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The hls/man better than Ynost, recognizes the steady advance of a

’/ discipline thiroughout its develogment. Progress may be rapid at first,

followed b ‘altematlng periods df stagnation and revival as new questions,
problems’, nslghts and motivations intertwine with the humari players. -
Economic education is still in itd youth, having begun immediately after
World War 1I. The discipline has advanced significantly, both organiza-
tionally and conceptually, since its birth. However, In recent years, it seems
to have reached a plateau far short of its initial aspirations. The National

“Center of Economic Education for Children was created because of a clear

need to provide quality resources for yourng people whose ciirrent educa-
tional programs too éften ignored, misstated, or ‘minimized the importance
of understandlng the economic dimension bf their individual-and socjetal
lives. &

The learning process is highly complex and only partially understood.

In particular, research on how children learn economics is scarce. The Na-
tional Center of Economic Education for Children will make}:ctlve use of all
materials. In
addition, The National Center will accept the challenge to encourage-active-
ly the conduct and-dissemination of new research on the process by which
children learn economics. The affective domain-as well as the cognitive, wiil
be included explicitly in this effort.,

In designing the framework for- -this conference, 1 was ably‘assisted by
two colleagues, Dr. Marilyn Kourilsky (University of California at Los’
Angeles) and Dr. William Walstad (University of Missouri-St. Louis), who
devoted slgnlﬂcant time and effort. Our goal was to create dn optimal at-
mosphere for the exchange of ideas among conference participants. The °
conference was réstricted to a small group representative of all parts of the
United States and several professional backgrounds. - .

The conference objectives were: s
* to define the state of our current understanding of how chlldren learn

econpmics;’
* to id ntify priority research questions in economic education for chlldren
* to suggest organizational forms or activities that would encourage
additional research.

No formal papers. were presented, hence the task of summarizing the
conference in these Proceedings was a difficult one. 1 am grateful to Dr.
Williarh Walstad for his fine effort in writing the' Proceedings and developing
the comprehensive bibliography which follows his report on the research
conference. Thé National Center staff members, Ardis Stiffler (Ad-
ministrative"Assistant) and Barbara Zicht (Assistant to the Director),
assisted in so many ways; from organizational necessities to buoyance of
the spirit, that their contributions were valued by all. And finafly, my ap--
preciation goes to the conference participants who enthusiastically shared,
cajoled, discussed, argued, and created a stimulating and rewarding at-
mosphere for academic growth.

v

- o -StamMeagel, Director
,_\__‘\{/ Cambridge, Massachusetts
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An understanding of the American Eco,non:lé\s stem, its history, and
the values underlffing it, is indispensable to the comy;}_etent citizen. That
.understanding Is best engendered through the introduc%tion of economic con-
cepts in the elementary 'years. . . o
.. The central mission of The National Center of Economic” Education for
Children is to help young Americans develop for themselves the economic
values and attitudes which will enable them to become effective members of -
~\ ¢ soclety. This mission will be accomplished through education in the
understanding of economic concepts and the process of critical thinking.
. Building on the unique resources of its parent institution, Lesley Col-
. lege, and providing national leadership, The National Center will serve as
* both ihitiator and catalyst in raising the Jevel of economic literacy in the
N United States. ' . ) :

- "With complete academic integrity, The National Center will produce
materials; support research, inform, consult, teach, and train. It will work
with schools, teachers, parents, and others in the development, natlonwide,
of experlerice-based, stimulating programs designed to help American
childrén learn to malkte their own choices In the economic world around

* them. ‘
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o CONFERENQE PROCEEDINGS

INTRODUCTION

“We are a nation of economic illiterates.” This conclusion has been
drawn by numerous economists, educators, and journalists who have
studied the state-of economic literacy in our society (Hansen, 1977) Unfor-
tunately, few people understand how our economic system operates and
even fewer can apply a basic understanding of economics to their daily lives
{(Porter, 1977). This ignorance contributes to poor individual decision mak-
ing in_the marketplace and the voting booth.(Hansen, et al., 1977).

To help correct this problem, economic instruction should begin at an.
early age. Curricular. projects have been developed for elementary schools.
-Educational institutions have expanded in-service teacher training programs
in economics for the elementary grades. Some colleges are even reassessing
4heir elementary education major and the necessity to include economics in
the program.

In this environment of curriculum development and teacher training,
research on economic education at the elementary level is vital. Current
research findings have potential for shaping the implementation of .
economics curricula, identifying efficlent methods' for teaching economics,
and suggesting future program needs. If economic educators, curriculum
developers, and ‘teachers are to improve economic instruction in elementary
schools, they need to be informed continually of the latest research findings
and recommendations.

wr

The Need for Research Review qt the
Elementary School Level, . . \

Unfortunately, the quantity of research in economic education at the
elementary school level is limited. Dawson (1969).found only four relevant
studies on this topic before 1965. A review of research by Lewis and Orvis
(1971) cited only eighteen, representing about 13 percent of all economic
education studies. A more recent review by Dawson (1977) showed a similar
trend; only 13 percent of economic education studies discussed economics
instruction in elementary schools. Finally, a survey of doctoral dissertations
indicated that fewer than 25 theses have been written on aspects of elemen-
tary economic education; more than 100 theses at the secondary level exist. ©

Furthermore, the quality of research at the elementary level is generally
poor and limited in scope. Walstad (1978) found inadequate designs, small 8
sample sizes, and poor statistical procedures in a number of research

" studies reviewed. Prior research evaluated only two curricular projects, Qur
Working World (Senesh, 1963) at the primary level and Elementary School *
Ecdnomics (Rader, 1965) at the elementary level, in any comprehensive
fashion, with maost other curricular projects evaluated in only one study. In
addition, the lack of nationally normed and validated test instruments to
measure mic understanding or attitudes has made research difficult to
conduct and results hard to interpret.

