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Chapter 1

The Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program

The Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program (ExTFP) is designed to help improve

the quality of education in the nation's elementary and secondary schools. It pursues

this goal in two ways: first, by helping selected, potentially influential experienced
teachers to pursue full-time graduate education in specially planned courses of studies;
second, by fostering and strengthening in colleges and universities an increased concern

r the training of teachers. The program was initiated in 1966. It has since been

incorporated in the more comprehensive Education Professions Development Act which was

authorized by Public Law 90-35, and which became effective July 1, 1968. The present

report summarizes the results of a study of the ExTFP in its second year, 1967-68. A
similar report on the ExTFP in its first year has already been published.1

A. The Development of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program.

The ExTFP was authorized under Title V, Part C of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Guide I Ines were distributed in December of 1965; by February, 1966, barely two
months after the first guidelines were sent out, the announcement of awards were made.

The first teachers to begin study under the ExTFP started their work in June, 1966.

Despite the speed with which the program was mounted, almost 1,000 proposals

were submitted for the academic year 1966-67. Fifty of these proposals were funded,
enabling just over a thousand teachers to enter graduate work. In its second year of
operation, 1967-68, approximately 860 proposals were submitted for consideration under
the ExTFP. Of these 70 were approved, providing approximately 1,500 fellowships
for experienced teachers.

In its underlying ossumptions, the conception of the program was broad and

inclusive. In the guidelines, no limits were suggested as to the range of subject matter
that would be supported; no premium was placed on either innovation or traditionalism
in educational procedures, and there was no attempt to specify in detail the structure
that the graduate programs should adopt. There was, however, the assumption that
graduate education is most effective when the courses a student takes are related to
one another in a meaningful fashion. The guidelines for ExTFP proposals incorporated
this assumption by setting three restrictions on authors of proposals:

1 Walter H. Crockett, Joseph C. Bentley, and James D. Laird, Report on the

Experi need Teacher Fellowship Program, 1966-67, Weshington, D. C.: CONPASS, 1967.
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First, evidence was required of more than perfunctory cooperation between subject-

matter and teacher-education specialists. All proposals were required to demonstrate

that a suitable faculty could be assembled, composed of members of "teacher education"

and "non-teacher educotion" departments. Further, both the chairman or dean for the

substantive aspect of the program and the chairman or dean for teacher education were
required to sign the proposal before it was submitted.

Second, institutions were required to adopt an en bloc procedure, by designing

a program for the entire group of fifteen to thirty fellows, rather than leaving the
individual fellows "to the mercy of the catalogue's cafeteria-like offerings, so often

unsuited to the needs of experienced personnel." The en bloc mode of organization
was also to provide greater visibility of the program on the campus as well as increased

opportunity for fellows to profit from interaction with their peers and from formal

instruction by their professors.

fhird, the guidelines encouraged cooperation between the institution of higher

education and the local school district or system. This was fostered in part by the

requirement that fellows be 5eJected jointly by their home educational system and by the

college or university concerned. School administrators were required to recommend
applicants, and applicants were expected to return to the school systems from which

they came. In addition, in order to confront the realities of teaching in schools,
cooperation was encouraged between colleges and local school systems, to provide a

meaningful practicum experience for the participants. These were, of course, only

guidelines, and like most guidelines were met only partially in the typical program.
The wisdom of the guidelines will become apparent in the course of this report.

' The 70 programs that were funded for 1967-68 were held in 57 different colleges

and universities located in 31 states. Programs were conducted in widely differing

disciplines, ranging from general fields of education (elementary education, teaching

the disadvantaged, counseling and guidance) through the traditional liberal arts
disciplines, to specialized areas such as educational media, health and physical

education, and music and fine arts. The fellows were drawn from every part of the country

and from schools which served every economic level; their educational assignments
ranged from preschool to high school.

