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‘ It is an undarstat/ment to describe the literature on soc1a1 studies proJect N
eva]uat1on as sparse, - “Social studies joumals and books have prov1ded 1ittle _informa-
t1on on systematic evaluations of social studies curriculum projects. Two systematic |

'orev1ews in thé recent literature {(Wiley, 1977; Shaver, Davis, and Helbum, 1979)" )
. oainteo/broad murals of the status of the social stucies, and although informative,
the contrfbuted only summaries of or brief commentary on evaluation research on®
/,1nnovat1ve social studies curriculum proJects Moreovér, the reviews were based on
s evaluaticns which exam1ned "new social studies" projects of the sixties and.seventies.
- T Noc only were the projects dated, but evaluations often were ‘based on nmoress1on1st1c
- data or weakly désigned §tudies.' ; \ . '
« The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1978 ushered in a new era of
educational improvement projects in the social studies and other subject areas. )
The focus of the oeve]opment effort was shifted from research and development centers
of universities and educational coroorations, where mater1a1s of the "new social | ’ .
stud1es" .had been designed, to, local school sites where curr1cu1um improvement .
plans were to be des1gned and tested. Thus, the focus of evaluation shifted fron
‘research into the content and style of newly developed materials to outcomes 1n the
classfoom and processes 1n the school.
~ The social studies literature lacks evaluation’ reports or analyses of ESEA,
improvement projects. ‘Some idea of the impact of the ESEA on the social studies |
can be ga1ned from. more general educat1ona1 literature (Rand Corporation, 1978;
,ﬁBerny,—1979)« But here too the synthesis is not comprehensive. The .Rand studv
. was based on a very small se]ectton of Tocal schooT’pnoJerts "~ Also, it reoorted . . . -
proJects established under federal ESEA gu1de]1nes whi ch preceded important amend- .
ments passed in 1977 and 1978. . These amendments modi fied extens1ve1y the procedures N

__ for setting project objectives and designing projects to meet local needs. Howaver
both the genera] literature and the social stud1es_11terature 1dck 1n deotb stud1e‘
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of the soc1al studies curr1culum~1mprovement proJects developed under_ the most recent
e ESEA local development gu1del1nes . SO .
The purpose of this paper is to‘report the evaluation results from the
Improving Citiienship Education (1CE) Projéct,which was initiated in 1977 under.

existing ESEA guidelines and modifiéd to meet revised 1978 state guidelines for

and students, the paper exam1nes the: potentials of local social stud1es curr1culum
projects which employ the same type of curriculum change model'

.

. ¢« Improving Citizenship Education Model'

. . The ICE project (Fulton County,°Georg1a) tested a chanoe model which had f1ve
teacher support components. The f1ve areas of support were: 1) staff development -

a teacher educat1on program dealing ‘with both the pol1t1cal science content and
teach1ng strateg1es and mater1als 2) adm1n1s,rator support - a series of meet1ngs
with pr1nc1pals of the project schools informing them and’ 1nvolv1ng them in the
project goals and methods, 3) spec1f1c learn1ng objectives - cogn1t1ve and affective
objectives defined to gu1de the plann1ng and teaching of the proaect teachers,
4) commun1ty re§ources - persens, agencies, organ1zatlons, and 51tes in the local
area were fully 1dent1f1ed by’ topic area to 1ncrease the poteptlal for first-hand
learn1ng experiences by.teachers and students (also a group_ of commun1ty leaders i
served as an advisory board to the project staff); 5) materials - needed instruc- -
tional materials were identified and provided for teachers. (most needs were met with
ex1st1ng educat1onal media, but some had to be developed by the staff). o
The expressed purpose of the ICE ProJect was to design and test a model for
1mprov1ng the’ pol1t1cal/c1t1zensh1p knowledge and attitudes of°elementary and + .~
secondary students by 1nfu51ng c1t1zensh1p education’ into the ex1st1ng sgc1al stud1es
curr1culum Nine educational goals (Table 1) guided the progect s initial effort.

) From these ngne goals,eight cognitive content areas were def%ned by a teacher committee
and proJect staff (Table 2). From the goals and content areas, the staff and evalua-
t1on team derived a set of cogn1t1veandaffett1ve obJect1vesrto aid. evaluatign of tbe
Project (Table :3). Further, the relat1onsh1p of spec1f1c obgect1ves to goals was
defined (Table 4). ., Cer T 3
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Evaluation Questions .

Originally"the“evaluation—plan'for the project called for a_ten-weeks implemen-
tation; however( the demanf for more immediate 1nformat1on by the state department
requlred a change to a six-weeks 1mplementat1on in thewinter school quarter follow-

ing the development of the teacher support components. The evaluation had two purooses:

4

3 vafidatdon review. Be51des document1ng the effects of the ICE proJect on teachers =
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Table i

-

Goals of the Improving Citizenship Education Project

a

. Understanding and acceplance of the respons&bxlltles of US. citizenship;
. Understanding of the structure and operations of local, state, and national goyemments;

. Understanding of the toles of individuals in the pohtlcal decision- makmg processes and developing the skllls for
parhcnpahng -

. Understandmg of the pnncnples of mdmdual nghts and leaming to make chonces in the context of concem for the
society as a whole; i

. Understandmg of the U. S. legal system and a commltmcat to rule of law'

. Knowledge of current publnc issues and skills for evaluating alternative choices in regard to these i gsues, .
. Underslandmg of the mtcrdependence of the global community and the political processes in operation intcmauonally.
. Understandmg of the means to participate in school, local, state, and national pohttcal processes;

, Underslandmg of the need for government and community services and the ways to secure, uullze and contribute to
- these services,

. -

-

Source: Margol is (1981)




o Table 2

Content Ar,f:zza“'s of the 'Improving Citizenship Education Project

e

A ey

. i P
. . -° ¥ . . ) ¢
1. Natlonat Government:federalism, bicameral lawmakmg executive power and roles, judicial powers, separation of -
powers, checks and balances, policy-making processes, interest groups, lobbies, electoral college, two-party system,
*  bureaucracy, natidnal revenues and expenditures,”US. cmzenshlp .
- 2. State and Local Government-intergovernmental relahonshlps. state and local lawmaking, state and local dtizenship, ’
services of state and local governments, financing services, executive leadership, bureaucracy, local interest groups.
3. Democratic Principles-popular sovereignty, limited powers of govemment majority rule, minority rlghts reserved
me- ~-pOWers, generak welfare, - constitutional repubhc
4. Politics-political symbols, campaigns, elections, voting behavior, representahon, public opmion, means, and limits of
political power, political socialization, political leadership.
5. Laiv and Individual Rights-rule of law, equality before the faw, justice, the Bill of Rights, Judlcudvnn lpla, indwidual
- rights and responsibilities, limits of individual freedom. - .
6. Global/International Studies- mterdependence. multi-national organizations, United Nations. treaties, balance of
- power, mtematlona‘ interest groups, trade agreements, deterrence, detente, international, assistanc and foreign aid.
7. Analytical Skills-making informed decisions on public issues, value analysis, evaluating infonnatio and information
sources, interpreting .md evaluatmg quanmame data, distinguishing fact- l'rom opinion, synthesizing data from chans
and graphs.
8. Participation bkllls conflict resolution skllls news awareness skills, registration and voting skills, jskills for jury duty
and pamupatlon in judicial process, party and interest group patticipation, career awareness, sec ring basic govemn-
mental services: )

éource : Margolis (1981)
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. — .~ Table 3 : LT - ‘. .
A : b :
Specific Objectives for the Improving Citizenship Education Project

A )

i

/' . . Tt

.- 1.0 Know and apply specific facts, basic concepts, and processes related to governmeit and politics.

