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. FiVe,Years'ofvaaluating Federai“Programs- / i

a/ . Implications fot the Future % -

. of T f . 2. ’ /
K ; Wayne W. Welch " ; ’
“ : Unilversity of Minmesota

Background ; - \ o - I

- The Minnesota Research and Evaluation Project . (MREP& is a groLp of

!

science and mathematicJ educators and educational psychflogists at the

University of Minnesoﬁh. We have been funded by the National .Science
e c i hd ’ . . hd

Found;tion (NSF) the fasﬁ five years to conduct a number ogﬁgtudies

related to curriculun{implementétion, teacher preparation and, most. .

-

- * ~ ' - .
recently, assessmentjof. needs.

4

The Project waé initiated in 1971 to evaluate t b newly,funded :

Comprehensive Teachéer Training Program. \io my knowl dge, this-was *
[ 4

the first time NSF funded an evaluation proiect at the same time it

-4 *

» +started a new program‘ The Comprehensive Programnw
1. To help schools, through the education of hefr
instructional resource and supérvisory personnel,

designed'

~dn science and mathematics educatign;aand . o~
- « \ . N
. 2. To assist the efforts of colleges and unifversities b
in developing as part of their regular ag¢tivities . !

schools in five geographic regions. . -

LY x

*

Revision of a paper presented for a symposiu at the National
Association for Research in Science Teaching NARST) annual meeting’
in San Francisco, April 43 25, 1976.




The‘evalﬁation design.was a quasi-expetrimental desién using pre- and .

-

, ﬁosﬂ—test information from approximately 330 experimental and 220 compariscn

S
» - I3 ¥ .

. schools. The experimental schobls are those in the five geognapﬁic regions,

) while the control schools are in adjacent'regions (Welch and Gullickson, . )j
1973). Information gathered during the pre-test in 1972 was dlso used to.

¢ provide<needo assessmentuinformation _to project directors. Pogt-testing

_was carried gyt in 1976. During theiinterim'tnree years (1972-75) the

&, Wt N -

pre-test data were used in a number of*research studiés, and several .
- * Y * ¢ . B Q
evaluation projects were carried out by Project staff.

-~ P .- e o — - - rm—

Ne . - » ]

. An unexpected perturbation on our evaluation‘plan was the changing

+ . s ! . - -

n§t@ge of NSF pre-college programs durjng the past five &ears; A history

N o< ‘these ‘changes and the concomitant MREP activities are 'shown in Figure 1.. !
In spite of changing NSF program thrusts~~a five—year sequence from
. ; -

> - .

T, comprehensives to implementation te needs assessment to research--one.

important factor remained. . The gzographic ‘impact regions with their attef-

.dant schools dre essentially thbe same today as they were in 1971. This has

mede two things poésible: First, the MREP evaluation plan,could be carried

” * out as it was originally designed. Second, thera.is a fized set of schools

“
o~

(students and teachers) wﬁiuh could be targets fer di‘fernnt NSF activities,

Because of this, contacts have been mainteined with these schools the past

-
'
» s 2

five years and ccqgiderablb amounts of data have been’'gathered from admin- ‘Ei?

istrators, teachers, and students.% Studies ganerated from these data -

=

. form the basis_ for the problem of this paper: what has been learnsd “thkat

N . may'have implications for furure funding of pre-college science education

! activities? :
| .

! [
|

|

|

|

‘ * 4
! . -

1Nearly 1.5 x 106 bits of information are stor@d 0% our computer tapes.
-An equal amount is currently being gathereu during the post—Lebt.
7 . l'_"
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+ FIGURE 1

~ A )

Year

NSF .Funding Decisions.

>
.~ . - 1

1971-72

-

Initiate Comprehensive Program
* . r o

1}

) N . T o~ . Cms

-3 . . N - - . - ".
1972-73 ‘Terminate Comprehensive Program,

.
' . e

- Y
. .e

Initiate Implementation Program

.
A .