\ | p

2

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




.
¥

* .Although progress has been made in research op economics instruction
at the ‘college level (Siegfried and Fels, 1979), and thé secondary school ’
level (Brickell and Scott, 1976), no recent comprehensive evhluation has.

- been conducted of research in ecorfomic education at the elementary level.
This neglecied assessment is even more surprising in light, of the renewed
interest in economics Ingtruction at this level. The examples of currigular
projects deslgned ta introduce, directly or indirectly, economics instruction

' * into the elementary schdol curriculum ate numerous: Adventure, Economics -
(Light, et al.; 1971, Fogel, 1975); Mini-Soclety (Kourllsky, 1974); USMES
(EDC, 1976); Master Curriculum Guide (Hangen, et al., 1977; Davison, et ,
al., 1977; Kourilsky, et al., 1978); and Trade-ffs (Meszaros, 1978).
Thousands of dollars also have been spent.on providing in-service and pre-  *
service teacher training’in econo’n_llc,é at the ¢lementary school level. Infor-
mation on the Impact of ne“'g curricular projects and training programs is
elther lacking or buried in varjous publications. . (“

Conference Purpose and Objectives = .

' Given the above prol')lems and recent curriculum developmént‘, a cur-
rént review of regearch in economic education was needed. Prévjous reviews

" by Lewis.and Orvis (1971), Dawson (1969; 1977), and Walstad (1978) pro-
vided uséful summaries and starting points for a discussion of research

- needs, but new'work was conducted since those réviews were written. Also,
most prior work exarnined elefnentary. economic education in the overall .
context of economic education at the pre-college level. The-fresent cur-
ricular interest. i economics instruction-justified a research conference '
targeted at the elementary level. A . . g

, To begln‘ﬂt&vlew ‘of research on elementary economic education, an

-~ interdisciplinary:conference was sponsored by The National Cepter of . ’

Economic Education for Children. The coiiference objectives werez,

* to define the’state of our current understanding of how children .&\a‘m
economics; . . ¢ s , X

* to identify priority research questions in economic education for children;

* to suggest organizational forms or activities that would encourdge N
additional research. ‘- . W o« i

The ra\fgx jale for the first objective is obvious given earlier statements:

Much _tj,rile““ H elapsed since prior discussion of research needs. What past

conclus'ibng‘?%e still valid? Whatttopics need more investigation? What sum- ¥

mary statenients andlreco"m’ﬁiendatlons can be made about research quanti-

ty and quality? Answers to these questions based on past efforts offered a

basis for a new assessment. ‘Researchers from several fields (economics, ¢
[\economlé education, teacher education, marketing, and psychology) were

.

Fal

included in the conference to broaden thg scope of previous assessments.. #
For the second &jectlve, limited research funds and personnei meantid -
. choice had to be, made concerning which topics should be investigated fir: &
For example, should priority be given to studies on the level of economic¥-
understanding, retention in economics, test instruments, curriculum evalda:
tion, alternative teaching methods, or the value of téacher training? It was
hoped that assigning priority weights to research questions wouid lead to a
more efficient, comprehensive approach to research in the field. é

—~1
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+ The third objectlvu may be the most important. The quunllty and quall.'

dy of research at the clementary leyel are limited and a plan needs to be
eyeloped to encoutage additional quullty research, What liicentives would -
encourage new research? What organizatlons could be established or used
to promote more Interdisciplinary efforts? The long-run benefits of pro.
_moting additlonal research are improved undbrstandlngvo'l economic educa-
tion for children,

Thus; the conference objectives called for an analya’ls of past research,
an Identification of present research needs, #nd ways to promote future

research activity, The summary describes how these broad objectlues were

Interpreted by the conference participarits,

“
) d .

N
CONFERENCE SUMMARY __

- The wide range of topics discussed in the conference sesslons reflected
an open organizational format designed to encourage pqrtlclpant com- |
munication. The major comments from the large and small group sessions
are highlighted in the following sections:

1) Why Economi¢ Education for Children?

2) Developing the Curricular Commitment

3) Economic Concepts,and Grade Levels®

4) Determinants of Children’s Economic Learning

5) Role of the Elementary Teacher

6) Research Methodology

7) 1deas to Facilitate New Research ¢

2

1) Why Economic Education for Children

« The first question addressed at the conference was “Why should soclety
teach economics tochildren?” The question seeks a rationale for econbmics
instruction at young age-levels, and as such, the answers to the quéstion in-
clude philosophical statements or value judgments, rather than speclﬁc
.research conclusions. Research can contribute to an understanding of
cognitive and l)ehavloral outcomes associated with a specific treatment.

However, value structures are required to determine the utility of those out- -

comes. Nonetheless, the responses are important since a strong ratlonale
for teaching economics at this level implies a need for research on how to
provide the best economics instruction. v

A number of arguments in favor of economic education were presented
by the  participants. Economic education can be justified on the grounds
that it concentrates on toncepts riceded by children and adults in order to
act efficiently in their roles as consumers, workers, citizens, and fgmlly
members. In fact, economic education can help children move from a situa.

