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ABSTRACT

Designed to 1nprove inservice teacher tra;nzng, this
report surveys the kinds cf inservice activities needed by sociai
studies teachers in iIndiana during 1975. Nearly 8C rercent of the
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‘ Consequently our report is divided into three main sections:

- "How?", "When?", and "What?”. -,

INTRODUCTION -4

In the spring of 1975, an in-service needs asséﬁsﬁent questioﬂnaire
was mailed to all Indiana Social Studies teachers in grades six to
twelve. The purpose of this assessment was to determine what kinds
of in-service activities are most needed by teachers. These findings
could assist state, regional, district, and departmental designers
of in;seévice meetings in planning more relevant and useful meetings.

The information generated through this questionnaire clearly
indicates certain prefefences’regarding the nature of in-service
instruction. We strongly urge those who plan and conduct in-service
training to carefully study these results so that they can better d
address the important issues as defined by their constituents, the
Social Studies teachers of Indiana.

Nearly 407 of the state's teachers '(39.9%) responded to the
questionnaire, a very sizeable response te a mailing of this type.
It would appear that teachers do consider’in-service important to
their professional devgiopment and desire to add theif voice in

designing these meetings.
The questiénnaire'focused on three general areas of concern:
1. How should 1nrservice activities be designed?
2. When should iﬂ-service training be held?

3. What should the content or substance of in-service
training be?

All three sections are analyzed on a state-wide basis. Section
three, concerhing the content of in-service training, is also

analyzed to indicate regional and grade-level preferences that deviate

from the general state-wide pattern.

4
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Before moving-to the analysis on the data, we should add a
cautionary note. ‘&his survey is probably an accurate reflection of
the needs and interests'of teachers in the spring of 1975. However,
these concerns quichange over time and it is likely one could find
some shifts in in-service preferences. This observation seems particu-
larly relevant to the "What?" section. We find a large number of
té;chers responding veryrfavorably to such content areas as US
Government, values and issués, current problems and economics.
s .

fbst~Watergate events and a serious recession were importané issues
during the early part cf 1975 and this may have been parfly responsi-
ble for the high fapings of these content areas.

However, becausg thif is not a longitﬁd;ﬁhi study it is difficult -
to substantiate sucﬂ influences. Ideally, apo*her similar survey
should be conducted to aetgct an} significant shifts in teacher's

interests. Keeping this Qi:tion in mind, this survey should still

provide helpful planning in¥ormation.

&
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HOW?

The survey asked: "What form of in-service training do you
prefer?”" Teachers had to rank-order seven options, the last being

- an "other" category which received minimal use. It was discarded

for analysis.

-

WHAT FORM OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING DO YOU PREFER?
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The graph should be read as follows:

ranked it high priority (lst or 2nd choice); 16.77 ranked

it low pricrity (5th or 6th choice). Since the number of
Q respondents varies for each option, the percentages will not
FERIC  add up to multiples of 100%. The next two graphs should be
— read similarly.

} 51.87% of those responding to the Department Meeting option
\
|




pge & f '

Looking at first choice preferences only, regional meetings
and self-initiated teacher training kits drew the most support,
with state-wide conventions and television presentations ranking
very low. A more comﬁlete picture is obtained by combining the
first and second preferences of each teacher (for a high priority
rating), and combining the fifth and sixth préférences (for a low
priority rating) and comparing these. This allows us to see: both
an overall positive and negative fesponse to each option.

Clearly, teachers do not prefer state-wide‘convéntions or state-
wide TV presentations. It ig possible ‘hat many teachers do not
consider conventions as in-service training; it is alsd“iikely that
the inconvenience and cost of conventions does not compare favorably
with the convenience of more local settings. The TV presentations
may be seen as too impersoﬂal or adﬂ;essing the wrong issﬁes.‘ What-
ever the case, it is clear that the teachers prefer more local and
personal settings for in-service meetings.