Terminate Imglemqntatign Program

’
4 % £
. A
.,/ o
¢

. ¢

+
’ 1975-76 Support Needs Assessment

- “ >
3

- . v
. . \

1976-77

.Support Science Education Research

[N

N 1 NSF Programg and MREP Evaluation - ”

+ )

b

v - Y -~

Major MREP Activities

Pre-testing
- Project needs assessment

% . -

LY

PortaloSchuol eValuétion‘

+Summarize pre-test. data -

Science/mathematics ., ___
education research s

¢

» Evaluate {mplementation .
— proiects S

Science/mathematics . O~ v
education research

4

-~

Cost analysis

" Persistence’ of impIementation-

Evaluation guidelipes .
Study implgmentation.processe‘ -

- ) . <

Post—tesﬁiné
NSF needs assessment

Final report

Science/mathematics e

education research

& @
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J Needs Assessment Lo .

3 ’ . . * v . N "
The activities most relevant to"the topic of this paper;—assessmen;

L ot
> P

- for Tuture direction--were carrfed out in 1976." Several needs assessment - ¢
Ao . T ) - R - ©

procedures weré developed and implemented at a series of l4.regional -

.

- mevtings attended by representativés from a random sample of 224 schools

1 C . - " t

from l3 westnrn and midwestern states.2 Because the data were recently

+ colleeted (March l976) only preliminary resulz//are currently ayailable.

- re ~

M » ~

Data were gathered from teachers and principals usingzquestionnaires,

goal ranking procedures, and a Curriculum Attitude Survey (CAS). 1In.

- :. - ‘
ddition, small group discussions and interactior® with NSF staff«members
Y N k4 rd hd hd " ‘
_were part of_the needs assessmenc ‘procedures. N . .
. ’, . — - - . . B .
< . . - v . . P

Ve . C ew

Principals R e
B ' . .

‘ Principals were asked,to-rank five differént areas -of meed; these

areas included: (1) curriculum’'materials, (2) instructor preparation,

N ] . v

. \ ‘ . .
(3) ancillary support, (4) “innovative prdjects, (3) infornation. Also,

within each area, princ1pals ranked various peeds and indicated whether

- .

the local district, statey or federal government was responsible for . ,

- . Py . [N y ~q

achieving those needs. Table 1 is a summary of results. Lo .o .

.
-
-
- s - - A

Clearly, principals see teacher training as the major need, followed :

@ -~

* by. curriculum developnentl The .generation and dissemination of informa- L.

S . - . .

tion was ranked third. .o . : % ..

- . - .
P '’

. M va - -

- Q‘. - - ‘ . v -
A ranking, of needs within each of t“e:top three areas is presented . -.

in Table 2. The need labels are abbreviated. A compléte listing is found
in Appendix A. Perceived responsibility (district, state, federal) also "

is shown by the percentage/of principals marking who they feIt ghould
attend to improving a -given need. ' ’ ‘

- - -t
. - R .

2The states included in the sample were California, éolorado, Idaho, . -
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska,'
. South Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming.- o7 - : R
’ ‘ -

N e

v 4 »
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S o st .
2 : K
) R . ' TABLE 1 - ' R
’ . Principals Ranking of ! .
. w - Science Need Areas .
. ’ ‘ Mean B '
o Area of Need Rank* . .  $.D.
- - - K
s \ ‘ . e f
' ¢ " Instructor ,Prepération 1175 1.10
. : Curriculun Development 2.81 A1.15
* . ) . . \
. Information . 3.3 1.25
: + Innovative Projects. 3.59 1.24
‘ . Ancillary Support_ 3.79 \ - r.11 .
. . " . - ‘
: . . Code: 7% ‘ }
< %"= greatest need \ o
« - : . 2 = 2nd greatest neged
U - etc. ! /
o * ) )
) ) .
o . - . L - S
- * . ’ !
o 8 \
B - . * /
e P @ 2 N / t

A
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_ ~6-
t TABLE 2 .
Principals Rankifig of -
R . Needs in Three Areas.
© Area A Rank * Needs
\ L= ‘ } -
. w )
- . -1 In-service methods .
( Instructor -2 Pte-service methods
“  Preparation o o .
. 3 In-service subject matter
~ X\ .
‘ 4 Pre-service subject matter
- k)

; 1 Total curricula - {

: - ~ slower students
Curriculum 2" Total curricula —
Development better students