. L1 ldentify specific facts, proCesses, and basic concepts of national government.
1.2 Identify specific facts, processes, and basic concepts of state and local government.

1.3 Identify specific facts, processes, and basic'concepts of democracy. -
1.4 Identify specific fucts, processes, and basic concepis of politics.
15 Identify specific facts, processes, and basic concepts of law and individual rights.

) ‘: 1.6 Identify spe-ific facts, processes, and basic concepts of global affairs.- ; .

* 1.8 Utilize analytical skills with government and ‘political data and issues. '

1:7 Identify participation skills related to government and politics.

2.0 Demonstrate commitment to democratic institutions, principles] and processes.

e
3

2.1 Express. commitment to democratic lnstllutlons.
2.11 Identifies magnitude of agreement with statements about polltlcal institutions as others should view them
2.12 Identifies magnitude of agreement with statements ahout-political institutions as self vnews them.

. 2.2 Express commitment to community democratic processes.

2.21 identifies magnitude of agreement with statements about community democrahc parucipauon as olhers ,

should v:ew them.
2,22 ldentifies magmtude of agfeement with statements about commumty partlclpa'zon as self viewg them.
..2.3 Express commitmeut to school democratic proces!'es.

2.31 ldentifies mag,mtude of agreement with statements about school democratlc partlcipation as others should
< view them.

2.32 Identifies magnitude of agreement with statements about school dengocratic parhcipahon as self views them.

= g T

Sour(;é : rl-ilargolis (1981)
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1) to evaluate the effectfveness of each of the five teacher support components of

the;change modeﬂ from the teachers! po1nt of view (process eva]uat1on), and 2) to -

»

assess the. 1mpac of the curr1cu1um change-model on student performance (product

evaluat1on) A . VT
Specif1c proce evaluation quest1ons were: ’ : ‘ =
\ 1. How much d1§ ‘the teachers learn about teaching procedures in the staff
7 \ »  development §Ess1ons7 T . \
.2 ‘How supportive, did the teachers feel the1r adm1n1strators were during
) 1mp1ementat1on of the c1t1zensh1p proaect’ e .7

*3. How usefu] did - eachers find the de11neated objectives of the program?
4. How helpful did- ‘he teachers find the communtty resourdES identified
\\ for the project?! . o . .
5  How helpful d1d the teéachers find the c’rr1cu1uﬁ mate'1a1s prov1ded or
}\ developed for the projéct? ‘ .
Spec1f1c product/evaluat1on quest1ons were:
1.. \Was there a significant and practical d1ffe nce between the political
know]edge of project and control students?
2. MWas*there a s1gn1f1cant and pract1ca1 difference between the political
.att1tudes of project™and control® students? :

, qx ) Teachers will take part'in a staff development project which will make
them aware of the spec1f1c objectives, cognitlve content\areas, and goals of
the proJect "In addition, teachers will be 1nftructed in\ the yse of various
act1v1t1eS°and teaching strategies to achieve the spec1f1ciobJect1ves, and
= informed of a variety of yseful mater1a1s (i.e., commun1tyjresources and
Jocated or developed materials). Teachers will be given adm1n1strat1ve support
by pr1nc1pa1s familiar w1th the goals and objectives of the roject. With
‘th1s background and. support, teachers will spend more time t achlng the content
top]gg,employ a greater number of activities and: strategles, ind usé.a greater
number of materials in their c]assrooms to achieve the specific objecti‘es. e
Therefore, students will be exposed to an improved c1t1zensh{p education program,
and as a result students will increase thelr achievement. of the specific

-—-L __objectives_of_the proaect;“<\_ . - /

—_— - ——— N /} . e '
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S £ shoqu be noted that two related eTements yere evaTuated Orie, the - )

cirriculum’ change. model, a process,has evaTuated by operat1ona11z1ng c1t1zenshqp L .

‘ educat1on as defined by the spec1f1c obJecx1ves of the PrOJect. Two, the effect1ve-
s ness of “c1t1zensh1p educat1on" with students as def1ned by the same obJect1ves

. was s1muTtaneousJy éxamined. The data coTTected aTTowed for the evaTuat1on of both .
elements. S o R Lo
Add1t1onaTTy, it- shoqu be clarified that because of differing requ1rements
. for the teacher educat1on port1on oftheproéess and the differing -instrumentation ne°ded .
" to measure product, eTementary and secondary programs were evaluzted separately - ]
« - using the ‘same evaTuat1on dES1gn , . . : v
i ) i Procedures fon-EvaJuation" - . ’
Subjects ' . I o .
' Teachers 0r1g1naTTy, there were 12 secondary and 7 egementary teachers de- .
- 51gnated for the formal evaluation of the ICE proaect One teacher failed to . . k

complete the teacher education program and, another Teft the school system. There-
fore, the fina] sample of project teachers consisted of 10 secondary«(3 eighth; B
6 ninth; and 1 ten-tweTfth grade) and 7 elementary (1 first; 1 second; 1 fourth; ‘
2 fifth; and 2 sixth grade) teachers. .
These teacners were from five secondary schooTs dnd *five eTementary schooTs
.. designated as_"project schools.” oATﬂ had volunteered to part1c1pate in the '
improvement project. Based on informatioh supplied by the school records office,

. the proJec; schooTs were representative of the ‘diverse sqcio- econom1c character1s-
tics in the schooT district and 1ncTuded urhan, suburban, and small town ¢ommuni -
ties and school populations rang1ng from nearTy all wh1te to, nearly all black _
students. "Project schools were cons1dered representat1ve of the system's approx1-‘
.mateTy 35,000 students attending 60 eTementary schools and 19 h1gh schools. *

VoTunteer teachers from schools matched with proJect schools served as controT . >
teachers. The ten secondary and seven eTementary control teachers were further
matched by grade level, and in the secondary schools by, subJect taught. - .
Students. The students 1nvoTved in the product evaTuat1on were in cTasses '
taught by teacher subjects. For the twenty secondary teachers, one class, in their
schedules was randomly seTected Initially, there were 41¢ secondary (ZUT project; ‘
218 control) students and 262 elementary (134 proJectt 128 control) students who s
-+ completed the pretests. Howevér, the final sample size used in the evaluation - .
~ involved 345 secondarv (165 nroject;.T80 controﬂ) students and 214'éTementary - r

-




-?” S, °~f1na1 samp}e, anq flu atcounted for a high percent of the absen.es.