" tion in which they merely cope with their economic world to a situation in

which they understand their economic world and take a more active role in
it. Economic instruction, due to its ana]yﬂcal nature, will contribute to
general education, critical thinking, and problem solving. So, eonomic
education appears to benefit both the individual and society.

g
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Why the focus on children and schools? Walting to provlde fnstruction
in economics yatil high school or college significantly reduces the nimber
of people ‘exposed to the subject. Early exposure to econpmice and contlnuil
‘application of economica principles to life events throughout all grades may
help maximize the long-term impact and usefulnéss of instruction in the

" subject, Moreover, the unique nature of econothics malies informal learning
difficult and necessitates a more foymal approach as found in the schools.
Devoting more school resources to economics Instruction may be Justified,
given the positive externalitles or spill-over benefits from teaching
economics. ’

' \

2) Developing the Curricular Commitment
While a strong gase can be made fdr the economic education of
. children, a basic problem remains: Economic education Is not widely ac- ’
cepted In elementary schools. How can change be brought about within
‘ school systems go that more economic Instruction Is included? Here,
. research can be of assistance. A national survey should be.conducted
. .among elementary stiidents, teachers, and administratOrs to find out what
these consumers percelve the ecoromic education product to be. Is
_economic education viewed as propaganda for business or as a legitimate
... . 'subject for classroom instruction? To what extent is economics presently be-
N ing taught? What percent of the school day is actually available for
% ' classroom teaching of economics? How do teachers and administrators view
the importance of economics in relation to other sybjects taught in elemen-
tary school? Many questions could be asked in this national survey to ob-
tain baseline data for promoting curricular change.

_In addition to obtaining descriptive information on what school district ¢
personnel think about economic education, some participants suggested the
need for a thorough review of general education literature by economic
educators. This review would be, helpful in two respects. First, the goals of
education can be identified; and the ways economic education fits within

_ these goals can be illustrated. This analysis can be useful in defining the
role economic education should play in the elementary classrqgom. Second,
a ljterature review could identify the variables which most influence the
‘adoption of new educational programs. Understanding those variables

-“7 might facilitate adoption of economics programs. For example, are state

. mandates important for the inclusion of more economics at the elementary
level? Policy research’on the goals of education and important change-
agents may offer new ways to expand economics instruction.
) .One \potentlal variable ingluenclng-what‘gets taught in the school
« system is' the textboob. Again, the policy implications from descriptive
research may serve to promote more economic education. A continuing .
+ ' content analysls of elementary texts can uncover what economic concepts
are stressed. If the content study shows that the social studies-texts are not
, effective in presenting economics or do not include important concepts, then
the development and use of supplementary economics materials may be
. necessary. The information can also be used to influence textbook writers to
include more economics or help teachers select those, texts with the greatest
economic content. ' )

-
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Another factor which participants thought required mora examinaiion
was the impact of économie editcation onmiher subjects. Some elementary
teachiers atata that If more economles 1y taught, leas time will be avatlable
for teaching the basic subjects (reading, writing, and math) or other sub.
Jects, Fhe fallacy occurs when tenchers confuse the amount of nstructional
time spent on a subject with the amount of learnlug. ‘ :

More research In thig area may strengthen the ratlonale for economic
gducation, When a new economlc educatlon prngram Is adopted, research-
ers or evaluators need to demonstrate that not only does the program lm-
prove students’ economic wnderstanding, but it glso improves, or at least
does nof inhibit, growth In students’ general achlevement, In other woyds,
research coukd illuatrate how economjc instruction may complement and .
relnforce general education rather than substitute for it, The opportunity
costs 6f teaching.economics may be miniimal since most basic skills, from
vocabulary develfipment to graphing, do involve economics.

3) Economic Concepts and Grade Levels

A most pressing subject for further investigation concerns what

"economic concepts can be learned by childrei and what economic-concépts

should be learned by children at each age level. Research on the “can"
question might involve a study of the relationship between the psychological
readiness or cognitive development of the child and the learning of

economic concepts. Some research (e.g., Schug, 1980) offers initial findings
on this topic. More study is needed before summary statements can be
made about the degree to which children are capable of learning the major ~
economic concepts. .

Research may show that certain concepts can be taught, but the nor-
mative question about “what'should be taught” remains. One normative
answer is provided by the Master Curriculum Guide. The participants
generally agreed that this list of concepts was written for the secondary level
and may not be applicable to the elementary level. Explicit criteria should
be stated and used to select concepts. A cost-benelflt analysis of the relative
efficiency of learning different economic conceptstat various ages can help in
the decision process. Also, selection of concepts most relevant to the child
is another criterion. Finally, ‘exploring the interrelationship between con-
cepts or concept clusters can help sequence the instruction for lafer learn-
ing. No good rationale exists for what concepts Id be taught. However,
refearch on the ability of children to learn specla concepts can offer direc-
tion leading to construction of an appropriate sco%e and sequence for
economic education. -

4) Determinants of Childrén’s Economic
Learning

Many research and evaluation studies have examined or controlled for
factors that influence cognitive economit learning. The major variables in-
clude age or grade level, general achievement or intelligence, sex, socio-
economic status, and prior economic understanding. These variables, with
the exception of sex, show a rather predictable influence on student
economic understanding. More research could be conducted on the impact j
of these variables on student outcomes in the affective domain (attitudes
and values). ' ¢ ?