3 . Curricula mbdules -
- slower students
4 Curricula modules -~
better students

1. Dissemination -- pedagogy

. 2 Dissemination -- curricula

Informa;ion
3 Research ~- pedagogy
4 Research —- science learning

: : ‘ '/;

. * /
Responsibility /(%)
Local State Federal

- 7

32 -9/ 35
- / *
70 65 31

40 85 54
42 19 57
24 71 78

24 68 81

(= 4
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According to this'sambie of principals, thé desired role of federal

-

agencies in science education‘is clear. TFirst, they must work with stateé .
and local districts to dimprove teachers, pa;ticularly teachiﬁg methods.,
Secondly, again in cooperation with.states and local districts, they mu;t . N
work tg develop bettei‘curricuia; esbecialiy for lower achiqying.studépts; . .

v .

ard, thirdly, in collaboration with the states, sypport research on .o

“ .

teaching and learning as well as disseminating existing information on
LA \

teaching and curriculum alternatives.

.

Parenthetically, it might be added here thét‘the discuééion thus - *

b ]

far has focused only on perceived needs, not on the means by which these '

needs might be achieved. Completing fhe process will require éescfibihg
what is currently béing donl and identifying those programs tﬂ;t appro-

priate.agencies might 'initiate. For example, this assessment provides
« . /—v *
support foy NIE to continue| (perhaps expand) the ERIC system in scieiice

<

" and mathematics (Dissemination). Also, NSF is given strong suppdrt for

its recently authorized scéience education research program (Information).
A second needs assessment procedure involved t%achers and prinéipais.
Each group was asked to rank ten proposed functions of secondary educa-

tion (a copy of the questionnai;é is found in Appendix B). Our purpose

was to assess perceptions of the proper emphasis for secondary education

<
during the next decade. N

Respondents yere asked to rate the importance of each function on a
five-point scale (5 = very impoitant, a must; 1 = should not be a concern
of the gchqpl). They were also asﬁ;dﬂpo indicate how theflfeit each -
function was currently being met¢ in their school: (3 = well met; ‘2 = .

adequately met; 1 = poorly mét).




-

~

A common definition of a need is a-.discrepancy between what is and
what should be. Applying that definition to the results in Table 3, ! -

vould identify needs for large,discrepancies between importance and
current performance. - .

Principals' ratings were transformed to T scores (mean of 50 and
standard deviation: of 10) to Simplify the ratings and to show the dif-

ferences between importance ratings and current performance. “This ' .

. dpfference permits listing the needs - in a priority order. ' These results

are-shown in Table 3. ) . . s
‘ 3 * - N -
It seems reasqﬁab e from Table 3 that during.the next decade

principals see a major\emphasis of secondary schools on developing the
. 3\

] "

~

. .
self-rea1i7ation and acceptance (self-estaem) of students and providing
_them with information processing and decision making skills Basic

A . .
'skills and improving human relations are important but to a lesser .

degree. Although the 1list represents functions. for secondary schools, ~
the principals did indicate functions #1 self-esteem and #10 decision .
making as the major foci for science educztion. It is interesting to
note that the more practical emphases (e.g., health education) did rnot

»
surface as high need areas.

\
\ -

Teachers

A similar procedure yas?psed with science teachers attending the
series of regional meetings described earlier. 'Although 724 schools
were represented at the meetings, about 8Q‘nere mathematics teachers.

A sample of 135 science teachers responded to the same qnestions as the

principals. Results of their perceptions for ten proposed functions of ., . -

secondary schools are presented in Table 4.
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-

TABLE 3 ,

. Perceived Needs—-Secondarv Eéucation
.. Principals ) . RS

e

Current * %~
Performsnce

Differeni:

# - .
Function - Importance

~ -

; o
Providirg for student sélf-realization 76
and self-acceptance (1)

»
~ ~

Providing students with information pro-
) cessing and decision making skills (10)
Providing for student mastery of " basic
skills in dsing words and numbers (3)
\Human (interpersonal) relations education - 53
¢ (2) - -
- %

w

e
. N
A -

t, o
Citizenship education (4)
\ N ’
Vocational education including pre-collese .38,
‘counseling (8) 5
Training in,practical skills (c.g.,-money
management, driving) (5} s ]

35

.32

T
Health education (physical and émotional)
(6) . .

