not experienced enough
to make the best use of the data. In the later trial periods, the knowl-
edge and experlénce-of the. staff were so keen that the best evaluation
data then existing added\ilttle to the currlsulum development process.
A similar growth in éxperienee took place throughout the trials when it

was dsicovered that small but highly articulate groups of teachers,’

working independently of each 6ther, provided the best revision infor-

mation. This was in direct contrast to the evaluation wmodels of other

!
projects, which were based more on the quantity of evaluation data .rather

than its quality.

Ege most important-inference to be drawn from the Project's
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evaluation jmodel is the provision it allows for continuous adaptation on
the part -off the ciuirriculum designer. This is a departure\ﬁfom the '
narrower "gummative" definition of evaluation, which is concerned with
the final ucational o%tcomes at the termination of thé instructional
process. If students fail to achie;e the objectives of the teachers'
programs, e fault does not always rest with the students. Formative
evaluation wlill indicate whether the va{}ous components of the in-
structional program should share thé blame. Also it will indica;g
whether the plame should rest with the curriculum authors or the teachers
of the prqgr;m. In whatever degree the blame is assigned, its allocation

will be constructive only to: the extent that it provides guidelines for

improving present and future instruction.

"
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» . .

Accompliskment of Project Objectives

The High School Geography Project offiéially finished at the end of
August 1970. Ifs nine-year history was marked by gréét success in‘many
respects ‘and by failure in others. Just how successful was the Project?
We shall look at the early Bbjectives of the Project and see whether

these were accofiplished.

Unmet Objectives .

In the early years of the Project, Ehe Advisory Paper was given to
ten public school teachers who were charged with developing a ten-unit
course based on the conceptual framework in the paper. They.failed to
accomplish this objective.

Aﬂother early objective was to produce a television course.taught,
in all likelihood, by Kohn. This dbjective was never achieved.

Knowledge of other pedple and other lands was another early objec-
tive of the Project; yet the materials we;e centered in large bart on
the United States. It is doubtful that students using thé Project's
materials could pass Preston James' "thumb testJ—-giving a spontaneous
ten-minute description of any area on which the thumb landed on a spin-
ning globe (White, Feb. 1967, p.4). ’

There wasltalk in the early days of the Project about creating
"teacher-proof” materials (Getis interview, June 14, 1970). Far from
being teacher proof, the course materials liberg%ed teathers from tradi-
tional methodology and proved to be bowerful tools in changing teacher
behavior.

The course, at one time, wds envisioned as a unified whole with one
unit providihg the conéépthal structure that would be elaborated in the
next, thus creating a highly integrated set of "building-block"” course
materials. In their final format, the units could be used independently,
as easily in an economics or political sclence class as in one devoted
entirely to geography. ‘ i )

It is possible to go on at length listing objectives that were not

| Sl 15) | ‘
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met, but the definition of failure must inevitably be faced. Like 3
success, failure depends on standards established by the viewer. For the

objectives that were not acgomp;ished, there were counter-balgncing ob-

jectives that were accomplished. The unitary emphasis of a one-man or

ten—teaeher course gave way,to the pluralism of the final course materials.

The need for geographiéniigeracy perceived by the geography profession and
represented in the thumb test was balanced against the objectives of know- i

ing the local community and applying spatiei:%onéept§ in a familiar envi-

ronment. When the Christaller central place model c¢ame into conflict with
teachability, its hexagons had to be sacrificed {Helburn, April 1970, p.

12). « .

- The complete reversal or serious compromise of some of the Project's ,!k
initial goals challenged the time-honqred,assumption that there is a

linear progression from philosophical considerations to the completed
materials placed in the student's hands. Examples of this were numerous

throughout the Project's history. Many of the later goals bf the Project g

"came about in response to the materials' practical success or failure in

the classroom.. This pragmatic blending of theory and practice was due in
part to the sensitivity of the Project's evaluatien-network and the re-
sponsiyehess 0f the Project ieadgrehip uq that network. Other goal ré-
versals developed out of the conflict and organizational dynamics of the
Project's bureaucracy. If the Steering Committee could not agree on
certain geographical concepts, they certainly could agree on less ego-
involving educational concepts like "inquiry" or the "needsmof the
learner." Other goals were adopted and rejec;ed on the basis of no

other criteria than the lack af time. The mind-set of the staff also had

[N

an impact on the type of goals that were pursued. Each Project director . *
' ) t
and his staff left an imprint orf the materials. .
From its inception, the cu¥rriculum development process of the High

school Geography Project was a continous learning experience. If learn- ,

ing had not taken place, then the course‘objectives would have emergeq .
in the final materials changed very little from'their original formulation;

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to isolating some Qf the
dominant objectives of the Project and assesSsing whether they were met.

Two of the objectives (product and discipline) assessed in the following

R ) !
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pages, are ones that received continuous attention througﬁout the Pro-

Ject's history. Tbe third objective censidered (teacher education) was
]

minor initially but gained in importance over time. N

4

The Product, as a Project Goal

An e3rly and very obvious goal of the Project was to create a com-.
plete geography course for high school students. This goal‘was accom;
plished when the six units of Geography in an Urban Age were turned over
to The Macmillan Company for publication. The units of the course are:
Geography of Cities, Manufacturing and Agriculture, Cultural Geogfaphy,
Political Geography, Habitat and Resources, and Japan. .

