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. This report examines objectives for geograph1c
dducation recently developed by 6 of the 50 states. The objéctives
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Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin. These states were Sselected because
there was evidence of recent and intensive effort to develop
relatively explicit objectives for geographic education. Therefore,
an analysis of these ohject1ves should .provide some insight into

durrent ideas about geography in the schools. Only knowledge and,
" skill objectives were analyzed. Two limitations to the study are
acknowledged: (1) data fcom the six stafés, selected as they were, do
not permit genera11zat1ons abouyt all the' states and (2) some
geographers would disagreé,with the content classification scheme
used in the study. Finding5“¥and conclusions include the following.
Differénces among the objectives for geograph1c ucation in the six
states are striking. For example,_more than ‘half the objectives
from Utah and Virginia fall into the information proce551ng category,
while ‘less thén 10% of South Dakéta! ‘s are so classified. Twenty-five
percent of Wisconsin's object1ves concern gqxth sciehce/physical
env1ronment but in North Carolina that category contains only one
percent of the ob;ect1ves. Overall- judging by these objectives,-
precolleg1ate geographic education is a composite of information ~
% processing, area stud1es, ‘and to a lesser extent, man-land geography.

Much less attention is.given to physical geography, .problem solving,
and the spatial tradition. It-is concluded that precolleg1ate
geographic education lacks suitable guidelines and criteria for
develop1ng and evaluating ob}ect1ves. (kM)
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: - ’ OBJECTIVES FOR GEOGRAPHIC EDU@ATION \

RESULTS OF A STATE BY STATE sunvzvl

. ¢

./ "x\ . . ] a . by

’ \ )
'y ‘ 8 Gary Manson

This ls.the thlrd in a ser1es of reports on the status

of geography in the elementary and secondary schools of the

!

“ Un1ted States. Each report deals'with different topics

®

because ascerta1n1ng the status ‘of precolleglate geographlc

.

educatxon, 11ke ascerta1n1ng the condltlons of one ‘S_ health'
." -

- ’ [3

requlres multlple measures. The f1rst repont dlscussed

. B
. - ., [ 4 -~ T
.

PR

i
enrollment, achlevement and cUrrlculum patterns, whlle the

« N . '

7 seconﬂ dealt with” geography textboéks, GradeS‘7 Iz-l Th4§

T 4

‘L- . -

_report‘examlnes1pb3ect1ves forcgeographic edncation recently

T N - - I © %
developed by six'of‘the fifty stat’es.2 - \i .

\

. é
Deflned 1n behav1oral terms, educatlonal obJectlveS are

e

statements of what 1t is fthat aearners should be able to do'

after 1ﬂstructlon Wthh they were unable to do prev1oule-
Ve .

Necessarlly, an obJectlve conta1ns a "proc¢ess" element,

‘which indicates the dction, to be performed by the learner,

.«Q -
1fdnd a content" element, wh1ch 1dént1f1es the ObJeCt of”’ the

3
"remember and

actlon. Examples of process are "draw"

exPlaln", egamples of content afe,"a map", "the largest
‘ C%tx"v'and "}Ocation‘fght". Objectives aﬁg d1st1ngu1shed

from goals 1n that goals st1pulate broad, 1ong~range

‘purposes of a currlcular area, ‘so theyiare stgted mdre
. LI r‘.

»

~
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broadly“than objectives. - "Acquire the knowlecige.. .néeded, to

‘ understand the spatial organization. .of American soc1et.‘!" is

~—

an example of a goal. All documents examlned for th1s study

generally confdrmed to this distinction between goals and

objectives,3 ¢ i e .

Method' . :l - ‘ _.° o \ T
The obJectlves rev1ewed for this study come from the' ;» ey

states of North Carbllna, Soyth Dakota; Texas, Utah, P ' e 'é,:;.