Providing opportuuities for student -
creativity (7) .
General education (sciences, arts,

humanities) 9

' : Mean Ratings .-4.08

10

e

*
Expressed as* T scores .

Numbers in ( ) refer to the number
on the original questionnaire

| ‘46

49

43

75

1,81
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R . Function

’ TABLE 4 ™

»__\

Perceived Needs--Secondary Education

Science Teachers
> v .

“a
s

# T

~

-

] . -

Providing for student mastexy of basic
skills in using words and numbers 3)
I
Providing students with information pro-
céssing and decision making skills (10)

" Providing for student-'self-realization
and self-acceptance

Vocational education.including pre-
college counseling (8)

)

Citizenship-enuc:tiqn (%)

- - . t

»

Providing. opportunities for student '
creativity 7 . .

General education (sciences, arts, .
« humanities).- (9)

Training in practical skills (e 8>
money management driving) (5)

R -

~N
. Human (interpersonal) relatibns education

~(2)
{
Health education/(physical and emotional)

o (6).

- .« Mean Ratings

% -
Expressed as T <scores

x AN

. ‘ N
#Numbers'in ( ) refer to the number
on the original.questionnaire. -

(1) e T

-

.

Current S
Importance Performance Difference ;
- 79 37 42
62, . 42 20
62 . 57- 5
46 ° .46 0 ‘
< . A‘\ - f
. |
40 45 -5 .
s - \\ !\
s i \3
4 - / ) ’
38\ N 44 -6 |
A < ’l
A i
65 ) 72 -7 -,
. - ‘) .
39 g 49 ~10
cT " -6 .-
J6 . 61 ~25 -
. 1.90 o

3.99
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Following a.pattern we 've found in five years of analyiing data, we

.

note a different ordering of functions by science teachers and principais..

, " Not only do they rank basic’ skills as the most important function of - )

.
(A

. schpols, they also rank current performance in this a*ea at the bottom..

« @ ~

‘ Thus, the discrepancy between what should‘be and, what is (T = 42)

. is far greater than any other differential Information processing and

v . »

- ‘\Y (SR b .
decision making is rated by the teachers as the second greatest need area.

<
v

- To better quantify the perceptual diffsrences of teachers and prin—

» -

cipals, a‘Spearman rank—order coefficient was calculated. A p of .64 was"

obtained, significant at the pl< .05 leve1 This suggests a moderate

e

degree of agreement between principals and teachers ‘on their perceptions

of these needs during the next decade.‘ Their perceptions\pf current per—

. formance'were quite different from principals, p = .35 (e.g;, note func— )

. tions #2 and #3). However, it is- important to note that three functions
N - R

- " from-this set—-self—esteem, basic skills, and decision making--surfaced .
|

-,
ol

~— as the top three needs by both, groups {see Tables 3 and 4)
s . £ . .
- ' Another phase of the needs assessment study requested teachers'
a ¥ S *
opinions on several programs the National Science Foundatign might support

«

in science education. A random sample of 136 teachers was {asked to ag*eé

&

or disagree with a series of statements on curriculum deve opment dissem-
. r e .

ination, teacher institutes, and the national image 5] 'science. Resporses '

to these questions are presented in: Table S . ‘ »

- . X

It Seems apparent from Table 5 that teachers strongly support .a

rebirth of the teacher_ institute program and see continued need for .

-~ -

federally supported curriculum deVLlopment‘ Responses to Items 2 and_S

-, - - B . [ ¢ ‘e -~
- N

NS
v
4 L3




'The decline in science test Scores:-cn

- A few years ago, the National Science

> d

National Policy for Science Education
Teacher Opinions

» -

: Lo . . . “y
X * * . f’
v . .. A Percentage

. Statement < : ree -

The public image of science: . dropped . .
considerably in recent years. . . > 60

kY

nationagl tests (e.g., National Assess- R
-ment) is probably due to the increased
. use of“the newer alphabet ‘turricula

.-, (e.g., PSSC, BSCS, etc.). _ 16

The federal government should direct more
attention toward dissemination of new >

science curricula. . 57

-

Foundation-sgpported teacher institutes °
~ at colleges and universjties; this . .
program should be reinstated. - . - 97

'During the next ten,yeafé, federally Qup1

ported curriculum development in science \ '
is probably unnecessary. “© o 13

w

.-

* D
Based on a random sample of 136
".science teachers. .o

PSRN .