B. Evaluation of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program

1. Three Evaluation Studi

In the report of the first year of the ExTFP, three studies were outlined as the

means for evaluating the effectiveness of the program: first, a questionnaire study of

responses to the first year's program, combined with on-site visits to 31 of the 50 programs



by teams af specialists; second, a field investigation of the operation of the ExTFP in
three different institutions; and, in the third year, another study of the entire set of
institutions then operating under the ExTFP. It was planned that each successive
investigation would build upon the results obtained by those preceding.

The first of these studies has been completed. Throughout this present report,
reference will be made to the results of that study, since they serve as benchmarks for
comparing the results of the present investigation.

The plan for the second study, designed originally to be an in-depth investigation
of three institutions, was expanded to include, in addition, a questionnaire administered
to the fellows and faculty at all institutions where ExTFP programs were in operation.
The third investigation, which is now well underway, is an extensive study of all
ExTFP programs presently in operation, involving repeated administration of questionnaires
throughout the academic year. In addition, supplementary questionnaires will be sent
to a representative sample of the fellows in the 1967-68 ExTFP programs inquiring
about their post-fellowship experiences in the schools to which they returned.

2. The Procedures Used in the Present Investigation.

The present report is based on two kinds of data: responses to questionnaires that
were administered at the end of the 1967-68 academic year to all individuals involved
in the program, and data gathered from the intensive study of three selected programs.2
For the most part, the report will concentrate on responses to the questionnaires, using
information from the three intensive studies largely for purposes of illustration.

Three questionnaires were administered to individuals in different roles in the
ExTFP. Each questionnaire borrowed heavily from those used in the preceding year.
One questionnaire, containing 57 different items, was administered in May, 1968, to
the fellows at the institutions they attended, under conditions which assured anonymity.

2The programs were one for teachers of disadvantaged youth at Northeastern
Illinois State College in Chicago; a program for teachers of history in grades 7-12 at the
University of Kansas; and a program for teachers of social science, grades 7-12 at Utah
State University. We wish to express our deep appreciation to Dr. Donald H. Smith,
Dr. Lynn Nelson, and Dr. Douglas D. Alder, directors of the programs at Chicago,
Kansas, and Utah State, respectively; to Messrs. D. Stanley Eitzen and W. Neve Ile
Razak, interviewers at the University of Kansas; to Mr. Edward Dash and Mrs. Carol
Checketts, interviewers at Utah State University; to Mr. Andrew H. Gonyea, research
assistant and interviewer at Northeastern iliinois State College; and to all the fellows
and faculty members who cooperated so graciously with the investigators.
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Completed questionnaires were obtained from 1,365 of the 1,498 fellows, representing
68 of the 70 programs in operation.

The director at each institution was asked to supply the names of the full-time
and part-time staff of his program. A second questionnaire, about equal in lenath

to the student questionnaire, was mailed in May, 1968, to faculty members on each

campus. Of 280 questionnaires distributed, 224 were returned. A third questionnaire,

also sent in May, 1968, went to the directors and co-directors at each instittltion.

It was identical to the faculty questionnaire. Of the 77 directors and co-directors,

62 returned completed questionnaires.

These, then, are the observations on which this report is based. The report,

itself, comes in four parts. The introduction consists of the present chapter and the one

succeeding, in which the results of the study will be summarized. Part II presents

information concerning the backgrounds and the educational values and beliefs of the

ExTFP fellows. Part III provides an analysis of the perceived effectiveness of the

individual programs and of the correlates of effectiveness. Finally, in Part IV we will
consider some of the implications a these results for teacher training and for higher

education in general. Since each of these sections has its own short introduction,

we need not discuss further the organization of the report; instead, let us proceed to a

short summary of the results of this research.

3Questionnaires were not received from a program in modern foreign languages

at the University of Arkansas. In addition, the program at Rutgers University was a three-

year program with participants who were at different stages in the program; it seemed

sufficiently different from the other programs that data collected at Rutgers were not

used for this report.

We are extremely grateful to the directors of the 68 programs for their cooperation
in distributing, collecting, and returning to us the questionnaires that their fellows filled

out. Our thanks, also, to the fellows, faculty members, and directors who took the

time to reply to these questionnaires.