But merely producing a package of materials does not qualify'the
Project as a success, even on 1ts own tet‘ms.‘ The intent was to produce
materlals that would help to change geograph;c education. White de-

scribed three levels of impact the course might Have:

- . Ten years from now, if the venture is completely .

unsuccessful, the high school offerings will be

littleé changed from today. If it is moderately

unceéssessful, the course will be taught widely and

in substantially its present form. ®f it is hlghly

successful, it will have generated a series of’ -com-

petitive lmprovements and internal revisions so that

the new course will be rapldly replaced by more ,

effective ones. This first course is not intendéd

to be.a mold in whlcn geography offerings, are formed

'and frozen. It should be a leaven which should help »

lighten and 1ift up the whole loaf of geggraphic

education (White, June 1, 1970, p.8).

In an attempt to assess both the past and the future impact of the
High School'Geography Project, the Project staff initiated an opinion
survey soliciting the views of persons who were closely associated with
the Project. Impredsions of ex-staff members, ex-Steerfﬁé Committee
members, and unit authors were solicited by personal letters from the
director. The 130 trials teachers were contacted through a three-page
opinion survey. An attempt was also made to assess a representative
sample of people not connected with the Project, but who were considered
a part of geographic education (Richburg, June 1970). A representative
sample was .obtained by taking every tenth name from the membership rolls
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‘of .both AAG and NCGE. In all, 1,200 three—page questlonnalres with both -

open—ended and oﬁjective items were malledu There was a- 38 percent return
from NCGE:> a 25 percent return from AAG, .and a 45 percent return from -
former trials teachers, so the conclusions reached were tentativef These
findings are shown in Figures 1 and 2 on the next page. .
. The survey determineq that, by and large,” the Project was known in the
geographic educatiop community. "In fact, 93 percent of the AAG and QS per-
cent of the NCGE samples had heard about toe materials. In the case of ‘
AAG,112 percent, and in the case of NCGE, 18 percent of the respondents had
actually taught some of the activities or units. When asked to compare "the
materials with existing materials for.teaching geography, 94 percent of
boto samples indicated a positive feeling, which was divided fairly evenl§
between "somewhat more effective" and "much more effective." Onlylone
percent of the respondents claimed that the Higﬁ School Geography Projecp
was ﬁées eféective than what hag}been_taught before. When asked the same
question, 87 percent of tﬁe triels teachers said the High School Geography
Project was better, apd 56 percent‘of them classified it "muco more effec-'
tive." The profile in Fiqure 3 (on page 65),summerizes the responses of
all three groups to the course as a whole. The configurations indicate
that at least the‘geographic education communigx\considzzed the course an

overwhelming success. The ‘most signk{icant difference tween the group

‘ responses was related to the question of the course currencyy Considering

the nature of the traditional text materials, it was not surprising that
the trials teachers.coosidered it more current than did either the AAG or
the NCGE members. At the .05 confidence }eve&u the trials teachers felt
the materials were innovative and reflective of the best traditions of
the discipline more than did either the AAG qr the NCGE meﬁbers. The

B . \ . .
difference between the two professional association's memtbers on the

answers was more difficult to explain. Although‘the NCGE Iespondents
believeg the course was more dated and boriog to students( the AAG respon-
dents felt it was less useful, less reflective of the best tradition of
the dTSC1pline, and less 1nnovat1ve. This was in splte of—ghe fact that
the AR qgt was the fiscal agent for the’ Project. It could reflect the fact
that the AAG.clientele were mainly practicing college geographers and

would, as a result, be closer to the research frontiers of their discipline
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. 'Figure 1. ’ ' _— )
' , :
- , :‘ B
An Assessment of-the Impact of HSGP’ _ Tf’
‘on the AAG®and.NCGE )
- 7 P
. . * 3 ;"- A . - . : . N
e What sort of contact‘hayngOuvhad with HSGP materials? - oo \
. _ : \{"‘ L ’ ‘ Responses in Percent '
. ‘ . ' . L ) : AAG NCGE
s Al I know nothing about the HSGP materials. . T 13
B. I have only heard about thésmaterials. 39 - 26
C: I have looked at some of the unit materials. ’ 41 - 42
o D. I have taught some of the yn1t.act1v1t1es. 12 18
. o N :
If you have had 'some contact with ﬁhe materials how effective would '
o you judge them to be in comparlson to ex1st1ngggeans‘of teach1 ng L )
. ' geography?,
- o o - . "~ Responses in Percent
_ ' _ AAG NCGE.
A. HSGP materials are much ﬂess effective than 1 -
existing materials. . . :
B. HSGP materials are somewhat less effective. - . = L
C.. HSGP materials are about as effective . 4 . - 5°7
D. HSGP materials are somewhat more effective . 45 .48 -
E. 'HSGP materials are much more effective _ Y. 49 T 46
] - g ’ Lt e
¥ : *Figure 2. b -~ Lo
2 ? a ' . .
‘An Assessment of the Future Impact Te e ’
- of HSGP .on AAG and NCGE , » ﬁ
.o
If you are or will be teachlng, do you 1ntend to use any parts of
HSGP materlals in your classes? . .
- ’ ) Responses in Percent
¢ ~ . AAG NCGE
A. .Yes °® Pl - o ’ 39 . 48
B. No A —, o 18 19
C. Question not appropriate to my > o ’ g
Situation L A ) T 42 33

“
i

I1f you are or will bé teaching, do you intend to use the ideas

incorporated in tie HSGP materials in your classes? . .