. \ ) .. of 111 males (5

AN S
e (110 proJe it 104 control) students The loss of subaects»from prétest to ﬁagttest :A
represented apprcx1mate1y 18% of alT groups The size of the loss ref]ectea.the - t -
. facﬁrthat on y students who took both pretests and posttests were included .in the '
It was" ‘
adm1n1strat1ve y 1mpossnb1e to. retr1eve the‘mlss1ng data. ‘ \ *
“ . In the final sample,-a total of 157 maﬂes (63 projegt; and 94 contro]) and 188" ' *
.females (102 r Ject 86 contro]) were 1in the Secpndary student sampie; and a total -
\proaect 55 control) and 103 females (55 project; 48 control) were -
in the elementary student sample. The rac1a1 compos1t1on of the sample was 208 whfte - -
(106 project; 102 control) ands137 black (58 project; 79 control) students in the secon-
dary. sample; and 117 white (54 project;:63 control) and 97 black (’6 project, 41

"

\ , control) in the e!ementary student sample.’ * T . o .
‘ .

-

Measurement Instruments =, . . . ) .

' "Process 1nstruments. To measure ‘the effect of the staff developmént component
of the project process, a 48 item mu1t1p1e choice 1nstrument as_ constructed to . e

measure specific ODJECthES of the staff development

E1ght areas were covered on. .

the measure:

. News media analysis, Slmulat1on, Quantitative Ana1y51s, and Decision~-Making.

Case Stud1es, Communi ty Studies, Va]ues Educat1on Moral Educat1on,
* The _ N

instrument was scored right/wrong

Scores could range from zero to 48 (with 6

items per area).-

Instrument validity was based 'on the direct relationship of the

- |

content of the items to the objectives of ‘the staff deve]opment; Reliability of the

instrument was estimated using Kider-Richardson Formu]a 21.

Rellab111ty for pretest

scores was

.66, and .33 for pos*test scores.

Add1t10na1 data for the process evaluation was obta1ned from three quest1onna1res-~‘
Quest1onna1re on Management Support, Questionnaire on ICE ObJect1ves, and Quest1onna1re
on Mater1a1s 1nc1ud1ng communi ty resources (copies are found in Margolls, 1981).

Fach: quest1onna1re had two parts.’ The first part asked teachers\to rate the support1ve~
ness or he]pfu]ness of the specific process compbnent on a scale of 1( low) to
4 (high). The second part asked teachers to review in more deta11 the effect15eness
. of each support area. This second part was aes1gned for obta1n1ng descr1pt1ve

*  information for the project staff.

No ‘formal .attempt was made to determ1ne va11d1ty

or, retiability of these questionnajres.

. Informally, the instruments were verified

by conversations with project teachers.
Product instruments. The Citizenship Kn
data on the f1rst product evaluation question.-

-
.
4

owladge Test (CKT) was used to co]1ect
This test has both secondary and

The secondary.level test has two forms, Form A, and Form B

elementary ediitions.

»

S 1z <

e W
N —
" s et




and the, e1ementary Tevel test has two forms, Grades 1-2, and Grades 3-7.

" The secondary Jevel CKT has 73 items in eight subtests related to the spec1f1c
objectives listed in Table 3. 'These are:- National Government (11 1tems) State .o
and Loca] Government (10 items) Po]1t1cs and Po11t1ca1 Eth1cs (11 1tems) ‘Democratic ™
Pr1ne1p1es (7 items), Law and Individual R1ghts (10 1tems) G]obal Affa1rs (5 1tems),

. ‘Participation Skills (10 ¥t8ms), and Analytic Skills (9 itams). Variation in number

ﬁf

’deta1ls on the rationale for choosing Form B, see Hepburn and Str1ck1and 1979)

of items per subtést (obJect1ve) reflected the emphasis each subtest area was given °

on the secondary level of the ICE proJect. The. total test score for the secondary R
level CKT.could. range from zero to 73. o . * s
' Im the Project eva]uation, Form B of the secondary 1eve« CKT was used (for "~ °

,The va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of Form B have been documented elsewhere (Hepburn, - :'ﬂ
and Str1ck13nd 1979; Napﬂer, Hepburn and Strickland, 1981). Cronbach alpha procedures ‘
were used to calculate re11ab111ty estimates of the total secondary student (KT scores
whick were .85 for the \pretest scores and .90 for the posttest scores. <.

On both” forms of the elementary level.CKT there -are 41-ﬂtems in seven subtests

‘-related to the specific objectives 1, 2, o, 5, 6, 7s. and 8 listed in Tab1e 3., ”

. (The more abstract content of objective, 4 was not emphas1zed in the elementary gradas).

- The-seven.suotests are: Nationai Government (6'items), State and local Government -
_ (8 1tems), Po11t1cs and Political .Ethics (7 items), Law and Ind1v1dua1 R1ghts .

(7 items),. Global Affaxrs (5 items), Participation Skills (4 items), and Ana]yt1c f 3

. Skills (Q.utems) Aga1n, the variation in the number of items for each subtest

41

. stem or distractors. Basically the two forms are parallel.. Total test scores. could

——

.refTected*the emphas1s each subtest area was given on the e]ementary level of*the

ICE proaect. The .major difference between the Grace 1-2 and Grades 3-7 forms of the
elementary CKT §s in the complexity and difficulty of the wording used in- the item

range from zero to 41. « . .
Both forms of the e]emen*ary Tevel CKT were used 1n the -evaluation. The validity
and re11ab111ty of the elementany level CKT is documented elsewhere (Nap1er, v
'Hepburni/and Str1ck1and 1981). 1In the. project eva]uat1on, Cronbach ° a]pha re|1ai .
b111ty estimates' for pretest scores were .83, and for posttest scores- .88. _ e
The Opinionndire.on Po11t1ca1 Instifutions and Part1c1pat1on (OPIP) was used’ 7 )
‘tc collect data on the second product’ eva]uat1on quest1on This test. also has both ) .
secondary and e]ementary ed1t1ons which are para]]e} The OPIP 1s a 48-item instru-
ment wjth six subtests each containing eight items. . ) .

