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The National Survey of Economic Education 1981 was conducted by the public

opinion polling firm of Yankelovich, Skelly, and White (1981; YSW) to investi-
gate selected characteristics of the nation's economics teachers, when and how
economics is taught, what concepts teachers are teaching, and what needs
teachers express for additional economics training. For the study, YSW used
scientific sampling techniques to select a stratified, random sample of teachers
in grades six through twelve who were "teaching economics under any of its
gulses, either as a separate subject or as part of another subject" in the
nation's publie, private, and parochial schools (p. 17). The survey provided
the most comprehensive national data on precollege economic education in over a
decade, and the major findings were published in the Journal of Economic
Education (Clark and Barrom, 1981},

About the same time as the National Survey was being conducted, 15 state
surveys on precollege economic education were completed across the pnation in:
Arizona, Idaho, Indiana (two surveys), Kentucky, Minnesota, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin.
Despite the obvious statistical limitation of the mail survey methodology used
in most of the state studies, when reviewed as a group they provide important
overall data on precollege economic education.? So long a3 care 13 exercised in
the interpretation of the survey data, the information can be used to amplify
the results presented in the National Survey and to present a richer
perspective on precollege economic education.

Two basic questions were examined in this review of the survey data:

(1) Wnat 1s known about teacher training in economics; and,

(2) What 1s revealed about the "economios" curriculum in the schools.
Obviously other questions could be addressed, but answering these two questions
best demonstrates the need for a critical systhesis of the survey data. The

amount of information presented in the state and national studies is
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overwhelming. Unless trends and interrelationshlirs are identified for the most
important inputs influencing the economics instruction in the schools (i.e., the
teacher and the curriculum) an overall perspective is lost in the extensive
reporting of item responses to survey questions,

Unfortunately, the composite picture which emerges from the synthesis of
" state and national information iIs disturbing. Teacher training in economics is
limited, and there is little interest on the part of most teachers in correcting
this deficiency. Data on the structure of the "ecornomics"™ curriculum suggest
that many students may not be receilving any significant economics instruction
through an "infusion”™ approach and only a few students take it as a separate
senior high course, - If economics instruction is to be effective in elementary
and sec¢ondary schools, these conditions will need to be corrected, If the
problems are ignored no progress can be made in developing a strategy to improve
the situation,

Teacher Training in Economics

Surprisingly, the YSW National Survey, which is so comprehensive in many
areas, provides little information about the economic¢s training of the nation's
precollege economics teachers., The survey reported that 81 percent of the
teachers have had a ¢ollege or graduate .level c¢ourse in economics and that 30
percent report taking a college or graduate level coursework in how to teach
economics (p. 31)3 The conclusion, which i3 based on comparisons with a few
previous surveys, stz d: "it would appear that the last 12 years witnessed a
marked improvement in the professional qualifications of economics teachers" (p.
25). No data, however, were collected on the number of economics courses taken
s0 all that can be inferred from the YSW results is that most teachers of
economics 1n grades 6-12 have taken at least one course in economics, and this
result is not markedly different from past survey findings cited (¢.f,, Bach and

Saunders, 1965, p. 3140).




On the other hand, the statewlde surveys offer more insight on the training
question, To simplify the presentation below, the state data on teacher quali-
fications have been organized into two sections: (1) the broadly defined group
of elementary and/or secondary teacners; and, (2) the narrower group of
secondary teachers who teach a course or unit in economics. The data on teacher

coursewvorit are also summarized 1n Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

Data on Elementary and/or Secondary Teachers

The general survey data indicate that teachers have limited coursework or
inservice training in economics and often feel inadequately prepared to teacher
the subject. For example, an Ohio survey reported that Si percent of its K-12
teachers had never had a formal undergraduate economics course durling their
years bachelor’s degree program and 25 percent had only 1 course. Moreover,
only 11 percent had any form of preservice training that focused on economics
teaching or had participated in inservice training (not necessarily coursework)
in economics (Ohio Department of Education, 1980, pp. 3-6). Als., a New
Rampshire survey reported that 59 percent of the teachers surveyed felt that
their undergraduate studies inadequately prepared them to teach economics at the
elementary or secondary level, and 74 percent of the respondents had not taken
"inservice courses, institutes, or workshops" in economics (Bart, 1979, p. 12).