‘ Resﬁonses in Percent .
AAG, NCGE

A. Yes - 55 ° 62 .
8. No B 10 4
Q C Question not appropriate to my situation . 34 - 33
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;,=. ‘ ‘than-thevNCGE, which_is made up of people»more typically associated with R
' geographic education. , . e 3 . , -
A measurement of the Project's success as of June 1970 (the time of
the final Steering Committee meeting) with public education generally came
. from the reports of The Macmillan Company on the wvolume of sales of ‘the
course. As of June 1970, after only a short time on the market and with !
an incomplete course, some 15,000 students had been. exposed to the com- ////
mercial verSion of the material. It was antiéipated-that the volume for .
1971 would’quadruple Most of the units were purchased separately, since
the completed cours$e was not yet avaikﬁble. There was some evidence that
* the purchase of ene unit seemed to trigger the purchaseﬁof others. The
barrier of price seemed only to influence the sale of Unit One, which
contained the Porbsvmlle models. When other units wére purchased at more
mode;ate prices, the purchaSing districts often reconSidered and ordered
the first unit: The market that was most receptive ‘to the materials .
appeared to be the suburban‘districts, which typically are richer and -
'moredopen'to‘curriculum change. " The big city districts seemed hampered
B ‘%y adoption policigs and bureaucratic structures that discouraged addpt:
ing this typé€ of packaged material (remarks by Mr. Whitlow, representative
of Macmillan Puhlishing Company, at Steering Committee meefing, June
15, 1970--recorded by author, who attended.as observer).

In the spring of 1974 Switzer et al. at .the University of Michigan ——
carried out a study of the dissemination of ten selected social studies”
-project materials in five midwestern states. This was the first data of 2
its type gathered by a group not associated with the Project. Theirx -
findings indicated that,)among social studies teachers in general, bome
29 percent had heard of the Rroject, some 18 percent had examined~the
materials, and some 5.2 percent had used them. Among teachers who o

‘actually taught geography courses, 75 percent had heard of the Project,

63 percent had examined it, and 33 percent had used it. 6f.the ten
projects enamined in the survey, only three had higher use in this "sub-
ject matter taught” category. Although the survey'indicated that the
Project had low general acceptance, ity also showed that the’Project was
having considerable impact in the areas of the'school curriculum for which
it was”intended (Swit%er et al. *1974).
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" Figure 3. .

. Semantic Differential of the HSGP's Impact on the

AAG, NCGE, and Trials Teachers

not

boring to students

interesting to teach

A

good - . : bad ¢
penetrating superficial
™~

- important for the
future

important for
the future

boring to teach

b}

-
"_h,_r—_...—

out of date L e c .. current**

\

interesting to

students* )
. - .
useful P useless*
N i - . e
. . \ ) .
reflective of best S\ * not reflective of
traditions of R best traditions of
" discipline j; . discipline*
’ innovative R traditional¥*
. —— .

n!
irrelevant to relevant to

students e~ students

AAG profile: — - . v
NCGE profile: --- ’ ) .
Trials teachers profile: ... » : )

*Means differ significantly at..0l level
**Means differ significantly at .05 level i

b
]

The levels were determined by multiple comparisons
~ with unequal n's -and equal variances. The Tukey A method

\\?as efmployed.
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In 1974, the ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social Science \
Education undertook a survey of the extent of uée of niﬁe new social
studieé" zhrrfculum packagss, including HSGP, in four additional sﬁates:'
California,.Coldrado, Connectiéﬁt, and Texas. From each state, 150
schools were selected randomby from a compleﬁe list of the schools in the
state. One questionnaire per each 100 students in each school-was sent
to the principal, who was asked to distribute them to the social studies
teachers in the school. Of the 4,783 questionnaires mailed, 908 were
completed and returned. The results were quite similar to the Swiner
figdings. Six percent of the respondents reported using. HSGP méterials

. ‘duriﬁg\ghe paié school year. Of those respondents who were actually
teaching Séé@raphy courses, 28 percent were using HSGP. The questionnaire
also asked for qualitative judgments about th%wgaterials. In a combined
ipdex of the three qudlity-of-use questions (How often did these mate-
riéls work well with your students? How do these materials compare with
other social studies materiéls you have used? Would you recommend these

“materials for use by others?), HSGP ranked second highest of the nine

packagé% (Turner and Haley 1975).

c -
The Discipline as a Project Goal B

At first it ‘'may seem unbelievable that a group of professional .
A . geographers would look to a year-long high school course as a means of
saving their discipline. This rationale for the Project, however,
’appeaied in the pages of the first funding proposal and persisted in-the
Projecé's literature throughout its life. The rationale becomes more
cfedible when one reaiizes that a major problem perceived by the dis- .
hclpline.was~that of professional recruitment. .Viewed in this light, it
is hard to deny the impact of a well-written and interesting geography
course on éhe future of professional geography. The thought of §oten-
tially tens of thousands‘ofwhighly motivated students and their teachers
experiencing "true" geography for the first time was exhilarating. It .
.was especially so when contrasted with the reality of a high school en-
vironment in which ‘a sterile subject was taught by unwilling teachers fo
poorer students. ,