. TABLE 5 Co Coe

o

Disagree.

87



. I
support this conclusion. (This finding is particularly important given

recent Congressional pressura against cdurriculum devélopment.) They

e *

are more cautious about the role of the federal government in curriculum K
dissemination, although a.majority support this view. Improvement in .

the public image of science appears to demand some attention, but it

.

does not cry out for action like the other programs.

»

Previous Findings

“

- -y, "

As mentioned earliér, a five-year data base of the Minnesota o
) -4 e

Research and Evaluation Project has permitted the completion of a T

~

number of studies that* seem to have implications for future direetions

in science education, the theme of this.paper. A number ¢f t}e more T

relevant findings are 1listed below in executive summary format. The . Lo L
¢ , v ’ T
" interested reader may pursue the finding further in the appropriate - :

- ‘ . M

reference. - .

) Participation in NSF supported institutes was found
to be a significant factor in student achievement for. N
senior’ high school teachers but not for junior high
teachers, (Willson and Garikaldi, 1974)

-
- y LEN

° Principals possess a more positive view o}'teachinp S
conditions (facilities, curriculum materials, t€hching
load) than do teachers. (Réineke and Welch, 1975) v °

v

Al f !
o Science teachers are genera’ly satisfied with their / "

own abilities, but they believe their school conditions i . . .
need improvement. (Lawrenz, 1974) ) . " i‘ :

~

& . . \!
- ’\

I'd

® - Selected teacher characteristics (e.g., process knowledée)
account for about one-fourth of the total variance in |
student outcomes in high school science courses. /
(Lawrenz, 1975) '

-
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M/’/Average cost, of training for curriculum implementation

J %ig approximately $8 per teacher participation hour.
Expected ﬁsage rate in the first year following
training is about 70Z. (Welch and Willson, 1975) Lo

~

N o’ ’ . - . Y

4

® The NSF Teacher Instituté’Prpgram'appears in éene;el
to have been succesgful in making a significant, .
_positive impact on science edueation. (Helgeson, i974l Lo .

£ . ) .

Persisténce ‘of innovation (i. e., percentage of adoptors .
- whp use-a curriculum a second year) is less than - L, !
anticipated. Four separzte studies, suggest about one-

. third of new users drep a'new program after the first

" .year. (Welch and Ward, 1975) | ,

. e .. . . _ /

~ . N -
. P

-
< e

- . . y
) Adoption rates and length of usage:are “higher for . /
) elementary teachers wlo have attended NSF’ funded imple- ;
mentation sessions than _for a corresponding control v “ain,
. 3

group. -Adoption rate, was 66% experimental, 25% ‘control. . )
Length of usage was 50% higher in exoerimental schools. . . > i
(Willson, 1975) r . ‘ . ‘
:- _‘» .. . R " ) . g . I .
' Students .perceptions of the sodial environment -fo . ) "/ '
learning are different for bioiogy, chemistry, and
physics classes. Greatést differences usually between .
biology and physies with chemistry samewhere in
between. (Lawreyz, June 1974) s .
Combining the above reéearch‘findings with the needs assessment - .

résults reported earlier gives us some indication of future directions

, A
for. science education. . ) N - . ' /' B
. + . - I '
Summary and Concluéions - h . ’/ C "
] . . . -
B This etudy has reported the results of\several'needS'assessment
P - i {
procedures used with teachers and principals from a random_saﬂﬁiéfof ' ‘,t
224 schools feattered across the western two-thirds of the United States, ’
In addition, several findings based on data getﬂered in_these sehdole - N
the past five years have‘been‘summarized.- Seﬁerai general findings seem ‘ :
supported by the results. ‘~ . ' ' “

]
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»cur}icula for lower achieving students, and dissemination of\information

o -15- _ i ‘ )

O |

Principals and teachers have somewhat different points of view on

science teaching conditions and functions of secondary edu%ation; .How- B

ever, both groups'included student self—development,-basic skills, and

decision making as the top ‘three functiéns of sécondary education duriag
Fd . .