6 . 10&
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Also, other variables may be misalng fiom the typical atatistical
resenrch model, New vaviables for consideration wounld be enlivial
« background, attendance, copnitive learing style, clasy size, nonachool ex-
patences (Lo, T.V., peer groups, nagnzines), bisth order, attitudes townrd
scliool, and vared treatment intevventiony, Some of thesa vaclables may be
- difficult Mumnlfy. but & need was dupressed by participants for expanding ¢
research on potentlal variables influencing student learntng of economics,
Moreover, most studies cover a lmited time‘perlod. Reseavchiers know .
little about the retentlon of economie understagiing, Longhiudinal studies
_examining students’ ability to retain and apply ecdnomie lnowladgge learned
from Instructional interventlon ls costly to deslgn and implemiont, and
university reward-structures provide few lacentlves for this type of research.
Nevertheless, demonstration of the long-term lufluence of economic instrue-
tian may be one of-the most valuable areas for future research. The costs
antdlificulties are great, as s the potential for important findings.

.5) Role of the Elementary Teacher

The role of the teacher, a major determinant of economic instruction,

+ requires special emphasis. In practice, elementary teachers often decide

what subjects are actually taught and how the subject is taught. lu this con-
text, a number of research topics are suggested. What are teacher attitudes
towards economic education? Is the anxlety teachers feel about economics
similar to math anxlety? Do teachers teach a topic.simply hecause it will be
tested? What is the major impact of in-service teacher training in
economics? How much training in economics dp teachers need? What do
teachers actually implement |n their classrooms after participating in an in-
service workshop? 4 n

While the teacher’s role offers many opportunities for research, one
topic may be foremost among practicing econom¥ educators: the incentives
for curricular commitment to economic education. Is participation in an in-
service course or workshop enough exposure to cause most. elementary
teachers to tehch economics, or do other support structures need to be
developed? Showing teachers that economics can be fun and easy to teach,
and that it is beneficlal for children may provide enough incentive for tliem
initially to implement a program, but will the commitment continue?

The topic of pre-service economic education has been relatively unex-
plored. One conference participant reported that economics was ranked -
lowest in value among courses by prospective teachers at her coilege. Fur-
ther research should be conducted to determine the extent of this attitude
among pre-service teachers. Are these experiences national or are there dif-
ferent prograﬁ structures whic:\lmprove new teachers’ views of economics
for children? Studies on pre-service teachers may suggest policy changes
which will improve the economic literacy of new teachers.

6) Research Methodology

Concern about the current definition of research was expressed at the
conference. A distinction was made between research and evaluation. Most
“regearch” to date can be viewed as evaluation of specific programs to
determine program effectiveness. Specific policy recommendations generally
result from evaluatipn studies, and these studies are an important source of
knowledge about c-&r'i‘t‘:’ular impact. But, research hypotheses deal with the
relationships among two or more variables and have clear implications for
testing these relationships. For example, does the cognitive learning style of
students influence their level of economic understanding? Answers to this
research question have general applications to many areas beyond the
specific evaluation of a program. 1 1 7
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The role of the teacher in conducting vesearchh or evaluation studies
wan anather concenn of paiticipanta, Most particlpants felt teachers conlil
ba uaed o generate jood redearch questlons ov kleniify arbas for e,
study, Howaver, usluy teniches o do‘cesenvoh was re)ectad on the growiuds
of comparative ndvantage, Teachers slmply ave not eiulpped {0 do qualily
vasearch, and efforts to {oater resgarch by teachera uiny ba couterproduics
tive, Researchers, however, need ta loarn more ways to transmlt the prac-
tleal Implicatlons of resaarch findings to teachers,

The participants genarally agreed that more qualitative veseavch with

~ young chitdren should be conductad, Paper and penctt foyos B measnie-

mient provida only Hmilted Information about clidldren's economic knowledge
or attitudes, Qualltative veserrech conld fnclude interviewlng students, asing:
observational data, or uslng stadent recorda (o.q., logs or dlarles), Parents
are another sonrce of lnformatlon about what and how thelr ¢lilldren learn
In and out of school, Good gqualitative research broadens the field of In-
vestigation, '

7) Ideas to Facilitate New Research

Numerous ideas to facllitate research were generated by participants,
notably:
¢ the establishment of a national databank and clearing house for research
¢ sponsoring prizes for exemplary research papers or dissertations
¢ getting up a minl-grant research fund
¢ comthucting sessions on elementary economic education research at profes-
slonal meetings
¢ organizing a national advisory committee to coordinate interdisciplinary
research efforts ’
¢ circulating an annual annotated bibliography or research newsletter
¢ funding a position paper about where research in economic education
for children should be in ten years
¢ conducting research conferences.on an annual or bi-annual basis.
No general agreement was reached on the priority of these ideas. The
participants did agree that new incentives and more organizational support
are needed to improve research quality and stimulate new work.

CONCLUSION

The Conference began an assessment of our current understanding of =
how children learn economics and acted to facilitate and encourage future
research efforts. The organizational framework and list of research needed
should serve to help focus an] direct persons and groups that are current or
potential researchers in this fiéld. 1t was also clear that more research from
a variety of academic perspectives would enrich the discipline.