”

The'decision to use geography specialists as unit authors in the
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Project supplanted an earligg project emphasis which gave the task of
curriculum construction to classroom teachers and a general content
manager. The dominence of the professional geographer throughout the
Project's history g;;e credence to the geographers' belief that a goBd
course must begin’with good geoqraphél Much of the.turmoil within the
Project came from the varying interpretations of what constituted "good
qeogréphy- "

The High School Geogréphy Project initially defined "good geography”
through the eyes of the academic scholar. The debate about good geog-
raphy developed when the Project began to involve people from outside
the geographic community. An important input inte the definition of )
good geography was provided by the students who experienced it"-ahd the
teachers who taught it. The broader educational communitQ.began to
demand and then came to expeet a geegraphy that was also pedogogically

sound.

Toward a Credible Geography. A discipline ‘is strengthened if it is

used. A discipline will be used if it contains ideas and methologies
that are of interest -and s1gn1ficance to teachers and students. When
interviewed, Wh;:e claimed that although strengthening the discipline
was a concern for some people, he was personally more interested in
strengthening education in geography. By strengthening dne, you in-
variably strengthen the.other (White interview, May 5, 1970) . ?here is

little doubt that interested students and a“solid educational framework

have proven to be ways of promoting the discipline of geography.

The results of the Project's final evaluation indicated that, in-
deed, the Ptoject was increasing the amount of interest and activity in
geographic education at, the secondary level. When asked if they were
presently using the High School Geography Project materials provided in-
previous Pears‘ school trials, 77 percent of the former Project's trials
teachers indicated they were. Of sﬁbcialb}nterest was the fact that 64
percent were teaching primarily éeography subjects; prior to being
recruited for the Project, no more. @han 30 percent were -teaching pri-
marily in geography. At least in seme schools of the nation, the Pro-

ject had influenced the amount of geography being taught. This may be
an indication that erguments about "Why teach geography?" were shifting

(3 %
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to the question of " How may geography be taught better?" (Richburg, June
1970, p.7) . _— .

"':t'o'ward a Better Geography. The Project has been able to present: %
"good geoéraphy“ while at the same time making the course an interesting
one for students and teachers. The intellectual content of the High
Schooi Geography .Project was‘rigorous‘enough that White stated,

There need be no apology for them [units] on grounds ' ¢
of their relevarrce and sophistication for high school
students. The examination of factors making for
specialization in city land uses, of the theory of
central place arrangements, of the role of site and
situation in manufacturing location, of the range of
‘choice by farmers in using similar habitat, of the ‘
process of cultural diffusion, and of water balance
as related to resource management is calculated to
* arouse curiosity as to unsolved problems while giving _ -
practice in employing. the established ideas in other
areas (White, Nov. 24, 1967, p.1l2).

Although he did not dispute the figor of the materla;, Wllllam
Garrison suggested’that the material was dated. "“The Project," he
claimed, "is mainly based on stuff that is twenty years old or older,
and it makes me sad that we cannot move more QUickly.to place what we-
know into practice" (Letter to Kurfman from Garrison, May 7, 1970)-.
McNee, ‘who was very concerhed with the "gatbkeepers" of educatienal
change, did not support Garrlson s,géew that the material was years out
of date. He dld admit, though, that the geography in the course was at

least ten years out of date, due to the time lag involved in publishing

" materials  (McNee' remarks at -Steering.Committee meeting, June 16, 1970-- : .

recorded by author, who attended as observer). Buckley Robbins felt
that, at best, the Project was a holding action that would stimulate

more important efforts in the future. ,"Society, accOrd%yg to

Robbins, "has no provision for continuous curriculum change" (Letter to

Kirfman from Robbins, May 11, 1970). - ' R
McNee took‘a different tack when he suggested €hat;some4{§novatlon

in geographic content may have been sacrificed for innovation in learn-

.. N /

" ing strategy. Some innovation in content was lost when the original - .. 2

~ *~
settlement theme outline was abandoned. The innovation on the part of
. ’
the .unit authors was more in the area of strategies thdn content (McNee

remarks at Steering Committee meeting, June 16, 1970--recorded by -author,

@8
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who attended as observer). The Project may have shortened but it never
closed the gap between the frontiers of geographic scholarship and what

1s taught in the classroom.

Toward a Unified Geography. Richard Keppe? raised another issye
that could have an impaét on geography as a discipline. ' He lamented the
:fact that the course had lost its continuity. Without a course structure,
there might be fewer adoptions of the course as a whole and greater frag-
mentation of the course amonq’the social studies. This would lead to
the 1ntroduction of no more courses in geography thgg are being offered
ngw (Letter to Rurfman from Keppel, May 22, 1970).

Taking this theme one step further, Kohn warned:

The incorporation of materials and learning activities
of HSGP into other discipline oriented courses would un-
doubtedly make such courses more interesting and meaning-
ful, but it would be the least satisfying role for the
project to play in so far as the profession of geography
is concerned. Individual students would be exposed to
only bits and pieces of;ﬁ}esent units, depending on the
particular course they might happen to elect. Little
appreciation, it appears, could be developed for the
overall structure of geographic knowledge, or for the
methodology provided By the discipline (Kohn, June 1970,
pp. 4-5).