> - J

the next decade. \ ) ) .

" ‘Principals ranked instructor prepération, curriculum development,

-

and information as the top three areas’for improvement. ‘Strongest * .

~ -

-

emphasisg’ within each area was given, respectively, to methods training,

\ - /
[
/

/ “ -
F) H
- . X

on tezching’ strategies;

AN
\Teachers strongly endorsed the concept of teacher institutes and .

PR

curriculum development but were less supportive of the dissemination of

’ =
e ' .

new science curricula. This latter opinion is somewhat surprising given

- <
“

the failure of curriculum adoptions to persistence. . .

r °

- > . +

Considering that teacher characteristics appear to be related

.1

to student outcomes and that institute attendance appears to be related

. 1

to student change, the findings of this paper might be structured in’ the

The focus .of the science education effort is the student.

’

following way.

In the“decade ahead we need to concentrafc on developing greater self-

Y

Tae facilitative o ‘ . @

\

esteem, decision making ability, and basic skills.

procedures judged appropriate to accomplish these needs.include better

teachers, effective curricula, and knowledge available as needed. Several

P2

programs which appear, effective in achieving these goals should be

initiated. These include teacher institutes, curriculum renewal and

resqarch and its dissemination. : ‘

|

o= » \

- |
- . N ‘

A schematic portrayal of these relationships is shown in Figure 2,
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Figure 2 graphically illustrates many. of tbe f’mdings reported in this ° )
. & .
I paper. It is a way of ehowing the relat’ionship between uef_ded outcomes,
prccedures, and programs. ,A‘ plan of action designed to attend to these ’
perceived needs should help us move toward our common goal of efrective . .
N * ~ A a
* Y . ) v A
e science education.
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SEHOOL -+ ’ s -

IDENTIFLICATION NO.

- 4 . -

- L4 . . "

. ‘ .
Ranking of Needs’ Within Each Area * :
. . ° . Responsibility RS
. . ‘ ' "+ Local = Federal o
Rank . ' ' . District State Agency - N
B - . . : b 3 :
AREA I:, CURRICULUM MATERIALS L — . .

w

Better total curricula (like CHEM Study) .’
for average to talented~studentq

Better total curricula for lower : .
achieving students

. Better curriculum modules (short,sp;cific, . . .
self-contained instructional packages) - e
for average to talented .students e T ! o

Better. curriculum modules for lower
achieving students . . .

' )

. .Y L

;K;ﬁ AREA II: INSTRUCTOR PREPARATION’ : L
. ‘, . ’ ) ‘ " ’

Better pre-service subject matter training

Better pre-service methods training .

Better in-service subject matter<training

_ Better in-service methods training X )
: ) 7 N - L’

ot )

AREA III: ANCILLARY SUPPORT .

F; ' ¢ N » v
rd

Better support to school guidance staffs ,
. (e.g., re: technical occupational oppor- - ‘ .
tunities, women and minorities in science) ‘

Better opportunities for extracurricular
student activities (e.g., science fairs,
summer programs) .

«

Development of better laboratory materials, ;
equipment, and apparatus for instructional use

Development of better evaluation and assess-—
o menit mechanisms

~4 ' L - 23 -

[fRJ]:‘ e, . - (please turn page) -

~ - -




Rank

- AREA IV: . INNOVATIVE PROJECTS

»

Better computer based' instructional systems
L]

Better/widér opportunities for non-traditional
student progress patterns (e.g.; college
« courses/credit for high school senioxs)

-+-More attention to the social ‘and behavioral
sciences (psychology,-anthropology, etc.)

— .

r

programs with the school's other curricula .

-

AREA V: INFORMATION

-

P

-

«®

v

 _ Better dissemination of existing information
on curriculum alternatives

Better dissemination of existing igformation

k]

>

Better integration of science and mathematics -

‘l

Responsibility

Local

Federal
District State Agency

%
.