Even when the data are broken down by elementary and secondary levels,
there is still a lack of preparation evident, although the amount of coursework
is better among secondary social studies teachers. An Idaho survey revealed
that both elementary teachers and secondary teachers were teaching content
related to economics (depression, inflation, tariffs, money, banking, etec.), but
over 73 percent of the elementary teachers and U8 percent of the secondary

teachers had never taken a course in economics, and two-thirds of all the
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respondents acknowledged their inadequate preparation in the subject (Bowman and
Draayer, 1979, p. 68)., In addition, a Wisconsin survey showed that 44 percent
of the elementary and 11 percent of the secondary teachers have no couraework;
another 38 percent of the 2lementary and 18'be§eent of the secondary teachera
have taken Just 1 course, and 11 percent of the elementary and 33 percent of the
secondary have taken just 2 courses (Schug, 1983, p. 61).

A Virginia survey reported more encouraging findings for the economics
preparation of teachers because at least one course was required for elementary
certification and two courses were required for secondary social studies certi-
fication, On average, Virginia elementary teachers (grades 4-7) have received
four semester hours of undergraduate economics c¢redit and one semester hour of
graduate credit (or about 1.67 courses), and seesgdary (grades 9-12) teachers
have taker an average of seven semester hours of undergraduate economics and one
semester hour of graduate or inservice credit (or about 2.67 courses), When
questioned about the adequacy of their economics preparation, however, 5 percent
of the elementary teachers claimed not to teach economics at all because they
believe they were "not qualified” to teach it and 44 percent felt inadequately
prepared or unsure of the quality of their preparation. At the secondary level,
30 percent feel inadequately prepared or uncertain of their preparation to teach
the subject (0'Toole, 1980, p. 34, 37).

An Indiana study, based on stratified random sample of 5th, 8th, 11th, and
12th grade teachers, showed similar trends in limited coursework, but better
preparation at the highest grade levels, Over 50 percent of the 5th grade
teachers had never taken an economics course and another one-fourth had taken
only one to three credit hours of instruction., Among 8th grade social studies
teachers, 21 percent reported no coursework, 25 pé?bent had 1 to 3 creditas, and
another 25 percent had only 4 to 6 credits, As expected, the results for the

11th grade social studies teachers were better, with only 7 percent with no




couraework, 26 percent with 1 to 3 credit hours, and 30 percent with 4§ to 6

credit hours, Twelfth grade social studies teachers who were not teaching an
economics course had similar preparation to the 11th grade teachers, but were
more likely to have taken three rather than two courses (Watts, 1983).

The more interesting finding from this Indiana survey concern additional
in-service training and the number of years since the last economics course.
About 85 parcent of the 5th and 8th grade teachers and 70 percent of the 11th
and 12th grade teachers had not taken any economic education workshops. 1In
addition, over 90 percent of the 5th, 8th, and 12th grade teachers and 83 per-
cent of the 11th grace teachers had not taken an economics course or workshop in
the past 4§ years. About 75 percent of each teacher group had not taken a course
within the past 8 years. Obviously, over a 4§ or 8 year period economic know-
ledge will depreciate and there will be new developments in the field which must
be mastered, 50 even substantial coursework does not necessarily ensure adequate