.

A course developed to msave" the discipline might have the effect,
through unit fragmentat;on, 6f.making the competing social studies more
attractive to the Potential geography student. The amorphous nature of
soclal studies is a 1itg1e bit 1ike the Hindu religion which, rather
than being conquered by competitive systems, abson?s them és part o} its
own. .

-, Possibly these conéern?d geographers were asking the wrong question.
If the geographic discipline is integrative, as the Project suggests it
is, the question may not be how to prevent it from being absdrbed, but
how to guide that absorption so that the unique geographical coptribution
is preserved. The success of geography 'as a discipline depends on the
criteria of.the person making the judément. The discipline might well
benefit from its representation in the multidisciplinary light of the

Froject materials.

"By the late sixties terms such as multidisciplinary and

S
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interdisciplfnaty were marking a new trend in education. The focus of.
the s}xties on separate disciplines was giving way to a focus in the |
seventies on the orchestration_of'the disciplines. White presented -this
sense of the future when he suggested that the High School Geography Pro-
Ject could be the model used to integrate the social sciences (White
remarks at Steering Committee meeting, June 16, 1970--recorded by author,
who attended as observer). Morrissett supported this idea when he opined
that the Projert did integrate the va;ious disciplines, while maintaihing
the perspective of geography (Morrissett remarks at Steering Committee

-meeting, June 16, 1970--recorded by author).

Teacher Education as a Project Goal

The Project "backed-into" the objective of teacher education. 1In
the early stages, there was the intention of making as wide an audience
as possible aware of the "new geography." The Project wighed to see its

° materials in the hands of as many students and teachers as possible.
Présentations were made by the Project staff to national and state‘pro-
fessional association meetings and any other groups that were willing to
listeni But these efforts were flot based on a broad conceptidn of teacher
education that was’ to'develop‘later.

At first the Project was largely an effort of professional geog-
raphers whose attentions focused on the content aspects of the materials.
"Good geography" was stressed almost exclusively dur&ng the initial
phases of the Project. It was only later that a consciousness of "gooa
education" developed. As this consciousnesg grew, professional educators
were brought in to help construct the new instructional approaches that
began to characterize the materials. Following on the heels of this in-
creased attention to new teaching methods in the materials was a growing
awareness of a need to educate teachers in using the new methods. The

- early dissemination efforts gave way after 1967 to developing workshop
\s\»~\§*‘agtivities to help teachers unéerstand the conteﬁt, learning strategies,
: and philosophy of the Project's materials; conducting institutes and con-
ferences focusing on the teaching of the materials; and, finally, devel-

oplnyg and testing self-contained teacher education kits (Carswell and

Cason, June 1, 1970, pp. 1-2).
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The Geographer—éducator. It is often claimed that tﬁe styie and
methods of those who teach the éontént disciplineé in colléges'have
greater effect on the teaching behavior of future teachers in their.
classes than does instruction by educatiop methods profeésors. If
this is the case, then one of the critical influences of the High Sé;;ol
Geoqrath'Project was on the instructiocnal behavior of university
geographers. ) - 7

A repeated theme of the 1970 s‘fvey responses was that the teaching
approach of many college geographers had changed as’a,result of their,

contacts with the Project materials. Kenneth Corey, of the University

of Cincinnati,/had held a dismal view of geographic education prior to

his involvement with the High School Geography Project. By 1970 he was
using "iknquiry techniques with Iarge doses of role playing and gaming”
in his university teaching (Letter to Kurfman from Coréy, May 26, 1970).

Elmer Keen, author of the Japan unit, had had difficulty making his unit

fit into the inductive framework of the Project, but he reported that his

personal teaching had become more inductive and that he noQ was more
sensitive to his students (Letter to Kurfman from Keen, May 19, 1970) .
Meivin Mareus, of the University of Michigan, claimed‘that developing
the habitat unit had caused him to rethink many of his attitudes and
philosophies rega@dinq geographic eaucation. He began using a problems
approach in his introductory geography éohrses and the R}QQect materials
themselves in his “teaching of geography" course (Lettér to Kurfman from
Marcus, May 19, 1970). ' N

-

Not only had the inst tional behavior o€ individual geographers
14

directly associated with thé Project changed. Apparently the Project

. helped to create a new climate within the profession that permitted or

even encouraged other geqgraphers to become more actiyely interested in
educational questionsg. Robert Harper, of the Univeisity of Maryland,
suqqgsted that the Project "made geographic education respectable in
graduate schools" (Letter to Kurfman from Harper, May ;, 1970) and‘Anqus
Gunn, of the University of British Columbia, sensed a heigh}ened in-
terest in geographic education in the departments of qeoqrdbhy that he '

had visited across the country (Letter to Kurfman from Gunn, May 29,

1370).

; "7
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The Educator-Geographer. The realization that the course materials

had a powerful impact on teacher attitudes and behaviors developed early

in the Project. Teacher reactions such as those compiled by Richburg at’

the end of the Project had been typical throughout the school trials:

Teaching it“was sort of a "peak experience." It would
be hard, to go back to face turned-off kids. It would either
make me work like hell at teaching or make me feel guilty
that [ didn't. ' .