>

Vlrglnla and WlsconSLn. These states were selected because :;’

.there was ev1dence of recent and 1ntens1ve effort to deyelop

- < . e

relatively expllc1t obJectlges for geographlt education,
therefore, an analys1s -of these. object;ves should pronde
some 1ns19ht 1nto~current 1deas about’geography 1n the -

schools. Each of these states class1f1ed\the;r obJectlvesA

, P
[ . . ¢

’

into the‘conventional”categories of knowledge objectives, ’

L
.

skill objectives and att1tud1nal ob]ectlves, although
.d1fferent nomenclature was sometimes used. Vlrtually no

att1tud1ngg objectives were d1rectly related to geography so |

only knowledge and skill ob]ectlves were analyzed:'f | :i‘ .
Categories for the knoyledge QbJectlye;\;e§é¢ ) ’ ’ !
constructed from,Pattison's 'four tradltions' %nd_ﬁaggeté‘s )
'écological and spatial systens' vfe&s df.the geographic';h
. discipline.:4 (Figure‘l) “The 'earth v . ' . j’ * ;

[ N M PR . . . ‘s
sclence/environmental’ category includes objectiveq dealing
4 . ° ‘ > RN .

with-'the éhysical environment, especially thefatmosohere, -
A

- . -

¢ - . . B o .
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"FIGURE 1

CLASSIFY[NG KNOWLﬁDGE AND SKI%LS OBJECTIVES

FOR GEOGRAPHIC EDUCATION

/.

- ¢

EXAMPLES-

EARTH. SCIENCE/ENVIRONMENTAL

¢

<

-

" "MAN-LAND/ECOLOGICAL

AREA STUDIES/REGIONAL
MOSAIC

"SPATIAL ORGANIZATION/
REGIONAL HIERARCHY

INFORMATION‘PROCESSING -

./

PROBLEM SOLVING

-

™

"EXPLAIN wHAT CAUSES SEASONS."

"EXPLAIN- AND DESCRI-BE THE PRESENT LOCATION OF CONTINENTAL .

LANDMASSES THROUGH AN ANALYSIS OF THEIR ENOLUTIDN FROM
A SINGLE LANDMAss.”

3

1]

«/"
"TELL HOW' CLTMATE AFFECTS THE.WAY. WE DRESS AND LIVE. :
"
SUPPGRT OR.DISPROVE A GIVEN STATEMENT OF GEOGRAPHIC DETERMINISN

-

"LisT THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 'LESS DEVELOPED NATIaNs OF
THE. WORLD, ", .
"LOCATE ON-A PH?SICAL/RESOURCE MAP OF AFRICA AREAS BEST SUITED

FOR AGRICULTURE.". '

-

7

\ -~ -

N . -
. "APPLY CENTRAL PLACE. THEORY TO THE URBAN PATTERN OF THE STATEI
) "EXPLAIN THE INFLUENCE OF LARGE CITIES ON RURAL AREAs." -

3

>

4
v

"IDENTIFY DISTORTIONS ON ; .. MAP PROJECTIONs}
“MAKE SKETCH MAPS OF PLACES STUDIED,” .
[ . . *
"SUGGEST A SOLUTION TO A GIVEN PROBLEM OF ENVIRONMENTAL AausE.
"DESCRIBE'THE EFFECTS OF MALNUTRITION ON THE POPULATION OF
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES» ' c .
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. ex1t1ng ob]ectlves. For th1s reason, percentages are used

the hydrosphere and earth-sun relations. ‘The

maﬂbland/ezologlcai‘ response category contalns objectlves

a

concerned w1th.peoplewenv1ronment 1nteractlons. Objectlves,

focused on the character and dlfferentlatlon of places were

<

placed in the 'area studies/regional mosaic' category, while

e ‘

obJectives concerned with locatfonai aﬁalysis were included

-
. o o=

in the fspatial/regional hierarchy' category. . Two

~ 3

categorles for skill- related objectives werée utilized:

those related to obta1n1ngy organlzlng, reading or
W W

1nterpret1ng 1nformatlon were classified as

1nformation4process!hg' objectives;‘and those involving '
issues égch as resourée depletlon and regional development
were labelled 'prohlém solv1ng obJectlves. ObJectlves
concerned with generalized problem solving skills }ere not-

included.