preparation to teach the subject,

Dapa on Economics Teachers

Seven state studies examined the training of secondary teachers who taught
a specialized ynit or separate course in economics, As expected, the results
show more economics training for these teachers, but the extent of exposure to
the subject was still limited, For example, a Rhode Island survey of secondary
teachers who teach courses speclializing in economic concepts found that 8 per-
cent had no economics, 6 peroent with less than 3 c¢redit hours and 55 percent
with only 3 to 6 hours (Sapinsley, 1980), Similarly, a Kentucky study of the
credentials of secondary teachers who teach a separate unit in "basic" economics
(not consumer economics), found 31 percent with no college coursework, 20 per-
cent with 1 course, and 28 percent with 2 courses (Ha on, 1980). And, in
Oregon one unit of economics and personal finance instruction (130 c¢lock hours)

is required during grades 9-12 for high school graduation, but 11 percent of the
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teachers have no hours, 14 percent have only 3 hours, and 15 percent have only 6

hours of instruction. The hours of inservice c¢redit was substantially less
since 70 percent have no hours (Oregon Department of Education, 1982).

While Arizona and Tennessee have mandated courses in "free enterprise," the
limited extent of teacher preparation calls into question the effectiveness of
the mandates. The most shocking statistics are found in Arizona with 92 percent
of the teachers naver having any formal training in economics and only 5 percent
with any graduate or undergraduate work (Grossman, 1983, pp. 10-11}. 1In
Tennessee about one-third of the teachers survey were not certified in economics
meaning they had leas than six semesters hours or twoc courses, and of those
teachers who were certified, many did not feel comfortable or competent to teach
economics (Dalton, 1979, p. 1, 3).

The best results were found among 12th grade economics teachers in Indiana
and 9-12 grade economics teachers in Nebraska . In Indiana, all teachers
reported having completed at least 1 course with 41 percent having taken 2 to &
courses and an admirable 56 percent having taken more than 5 courses (15+ hours
of semester credit) (Watts, 1983, p. 3). In Nebraska, 17 percent had 7 to 11
hours, 26 percent had a minor in the subject (12-23 hours), and 12 percent had a
major {24+ hours) (Gillies, 1980, p. 11). Of course, these groups of teachers

are highly specialized, s0 one would expect substantial economics training.

Conclusion on Teacher Coursework

The c¢caclusion drawn from the statewide survey results i1s that most
teachers are inadequately prepared to teach economics, based on the number of
courses taken {c¢.f., Bach and Saunders, 1965, pp. 348-350). In general, the
surveys of elementary teachers indicate that about half have no coursework and
another 25 percent have taken Just one course. The surveys of the broad group
of secondary social studies teachers or teachers who specialize in teaching

courses or units in economics indicate that about 10 to 20 percent have no




coursework, about 25 percent with 1 course, and about 30 percent with 2 courses.
Even among the amaller percentages of teachers with substantial coursework, we
often do not know how long ago courses were taken or the quality of the course-
work, which is an important consideration given knowledge depreciation and
changing economic issues and analysis. It is probably understandable, there-
fore, that many teachers, with or without coursework, often feel that their
training in economics is deficient and they do not feel confident in their
ability to teach the subject.”
Almost two decades ago a California task rorqg offered recommended guide-
lines for teacher training in economics. Two courses were recommended for all
K-12 teachers, three courses were recommended for all grades T-12 social studies
teachers, and seven semester courses with a minor in economics for all 12th
grade teachers who want to teach the separate course in economics. Though these
guidelines were viewed as a minimum standard, they were never widely adopted
even in reduced forc hy teacher training institutions across the nation (Mackey,
Glenn, and Lewis, 1977). This development may explzin why many teachers have
limited training and suggests that until conditions change teacher background in
economics will not improve.
The weak economics background of teachers also probably solves the puzzle
raised in the YSW Nationmal Survey:
It is of specific concern to economists, however, that teachers at
both levels rank the key economic concepts of trade-offs (24%) and
opportunity cost (34%) as relatively unimportant. It is reasonably
well acoepted in the profession that these are two key conoepts in
the discipline and yet very few junior and senior high school
teachers emphasize them . . . The vast majority of quality teaching
materials and programs available from almost all sources stress the
importance of these concepts. This puzzle obviously needs mpuch more
attention from those involved in both research and teacher training.
(pp. 23-24)