Developed a real awareness of what the student is doing
as opposed to what I was teaching--encourage simulation, -
role-playing, and games in general.

These materials have sugqgested new ways or organizing
materials and evaluating: instruction.

I am now tedching more concepts and less factual in-
formation. )

It makes my“classes more activity-oriented. Providgi\)
the lower achiever with a chance to "participate.™

After four years of contact with the High School '
Geography Project materials, I find at I must force
myself to present periodically an int resting lecture. -
During about 85 to 90 per cent of my teaching, I use the
inquiry method. Not only I, but my entire Social Studies
Department, has accepted the method and are pleased with ,
the result. \ )

It has taken me away from the role of know-all to
that of one-to-one relationship with my students.

It has certainly made me a much more inquiry-oriented
teacher, and the techniques have suggested a number of
methods I have been able to utilize in all my courses.

‘ I have developed many of my own units which emphasize
the inquiry approach (Richburg 1970, pp. 7-8).

As those associated with the Project gained experience in school
trials and disseminapign activities, they began to thing more and more
. seriously about teachér education efforts. When the pressure of pre-
paring the course materials for commercial publication was finally re-
movgd, the Project staff turned its full attention to teacher education.
The shift of attention was marked in July 1969, when Kurfman, an edu-
: cat#?nist, took over the directorship from Helburn, who returned to the
<

. world of academic geography (though he continued his active advocacy of

innévative education from there). Under Kurfman's leadership during 1969-

1970, the staff developed a set of three ?cacher training kits that

.
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cépitalized on the Project's potential for teacher education.

Methods courses and teacher education progfams had typically begun
with attempts to establish within the prospective teacher a philosophical
point of view regarding eddﬁation. Once the philosophy'bf education was
well established, the teacher could specify objectives and then translate
them into curriculum. The bbjectives that were written into the teacher's
daily lesson plans were considered a reflection of the teacher's philo;
sophical view of reality. The learning strategies and content of the
lesson plans were cdnsidered a refléction o} the teacher's epistemology
and learning theory. This ordering of téacher trainina, from‘the abstract
to the concrete, was completely reversed in fhe High School Gedgréphy
Project's teacher training kits.

The Project's teacher training kits had teachers first work throﬁgh
étudent learning activities taken directly from the units of the course-

After each direct experience with a course‘activity, the teachers were:

debriefed. The debriefing focused on the teaching strategies and learn-

ing theory embodied in the particular g&tivity. Then, the teachers were
asked to apply these ideas to developing ather activities on their own.
When the ‘kits were tested, 64 methods teachers answered a question-

naire about them. Figures 4 and 5 below indicate the positive reception

of these kits.
Figure 4.

Evaluation Report from the Experimental Trials
of the HSGP Teacher Training Kits
on Respondents'View of Kits
Effectiveness -~

[y

Compared to'what would normally take place in this methods course
or inservice workshop, how effective was this kit? »

(all 64 instructors responding) (resbonses listed in percentages)

& Simulation Inquiry-Media Evaluation
Much less effective | . —_ 2 ) ———
Somewhat ‘less effective - . 2 6 4
As effective .29 - 21 , 15 :
Somewhat more effective o 27 - . 23 25

Much more effective 42 48 - 56

e

- 9




of the HSGP Teacher Training Kits -
on Future Use of the Kits

.

Will you use this kit again in your methods or inservice class?
(all 64 instructors responding) (responses listed in percentages)

- Simulation Inquiry-Media Evaluation

Figure 5.
Ex&luation Report from the Experimental Trials

. Yes 92 94 92 )
v No — 2 2 -
Uncertain 8 4 6
Would this kit be useful in a general methods class?
(all 64 instructors responding)
s : Yes 90 85 | 90 ,
' No 6 - -———
- : Uncertain 4 15 10
By the June 1970 final meeting of the Steeiing Committee, three
teacher training kits (Using Simulation to Involve Students, Using ‘Media .
to Stimulate Inquiry, and Using Evaluation to Improve Instruction) had
B bgen tested and found highly successful. But in reéiity the program was - -
w less thah;half-completed. ‘The existing kits had yet to be revised on the
.%-
. :ﬁmmbasis of feedback from their trials and at least three other kits were in

-

the planning stages. There was $16,000 remaining in the Project budget.
The Steering Committee debated whether to hold this money back so that
the teachingupraining program could be completed or to bring the Project
to a close on schedule and turn the money over to the AAG for maintaining
the Project'g correspondence. . ¥

There were strong reasons for cpmpleting the teacherzfraining program.
An unexpected outcome of the Project had been the shift in'focus to
teacher training materials as means of bringing about changéi Sister <
HermaﬁET‘Fépresent;pg the_paSt'trials teachers at thé meeting, made the
plea that teacher training(was vital to the Project's success. Morrissett
made the poin£ that curriculum reform and teacher education axe mutually. .

supportive and offered the services of the Social Science Education Con-

sortium to oversee the completion of the teacher training program. .
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Yet, the final decision was to turn the remaining money over to AAG
and not complete the kits.* The Steering Committee felt that the Pro-
ject's goal of éreatinq*a secondary school geography course had been
realized and even surpassed; The teacher traihing’kits were never a
part of the original goal, even though tpef.had been an added benefit of
It was time for the Projecg.to close.

the Project. By voting to ter-

minate, the Project made history as the first large curriculum develop-

“t
-

ment project to come voluntarily to an end. ‘ ;

*Eventually portions of .the kits found their way into a methods text,
Exper'ences in Inquiry: HSGP and SRSS (Allyn and Bacon, 1974).