A .. b
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The first and second subtests measure attitudes about political institutions
(objectives 2.11 and 2.12). The first subtest, Politiéa1 Institutions-Others,
indicates the respondent's perception of how people in genera1 should view American
po11t1ca1 institutions.” The second subtest, Political Inst1tut1%ns-$e1f ref1ects
the respondent s personal attitude toward American political institutions.

The third and fourth subtests assess attitudes related to participation in public '
political processes (objectives 2.21 and 2“22) The third subtest, Public Political
Participation-Others, reflects the respondent s perception of whether individuals
should participate in public political processes. The fourth subtest, Public
Po11t1ca1 Participation-Self, measures the respondent's attitude toward personal
pol1t1ca1 participation.

The fifth and sixth subtests_measure attjtudes-towardseparticipation in school
political processes (objectives 2.31 and 2.32). The fifth subtest, School Political
Participation-Others, reflects the respondent's perception of whether others should
participéte in school political processes. The sixth subtest, School Politica]
Part1c1patlon~se1f ref1ects the respondent S att1tude toward personal participation '
in school political processes '

The secondary form is designed so that individuals respond to the 48 statements
on a 5-point scale (Strong1y Agree, Agree, Uncertain, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree).

. On the e1ementary form, 1nd1v1dua1s respond to the statements on a 3-point scale

~ (Agree, Uncertaln or Disagree). 1In this eva1uat1on, the secondary form was scored
on a 3-po1nt sca1e to allow for compar1son across e1ementary and secondary grades.
Also, the instrument was_ va11dated using that sca1e (Hepburn and Napizr, 1980a; Napier
and Hepburn, 1981). Consequent1y, the overall score on both the secondary and
elementary forms could range from 48 (very negative) to-144 (very positive).

The'va1idity and reliability of the secondary and elementary level OPIP are
documented elsewhere (Hepburn and Nap1er, 1980a; Napier and Hepburn, 1981). Cronbach .
a]pha re11ab111ty estimates for secondary subJects were .78 pretest and .89 posttest
for e1ementary ‘subjects .84 pretest and .88 posttest .

_ Treatment - ' ~ X

Teachers. Staff deve1opment for project teachers presented~objectives of the
ICE project and immersed them in teach1ng act1v1t1es, strategies, and materials for
ach1ev1ng the obJect1ves The group part1c1pated in a 45-hour staff development vf
@ ____ program initiated in July, 1979, with a week of all-day sessions and followed up in
. .the fall with five re1ease-time days. An outline of the lessons and objectives for
staff deve1opment tra1n1ng is presented in the project's Implementation Randbook

(Margo]1s, 1981)
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Administrators. - An all-day meet1ng was held with pr1nc1pals and proaect schools

in *1978 to 1nform them of obJect1ves and methods of the project and enroll their
support. In 1979 the proaect’a1rector met w1fh-pr1nc1pa1s 1nd1v1dua11y to inform
them oftheprogress and | again _encourage their ir support. :

Students. Utilizing project obJect1ves mater1als, 1nc1udlng “drafc vers1ons
of the secdndany or. elementany handbooksz, and with administrative support the teach-
ers conducted sxx-weeks units aimed at 1mprov1ng student political knowledge and
att1tudes Each proaect teacher was free to operationa11ze the units taught to fit
the course and grade levels they were teach1ng __ Therefore, some_check was needeq_m~_"
on whether they taught the content of the obJect1ves .used the recommended activi-
ites and strategies, and employed the suggested materials. To check on 1mp1ementa-

tion, a daily log was kept by-each teacher (a cony is in Margolis, 1981). For com-

parison, control teachers also kept the same log. Analysis of the log data later

indicated that secondary project teachers spent s1gn1f$can1y more time teach1ng . -

the content related to the objectives and taught more citizenship topics. Also

tthey used signficantly more recommended materials, and activities than the control
" teachers. However, the elementary project teachers did not spend significantly more

time teaching the content, nor did they use s1gn1f1cant1y more topics, materials, or
act1v1t1es then the control teachers (see Table 5) Therefore, the effectiveness of
the elementary 1mp1ementat1on was cuest1onned (see d1scuss1on in results sect1on)

—

Data Collection
Process evaluation data. Project teachers took the 48-item multiple choice
instrument as a pretest and again at the end of the 45 hour summer course. Project
teachers responded to the questionhaiﬁes on objectives, management support, and
mater1als at the end of the: six-week implementation in Winter 1980, Unfortunately,
two of the seven elementary teachers failed to return the. three questionnaires despite
repeated inquiries from the proaect staff for the return of these measures.
Product evaluation data. Project and control elementary and secondary students
took the two pretests in early January 1980. The attitude test was given one day,
and the knowledge test was given ‘the next day. Both project and control subjects"

L]
H

_.took the posttests in March with the tests given in the same order.

, Evaluation Results _ )
L N

Process Evaluation .
Secondary Teachers. Table 6 presents the descriptive data for QZEBEaany\\\
teachers for staff development pretests and posttests and responses to the first part
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f Table 5

Descriptive Statistics, F-Ratios, P+ Values for Number. of Materials, Activities,
and Contents plus Time Covering Topics used by Secondary and Elementary

—~ — Evaluation Project and Control Teachersz ‘
) ) - . . .

' Secondary Elementary ’
Source Statistic Project Control F P Project Control F P
s f w @ - e
Number of . - - e :
Materials Mean - 7.6 >0 1769 001 - 3.3 3.5 1.5 .288 -
, S.D -~ 0.8 .18 — 2.6 3.2 _
(Scale 1-8) - — - - - :
Number of .
. Mean 7.0 4.6 5.6 4.2

o - ¢12.23 .003 2.30 .158
Activities S.D. 1.1 1.9 T 1.3 2.0
(Scale 1-8) . .
Number—of ‘ )
Contents tean 7.2 45 . 8,19 .o010 6.4 4.3 3,32 .09
(Scale 1_8) S.D. . 0.8 2.9 " . 2.1 2.0
Time on Mean 1332.0 726.0 10.95 .004 - 71433_ 280.0 - o 95 114
Topics S.D. 234.1 529.8 v 563.3 271.5

—

“One Control teacher never returned the daify“log




‘ , Table [

Descriptivé‘Statistics for Staff Development Pretest
4 and Posttest plus Responses to Questionnaire on
o ICE Objectives,MﬁﬁagementSupport and Materialsi
for Evaluation Project”Teachers

1]

Sdﬁ?ce . Statistics . Secondary Elementary
- Mean 28.4 23.0
Pretest )
. ’ ~ S.D T 5.8 8.7.
‘7. 7 7. (Scale 0-48) e ® :
' N 10 : 7
3 R 2
- | -Mean ‘“”‘5#53‘*“*@ ’ -2@;9
' Posttest ) ' g
: : . S.D. ’ 3.7 7.2
(Scale 0-48) ’ ‘-
N T 10 7
e . Mean 3.4 ' 3.6 -
Objectives . i A :
v SR S.D. ‘ 0.7 0.6
' (Scale 1-4). ° ’ %
- N 10. 3
" Management Mean , ’ 2.6 2.8
Support S.D. 1.1 1.1
* . *
) (Scale 1-4) N 10 5
) ‘ Mean . 3.6 3.6
Materials
S.D. ' 0.5 0.6
(Scale 1-4) C.f % ©

N , 10 5

% ) . .
Two Elementary Teachers never returned questionnaires

1

)h“
-1
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E on project and control resu1ts is‘presented in Table 8. A significant difference

of theithree questionnaires. A signi?icant.gain in knowledge was made from the staff
development (td = 3.34; df = 9; p -&=:01). Questionnaire results indicated ‘tHat the

were very helpful. ' .