The conventioni} departmental, district and regional settings
all drew solid support. Suprisingly, the self-initiated, independent
teacher training kits also drew considerablé support. This approach
is not widely used in the state, but it appears that teachers would
like this format as much as the more conventional settings. There
is however, a sizeable Percentage of teachers (20.47%) who ranked this

item very low. In-service planners need to thoroughly survey their

own constituents before offering extensive training in this form.
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WHEN?

]

”

The survey asked: What time do you prefer in-service training

to occur?” As in the "How?" section teachers were asked to rank

order seven options, with the "other" option getting little use.

WHAT TIME DO YOU PREFER. IN-SERVICE TRAINING?
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Looking at first choice preferé;ces only, the results show .
that release time is the strong favorite. Looking at the high priority
and low priority ratings we see a more detailed but essentially ,

»

; similar pattern. - : . .

This data confirms what most educators probably would have
predicted. The overwhelming favorite, "Release Time During School
- Da&" has long been the desired arrangeéent for most in-service °*
meetings. It is not surprising to find it so>hi§h1y rated. Failing
this opportunity, teachers clearly prefer the after school slot for E »
normal meetings. ‘

‘The éolid support given to summer workshops may -surprise some.
However, there is considerable opposition to this arranéement, and -
in-service planners should take into accoﬁnt this high percentage of

teachers (30.6%) who probably would not want to participate under

this arrangement. _ ‘ .
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WHAT?

»

-

Teachers were asked to rank eight areas of in-service training ’
ﬁz ; in order of importance to them. For analysis, high priority was .
considered to be a first or second ranking, and a ranking, of seventh

' or eighth was called low priority. .

PRIORITY AREAS FOR IN-SERVICE TRAINING
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differences and differences between junior high andfsenior high |

Three areas of interest are apparent in these resnlts.
Clearly, Classroom Techniques stands out as the area of‘greatest ] .
interest for in-service activities. Content/Materials/Current
Curriculum received solid support as the second area of concern.
élternative Classroom Approaches was listed high by over 307, , /
but the strength of this finding  is tempered by the 15% that ranked

it low.

The remaining five areas did not receive much teacher support: The

best two of these five, Classroom Interaction and Topics, drew more

e

high marks than low marks, but the difference was not 1arge. -‘The
three 1owest areas, Use of Objectives, Evaluation, and Departmental

Activitijes, were each given .low priority ratings by over 40% of the

respondents . T .

1

-These results indicate that the topics most desired by teachers

. T

for 1n-serv1ce workshops should be drawn from the top three dreas,

mentioned‘above. For guiddnce to planners as to what specific topics
within these broad categories are of most .concernh, a more detailed

- 4 : - ¥

analysis of these three sections follows. o

The eignt areas were divided into subtopics in a different part
of the survey' Teachers. were asked to indicate the importance of
each subtopic on.a scale from 1 (Not Necessary) to 7 (Very Necessary).
Marks " of 6 or 7 were considered to be very positive respomnses, and
marks of 1 or 2 were considered to be very negative responses. Using
these definitions of positive and negative, the following graphs

and discussions desribe the three top-ranking areas. Also, regional

teachers are noted in hopes that this information,will further assist the

in-serivce planner. _ ‘ .

“ 11 A ' ]
¢ . -
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I. CLASSROOM TECHNIQUES

State Pattern

Teacher responses in this highest ranking area show a clear
mandate for assistance with student reading problems. Over 64%
gave this subtopic a highly positive rating. Not only was it rated
higher than othéer subtopics in this area, but it received a higher
rating than any subtopic in any area on the entire survey. The impor-
tance of this finding should not be overlooked. In-service workshops
dealing with student reading problems appear to be the top priority
concern of Indiana social studies teachers.

Other topics in this area also showed solid positive support.
Exploring Controversial Issues (50.5%), Inquiry Techniques (43.5%),
Group Instruction (42.1%), and In and Out of Cl;;sroom Experimental
Activities (36.1%) all received ﬁinimal negative résponse. The
remaining four topics (Simulation Games, Value Aﬁalysis, AV/Aﬁdio
Tutorial Uses, and Role Playing). had sizeable number§ of detractors,
although all had more positive responses than negative.