2
¢ \
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- built upon new or revised assumptions about the nature of the learne,‘t\\‘a

©

Chapter 5. ,',

v

b

Impligations for Education

Until recently, new curricula usually appeared to be a great deal

like the ones they were designed to replace. Curriculum development N
efforts tended to be short-term, local endeavors, usually involving
teécﬁerg'wquing oply on a part—timé basis and‘iupported by mgdeét re-

.

sources. Under these conditions, the process of curriculum charige was

3

necessarily slow and sporadic.
Curriculum at the Crossroads - _ "\\\%k. -
After the launching of the.Ruséian satellité Sputnik in 1957, there

was_a fundamental break in this pattefn.of curriculum development’and

changé. . The breék was prougnp about by the sudden -and massive\infuéion‘

of feéeral funds into curriculum innovation. The alphabet soup of fed-

erally funded'curriculum projects spawned' products. that are perceptﬁbly \ .
different from the Cprricula they were designed to réplace. While they

may retain many.general goals similar to the pre-Sputnik cu;;icula, they *

have many distinctiye new ones. Many of fheir presentational modek are |

»

and the nature gf society. ) .
The cu{riculum reform movement of the past decade weht a long way
towar® developing alternatives to the curricula then being used in the '
schools. Butinow, the explosive phas% of curriculum bui@ﬁing by federally
financed, national projects is over. The next phase of ﬁhe reform must
come at the local and district levels. It must stress selection’, eval-
uatiOny.and incorporation of the Projegt'é better products into the
public school setting. Beyond this, the schools can and should take
advantage of the nonproduct outcomes of tﬁe projects. The curricgium
development and curriculum evaluation models used by the proﬁects ought
to be adapted to local, smaller-scale usage. Also important is the
potential oé the projects' teaching paradigms for thanging teaching
behavior. - ‘

The projects' materials reflect a'degree of sophistication unheard
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S

~ If school administrators'and teachers are to make

‘@

S .
*sense out of the currlcu?ﬁm refo'rm moyement, and malntgih 1ts momentum,

they must dev1se programs to develop, analyze, evaluate, and use sys— .

tematlcally the content*aﬁd methods of ‘the curriculum pr03ect mater1als.
' .

’

where Do We Go.from Here? . ) : -

V
J

The reins of curriculum reform appear now to rest in the hands of

public school personnel. Whether the best products and processes .to come

PUt of the projects of the sixties are furthered or dropped depends pri-'

¢ e

marily/on their decisions anqgaction.n Prospects seem to be good for

4}

malntalnlng two of the most important emphases of the ngh ‘School Geog-

“ g
raphy Project. ) . )

/

. #
Confidence in Teachers. Change, if it is to be meanlngful, must take

the teacher as its heart.- Teachers are more thanégrcomponEnt of'the A
change process for they set. the boundaries within which meanlngful change

can take place. The ngh School Geog/r\wiect' reflected a new caon-.
fidence in teachers and in their ablllty to e a creative and active -

: role in curriculum design and 1mplementatlon. .Teachers ‘must build on

o

this confidence and Jreassert their dec1s1on— ng rale in the curr1culum
They can do th1s by exper1enc1ng,'analy21ng, and adopt1ng the best soc1al
studies materials now avallable for use. . They can br1ng to the new cur-

r1cula a r1ch backlog of their own teachlng experlence and enrich both

. .
their own experience and the new curricula from the interaction of the *
two. ’ ’ o ) |

\w(<Confidence in Students. The High School Geography Project peflected

*
Q

 theif own cognitive st{uctures and use the’ new 1ntellectual.tools in

. . : . \ )
a new confidence in the ability of youth to take an active in their

! . -, . s : A :
own educatior. The Project defined the purpose of its coupyse in terms of
N }
student learnlng rather than content- coverage. The aim was to create
scholarly 1nvest1gat1ve behav1or on the part of students and the 1n%r1ry

lead1ng to that behavior was analytlcal based on a logical structure of
v /
knowledge and the modes\offlnvestlgatlon used by geographers. But the

4 AN

n
Progect also recognlzed an ex1st1ng dognltlve structurg within the stu-

dents themselves.

S
generallzat;ons,

Students were encouxaged to 1ntegrate the coacepts, :

constructs, and theor1es treated in tHe course with

. » . »

". »
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their own search for_meaning. The* greatest challenge facing the social

. “studies of the future-is,to capitalize on-this increased student
1 , ) . . @
- involvement. : ” ;
. ¢

Mf¥allenge for Curriculum Developers

l Tﬁere is a lesson, too, from the High School Geography Project for’
curriculum researchers and developers operating outside the‘public school
s&stem. The history'of deogra;hy as a schopl subject suggesEs\that,.for
, a great'deal¢of theutime,,curric blangurshes in the backwaters'of in-

“tellectual thought, to be periodi®ally swept into the mainstream where' it .

is. revitalized and invigorated, only to enter a short time later into new

backwaters and new periods of stagnation. The rapids of the stream are’

>

(
"the educational reformers who represent changing educational'priorities
! .

more than they represent’ new or revoi@tlonary thought. Their ability to’
i

z generate 1nnovatlon, unfortunately, matched by a correspondlng in-

'

ability to translate that innovation into terms the curriculum consiler
b

can'u?derstand, much less implement into widespread' pfactice. " In’many
. 4 . . ) - )
cases the movements they-represent are short-lived, for onge the Tapids

i are crossed thébartlcles wrltten, and the accolades given\ the funding

N

o T N currents carry the reformers to new raplds, while the curri lum drifts o
.':nom éddy to eddy w1thout any cumulative, developmental flow.