Findings ' . )
. S 7 N

4

The number of objectives for geographic: educatlon

p [

prepared by each state ranged from 18 to 160. States Dptfhgq

for a spec1f1c grade by-grade appgroach generated*more

v

.
s

objectives than states preparing'broader midpoint and

.. s

-

to make Q\e compar1sons shown 1n F1gure 2. Care should be [

taken with the jnterpretation of percentages fogr the small

» . . < . .
*. - s b
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I FIGURE 2 -
PERCENTAGE OF OBJECTIVES BY TYPE AND STATE

o CAﬁoL’fMA DakoTa TE)gAs" Uran  VirGINnIA WIsconsIN TOWL— °
08JECTIVE CATEGORY E109) (=38)  (N=18) - (N=16) (H=79) . (Ne68) || (i=yTo)
- EmRTH Science n @ g 197 97 25 1
"MAN“-“LA'ND‘ | _ 287 45% PYR 9 61, 6% 188
oo Area 'gwgiss WMo %1 w1 r LB || am
SoaT 1AL R 67 17 07 - 157" o
‘..INF(.),RMATION PROCESS;N(‘E 197 “ 8% - 127 - 52% 527 - 127 ' .34%
PROBLEM soLVING | 133 J3% 0‘7 S 1 0% 4z - 5%




* ] .
N‘s assoc1ated wlth Sowth Pakota  and Texas, it should, be )
noted that‘vexas has " prepared,exten31Ve, subOrdlnant S
-

statements contalnlng hundreds of objectlves for geographlc

-
4 ]

education. . T

. ~ 4

Differences among the objectiQes for geographéc
~education in.these six states are‘stniﬁing. IMoreethan‘half
of the‘objectives from Wtah and virginia fall into the -
1nformatlon proce§51ng category;. while less than 10% of
South Dakota's are so~ cla§s1f1ed. ~25% of. Wisconsin's .
objectlves concern earth sdlence/physacal env1ronment but
1n.North Carolina that category contalgs only 13 of the T
objectlves.~ Yet, the "big" picture seems clear. judging by

/

these obgectlves, precolleglate geograph1c educatlo is.a ' ™
. Y

compos1te of 1nformatlon processlng, area studies and, to a

lesser extent, manﬁland geggraphy. . Much less attention is

;glven to phys1cal geography, problem solv1ng angd’ the. spatlal

tradltlon ~ : v ¢

[y

Three of the states censidéred 'in this study classify
their objectives by 'discipline. By comparing the percentage

of objectives .allocated to each discipline, we can gain some“</.
. . & . : A .
idea about the relative inportance assigned to the’various

hd ’

'discip}ipes by the\developers of the objectives. - This

assumes,” of course, that the nfiber of Qbjectives provided-

Y \ |




A

for each disc1pline is a Valid index of 1ts perceived

importance and that the developers classified the objectives
1o ~
‘' properly. Figure 3~sgggests ‘that psychology, anthropology

ahad sqsiology are the leagt important social science
— - .
\\\disciplines in precollegiate edycation, while history and

political sc1ence are the most important., Geography ranks

third in importance in North Carolina, only slightly ahead

o

‘of economics, in Texas and Utah ge0graphy ranks even lower..

Limitations\and Conclu51ons

Any discussion-of the findings of this study sfiould

begin with an acknowledgment of two principal limitations

‘ ~

before we tarn to some tentative .conclusions. First, data

from these six states, selected as they were, do not permit

<

generalizations about all the states, Some states did not

respond to repeated requestf for statements of phllosophy,'

\'rationale and objeotaves for. the SQClal studies, perhaps

. °5
because many states do not have such documentsn of the

-

states Wthh aid supply curriculum documents, only the six

-

.‘cons1dered in this study had adeguately formulated

objectives for geographic educatiqh: in this respect, they -

must be regarded as leaders insofar'as state-level

.
.

curriculum developmerit is concerned.