X

L&

o,
2

-

- - on teaching strategies and technologies
More research for generation of new knowledge
. on tedching strategies and technologies
Moré‘reseagch for. generation of new knowledge’
- On learning of science and mathematics
< -
.l L
o
/
Raqkfhg offAreas by Need
’ /
Rank /
Sanx
a® _ 3 _ V{, ——
] ‘Area I:'  Curricufum Materials
Area'II: Instructor Preparation
) Area III: Ancillary Support
Area IV: Innovative Projects
B &
Area V: Information

4.
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SCHOOL . . ' IDENTIFICATION NO.

-

.. &
L4 - v

A PRINCIPAL'S PERSPECTIVE

The items on front and back of this sheet measure several

aspects of your home schéol enviromment and your<perceptions
- of the proper; emphascs for secondary education during the

o

next decade, .

2
s

Below(;re ten proposed functions for secondary education.

L

Please indicate for each function the importance you feel it should have’ in educational

plann%ng. Use the following numbers:

4

1 = very important, a must 2 = important
4 = gtill less important

Please rate no more than three functions as very important ("1"). You may rate only one

or two fuactions as very important if ycu wish §nd you may rate as many of the remaining

functions 2, 3, 4, or 5, as you feel appropriate.

3 = iess important’
5 = shovld not be the concern ?f the school

After rating the functions b& importance, please indicate how well you feel each is

cucrently being met at your school: Use the numbers:
‘] = well met 2 = adequately met

-

Ten Proposed Functions-Seconda:y Education

- 3 = poorly met

Current
Performance

3. Providing for student mastery of basic skills in using
words and numbers

4, Citizeﬁship education

5. Training in practi;al skills (a.g.a money management,
driving) , .=

6. Hecalth e&ucation'(physiéal and emotional)

7; 'Providing opportunities for student creativity

8.‘ Vocational education including pre-college counseling
9., Ganeral education (sciences, a;ts, humanities)

- v

0. .Prqviding students with information processing and
decision making skills

S . of science education?

— . of mathematics education?

, . o

Importance
- ) Rating
1.  Providing for student self-realization and self-acceptance
‘2. Human (interpersonal) relations education
. LR

————

Which three of these functions do you feel should be the main foci

- — e et e e
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- . R

. - .

) ..

Please estimate the number of each of the following located within two hours' drive
of your school. v . ) :

Ll N

Permarent institutions with science or math curriculum speciglists (colleges,
universities, research institutes, etc.) g :

. N
» wmde—

Tenporary activities this year (75-76) featuring science or math curriculum . -
specialists, not held at the institutions gounted above (conventions, in-service . * -

training, workshops, etc.) _ g

Other schooi districts ) - - . .- °

Assuming - a major curriculum change had been deemed &esirable, please evaluate i
the capacity, on an average over the past five years, that your building wouldv ~
have had for receiving the change along the following dimensions.. Use the secale
1-5 with: ) .

—_— 1 = low capacity, many inhibitors; 5 = high capacity, few inhibitors -

(%]

Physical plant (room size, 1234
utilities, storage space, etc.)

Faculty': 12345 o

-

. Administrative structure (class' 1 2 3 4 Students 1.234 5°

srouping, contractual obligations,

state curricula, etec.) - . . o ’

(%]

v

Financial resources 12345 Community 12345
. . . . support T

Following are several means by which members of your building staff nay ha&é come in ) Y
contact with one of the NSF supported texts or programs listed on the Text Usage Form .
(crange) given you at this meeting. Please estimate the number of diffc ‘ent people . .

from your building who have come in contact with any of the programg by each of the
following means. o .

-

Shért workshops (4 days or less) ) Professional literature o
1 . . ;
Pﬁofessional asgociation meetings __ Access tb texts and materials {i>
. 1
Coliege training programs . - . o o

.
N N . -
—————

‘ PE

Please indicate your degree of agreement with each of the following statements. Use the
‘'scale 1-5 with:

. 1 = strongly agree ' 5 = strpngly disagree

At my school: A
the science and mathematics departments work closel& with each other to
}interlock and correlate their respective programs. ’ ) 12345

most science and math courses have explicit, Geli—defined objectives .
which serve as the basis for planning instruction. . _ 12345
all seience and math curricula taught are subjected to pre-planned
review and evaluation at regular intervals. 12345 -

* .
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