Regional Extremes L,

™

To assist more specific planning in each area of the state,
extremes were noted when a region was either more positive or less
positive than the state pattern expressed in the graph. Only positi;e
resbonses were considered here; it was thougﬁt that such responses
would dominate decision-making, and a r;gion which was either
more positive or less positive about ce}taih'topics would pro-

bably need different programs than the state pattern would indi-

cate. Therefore, a brief regional summary follows. Please refer

to the map on page 21 for regional boundaries. Regions not ' 13

L
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responses were omitted from this analysis.

. Region 2 - High on Simulation Games (42.1%)

Region 4 - Low on Controversial Issues (38.07%), AV/AT Uses (21.67),
and Value Analysis (11.8%)

Region 5 - High on Student Reading Problems (74.1%)

Low on Role Playing (13.5%), Experimental Activities
(26.67%), and Value Analysis (19.07)

Region 6 - Hig% on Inquiry Techniques (50.8%) and Role Playing
(36.47%) :

Region 7 - High on Controversial Issues (67.9%)
Low on Inquiry Techniques (34.5%), Experimental
Activities (25.9%), Simulation Games (17.27%),
and Value Analysis (20.67)
Region 10- High on Student Reading Problems (72.47%)

Region 11- High on Group Instruction (56.8%) and Simulation
Games (52.0%)

Low on Student Reading Problems (53.07%)
Region 12- High on Student Reading Problems (77.87)
Low on Controversial Issues (37.07%)

Region 13- High on Inquiry fechniques (64.6%), Role Playing (35.47),
. and Controversial Issues (60.3%)

Region 14- High on Value Analysis (39.3%)

?
-

Grade Level Differences

-

The only-sharp difference between junior high and senior higﬁ

a

teachers was on the topic of Studen:‘Readihg Problems. A very positive

response was given by 72.4% of réSpondents teaching junior high compared

to 56.07 among senior high. This finding does not remove student
reading as a concern of’senioi high teachers, but serves to emphasize

even more its importance among junior high teachers.

14
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II. CONTENT/MATERIALS/CURRENT CURRICULUM

State Pattern

The graph of this second-ranking area shows a pattern of
pairing related topics. "Current Problems" and "Values and Issues"
received the most positive ratings and are clearly related. A similar
link can be seen between "U.S. Government" and "U.S. History,"
between "Economics' and "Civics,' and between "World/Geography"

. and "Global/International Studies.” These pairs constitute the
eight highest rated topics.

The remaining ten topics, which include area studies and the
behavioral studies of sociology, psychology, and anthropology,
received a mixed response. Only anthropology received a response
more negative than positive.

The influence of post-Watergate concerns and an economic
recession might easily be read into these results when the top six
subjects are noted. Whether these are temporary or enduring concerns

. can not be detected without additional surveys.

Regional Extremes

The same approach as described earlier on page 10 was used in

-

noting regional extremes.

Region 1 - High on Latin American Studies (41.0%)
Region 2 - Low on Citizenship/Civies (30.1%)
Region 4 - High on World Civilization History (35.3%) and World/
Geography (47.9%)
Low on Ethnic/Minority Studies (13.7%) and Values and
Issues (32.47)
Region 5 - Low on Latin American Studies (11.0%) and Urban Studies

(17.0%)

RIC 16




page 14

Region 6 - High on Ethnic/Minority Studies (40.1%) and Urban
Studies (39.1%)

Region 7 - High on Current Problems (75.9%), Economics (62.0%),
Ethnic/Minority Studies (55.1%), Psychology (37.9%),
. U.S. History (65.5%), Urban Studies (51.7%), and
World/Geography (48.2%)

Low on Modern World Civilization (21.4%)
Region 8 - High on African Area Studies (34.5%)