Teachers usually do not teach concepts they feel they do not understand, even if

they are presented in student materials. The concepts of opportunity cost and

trade-offs are not likely to be presented to teachers in any source other than
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an economics course, This situation differs from information on other basic
economics concepts, such as inflation or supply and demand, which are presented
and discussed in the media--a major source of information for teachers. The YSW
pqule is merely another indication of the fart that most teachers know little.
economics and this fact influences the concepts taught,

Despite limited economics coursewcrk and the feelings of inadequate pre-
paration, the large majority of teachers do not want to take additional courses

in economics, but prefer short workshops. In the YSW Nationmal Survey, about 50

percent of the nation’s economics teachers wanted "inservice seminars/workshops®
in either the subject matter of economics or on how to teach economics, whereas
only about 25 percent desired summer or college graduate-credit courses iu
economics or how to teach economics (pp. 86-87). These findings are also con-
sistent with results reported in several surveys (Virginia, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, aid Arizona).? .

The state and national results pose serious questions about the economic
education of teachers, Can teachers learn much economics in short programs?
Will they really take more training if it is ofrered in these formats? Are the
lasting effects of such programs for teachers and students significantly
different from more traditional programs? Finally, how do economic educators
reach the sizeable percentage (i percent) of the nation’s economics teachers

found in the National Survey who are not even interested in the short seminars

or workshops?
The "Economics" Curriculum
A preclise description of the quantity and quality of economics instruction
in tihe nation's schools is not provided in the surveys, but a careful review of
the cata suggests several problems, In the YSW study, 47 percent of the
teachers reported teaching economics as part of another subject, most likely

U.S. history, U.S, government, or another social studies course, Only 25 per-
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cent of the teachers teach economics as a separate subject, while another 27
percent teach it both separately and as part of ancther subject {p. 49).
Clearly, the dominant method for teaching economics in the United States is
"infusion,™ or an integration approach, which usually is supposed to occur in a
social studies course, Whether much economics is learned with this approach is
debatable given the weak economics backgroun& of most teachers, and as will be
described below, the poor quality of economics material in social studies text-
books and the perceived lack of supplementary materials,

The Infusion Approach to Economics

The Ohio survey presented the most detailed amalysis of the integration of
economies into the K-12 curriculum, Teachers in the sample were asked to select

from a list of economic concepts, as stated in the Master Curriculum Guide (MCG)

(#ansen, et. al., 1977), those concepts they include in their curriculum. About
half the teachers reported including at least one or more economic concepts, but
as the surveyer explained that fact does not tell us in what context the con-
cepts were included, whether the concepts were actually taught, or whether any
of the concepts were combined into a meaningful whole for students. In fact,
the study showed that only 3.5 percent of the K-12 teachers reported teaching
the seven basic MCG concepts necessary for presentation of the circular flow
model (pp. 7-9).

Further evidence of the integration problem is provided in the New
Hampshire survey, Secondary educators were given a description of the five
basic concept clusters included in the MCG and asked to indicate self
perceptions of their ability to teach each concept cluster., Although about 25

percent felt they could teach with confidence about the basic economic problem

or economic systems, only about 10 percent could do S0 with the concept clusters

related to microeconomics, maoroeconomics, or the world economy (p. 14). Among

elementary teachers surveyed, 10 percent or less felt confident of their ability
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to teach scarcity, opportunity cost, economic systems, or inflation or deflation
(p. 15). In other words, even if concepts are integrated into the K-12 curri-
culum a3 a conceptual whole, teachers may lack confidence in their ability %o
teach them,