-~

Elementary teachers. Table 6‘aT§5 presents the same descriptive 'data for‘eleménf )
tary teachers. Like the secondary teachers, elementary teachers made a significant -

'ga1n in know]edge from the staff development §~d 5.03; df = 6; p<4& .01). Resu]ts .

from the quest1onna1res indicated that the elementary teachers found” the obJect1ves
very helpful, the principals were somewhat supportive, and the materials ‘were very
helpful. i \
) S
PLoduct EVa]uation , Te \
For both the secondary and elementary data ana]ys1s of covariance procedures
_vers used. The analysis was conducted dlocking_for exfects by dender and race.

According to Cook and Gampbell (1979), analysis of covariance blocking on variables
related to“the dependent variable is a more powerful procedure than simple analysis

of variance The variables of gender and race were used as blocking variables bacause
past studies have indicated there are relationships between these two variables
" and po11t1ca1 know1edge and attitudes (see Hepburn and Napier, 1980b).

" Secondary. product. results. Table 7 pée;ents descriptive statistics for the ,
secon&ary level students on the‘know1edge'and attitude tests. Ana1y$is of covariance '

was found between project and control groups on both the CKT and OPIP.

The product evaluation questions asked about “practical” as well as stat1st1ca1
significance. Prect1cql signfficance was determined by calculating "effect size! of
statistically significant result. The effect size is a statistical "rule of thumb" C
euggested by Ta]lma@ge (1977, p. 34). Effect size is calculated by subtritting the :
posttest mean scores of experimental and control groups and dividing the remainder
by the standard deviation of the control group. (see Glass, 1978). An effect si;e
can range from 0% to 100% (or O to 1 if converted to fractions). For the CKT, an-
effect size of 25-50% was the criterion used to determine practical differences.

For the OPIP, an effect size of 10-25% was used. A lower effect size was expected
from the OPIP because attitudes are difficult to change in any short-term treatment
(Shaw and Wright, 1967; Hepburn and Napier, 1980b).

[
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able 7

Descrlptlve Statistic? for Main Effects of Group, Gender, and Race in Secondary and’Elementary
Fvaluation Samples on Knowledge and Attitude Pretests and Posttests

LS

Bl

v #
- P
Pt W
3

'_ knowle@ge (CKT) N —“\Qihzw AEEitude ZOPIP
source . M0 clags N o Posttest : \ Posttest
Effect Q;éEESt ‘;‘Unadjusted Adjusted Pretest Unadjusted Adjusted
’ Mean §.D. Mean—S.D. Mean Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean
. Group [Project 165 31.9 12.5 .36.8 12.5 35.8 © 122.0 9.3 123.2 9.9 122.0
" Control 180 29.7 10.3 30.3 10.9  11.2 119.37 9, 9\\}}9 2: 10 5  120.4
Secondary Gender ‘Male 157 30,3 11.4, 32.7| 12. 5 33.5»} 118.9 10.1 '118.5\\\14? 120.0 -
Female 18¢ 31.2 11.5 34.0:'1l1.7 33.4 122.1 9.1 123’3.m42;2\\\122’1
Race  White 208 '33.7 11,5 36.6° 11.9  34.1 132.3 9.2 1227 9.9 . 121.5
" Black 137 26.3 9.8 28.5 10.8 '32.3 118.1 9.9 118.7 10.8 15075=
Group Project 110 24.2 7.0 26.5 7.7 273  110.8 12.9 113.2 144 114.1
Control 104 . 26.4 6.5 26.1 7.5 26.0 112.7. 12.0 113.7 13.8 ‘1;2.6
. N p /«' ) . ’ '\' -
Elementary Cenddr Male 111 25.1 772 26.5 .7.f 267  '112:0 11.9 112.8 14.6 112.6
" Female 103 25.4 6.4 26.9, 7.5 268  111.4 13.1 114.1 13.6 - 114.5 .
Race - -White 117 27.6 5.9 28.2 6.9 ~ 26.3 ° 114.0 12.2 1166 12.4 1145
‘ Black 97 22.5 6.9 24.9 8.0 27.2- | 109.0 12.3-109.6 15.0 112.0
r >y ¢
' ‘13 o0




Table 8

2

Aﬁélysis of Covariance-Tests on Knowledge and Attitude Rdsttest

for Secondary and Elementary Evaluation 'Subjects‘Y

-

]
Ay

‘ . 'Secofidary ‘ ] Elementary T
Source - - Knowledge (CKT) - Attitude (OPIP) : Knowledge (CKT) Attitude (OPIP) N
_df , MS . F MS F MS.  F- MS F
3 o T = ) - . % L % . * R -
‘Covariate 1733233.3 756.8" 20663.2 439.4" 1 65291 248.2" 28517.4 448.9
Group . 1 1776.2  40.5" ° . 205.7 4.4% 1 93.9 3. 6 144 LB
Gender 1 0.1 -0.0 376.8 8.0 1 0.6  0l0 137 2.1 ——
A . * *
Race : 1 1219.78 5.07 55.2 1.2 1 31 1 1.2 0 319.3 5.0
. ¥ o . . . ,
Group x Gender ~. 1" "24.46 0.6 10.6 0.2 1 - 15.4 0.6 < 0.7 0.0
%. Group x Race 1 306 0.7 25.4 0.5 1. 159.2 6.1°° 0.3 0.0
‘Gender x Race 1 151.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 1 12.2 0.5 36.0 - 0.6
Group x Gender x Race 1  127.6 2.9 ° . 42,3 0.9 1 .26.3 0.7 3.1 0.1
Residual 336 43.9—_ . * 47.0 205 26.3 . 63.5.
Total . 344 146.5 . 108.3 213 57.6 198.0 .
*Sign'ificant at the E,? .05 level /
N s :
) ‘ *
‘ 22
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’{ The effect s17e found\for 'the CKT was 42~, and for the OPIP 11%. Yhus, the Te
answers to product evaluationquestions werge positive for the secondary evaluation. )
The ICc Project did‘s;gnificant1y and pracé1ca11y affect the political knowledge and . -
attitudes of secondary students, \¥ | A
“ E]enentarx_product results. Table 7 alo presents the descriptive statistics ¢
for the elementary students on the CKT and 0 IP tests. Ana1ys1s of covariance