Region 10- High on Citizenship/Civics (54.2%) , Current Problems
(74.0%), Economics (56.1%), Ethnic Minority Studies
(41.3%), U.S. History (61.7%), U.S. Government (68.8%),
Urban Studies (42.8%)

Region 11- Low on Latin American Studies (4.0%) and World Civiliza-
tion History (18.3%)

Region 12- High on African Area Studies (37.5%), Asian Area
Studies (52.2%), Ethnic/Minority Studies (50.0%),
Modern World Civilization (45.9%), Psychology
(53.9%), Sociology (58.3%), Urban Studies (50.0%)

High on Citizenship/Civics (51.3%), Current Problems
(72.8%), Psychology (40.7%), Sociology (44.2%),
U.S. History (62.2%), U.S. Government (65.4%),
World Civilization History (45.6%) and World/Geography
(56.4%)

Region 13

Region 14- High on U.S. Government (61.7%)

Grade Level Differences

Several differences appeared in this area between junior high and
senior high teacher interésts. Most differences are not surprising in
view of the subjects that are commonly taught at each level.

Senior high teachers gave’more positive responses than junior
high teachers for Economics (52.2% to 36.4%), Psychology (33.4% to
20.7%), Sociology (38.9% to 25.7%), U.S. Government (56.8% to 49.1%),
and Urban Studies (38.2% to 31.4%).

Junior high teachers were more positive toward African Area

Studies (37.9% to 21.9%), Anthropology (28.4% to 20.7%), Asian

Area Studies (44.2% to 31.3%) and World/Geography (47.0% to 33.2%).

17
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L4

State Pattern

ALTERNATIVE CLASSROOM APPROACHES

In this third-ranking area, three sub-topies (Phase Electives,

Independent Study and Individualizing Learning Packets) received

very positive ratings from over 407 of all respondents. If negative

as well as

positive responses are considered, differences in interest

among these top three are minimal. The next two approaches, Grouping

Techniques

still had more positive than negative response. The majority of teachert

and Team Teaching, received sizeable negative responses but

are clearly not interested in Open Classroom or Alternative Social

Studies Schooling as topics of in-service training.

Regional Extremes

Regional extremes were again noted as described on page 10.

Region 2 -
Region 4

Region 5

Region 7

Region 10-
Region 11-

High on Team Teaching (38.1%)

High on Independent Study (56.9%), Phase Electives (58.87%),
and Grouping Techniques (40.87%)

Low on Altermative Schooling (6.0%)

High on Independent Study (50.8%)

Low on Team Teaching (13.37%)

High on %eam Teaching (42.17)

LoQ.on Team Teaching (17.27), Individualized Lehrning

Packets (31.0%), Independent Study (25.0%), Alternative
Schooling (6.9%), and Grbuping Techniques (22,2%)

'High on Alternative Schooling (27.1%)

Y

High'on Individualized Learning Packets (58.9%), and
Independent Study (54.97%)

Low on Team Teaching (22.0%)

19
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Region 12- High on Team Teaching (40.77), Individualized Learning
Packets (51.8%Z), and Phase Electives (70.3%)

Region 13- High on Independent Study (50.6%)

Region 14- Hig? on gpen Classroom (32.8%) and Alternative Schooling
26.6%)

Grade Level Differences -

Some interesting differences between junior high and senior
high teacher interests emerged in this area. Junior high teachers
were more positive toward in-service training about Team Teaching
(36.27 to 27.8%) and about Individualized Learning Packets (48.6% to
37.87%). Senior high teachers, however, were more positive toward

.Phase Electives Mini-Courses (49.4% to 42.47).