= FIGIRE 5

PERCENTAGE OF ALL SOCIAL STUDIES '-
OBJECTIVES BY STATE AND DISCIPLINE |

P - ' \ST'ATE

DISCIPLINE NorTh CAroLINA™ . Texas ° .. Urad

ANTHRO®OLOGH

4
/

Economics -

. GEOGRAPHY

“HIsTORY

»

, oy
PoLiTicaL Science 7 243
»\‘,;, - “ ' )

‘ Psychocoey -+ 7 .., 0%

‘Socrotogy | - - 7%
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Second1 we should.leconglze that Some 9eographers would.

d1589ree with-the content cldssification' scheme used in this,

’ study, preferring other‘frameworks .instead. And even, if the‘

i
!

present framework were acceptable) no doubt there would be, -

dlsagreement about the cla551f1catlon of certa1n objectlves.
Y - ‘

But underlylng thlS llmltatlon is a more serious problem

which is beyond the scope of this r?search i.e. the lack of

. an agréed- upon structure for the geographlc dlsc1pllne which
- V4

is suitable for pedagogic purposes./J One group of curriculum
specialists has said: "at times, it would be easy to
.(/éonglude that geography and history have no'agreed—upon

conceptual base. Unlike the situation in science and
. - z . Q -

mdthematics, it is not p0551ble "to work backwards from some
.establlshed theo;;—;n geography - to identify, such eritical
components as generallzatlons,-individua} concepts.and-
skills..'f6 A related problem concerns the lack of ’
consensus about an approprlate framewdrk ﬁor skllls.' Most
geographlc educators recognlze that more prec1se and
~detalled descrlptlons of Skllls are needed %0 guyde

‘ instruction and evaluatlon, but here; too, there is little
agreement‘among geographersi ‘ _ ‘

- Desﬁite these,and other limitations, certain

conclusions can be drawn. First, geographers should realize
. . . ¢ . ) .

-~ . -

-

7

” -
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- °

that thexr dlsc1p11ne ‘hag not d:sappeared from the
precolleg1ate curr:culuny All states 1nc1ude& in this study

prcvxéed.some obgect1Ves for geographxc educatxon. Howewer,

~

goograohers 'should be concerned abpit the prxorxty ngen to
AN
geographic educat10n° it appears that ‘geography’ is '1°’1“9

out® to other dxsc1p11nes, espec1ally economlcs“7 Second,

>
o

goographers sheould recOgnlz° that geographlc education at’

-~

the precolleglate level lacks suitable guidelines and
criteria for developlng and evd!ug%lng obgectxves. Many .

\obJectlves seem to have or1g1nated in the outmeded -

-

pﬁfceptlons of geography held by nongedgraphers; how else.

+can one explain the virtual absence of the spatial

- tradition? Where geographers 'have’ participated in the

<

7formulation of objectives,”a more balanced and coherént view
of the discipline emerges, but no such view can even by

.ol v - - .
glimpsed by looking across the states; instead, one sees

- <

only confusion.
. . 4 . .
Objectives are more than an indicator of the status Qf
. e B .
geographic education. They tell us what it is ﬁhéf policy

& . . -
rci2xers believe to be important and necessary cutcomes of the
educational process; as such, educatlonal obgect)ves are

‘ Py

political statements. ‘Objectives also inflﬁence‘the.:
. } -

selection of chrriculum content and teaching-léarniqg

‘ .
. -

T P,
. . B -
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.. . Practices, although it must be acknowledged that teachers
. 0 B M a t
. y . . ) ~ ’ ' - . )
. sometimes’ ignore statements of educational objectives when
they plan and’ ct d i 2t 8
: conduct instructijion. Nevertheless,
. <. e - . . T Y. ' . »
‘ ObJeCtlyes can control and prescribe what will ‘be taught and
i : ‘. .'\ > L ’ - N 'S i
how it will be learned, especially when they are linked.to a
) state-wide assessment program. For theése reasons, '
X N N -

- . - o, \ L, -
geographers should be concerfied about the discussion of
objectives presented elsewhere in this session. :
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