A recent national study of curriculum guides in DEEP schools also suggests
problems wirh the infusion approach and the presentation of economics concepts
in the school curriculum as a basis for later instruction., Armento (1983)
concluded that: "it appears from an examination of these 43 guides that con-
cepts are dealt with at the introductory, definitional level~~whether the guide
is intended for 9th or 12th grade, 1If this is the case, there must be an
assumption by curriculum builders that prior instruction in economic education
has not. occurred” (p. 26). The low level of sophistication in presentation of
concepts and the fact that many MCG concepts (especially in macroeconomics) are
not included in many guides raises doubts about instruction in districts which
support economic education,

- Additional problems with the infusion approach are the weak presentation of
economic concepts in student materials and the limited availability of supple-
mentary materials--points cited in surveys in Virginia (pp. 35-37); Indiana
{(Buckles, Strom, Walstad-BSW, 1981, p. 18); New Hampshire (pp. 12-13); and in
the National Survey (pp. 69-84). This perception by teachers is supported by
textbook analysis from economists and educators, For example, Robert Main
(1978) reported that studies of textbooks in U.S. history, vor!d history,
sociology, and goverment propogated misconceptions about i tie economic 9ystem
operates and presented ad hoc explanations for economic phenomena (p. 18).

Also, a detailed study of the discussion of the "Grexut Depression”™ in 16 U.S,
history texts showed lnadequate economic analysis of this event (Miller and
Rose, 1983). Since the infusion of eoonomics usually occurs in social studies

courses, the standard *extbooks provide little help for teachers,
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Instructional time for economics may also be insufficient in infusion
courses, In Indiana, for instance, teachers in grades 5, 8, 11, and 12 c¢laim to
apend about 20 to 30 minutes per week on "economic" topics. Virginia elementary
and secondary teachers also report devoting about 30 to 50 minutes a week to
economics instruction., While teachers in both states would like to increase the
alass time for economics, the perceived lack of time i3 a major barrier, to more
instruction, especlally at the elementary level where the focus i3 on "basice"
subjects.

The above factors rake the infusion approach troublesome for most teachers
to implement. Without good instructional materials s3carce teacher time must be
invested in the preparation of new materials that will teach economics in other
subjects. If teachers' background in economics i3 weak, they may not have the
skills to Aevelop new materials or the motivation to integrate economics into an
already crowded curriculum. Looking at the situation from an economic perspec-
tive, if the additional ccsts of teaching economics in the context of other
subjects is high relative to teaching the course in a more standard fashion,
then there i3 little incentive for economics to be taught, unless the additional
benefits outweigh the additional costs.

Separate Course Data

The alternative to the infusion method 1s to teach economics as a separate
subject, but there are difficulties with this approach too. Among the separate
subject teachers in the National Survey only 56 percent actually called their
classes "economics®. Over a fourth (27 percent) called their c¢lasses "consumer
economic education”; 13 percent referred to their classes as "free enterprise".
The remaining responses for course titles included U.S. history, civics, and
sociology (p. 51). If course title is an indication of course content, then a

portion of what is called "economics" at the precollege level cannot be con-
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sidered the "baszic" econcmics that would be recognized by most economists,

Furthermore, when the economics teachers were asked what type of economics
fnstruction they stress in the classroom, one third (34 percent) reporting
stressing primarily praatical or "how to" economics, Only 16 percent of the
teachers reported stressing primarily theoretical or "basic® economics in their
economics classes (i,e,, "principles, concepts, and systems"), The biggest
group (U7 percent) say they stress both theoretical and praeti%al economics, but
no weighting information is given, A large dose of "practical economics,”
therefore, is found in most economics courses, Although there is no precise
definition of this term other than, "knowledge that students need in their
everyday lives,"™ it suggests a focus on consumer econowic topics (e.g., money
management, purchasing, careers) and a descriptive and nonalytical treatment of
topics and issues, The more conceptual, analytical, and comprehensive Master
Curriculum Guide approach would probably be found mostly in those courses or
units specifically labelled "economics,®