IV. OTHER AREAS

While the overall rankings placed the three areas reviewed
above at the top of teacher interests, soue7planneré may be interested
in positive interest expressed toward subtopics in the remaining five )
areas. The five are listed below in order of their ranking along -
with the subtopics within each area which received very éésitive
ratings from at least-407, of all respondents. -

CLASSROOM INTERACTION
Slower Learners  58.47%

- _ Gifted Learners. 54.0%
Active Listening 49.27

TOPICS

Law/Justice 57.5%
Scarcity (Energy/
Food) 54.67%
Global/International
Problems 51.0%
Conflict 49.17 : 20
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Environmental
Problems 47.67,
Change 47.5%

USE OF OBJECTIVES
How to Assess Effectiveness of Objectives

How to Implement
Performance/Behavioral Objectives

EVALUATION

Evaluating Effectiveness of Classroom

Instruction
Alternative Forms of Student Evluation
Evaluating Curriculum Materials

DEPARTMENTAL ACTIVITIES

None over 407
Highest: Techniques for Revising Curriculum

/\v

21
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41.47
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RECOMMENDATIONS .

What are the specific implicatioﬁs of this report for your
in-service planning? The analysié of the data leads to sevéral
specific recommendations for designing meetings. It should be
clear, however, that following these guideli&es will not necessarily
produce successful in-service sessions. The organization, the
quality-of the presentations, and the enthusiasm brought to the
task are all crucial variables in producing effective and exciting
meetings. Nonetheless, it is quite useful to begin planning with
soﬁe relevant information rega;ding the neegs of your constituents.
This data, then, can be a useful first- step towards preparing duality
in-service meetings.

1. Departmental, district and regional meetings all seem favorable
to many teachers.

2. Self-initiated, independent training kits should be seriously
considered as a method’of conducting in-sérvice ;nstruction.ﬂ

3. Do not rely heavily oﬁ state-wide TV presentations or conventions
to attract a large audience. - If you do decide to conduct
such meetings, you would probably need to organize them to
take advantage of some of the other positively reported findings
in this survey. For example, you may wish to érrange for release .
time and/orAaim the preseﬂtations at‘highly crucial topics such
ds student reading problems.

4. Try to secure release time during the school day for your meetings.
If you are unable to do this, plan your meetings after school.

5. Summer workshops appear to be a good means for reaching a signi-

ficant number of teachers.

ERIC 22
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10.

11.

*

-

Design in-service sessions around the "substantive topics of )

Classroom Techniques, Content/Materials/Current Curriculum,

and Alternative €lassroom Approaches.
‘ +

The single most important topic for.in-service training in the

eyes of Indiana Social Studies teachers is Student Reading

*

Problems. . ..

I1f an in-service program is being planned regarding subject area

content, topics related to current problems and issues are rated

the most important.
Phase Electives Mini-courses, Ingepeﬁdent Study, and Individualized
Learning Packets are three alternative approaches that many
teachers would like to know more about.

Planners working in specific regions should note the important
regional differences listed in this repért. ‘ *
Area Studies, World Geography, Team Teaching and Individualized
Le;rning Packets are of greater interest to junior high teachers,
whereas senior high teachers show more interest in social science

subjects and in Phase Elective Mini-courses.

23
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Dr Harold H. Nezley  Superintendent
STATE QEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

ROOM 229 — STATE HOUSE
AREA CODE 2176336610

MEMORANDUM
TO: Social Studies Edﬁcators
FROM: Harold H.-Negley, Superintendent i
Department of Publig Instruction
RE: .Inservice Needs‘Assess;en;
DATE: March 25, 1975 | .

The Indiana Department of Public Instruction in cooperation

- with the Indiana Council for the Social Studies and the Mid-
American Center for Global Perspectlves in Education is in the
process of assessing the inservice tralnlng needs of Indiana

" social studies teachers.

The enclosed questionnaire ig a part of this assessment and

its results will be used to determine the nature of future

inservice training progranis provided for the lccal schools

by the Department of Public Instruction and the various 1nst1tut10ns
and professional groups in Indiana. .

-

-~

Please take the time today to respond to this instrument. It has
been designed for your convenience: after marking your responses
fold, staple and mail it. No postage stamp will be necessary.