) oresults on the CKT and OPIP posttest compar1son° between project and control students o

(Table 8) #ndicated no s1gn1f1cant di fference between project and control groups
\ on either test. Therafore, answers tq s tq the two product—evaluation questions were

negative for the elementary, project eva1uat1on The political know]edge and att1tudes
of e1ementary students were not s1gn1f1cant1y affected.
' There were circumstances re1ated to the 1mp1ementat1on of the ICE Project which
could have accounted for the negat1ve findings in the e1ementary evaluation.
e 0r1g1na11y, a ten week 1mp1ementat1on fad been-dasigned for both secondary and
e1ementary programs. For e]ementary classes the average daily time devoted to content

\

‘was 23.8 minutes, while the secondary average was 44.4 minutes. Obviousty four ‘
\ - add1t1ona1 weeks ~f treatment would be more essential for elementary students.
However, report deadlines set by the fynding agency had forced the shorter six-week _
) treatment. Cook, Cook, and Mark (1977) warn that failure to give sufficient
exposure to-process results in 1oss of statistical power. Also, because two pro- e
ject teachers did pot return. the three quest1onna1res documenting process, the ‘
evaluators wondered whether they had actually implemented the prbject. prooerly '
Staff and reviewers decided that re-evaluatipn in .elementary grades was necessary -
before final conclusions.about the effectiveness of the project at this level.
Supo1ementa1 information on gender and race. Although product eva1uat1on
|
J
|

ques tions d1d.not~ca11\for.e§am1nai1on of gender and race, data on these two
variables werecollected and used in the statistical ana1ysis to send some light on
the effects on student sub groups. There was a significant difference between .
races on the knowledge test (CKT) and between genders on the attitude test (OPIP)
quever. no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1ons ‘were found which means that gender0d1d not make
a s1gn1f1cant d1fference in performance by project or control and race did not make
a difference by project and control. Neverthe]ess, within project and control groups
whites scored better than blacks on knowledge, and females scored better than males

" on attitudes (see Table 7)
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. to collect data from the student subjects. Cronbachwalpha reliability estimates of

»

Procedures for Re-evaluation

Subjects ' - - .o
Teachers. In the re-evaluat1on study 20 elémentary teachers were or1gina11y

involved. (These were\d1fferent teachers than in the first evaluation.) These 20

-proiect teachers werglyatched with 20 control teachers in the same.manner used in

‘the initial eva]uét?en. Unfortunately, one control teacher 1eft the schoo] system

and the matched proaect teacheﬁ was dropped from the study. Also, twd project .

- teachers never returned da11y logs and they with their control matches were§dEEbped.

The final sample oﬂ teachers consisted of 17 project and 17 control tealhers - a11

matched by grade (1 f1rst, 2 second; 4 third; 2 fourth; 2 f1fth 3 sixth; and 3

seventh). z L. :

Students. The‘students involved 1n the re-evaluation were in classes taught by
project and‘control\teachers. Initially, 611 students (290 project; 321 contro]) took
the pretests. However, thefinal sample size was 546 (260 project; 286 control) -- .
approximate]y a 10% .loss for each group. The loss reflected the fact that only students 4
who took both pretests and posttests were included in the final sample. The final

sample had 272 males (]32 project; 140 control) and 274 femalds (128 project; 146
control). Racial COMbésition.was 264 white (129 project; 135 control) and 252 black
(131 project; 151 control). 7¢’ : .

. >

Measurement Instruments
Process instruments. Only the three questionnaires-Questionnaire on ICE
objectives, Questionnii?e on Mahagement Support, and Questionnaire on Materials were
used in the re-evaluation. These instruments were identical to those described
earlier in the Procedures for Evaluation section. -
Product instruments. Again the elementary forms of the CKT and OPIP were used

the total CKT in the re-evaluation was .85 for the pretest, and .84 for the post-
test. Cronbach alpha reliabilaty estimates for the total OPIP score were 83 for the
pretest, and 83 for the posttest.

Treatment .. K dy ' ‘ ' : ! ‘
Teachers. The project teachers, none of whom were previousl; involved with the
project, received staff development training similar to that in the initial evalua-
tion. The major difference was in the.length of the'treatment. In the re-evaluation,
five days of staff development (approximately 40 hours) was used, but the major
elements of th ‘original staff development treatment were maintained, and the staff

24
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~-,ez\felt the treatment was equivalent. Since. the effectiyeness of the staff develop-‘

ment‘Brdtess was documented in this evaluation and:in an earlier study (Hepburn
and Napier, 1979), it was not monitored again. cot s

Administrators. Again meetings were held with principals in project schools _
to make them aware of objectives and methods of the project. They were encouraged
“to be supportive to teachers involved in the project. _

+ Students. Proaect teachers followed: the obJectives, and utilized the materials,
1nc1ud1ng\a finalized version of the elementary handbook, and With administrative
support taught their citizenship units over a ten-week period Again, each project
teacher was\free to opera*ionalize ‘the units taught. Therefore, daily logs were

again kept by\both project and control teachers to document daily treatment to

students. Ana1y51s of ‘the log data indicated that the project teachers spent signi-'

ficantly rore time covering contents related to the objectives; and taught using
'51gnificant1y‘more of the topics, materials, and activities than control teachers
(see. Table 9).

Data Collection _ , .
" "Process evaluation data. A1l 17 of the elementary proaec teachers responded
to the three Questionnaires on project obJectives management support, and materials

at the end of the ten week implementation in the Fall, 1980.

Product evaluation data. Project and control elementary $tudents took the twWo
pretests at the beginning of Fall quarter 1980. “Jhe attitude test (OPIP) was given
_oﬁe day, and the knowledge test (CKT) was given tﬁgkqext day. -Posttests were given
in November at the end of the ten weeks of treatment, and the tests were given in
the same order. Since it was impossible to arrange to retrieve missing data, only
‘those students who took all four tests were included in the evaluatidn.

A
Re-evaluation Results

1

Process Evaluation '
Table 10ipresents descriptive data for responses to the first part of eacﬂ

questionnaire. Results again indicated that objectives and materials were per-

ceived~as_very~§eipful: Unlike the initial evaluation, the project teachers per-

. ceived management support in the re-evaluation as very supportive.

