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ABSTRACT - Suggestions and practices for teaching geologic time
I Barriers to learning/teaching the geologic time scale: (cont.):
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Practitioner Wisdom/Expert Opinion
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e Misunderstanding orders of magnitude, exponential numbers; Issues
with scale is common among all students

classic 24-hour clock. Laying out the timescale proportionally on a
sidewalk or an outside area is another illustration. A different instructional

e Teacher/instructor education by short courses, professional
development or a systems approach, constructivist curriculum, or use of
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2) What methods are being put forth by teachers and instructors to teach

Teaching websites and online resources, such as the NAGT On the Cutting Edge site and the (SERC) Site Guide
I . t . ? for Teaching Geologic Time Activities were beyond the scope of this study. The study did not cover general
ge O Og I C I I I l e . science education journals and/or education journals specifically addressing general pedagogic techniques.
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