Let me taxe this opportuflity in advance to thank you for your
coeperation.

~

i A = J -

Znclc-ria




IN-SERVICE NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR
SOCIAL STUDIES TEACHERS IN INDIANA

April, 1975
,Ci_r‘clexthe grade level(s) below which you Subjects Now Teaching:
are now teaching: .

7 8 9 10 11 12 L

‘ 2

3.

PART ONE

DIRECTIONS

1. Review the list of in-service interest areas in each of the following sections. In spaces provided at
the end of each list add (specify and/or give examples) any areas you feel should be included in
an in-service effort.

2. To indicate the degree of need or the importance of obtaining in-service training in a given area,
mark an “X" in the appropriate box to the left of each interest area. Please make these
judgments in terrns of the training YOU would like to receive to become a more effective social

" studies teacher.

3. After completing the questionnaire please fold it to expose the return address on the back of
the questionnaire, staple the pages together and drop it in the mail.

SAMPLE:
z s> z
2 32 2
.. £ g > =
[~ l‘; =] s . 8 -
zZ Bz >z
. . NOTE: The responses made in the sample
1t 2 3 4 5 6 -7 Ill. American History: section to the left indicate that the
Teaching Topics teacher felt a strong need or desire for
- v e in-service help in the areas of the ““‘Groat
y O o = o o O 0 Civil W?r anc_’ Depression” and “Vietnam.” The sample
Reconstruction also shows the teacher had little interest
A 0O 0O O o a o B. Industrializaticn in the “Civil War and Reconstruction”
. ares and no interest in
s 0 0 0 000 E C.  Great Depression "Industrialization.” “Indian Culture’” was
O 8 O O O 0O O D. Cold War written in by the rescondent and marked
0O 0O 0O COGoc ® “ E.. Vietnam as an area nesding emphasis, buz not high
F' o priority; whereas the tescher indicated a
0 0 0o s B O 0 : thef % slight interast in the area of “’Cold War.”
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Necetsacy
Somewhat
Necessary
Necessary

Vety

. CLASSROOM TECHNIQUES  °

Inquiry Techniques
Role-Playing Activities
Exploring Controversial Public 1sues

_Developing In and Out of Classroom Experimental
Activities
Group Work/Group Projects/Small and Large
Group Instruction
Audio-Visual/Audio Tutorial Uses
Use of Simulation Games
Vaiue Analysis Clarification
Student Reading Problems.
Other:
Other:

Not

nooooo o ooog N

Oo00o0ooo g ooog =
D!.jDDDD 0O ogooag e
000gooo 0o googao “.
D‘DD.DDD O 0o0ogog &
O00goo0ooo o ogog e«
0oo0gooog g9 ogpog «
A-=TOm m powmp

Il. DEPARTMENTAL ACTIVITIES

Departmental Coordination/Communication
Charnels and Techniques

Techniques for Revising Curriculum
Curriculum Development Procedures
Departmental Evaluation/Assessment
In-service Training Program Development
Other:
Other:

emmpom >

oooooo o
oooooo o
oooooo o
oopooo o
oooooo o
oooooo o
oooooo o

it. ALTERNATIVE CLASSROOM APPROACHES

Team Teaching

Individualized Learning Packets

Open Classroom .

Independent Study

Alternative Social Studies Schooling/’’School
- Without Walls”

Phase Electives Mini Courses/Interim Courses

Grouping Techniques

Other:

Other: -

000 ooooo
NOO0o0o oooon
0000 Ooooog
0000 ooooo
0000 oooan
0000 oooaog
0000 oooon
TIOMm mMoompy

IV. CLASSROOM INTERACTION' -~

Active Listening
Slow Learners
Gifted Learners
Group Dynamics '
Antecedent Conditions (Student/Teacher/ Resources/
Environment)
- Qther:
Other:

00 ooooo
00 Ooooo
00 ooooog
00 0O00go
O ooooo
00 ooood
om mMoOw»