~
Product Evaluation . b - .

Again, analysis of covariance pradodu res were used blocking on gender and race.

Descriptive statistics for student tests are in :ab]e 11. The ana]ysis of covariance ~

Y
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. Table 9 A R
Lo~ Descriptlve Statlstics, F-Ratios, P- Values for Number .
° of Materials, Activities and Contents plus- Time "( -
Covering Topics™ used by Llementary Re-evaluation : .

o~

Project and Control -Teachers

L3

Source "Statistic Proj-ect, - Control F P
. ‘ * .

. - } (1’) ) ‘(16 \)

-Materials S.D. " ]:.4 1.5 ‘ ) ] . ¢

(Scale 1 8) . . - T

Numbex °f Mean 5.8 L3.4 37 41 ;000; :

Activities g p 0,8 1.3 : >

(Scale 1-8) e . '

. . - * ' Py ) .5

. Number of Mean 7.4 + 3.8 ’ T :

Contents . ; 29.57 .000 -,
~ , S.D. 1.4 2.3 ' . *

(Scale 1-8) - : . (RS -

Time'on '  Mean  1l14.4  285.0 59 ;g 000

Topics . S.D. . 632.5 307.2 _ R

« P

*. : . i
One Control Teacher never returned the daily log
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== B Table 10 ' ‘
. . Descriptlve Statistics for Responses to Questionnaire '
T _ 5 on ICE Objectives Management Support and Materials ' ¢
E ., for Re-évaluation Project Teachers
°~i' T Source - -- Statistic - Project
. ! R ~Mean . M 3.5
- i . Objectives - . ' -
L ’ . . S.D. . 0.5 T
" 3 . (Scale 1=4) : R -
- : ’ - N’ , 17
/‘i—:""*a o A
Manggeméht : - Mean - . 3.8
1;.. | suj:‘port 5.D. . 0.4
@i (Scale 1-4) "+ , N 17
Ty - . ) ) .

) 3 "+ Mean . ’ -3.8
Materials . . -

T . .
‘ (Scale 1-4) . T . |
* - N e e n e e A - . 17 .
3 . :
- - * e .
N “ oo N '.4 .
‘ C ‘ ” Co -
- e . . —— s
; 3 T . ) .
’ -
N\ ‘ B
_ . . ' ’
3'r\’ ay : ,
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-+ Table 11

DescrlptiVe Statistics for Main_ Effects of Group, Gender, and Race in Elementary _ -
Re- evaluatlon Sample on Knowledge and Attitude Pretests and Posttests - ° . “
e - e — e T 3
Kifowledge (CKT) : Attitude (OPIP); et
, - Posttest , ‘ Posttest .
S°2rce Class N Pretest ‘Unadjusted Adjusted Pretest Unadjusted Adjusted
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean
Project 260 23.8 6. 26.7 6.3 26.4 108.6 11.7—113-2—12-2—113-6——
Group N . : g ) ; .
Control 286 23.2 7. 2.3 7.3 24.5 109.8, 12.1 112.2 12.8 111.7°
¢ H !! - i‘ } *
! Male 272  23.5 7. 25.3 7.1 25.3 109.0 12.3 112.0 12.9 ‘112.0
Gender .. P .
Female 274 23.5 6. 25.6 6.7 25.6 109.4 11.6 113.3 12.0 113.2
. White 264 25.3 - 6. 27.0 6.7 25.7 110.7 11.0__114.7 12 5 .113.6
Race : '
T Black 282 21.8 7. 2.0 6.8 107.8 11.7 110.7 12 2 111.7

25.2
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W““\”““(TzrtﬂelZ) 1nd1cated a significant- AifF erenceIBEtween project and control groups ’

‘i ~ on both thE‘EthfEdE‘ahdrkn ledge fest///The effect size for the CKT was 26%, and

—

‘\:::" for the OPIP 12% indicating positi nswers to both product eva]uat1on ques¢1ons
73533ed on\re-eva]uat1on results, the ICE PrOJect model does s1gn1f1cant1y and prac-
// . tically affect-the political knowledge and attitudes of elementary students.
' Supp]emental Informat1on on Gender and_Race
‘Examination of Table 12 fhd1cated that there were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences- - -

' ~between gender on either the know]edge (cKT)- or att1tude (or1p) tests.\~Also, ther

was no s1gn1f1cant difference between races on knowledge° but there was a signifi-
cant. difference_between races on attitude with whites scoring higher (Tab]e 11).
——

However, again there were no significant interactions wh1ch means race did not

uws<:j<_make_a,s1gn1flcgnt_glffexenqe_ln_petformance by project and control” s. MWithin -
. project and controt/gr//ps, whites d1d "score better than b]acks‘on‘attltyde \\\“y///
L T T~
: = ~—~—————Gonc1us1ons ) .
— ~\;Ihg/Ihprov1ng C1t1zensh1p Educat1on Proae‘t~was evaluated in the real world of |

.the school system where many factors human and mechanistic prevent the. 1mp1ementa- ) -
t1on of an 1dea1 evaluation design. Ho]1day vacations, student absences, change '
in class schedu]es, teacher job changes, and the failure to refurn a few question-
niires -- these are some of the many problems that quite natura]]y compromise any ~
7T attempt to\conduct/ah jdeal evaluation. In another paper, the authors have dis- L
cussed criteria of useful project évaluation design, which though modeled on eval-
T uation ideals, must rea11st1ca11y be mod1f1ed to meet ‘limitations of the field
- se ting in wh1ch it is app11ed (Napier and Hepburn, 1981). In this section we will
' focus on spec1f1c Timitations of the actual design used and review the results for
- tﬁ§1r 1mp11cat1ons-regardxng\soc}a1 studies curriculum change.
~L1m1tat1ons e .
it must first be emphas1zed that ‘results of the process eva]uat1on in this
sxjdy app]y only to "process” as operationalized by fourprocess instruments (staff
deJe]opment test and three questionnaires) and th//da11y teacher log. .Likewise,
results of»thgwgrggugtNexaluat1on apply only to products which are operationalized-
by the spec1f1c objectives of\\he\progect and the,know]edge and attitude instru-
ments which assessed the student outcomes. N
| Second the internal validity of -the study was not absolutely assured, although L
teachers and students were matcheo and quas/ experimental design was used in the
. product eva]uat1on One source of rival causes was not controlled with the evalua-
tlon des1od used--the interaction of selection and matnrat1on or history. Also,

— - 3 - - . - - I - [ —



\ . ‘  ‘Table 12 o _ |
f//. A d{;:1s of ;;;%?iane Tests on Knowledge and Attitﬁae Posttest
p - for Elementary Re-evaluation Subjects
/ LT~
Knowledge (CKT -, AfEituQe (OPIP)
Source . T : SN .
 Covariance 1 ".14947.9 778:5°  46392.6 . 667.0"
Group S 482.3 __25.1%  s03.1 7.2 |
Gender 1 - 9.6 0.5 - 108.0 2.7
Race 1 26.3 1.4 439.5 . 6.3 .
* Group x Gender -1 29.6 1.5 1.1 0.2
Group x Race 1 7.9 0.4 ----------------- hé 1 0.6
f;éender x Race 1 5.6 0.3 . 2.3 °~0.0 E
| Group x Gender x Race 1 70.8 3.7 /. 54‘1 ' 0.8 :
" Residual LY. 9.2 . 69.6
Total 3 §545 . ~4¥.5 , 155.9

% :
Significant at the p @ .05 level
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_Since pre-experimental design was used to&examihe the process, the effectiveness of
- the process could be the result of such rival causes as past history, selection,
_ Hawthorne effect, and sq\forth Thus, results of the study could be attributed to

extraneous variables.