The Proceedings should be viewed in a long-range perspective. Unlike
previous “one-shot” conferences on research at the cgllege and pre-college £
level, it is anticipated that an annual or bi-annual research conference will '
be held. Researchers from a variety of fields will continue to be invited, and -
alternative conference formats will be used. Summary conference pro-
ceedings will be published to update research findings and stimulate new
ideas for future research. In tht¢ manner, the broad conference objectives
can be fully achieved. ‘ ;

. > 12
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- Ideas for Resear(cli or Réflectlon on L
- Economic Educatlonﬁior Children L

| . Promoting Curricular Change o o
-+ 1,'What Is the?'state of the art?” (What do we really know about elemen-
_ tary-education in economics? Where is economics being taught? How?

- By whom? What'is beirig taught? What is the background of teachers?)
2. How is curricular cliange made in ¢economic education? - v -
“4.3. How are economic education materials for children developed by

%sschools and other organizations? .
. & What s the quality of texts and materials now available for tgaching o
" economics? (What are the costs and benefits of these materials?) -
.7 5. What aré the operatiopal outcomes of economic instruction for
. - children? . , ) - Lo
6. What is the basic rationale for teaching economics to young children as
perceived by administrators, teachers, patents, students, community
groups, and businesses? o o
7. I there a link between economics and other subjects? (How does
teaching economics influence general achievement, citizenship,
problem-solving skills, etc:?)
8. What is the opportunity cost of implementing economic education in
elementary schools? . !
9. How does one integrate economics with other subjects?
10. How much economics is learned from interdisciplinary teaching versus
direct instruction?

.

Economic Concepts and’Grade Levels
1. What economic-choices do children make? -
~ 2. What economic problems do children have and what do children -
E&g : perceive as.their economic problems? : \
g 3. What is the economic vocabulary of children? What do they mean by
the terms they use?
4. What concepts have utility for children at various ages?
. 5. How much economics do children learn without formal instruction?
What is the source of this leqmlng?
6, ‘What errors do children make in regard to economics? Is there a pat-
tern to these errors? Are they “logical” errors?
7. At what levels can particular concepts be learned?
8. When are chjldren psychologically ready to learn economics? (What
learning theories apply to economic edueation?)
9. What “readiness activities” are needed for economic instruction?
10. What economics can we find in children’s literature? Can literature be
used effectively to teach economics?

Determinants of Children’s Economic Learning
1. How do students’ preferred learning styles affect economic understand-
ing?
2. What is the impact of non-school sources such as television, the street,
peer group, homes, etc.?

L4

Pie

*Bosed on a conference list made by George Dowson. Order is not significant and
some overlopping will be noted.
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. What consensus concluslt}s about the lmpact of age, sex, socio-

D l .

. How. much economics- is retalned? (H0w Iong? In what contexts? What

fattors explain retention?) -

.. What are the effects of learning disablllties and other special

characteristics” omeconomlc understanding?

. What impact doe’§ economic instriction have on students attitudes and

values?

economic status, intelligerice, and prior knowledge on economic

understanding and econofiic attitudes are still.valid?

. What are the lnteraction effects among variables influencing economic

learning?

8. What teaching methbd works best for maximizing economic learnings

and attitudes? ,P"

Role of The Elemexitary Teacher

8.

N o gk wee

How do teacher characteristics affect student learning?

. What questions do teachers have about economic education?

. How much economic education do teachers need to teach economics ef-
fectively?

. What kind of “delivery system” is most effective in training teachers?
What js the long-term impact on economics instruction after participa-
tion in an in-service teacher training program?

How do pre-service teachers compare to in-service teachers in their
views of economic education?

. What life experiences of children.can be utilizd by teachers to teach
‘economics?

What are the costs and benefits to teachers of alternative teaching
"methods, or in-service teacher education? .

Research Methodology

[2 LN~ S

[ T -

. What instruments currently exist to measure outcomes in economic

education? What are the strengths and weaknesses of these in-
struments? Should new instruments be developed?

. What observational measures or records can bé used to document out-

comes from economic programs? &

. What research designs are most appropriate for studying economic

learning of children?

. What types of “research” should be given emphasis: descriptive or fact

finding, evaluation, or general research?

. What opportunities exist for qualitative research studies in economic
education?

. How can quantitative measures or records be used to document out-
comes of economic programs?

. What applications ‘does general education research have to economic
education research? -

. What are the most effective incentives for encouraging additional

research in economic education?

14 -



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. EIBLIOGRAPHQ OF RESEARCH

- §STUDIES ON ELEMENTARY
ECONOMIC EDUCATION*

Brickell, H. M and Scott M C.wW. The Effectiveness af Economic Educotlon in%

Senior High Schools. New York: Policy Studies in Education,*1976. (ERIC
Document Repraduction No. ED 143541).

B;own, H. “Basic Economic Concepts Taught in Public Elementary Schools of

Louisiana.” Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Louisiana State University, 1968.

Burris, V. L., Jr. “The Child’s Conception of Economic Relations: A Genetic

Approach to the Sociology of Knowledge Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Princeton University, 1976. -

Cassuto, A. “The Effectiveness of the Elementary School Mini-Society Program.”
* Journal of Economic Education 11 (Spring, 1980), 59-61.
Chamberlin, C. R. “Differences in Critical Thinking Skills Achievement Following

Inquiry Instruction Among Elementary School Students at Three Levels of In-
telligence, Anxiety and Chronological Age.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Minnesota, 1971. '

Chamberlin, R. J. “A Case for Consumer Studies in the Elementary Grades.”

Elementory School Jaurnol 78 (May 1978), 295-303.