The state surveys, also, indicate that elective courses called "economics"
reach few students, For example, a Rhode Island survey of 7 school districts
with active economic education programs listed 18 titles of full year, half
year, and part year courses that included economic concepts, The courses
reaching the most students were consumer economics, Project Business, the Stock
Market Game (a course component), and Dollars and Sense, No information was
provided on the economic concepts included in those courses, or how much time
was devoted to teaching them., The myriad of course titles, various departmental
sponsors, and elective nature of courses suggest that exposure to the subject
for students was likely to be spotty, superficial, and inconsistent--a point
made by all curriculum coordinators surveyed, While-1 oourse title was labelled_
"economics®, only 7.8 percent of the approximately 11,000 students taking

"economics~oriented” courses were enrolled in it, and overall this meant that
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only about 1 percent of the 72,000 secondary students (9-12) in the 7 districts
took a "basic" economics course (pp. 10-11).

Similar percentages for those taking a separate economios course were found
in other state surves during 1979-1980., A Kentucky survey showed that just 23
percent of the schools offered "basic" economics courses, but only t.6 ﬁercent
of the state's high school students (9-12) took an economics course that year
(p. 1), Although over 15,000 students were enrolled in a separate econcmics
course in Ohio, this number represented only 2,4 percent of the total public
school enrollment in grades 9-12, and by historical standards this percentage
had dropped by 5 points (p. 13). Also, the data for Nebraska show about 6
percent of students in grades 9-12 enrolled in a separate course in economics,
which is offered in only 37 percent of the high schools,

Since a separate course reaches few students on an elective basis, it could
reach more stuﬁents it it was a required course for graduation. Only eight
states have mandated courses in economics or free enterprise, These states
include: Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Louisiana, Oregon, South Carolina,
Tennessee, and West Virginia (Brennan and Banaszak, 1982}, Little is known
about the content of these courses or effectiveness of this approach for
improving economic understanding. Apparently, the mandated course is not a
popular option sinoe 15 other states with a legislative or state board of
education mandate for instruction in economics or free enterprise have adépted
the infusion approach, The remaining states have no mandate and essentially use
guidelines or recommendations to enoourage economics instruction in school
districts,

Conclusions

The National Survey of Economic Education 1981 presented an overly

optimistic view of the status of economic eduocation whioh is not generally

substantiated by a careful review of the national and state data and which also
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seems at odds with the many recent national studies e¢riticizing precollege
education in general (e.g., National Commission on Excellence in Education,
1983). The data consistently indicate that teacher background in economics and
methods of teaching economics i3 poor, based on the number of courses taken,

The great majority of teachers are not interested in additional economics
coursework, except for short workshops yhich may be of limited educational valye
in improving knowledge of economics.

Curriculum problems are also reflected in the survey information, Time
constraints are atated as the main reason elementary teachers feel unable to
teach economics and this perceived barrier raises questions about the usefulness
or impact of economics materials for clementary students, At the secondary
level, economics reaches few students as a separate subject and it i3 doubtful
whether poorly trained teachers can infuse it into another course, Teachers at
all grades expressed the desire for easier access to instructional materials
that contain more economics, but these materials may not be helpful if teachers
do not understand what they are supposed to be teaching., Thus, economic educa-
tion faces significant problems with teacher training, curriculum structure, and
materials development which are compounded because the problems are interrelated,

This conclusion, however, should not be construed as a pessimistic state-
ment on the status of economics instruction in elementary and secondary schools,
A realistic appraisal of problems is the firat step towards developing a compre-
hensive plan to solve them, Failure to recognize and address problems using the
best available information can preclude the adoption of effective solutions and
may lead to a serious underestimation of the resources necessary to make
progress.

