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“Unfortunately the innovations have not
fully achieved the euphoric hopes of the year
1960.”
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Issues from the NACOME Report {2]ei 4
S. Hill-¢

“Without denying the current need for
substantial improvement in curricula, inst-
ructional methods, and eyaluation practices,
the committee concluded that the principaj
thrust of change in school mathematics
attempted by “new math” projects remains
fundamentally sound.”
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The first component of PRISM was a sur-
vey of preferences for alternative content
instructional goals,
thods, provisions for particular groups of

topics, resourses, me-
students, and ways of using calculators.

The second component of the PRISM study
assessed priorities for curriculum change or
for methods of addressing problems in ma-
thematics education.
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“We have learned a great deal about how
to teach better mathematics, but very little
about how to teach mathematics better.”
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“The present volume is,
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economic and cultural goals and resources.”
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