Chizmar, J. F. and Halinski, R. S. Basic Economics Test Exominer’s Monuol, Drah
+ Copy. New York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1980.
Dale, L. R. “A Study of the Impact of the Kazanjian and International Paper:

Company Foundation Awards Program on the Precollege Classroom
1962-1977.” Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Ghio University, 1978.

Danzinger, K. “Children’s Earliest Conceptions aof Economic Relaﬂonshlps

Journol of Sociol Psychology, 47 (1958), 231-40.

Darrin, G. L. “Econoniics in the Elementary Schaol Curriculum: A Study of the

District of Columbia Laboratory Schools.” Unpublished Ed.D. dlasertatlon.
University of Maryland, 1959.

Davison, D. G., et al. Strategies for Teaching Economics: Primory Level (Grodes

1-3). Master Curriculum Guide for Teaching Economics for the Nation's Schools,
Part 1I. New York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1977.

, and Kilgore, J. H. The Primary Test of Ecanomic Understonding
Examiner’s Manual. lowa City, lowa: Bureau of Buslness and Economic
Research, Unlverslfy -of lowa; 1971,

. “A Model for Evaluating the Effectiveness of
Economlc Education in Primary Grades.” Jaurnal of Economic Educotian, 3:1
(Fall, 1971b), 17-25.
. “An Evaluation of Second Grade Economic Materials.” Research

Papers in Economic Education. Edited by Arthur Welsh. New York: Joint Caun-

cil on Econoniic Education, 1972, 182-202.

, and Sgontz, L. G. Ecanomics in Sociol Studies Textbooks: An Evaluo-
tion of the Economics ond the Teaching Strategies in Sociol Studies Textboaks,
Elementary Grades (1-6). New York: Joint Cauncil on Economic Education.
1973. '

Enyinnaya, N. E. “Economic Education as an integrated Component of a Non-

Graded Social Studies Curriculum.” Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of
Pittsburgh, 1973.

Ferreria, A. J. “Social, Economic, and Political Concepts, and Their Interpretation

by Children.” Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, New York University, 1938.

*Develaped from bibliographies by Wolstod (1978) ond George Dawson.

15 11

\\



Teachers A National Assessment Journol of Consumer Affoira’

1979), 54-63

Gross, J. M. “Economics in the First Grade. » InstruCtor, 63 (1963),

Hansen, R. “An Investigation to Determine if Early Economic Experiences cz
Predict Third Grade Childrens’ Economic Knowledge.” Unpublished Ph
thesis, University of Mlnnaota, 1980.

Hansen, W. L. “The State of Economic Literacy.” Perspectives on Economic Educo-
tion. Edited by D. R. Wentworth, W. L. Hansen, and S. H. Hawke New York:

Joint Council on Ecoiomic Education, 1977.

. et ol. A Framework for Teoching Economics: Basic Concepts Master
Cumculum Guide in Economics for the Nation’s Schools, Part 1. New York:
Joint Council on Economic Education, 1977.

Highsmith, R. “A Study to Measure the Impact of ln-Service Institutes on Students of
Teachers Who Have Participated.” Journol of Economic Educqtion, 5:2 (Spring,
1974), 77-81.

' Industrial Relations Center. Elementary School Economics Test. Chlcago University

of Chicago, 1963.
Jefferds, W. “A Comparison of Two Methods of Teaching Economics in Grad%{ne \
Unpubllshed Ed.D. dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1966.

Kelly, S. M. “The Business-Industry-Education Days Program in Elementary
Schools.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, DePaul University, 1960.

Kelton, D. “Economics in the Elementary School.” Social Studies 64 (Jul/Aug 1976),
163-4. g

.Koeller, S. “A Review of Research in Economics in Early Childhood/Elementary
Education K-37" Lubbock, TX: Texas Tech University. (ERIC: Document \
Reproduction Service No. ED 171412.)

Kourilsky, M. L. “Economics through Fable Slmulatlon Elementary School Journal,
74:3 (December, 1973, 149-57.

____ . Beyond Simulotion: The Mini-Society Approach to Instructign in
Economics and Other Social Sciences. Los Angeles: Educational Resource
Association, 1974.

. “The KInder-Economy A Case Study of Kindergarten Pupils’ Acqulsl
),tlon of Economlc Concepts.” Elementary School Journol, 77:3 (January, 1977),
1182.91.

, et al. Strategies for Teoching Economics: Intermediate Level
(Grades 4 -6). Master Curriculum Guide for Teaching Economics for the Nation’s
Schdols, Part 1. New York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1978.

, and Hirshleifer, J. “Mini-Society vs. Token Society: An Experimental
Comparlson of the Effects on Leamlng and Autonomy of Social Emergent and

+ lmposed Behavior Modification.” Journal of Educational Research. 69:10

(Jul/Aug, 1976), 376-81.

, “The Economic Socialization of Children: Attitude Towards the
Dlstrlbution of Rewards,” Journal of Social Psychology (forthcoming).

Larkins, A. G. “Assessing Achievement on a First-Grade Economics Course of
Study.” Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Utah State University, 1968:

and Shaver, J. P., “Economic Learning in Grade One: The USU
Assessment Studies.” Social Education, 33 (December, 1969), 958-63.

Leef. L. M. “The Evaluation of Twentieth Century Elementary Social Studies
Instruction in Relation to Social, Political, and Economic Condition.” Unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, University of ldaho, 1966.

Lewis, D. R. and Orvis, C. C. Research in Economic Education, New York? Joint
Council on Economic Education, 1971.