What 1s recommended as a second step 13 the collection of periodie, reli-
able survey information by researchers or organizations on the oondition of

precollege econcmics instruction in the nation'’s schools. The National Survey
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produced reliable data and served as a starting point for subsequent studies,
but it missed several important questions and failed to be very critical in its
assessment of the data and the implications for econcmics instruction. While an
overview of the state surveys strongly suggest that there are problems with
precollege economics instruction, some of these surveys were flawed in design
and analysis, and it would be a waste of scarce financial resources to conduct
future studies along these lines, More long-term coordination and review of
surve§ studies is needed at the design, implementation and analysis stages for
future work.

Finally, nearly all the state and national studies to date report input
information, yet few studies are available on such equally important output
measures as student test scores., We need an extensive national effort to obtain
more reliable inpnt and output data about economic education in the schools.
This information provides the foundation for identifying problems, developing
policies, and monitoring future progress, Without this information, organized

efforts to improve economic education may repeatedly miss the mark,
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TABLE 1
Teacher Coursework in Economics
Number of Courses in percent’

State

(Grade) 0 1 2 3 4 5+ NRS

Elem/General2
ID (K-6)1 72 20 3 2 1 — -
IN (5) 53 22 14 2 3 0 8
o8 (K-12) 54 25 10 6 3 2 -
WI (u-6) uy 34 11 7 ] —_— -
VI (4=7) Mean = 5 hours; 1 course required for cert. -
NH (4-12) 69% feel they have inadequate course preparation

Secondar13
ID (7-12) u8 25 1Y y g————— -
IN (8) 21 25 25 8 10 8 2
IR (11) T 26 30 9 Yy 13 1"
IR (12) 7 17 U 10 7+ 10 10
WI (7-12) 1 18 33 17 21— -
VI (9=-12) Mean = 8 hours; 2 courses required for cert.

Economicst
AZ (9-12) 92 5 + 3
IN (12) 0 0 15 7 19 56 7
KT (9-12) 31 20 28 6 4 9 1
NE (9-12) T e 3T +— 17— 39 -
RI (7-12) 8 — fy4— s DY 10 17
OR (9=-12) U 13 15 19 6 13 -

Where credit hour data were reported, one course was equivalent to 1-3 hours

2li:leu:em:ar'lf and broad grade level studies
3Social studies teachers

ll!-monoln;lcs teachers - broadly or narrowly defined
5Percent non=response or incomplete reports

SArrow signifies percent covers two or more categories (see text)
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Footnotes

1Only the most recent studies were used in this review to keep the time period
as similar as possible, Earlier state studies have been conducted in North
Dakota (1971), Minnesota (1971), Illinois (1969), Oregon (1969), California
(1974), and North Carolina (1970},

2Hhile most of the mall surveys reviewed reported response rates of 50 percent
or better, the problems with mail surveys are well-known (¢.f., Babbie, 1973)
and this study is not intended as an endorsement of past work. Survey data,
however, remains a necessary source, often the only source, of information about
important questions, At least the composite survey data suggest answers based
on research rather than pure sapeculation,

3Page references will refer to the appropriate survey cited in that paragraph or
sentence, When the survey name first appears, the author of that survey will be
cited in the text and a complete citation can bde found in the references,
Thereafter, only the survey name will appear,

uThroughout this discussion we have focused primar .y on the quantity of teacher
preparation since we have some data on that factor, We have no information on
the quality of teacher preparation, which would also be an important dimenszion
to observe if data were available,

5The reasons for lack of interest in additional training in economies by
teachers i3 not due to the poor quality of inservice courses or uorﬁshops.
Teachers usually rate economics training programs they have attended very posi-
tive (c.f., Minnesota survey by Becker, 1980, pp, 147-150; Indiana survey by-
BSW, 1981, p. 9.) Also, administrators tend to support teacher training (e.f.,

Utah survey by Nelson, 1979, p. 8; New Hamphsire survey by Hart, 1978, pp. 11~

1‘0) L]
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