00 O0oo0ooo
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V. CONTENT/MATERIALS/CURRENT CURRICULUM

African Area Studies
Anthropology ) N
Asian Area Studies

Citizenship/Civics

Current Problems

Economics

Ethnic/Minority Studies
Global/international Studies

Latin American Area Studies

Modern World Civilization
Psychology :
Sociology

United States History

United States Government

Urban Studies

Values and Issues

World Civilization History
World/Geography/General Geography
Other:
Other:

O00o0o0po0o0uo0O0o0ooOoooDoang w

OU0D0OD0NDOO0ONoOODooOooog =
0D0D0D0O0O0DDODOOROoDonOaoOg N
O00D0O0O0O00O0000ODoDoDoooOn &
poooopooooooooooaoon v
0D0DDDDO0O00D00OO0ODoODonDoon @
DO000D0O00D0pD0O0O0O0DO0OO0OO0onNO N
AODEOPOZErASTIONMDOR Y

Vi. TOPICS

Change
Conflict

Environmental Problems

Global/International Problems

Law/Justice

Multinational Organizations {Economic/Political)
Nationalism . .
Population Studies

Power

Racism

Religion

Scarcity (Energy/Food, Etc.)

Sexism

Urban Development

Other:
Other:

DO0DO0OD0O000ORO00O
n]ajal=]=]al=]=]=]=]=]=]=]a]=]5
DD0DO0O0OD00O0O000000
D0000D0000000D0Oo0
winfa]aful=]afal=]=]=)=]=l=]=]= 0
DO000000000O000O0O0
POZRrRETIOMMOOTY

000000000000 o0oo0o0o

_ VII. USE OF OBJECTIVES

Performance/Behavioral Objectives
Cognitive Objectives

Affective Objectives

How to.Write Objectives

How to Implement

How to Assess Effectiveness of Objectwes
Other:
Other:

D0O000D0o
D0000D0OD0
goooooon
0DD000OO0D0Oo
D0000D0OD
0D0o0000o
D0000OD0Oo
?Qmmpow§
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. I3 >s
3% B 3%
1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 Vil EVALUATION
O O 0 o g g G4 A. Evaluating Effectiveness of Classroom Instruction
O oo oo o g B. Alternative Fogms of Student Evaluation
90 0 0 0 0 d C. Test Construction
g g 0 o0 o o o D. Reporting Systems .
C OO0 0O 0 ag o [E. Evaluating Curriculum Materials
9 0 0 0 0o 0o g F. Other:
O 0O 0O 0o o o a G. Other:

PART TWO
DIRECTIONS

Rank in order of your preference all of the items following each of the two questions below. Pjace 1
(one) before the item you most prefer, 2 (two) for your second choice, and so on.

I. What form of in-service training do you prefer?

Self initiated, independent ‘teaching trainiﬁg using readings, tapes and audiovisual
kits. :

. Departmental meetings (school level).

School district-wide social studies faculty meetings.

Regional {within 50 miles of your school) meetings conducted by a state or national
level training team.

. State convention type meeting.

State-wide television with telephone feedback. |
Other: _ (please state)

il. What time do you prefer in-service training to occur?

___c

A.

Summer workshops {one or two weeks in length).
After school (starting within 30 minutes after the dismissal of the last class).

Before school. ) .

. Evenings.
. Saturdays.

Release time duriné school day. o
Other: : ) : - (please state)

;-
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PART THREE

DIRECTIONS

Rank below the impcrtance to you of each of the eight secticns of Part One. Place 1 {one) in front
of the most important secticn or most needed to be emphasized in.an in-service prcgram, 2 {two)
for the second most important, and onto 8 {eight) for the least important.

—A. Classroom Technigues

—B. Departmental Activities

—C. Content / Materials / Current Curriculum

—.D. Topics

—E. Alternative Classroom Apprcaches

—F. Classroom Interaction g

————G. Use of objectives _—

—H. Evaluation

Comments:

Thank you for taking time to help us serve you better!
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