Light, K., et al. Adventure Economics. Columbus, OH: Ohio Educational Broad-
casﬁng, 1971.

Loman, E., et al. “Real Problem Solving in USMES: Interdisciplinary Educatjon and
Much More » School Science and Mathematics, 75:1 (January, 1975), 53-64.

Luker, W' A., Jenkins, F. H. and Abernathy, L. “Elementary School Basal Readers
and Work Mode Bias.” Journal of Economic Education, 6 (Spring, 1974), 92-96.

-t »

12 ' 16

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

MacDowell, M. A., et al. “Does,Sex Really Matter?” Journal of Economic Education,
’ 9:1 (Fall, 1977), 28.33. ¥ '
Mackey, J., ef al. “Improving Teacher Tralning for Pre-College Economic Educa-
. tion,” Journal of Economic Education, 8:2 (Spring, 1977b), 118-23.
Maher, J. E. “DEEP: Strengthening Economics In the Schools.” American Economic .
R Review, 59 (May, 1969), 230-8. . ) .
£y Marshall, H. R., and Majruder, L. “Relations Between Parent Money ‘Education
Practices and Children’s Knowledge and Use of Money.” Child Development, 31
(1960), 253-84. : . ’ :
McKenzie] R. B. “The Economi¢ Litgracy of Elementary School Pupils.” Elementary .
School Journal, 71 (October, 1970), 26-35. :
| _ . .“An Exploratory Study of the Economic Understanding of Elementary
School Teachers.” Journal of Economic Education, 3 (Fall, 1971), 26-31. !
McNeal, J. U. “An Exploratory Study of the Consumer Behavior of Children.”
Dimensions of Consumer Behavlor, 2nd edition. Edited by James U. McNeal.
- New York: Appleton Ceftury Crofts, Inc.; 1969,,257-269. .
Meszaros, B. A Gulde to Trade-offs, Bloomington, IN:’Agency for Instructianal
Television, .1978. K . . - '
Miller, L. N. and Horn, hildren’s Conkepts Regarding Debt.” Elementary School
Journal, 55 (1955),406-12. t N
Murray, C. K. “A Nofe on the Readability of Economics Content in Elementary
. Social Studies Textbooks.” Journal of Economic Education, 6 (Fall, 1974), 61. *
‘Nanassy, L. C. “Education for Business-Economic Concepts in Elementary Schools.”
Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Colurhbia University Teachers College, 1952
Nappi, A. T. “An Evaluation of Award-Winning Elementary Te’achlng Materials from .
the Kazahjlan Program.” Journal of Economit E&m_:atlon. 5 (Spring, 1974),
82.8. .
= - . Luksetich, W2Dawson, G. G. Learning Economics Through Chlh}?’en's
Stories. 3rd ed. New York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1978. (ERIC -\
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 162946.)~
Parker, E. T. “A Survey of the Status of Economic Education in Illinois ScHoals
~ (K-12).” Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Northwestern University, 1979, - '
« Parker, J. R. “An Analysis of Childrens’ Concepts of Selected Occupations.”
Unpublished Ed.D. study, Northwestern University, 1963..
Perry, W. L. “The Effects of a Structured Workshop on the Economic Knowledge and
Attitudes of Elementary Teachers.” Unpublished Ed:D. dissertation, West
Virginia University, 1978. %
Porter, S. “U.S. System Impresses, Dismays Youth,” St. Louis Globe Democrat,
. February 24, 1977. |
e Prannis, R. W, “Teaching Econamics in Elementary Schools: Comparing Program
vs. Non-Program Students and the Effects of Teacher Acquaintance with Instruc-
tional Materials.” Chicago: Elementary Education Project, Industrial Relations
Center, University of Chicago, 1970. .
and Veronee, M. D. “Teaching Economics in Elementary Schools:
Comparing Acquisition of Economic Knowledge by Elementary Students in Dif-
ferent Types of Communities.” Chicago: Elementary Economics Project, In-
dustrial Relations Center, University of Chicago, 1971. .
Rader, W. D. Background and Evaluation of the Elementary School Economics
Program. Chicago: Industrial Relations Center, University of Chicago, 1965.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 124-492.)
Ramsett, D. E. “Toward Improving Economic Education in the Elementary Grades.”
Journal of Economic Education, 4 (1972), 30-35. .
Resnick, A. “A Survey of the Relationship of Sex and Socio-Economic Class to the
Understandings, Classification Abilities and Acquaintance Patterns of Fourth
Grade Children Pertaining to a Selected List of Community Workers.” Un-
published Ed. D. dissertation, Rutgers University, 1968.