A.third 1]m1tat1on is in the stetistical validity of the evaluation and re-.
eyejoagjon. Analysis of covariance with blocking was the statistical procedure
used to analyze product data. Possibly different analysis procedures would brodooe .

~ different results.

¢ Fina]ly,-the external validity of the study may be questioned since volunteer
teachers were used and only students who completed all pretest and posttests were
analyzed. It scems 1ike1y that non-vdlunteer teachers and non-attending students
would oroduce different results. Also, only one scnool system was used in the

evaluation. Again, it seems_ 11ke]y»that teachers and students in different schoo]
systems could produce’d1fferent resu]ts ) - o ;

. s On rev1ew of the above-meant1oned 11m1tat1ons, the evaluators regard the is-

‘sue of genera]wzab1]1ty of the 1nstrumentat1on as a minor one. The instruments

kused 1n1the evaluation of student know]edge and attJtude outcomes were general,
lnorm-referenced measure whlch had extensive p1lot1ng and analysis in validity
‘ stud1es /Moreover, most school systems f1nd it feasible to evaluate educational

L programs with such paper and penci] measures.

-,.Regirding internal validity} in de‘ense of the.design, consideration should

fbe given to the fact that teachers and student groups were-matched carefully.

xA,.s-v,‘

A]so, the use of ana]ys1s of covariance procedures with blocking Tessened the
likeTihood of initial d1fferences as an internal validity problem.-

The-use of analysis of covar1ance with b]ock1ng was not viewed as a major
11m1tat1on either. Simple 1n5pect1on of the descriptive statistics indicated
that d1f‘erences -between groups, genders, or races were Togical.

Only external validity was considered to be a serious limitation. The citi-
zenship education model may not work with other teachers, students, or school
systems. Consequently, replication with other teachers and students in other

“school settings is the appropriate way to verify the conclusions of this evaluation.

Implications . : o
Results of the test of the ICE model suggest implications for social studies

~ curriculum change which are significant. The model centered on teacher involve-

ment and teacher behavior as a key factor in geperating improved student political

) know1edge and attitudes. If the results of this evaluation are valid, then it is

\ )
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o
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. ]og1ca1 that any attempt to mod1fy social stud1es curr1cu1um and instruction must

,1nvo1ve teachers. Likewise, the 1nvo1vement of pr1ncipals‘—1eaders with the™ T’ca1
school system, and community leaders appears 1mportant to the effect1veness of
improvement proJects. Without the combined support of these actors, change in the
curriculum might not occur. : LT '
The: f1nd1ngs indicate that clear explication of objectives and an exp]anat1on
of how-the objectives are linked to content and teach1ng methods contribute to the®
success of a curriculum change project. L1kew1se, teacher educat1on wh1ch provides
content information and 1nstruct1ona1 ideas and mater1a1s related to the objectives
-also plays a role in generat1ng change in the classroom. These components provide
~ teachers with the intellectual framework and the classroom tools to integrate and
_ adapt_the modified curriculum_at their grade level. Probably a major impetus ‘for

. .change came from the att1tud1na1 effects- of the camerader1e of a group of teachers

working togethér in a“staff development program where their 1nv01vement is h1gh—
11ghted A1l support components were aimed in their d1rect1on " They developed
their own study units- for students, and they were cons1dereJ the 1mportant actors
in the project. The result was that they changed what they were doing in- the1r-,
classrooms in regard to citizenship education, and the ultimate outcome was that

student performance on “knowledge and fttitude tests, regardless of gender"or race,

showed significant positive changes.

--- - - Again, it should be. made clear that the Improv1ng Citizenship Education Pro-

ject was designed to enhance citizenship education as defined by the specific ob-
jectives of this project--which are essentially political knowledge, political
- skills, .and political attitude objectives. Given a different set of objectives
. this multiple support model centered on tﬁe teachers might work as“well. However,
we cdn only claim that the model is valid and effective for the ICE project.

" Currently, the ICE Project model is being disseminated_throughout the State
of Georgia with approximately 20 school systems and 67 schools in the process of
-adopting the change model and. utilizing the guiding materials. Students in these '
adopting schools are being tested, and from the d1ssem1nat1on 1nformat1on, the
'rep11cab111ty of ‘this evaluation will be d1scovered ]

%
-
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Notes ;*

1The authors “thank Helen W. R1chardson, Project D1rector, and She11a L.

.. . Margolis, Project Coordinator, for invaluable assistance. We also thank Gerald Klein
of the Georgia State Department of Educat1on, and the parents, adm1nistrators,'
teachers, and students who participated in the eva]uation.

21nformat1on about the fina] versions of the Secondary and E]ementary Handbooks
can be obtained from

" Sheila L, Margolis y
Improving Citizenship Education Project
Liberty-Gunn Center
4820 Long Island Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30342

3Nh11e there are no established criteria 1nd1cat1ng that a given effect size is
‘of practical significance, the work of Cohen' (1977) represents the most useful
_______sourxet__Basical1y. Cohen defends using the idea of small, medium, and large effects.

A small effect (approximately

TDQwis a change which is unlilely to be observable

in outward behavior, .but which has theoretical value.

A medium effect (approximately

.25) 'is"a change which; has the passibility of perception in outward behavior and the
effect most often found in psycho1og1ca1 research.. .Finally, a large effect
(approx1mate1y .50) is a change-which is seen in outward behavior,~but is a rare
finding in single psychological research studies. In this study a small effect
was expected for attitude changes -while a medium effect was expected for knowledge

change.

Attitudes are difficult to alter, yet.any positive change would be of value

to a curriculum project.

P > '|

test was a general norm-referenced 1nstrument, a. 1arge effect was’ un11ke1y

Knowledge is ‘more easily changed, but since the knowledge

o
‘ v . ’ + 3
{
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