Interaction Period (1950-1970; Linn, Songer, & Eylon, 1996)
Two primary threads, as in the rest of the timeline: 1) Developments in student learning (i.e. What should we be doing?), 2) Nature of classroom instruction (i.e. What is actually going on?)

In academics:

In going from separation period to interaction period, Dewey’s ideas of 1) linking education with other fields (like psychology) and 2) creating a broad goal for education helped to bring the various stakeholders in education together.  So Dewey provided the philosophical basis for these interactions.  For example, scientists (in the natural sciences) who had been driving the curricular reforms, came to include instructors and science researchers into their reforms.  However, they also tried to tell the teachers how to teach, so these interactions were not always happy or beneficial ones.  
In curriculum reforms of the 1960’s, most were organized by scientists and dealt with the structure of specific disciplines (Wallace & Louden, 1998).  
Early 1970’s is when there were calls for scientific literacy and on making science relevant.  At the same time the teachers were becoming more a part of the curriculum reforms, as they initial attempts from the 50’s and 60’s were found to have not worked (even though initial reports were positive).
Science materials were developed based mostly on developmental ideas from Piaget.  Ideas of ability (spatial, mathematical, verbal) became more important, as well as ideas about motivation became more prevalent.
Follow the money:

Curricular reforms driven largely by NSF, which spent $130 million on course content improvement and $565 million on teacher training from 1956-1975.  The amount spent each year jumped significantly after Sputnik, from tens of thousands of dollars before to tens of millions of dollars after.   
In classrooms:

Pre-Sputnik, Teachers pretty much did their own thing, influenced little by outside forces.  In the early 50’s they were moving away from their ideas of making science relevant for students because of national security pressures after WWII.  

Post-sputnik, teachers were inundated with lab activities and curricula, and many attended summer institutes to be trained in these new learning innovations.  However, few of them had the science background that was being stressed in the new curricula.  The scientists that had designed the curricula thought they could also tell the teachers how to teach.  
Specific curricula funded by NSF (Alphabet Curricula) succeeded in meeting the manpower needs for science with 20 years (from ‘57 to ‘77) but alienated many because they were disconnected from everyday life.  Also, the bio curriculum was much more successful than the chem and physics ones, and bio consequently enjoys a much more prominent role in high school presently than do physics and chem (not to mention earth science). 
Effects of WWII: 
1. Encouraged vocational and applied education
2. Need for general improvement of educational system

3. Produced shortages in technical fields, which spurred reforms
4. Showed how important science, math, and tech were to military and economy
· Board was created by Truman to study and report on country’s science activities and training programs

· Created NSF in 1950 to manage higher education science training, to increase the number of faculty
5. Strengthened commitment to education for all

· AAAS committee produced report stressing that all students need adequate background, not just those in preparation for being a professional scientist
->  Problems identified by the report:

· Kids weren’t being encouraged to pursue science

· Lack of funding for students to go to college

· Inadequate teaching at all levels

· Low enrollment in secondary school science
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