[N

17 / 13

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



! s Lo,
Ritt, S 1. “An Experimental Study of the Capaclty of Fourth Grade and Flfth Grade
* '. Children to Understand Selected Economic Concepts.” Research in Elementary’
: " School Economics. Edited by -Sulkin and Friedman. Chicago: lndustﬂal Rela-
tions Center, University of Chicago, 1969, 11-13, :
"Robinson, H. F. “Leatning Economic Concepts in Klndergarten Unpublished Ed D.
. dissertation, Colutnbia University, 1963. )
Rohrbaugh B. and Haines, R. E.-“Economic Education in the Primary Grades.” N
. Educoting for Economic Competence. Washington, D.C.: Assoclation for Super-
) vision and Curriculim Development, NEA, 1960, 33-39,
Ryan, F. L. and Carlson, M. “The Relative Effectiveness of Discovery and Exposl(ory
Strategies in Teaching Toward Economic Concepts with First Grade Students.”
Journal of Educational Research, 66 (July/Aug, 1973), 446-50.
Sanders, N. M. and Tanck, M. L. #A Critical Appraisal of Twenty-Six National Social
Studies Projects.” Sociol Educgﬂon, 34 (April, 1970), 383-445.
chuck, R. F. and Derosier, R. E. “An Analysis of Two Social Studies Programs and
- First Grade Achievement in Economics.” Journal of Experimental Educetion, 39
(1970), 56-63.
" Schug, M. C. “The Development of Economic Reasonlng in Children and
Adolescents.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1980.
Senizzl. L. Our Working,Wdrld. Chicago: Science Research Associates, 1963.
Showkeir, J. R. “Economic Understanding Among Selected Sixth Grade Pupils:
A Study of the Effects of an Efementary School Economicg Program on a
Selected Group of Sixth Grade Pupils One Year after Having Taken the Course.”
Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Wayne Stdte University, 1967.
. “Economic Understanding Among Selected Sixth: Grade Pupils.”
Reseorch in Elementary School Economics. Edited by Sulkin and Friedman.
Chicago: Industrial Relations Center, University of Chicago, 1969.
Siegfried, J. J. and'Fels, R. “Teaching College Economics: A Survey.” Journal of
Economic Literature, 27 (Sept., 1979), 923-969. :
Spears, S. “Concept Learnind in Economics Under Three Bxperimental Curricula.”
Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University of Califotnia, Los Angeles, 1967.
Strauss, A. “The Development and Transformation of Monetary Meanings in the
Child.” America ‘:?Soglologlcal Review, 17 (1952), 275-86.
' Strayer, F. H. “A Unit Designed to Teach Certain Principles of Economics
Experimentally fn -Flfth Grade.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
s+ .+ .lowa, 1965.
Stumpfl, R. W., Moschis, G., and Lawton, d. T. “Consumer Educatiop and the
_— s Pre-School Child.” Joumal of Consumer Affairs, 12 (1978), 12:29.
Sulkin, H. A. and Prannis, R. W. “Evaluatiof of Elementary School Social Studies
Program.” Educational Leadership, 27 (December, 1969a), 271-6. o
. “Effects of Elementary School Economics Program on Children of
Lower Economic Status.” Research in Elementory School Economics. Edited by
Sulkin and Friedman. Chicago: Industrial Relatlons Center, University of
! Chicago, 1969b, 17-18.
_____ *.*“Retention @nd Transfer of Concepts Taught in Elementary School
Programs.” Research in Elementary School Economics. Edited by Sulkin and
Friedman Chlcago Industrial Relations Cemer, University of Chicago, 1969¢, .

' Sut!on, b R. “Graded Economic Concepts for Use in’ the Etementary School.”
~ Unnubllshed Ed.D. dissertation, University of Tennessee, 1967.
% Shtton, R ehavior in the Attainment of Economic Concepts Journal oj
“Psycholdlly, 53 962), 37-46.
N S “Behavior in tife’ Attainment of Economic Concepts 11.” Journal of
Psychology, 58 (1964), 407-12. "
Thompson, W. A. “The Development of Supplemen Economi l}?«iculum
Content Materials and Evaluation of Their Use wi Gra geg& Un-
published Ed.D. dissertation, University of Missouri, ®Columbia, 19661

15

14

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



| J

cation and Its E'ffe'ct:on

Thorflton. D L. and Vredeveld, G. M. “In-Servic o
Eg:onomlc Education, 8 . ¢

.- Secondary Students: A New Approach.”
BRI (Spring 1977), 93-9. ’ '

NS

Turner, J. and Brandt, J. “Development and Validation of a Simulated Market to
“Test Children for Selérged Consumer Skills.” Jolirmol of Consumer Affoirs, 12
. (1978), 266-76. - ' e A
.. Vines, C. W. “The Understanding and Attitudes of Elementary Teachers Towards * °
. Economic Education.” Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, North Texag State - o
- University, 1976. =~ . . v s .
Walstad, W. B. “Economic Problem Solving in Elementary Schools: SpecHfication .
and Estimation of Alternative Learninj Models to Measure the In-Service Pro-
gram Impact.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1978.
i . “The Effectiveness of an USMES In-Service Economic Education .
Prograin for Elementary School Teachers.” Journol of Econemic Educotion, 11
(Fall, 1979), 1-12. <
, — _. “The Impact of ‘Trade-offs’ and Téacher Training on Student )
\ Ecoriomic Understanding and Attitudes.” Journol of Economic Education, forth- .
coming. ‘ A W
. P , and McFarland, M. “Trade-offs and Teacher ln;Service."'-Soclol
Education, 44 (May, 1980), 410-11. . . )
Ward, S. et al. How Children Learn to Buy. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1977.

. Weber, C. E. “A Stydy of Sixth-Grade Children’s Ability to Infer the Influence of the
Natural Envirohment Upon Man.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Californla, Berkeley, 1964. - . ’

". West Springfield, Massachusetts, Publjc Schools, Economic Education Enrichment
_ Program. Test of Elementory Economics: Interpretotive Monuol ond Rationale.
LA New York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1973, -
. Williams, J. W. “A Gradlent of the Economic Concepts of Elementary School
» Children and Factors Assoclated with Cognition.” The Journol of Consumer Af-
Joirs, 13 (Winter, 1970), 113-122. ? . '

X

[N

.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