‘ v o Currlculum leaders should be aware that involvement in currlguldm

) "

' research and development impljes a correspondgﬁa responsibility 1 Rﬁ the \

areas of currlc%;um dlssemlnatlon and lmplementabnon. Accepktance of thlS
. g ? o
responSLblllty w111 force curr1culum leaders to be more T

ponsiwve to o

s. Meaningful

.endeavor. . . . » ‘ S

\) S ) ’ ., ) "’ g o . < r‘;
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TEACHER ACTIVITY EVALUATION FORM

¢ .
»

-

Teacher's Name .Activity Name'

-

~ @’ - . )
l. How much class time in minutes did the activity take?

2. How much more time could have been used profitably?

3. escribe briefly what you did when carrying out the )

ctivity that was diffeggnt from suggestions in the
* keacher's quide. . ; v
3 I
. v

04 . >

. 4. How much did you like teaching the activity?

———

“A. Nét at all  B. Little C. Generally D. Very much
roo

. .

Coqments:

VQ

5. How interesting was the activity for your students?

+vA. Dull B. Generally not interesting C. Generally interesting
» D. Extremely interesting "

Comments: v

Z

6. How much do you feel your students learned from the activity?
L .

A. Nothing B; Little C. PFairly much D. A great deal

’

r
* o
, Comments: A
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HSGP Student,Questionnaire'fdr Growth of Cities Unit

=

=)

R Student Number

Directions: Your opinions are very important in changing'HSGP materials.
We need to kndWw what you honestly belleve so the final version of the
course will reflect what students as welﬁaas teachers think. Blacken
the appropriate spaceé on the HSGP Questlonnalre Answer Sheet for the
first 28 questions. » ’

what did you think of the unit and its agtivities in terms of their
interest to you? E

&
]

. . . -~

1. The unit as a whole Possible Answers:
2. The reading in the unit A. I do not remember
3. Site Selection Diagrams it well endbugh toq
: 4. American Cities . ’ say
5. Local Community Site Consxderatlons B. Dull
; 6. Bruges, a Medieval City C. Generally not in-=
7. Story of Portsville . teresting
8. Time-Distance D. Generally inter-
9. Models of City Form . esting .
: . U : E. Extremely inter-
) ‘ ' esting

Did you feel that you generally knew what yoﬁ were supposed to leégn
from the unit and its activities? ' '

., 10. The unit as a whole Possible Answers:
11.. The geading in the Qgit/ A. I do not remember

12. Site Selection Diagrams . it well enough to
13. Amerlcan Cities say’
14. Local Community Site Consxderatlons B.. No
15. Bruges, a Medieval City C. Geénkrally not
16. Story of Portsville D.  Yes, generally
17. Time-Distance E. Yes, almost always

, 18. Models of City Form - . "

- ~ "

How much do- you feel you learned from the unit.and itg activities?

-~ . -

19. The unit as a whole Possible -Answers:

' 20. The reading in the unit ' A. I do not remember
21. Site Selection Diagrams it well enough to’
22. American Cities " say :
23. Local C®mmunity Site Considerations B. ®Nothing

‘ 24. Bruges, A Medieval City C Little

25. Story of Portsville - D. Falrly much
26. Time-Distance : ’ E A great deal

27. Models of City Form

ERIC T ; 3
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TEACHER FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR.UNIT TWO B
. ' - . .5-' b
Teacher's Name v A . - '
;Directions: Please react to the question below by éheckinguthe‘
appropriate space and/or filling in the blanks provided.
’ ' . R ’ ) » \ -“
; , + A. Reading Materials - o0 : ﬁ,
Yes No -, '
) . l. Do you believe the reading materials are clearly written
Lol and understandable for the average student?’
. ___2. Do you believe the reading materials are clearly written
' and understandable for the below average student?
3 v . K .
___3. Do you believe the reading materials are well-organized
A - from an instructor's point;of view? )
4. §hould there be mqrgfstudént reading in the uq}t?
5. - Should there be less student reading in the unit?
6.- Suggestions and/or comments about the reading materials: .
r
v
B.. Teacher's Guidelines
Should the Teacher'& Guidelines be made more effective
Yes” No
. 7. In providing clear directions for the teacher?
N v : *
’ 8. In clarifying the objectives of the unit? .
. 9. In suggesting a variety of learning activities? .
i 10. rn providing the geographical background you needed to
teach the unit? °~ , o "

‘.,‘- . A\
o ; 1l. 1In suggésting .supplementary reading material for students? L ‘
. ~ : ' - -

N

i v .
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