Chapter 2

An Overview of the Findings

The purpose of the present chapter is to summarize the findings in the 1967-68
study, findings which will be presented in detail in subsequent chapters. Because the
details of the results are presented in Parts Il and III of this report, the summary will be
a brief one, without tables and supporting figures; because Part IV of this report
discusses some of the more general implications of the study, we shall not dwell on such
implications in the present chapter.

A. Backgrounds and Abilities of Fellows and Faculty Members

As was true in the 1966-67 study, the fellows who took part in the Experienced
Teacher Fellowship Program were relatively young and predominantly male; they
represented all academic levels from preschool through high school and all parts of the
country. They appear to have been an exceptional group, in view of the high grades
they earned and very favorable judgments they received from faculty members and
directors in the various programs. That they were also highly motivated is attested by
their long-range aspirations, which will be discussed below, and by the fact that 80% of them
had already enrolled for graduate work prior to their acceptance in the ExTFP.

The educational attainments and experience of the faculty who taught in the
Experienced Teecher Fellowship Program suggest that they, also, were unusually well
qualified. Thus, as was reported for the 1966-67 study, "the great majority of the
ExTFP programs possessed the two principal qualifications for an effective academic
program: an able, highly motivated student body and a capable, concerned faculty."

B. Aspirations and Values

1. Most ExTFP fellows had aspirations to move out of the elementar and secondary
school classroom within the foreseeable future; their most popular goal was Iunior college
or college teaching.

Fellows were asked to report the kinds of positions they would like to be filling
(a) within the next two years, and (6) in the next five to ten years. Most fellows
expected to be in positions similar to their present ones for the short run. However,
only about a fourth of the fellows hoped to be teaching in elementary and secondary
schools in ten years time. Another fourth expected to be serving as educational specialists,
most of them, presumably, in elementary and secondary schools. The most popular long-
range aspiration for the rest of the fel lows, chosen by about a third of the total group,
was teaching in a junior college or in a four-year college.

19
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The nature of these aspirations was doubtless much different from those envisioned
by the designers of the ExTFP; the aspirations were not recognized by the faculty and
staff a the ExTFP either, for 80% to 90% of them estimated that most fellows would
continue to be employed in their present positions or similar ones during the next five to

ten years.

2. In teporting on their own educational values and beliefs, respondents favored

those associated with "m ern' ucation; they at "traditional"
values and beliefs to those in complementary roles.

Fellows, faculty members, and directors were asked to place a number of
different functions of teachers in rank order, according to respondents' opinions of
their importance. Very similar patterns of judgments were shown by respondents in the
three different roles. They felt that teachers should be most concerned to stimulate
creativity and to encourage a questioning attitude among their students. The function of
transmitting knowledge was not ranked higher than third in any group. However, in
predicting the responses of those in the other group, respondents consistently over-
estimated the popularity of communicating specific subject matter and underestimated
the popularity of stimulating creativity and a questioning attitude toward one's
studies and the world.

Similarly, in predicting the judgments of those in the other role about the
goals that ExTFP programs should properly pursue, respondents consistently overestimated
others' commitment to the transmission of specific knowledge and consistently under-
estimated their concern with coming to understand students' behavior and with learning

what is most important to teach. Respondents in all three roles also reported that the

transmission of knowledge was the goal best accomplished by the ExTFP program.

C. Judgments and Correlates of Effectiveness

Evaluations of the ExTFP were overwhelmingly favorable.

As was true in the 1966-67 study, the extent of a source's enthusiasm about the
ExTFP varied with that source's degree of professional involvement: directors' judgments
of effectiveness were more favorable than those given by faculty members, and those
by faculty members were more favorable than judgments by fellows. Fellows in the present
study made slightly less favorable judgments of nrograrn effectiveness than did those in
the 1966-67 programs, while the faculty and directors made slightly more favorable
judgments than did those of the preceding year. But these differences among groups of
respondents from one year to the next occurred within a context in which most respondents
judged that their programs were very effective, indeed. Thus, among fellows in the
present study (the least enthusiastic of the 6 groups) 76% reported either that their prog-ram

was usually stimulating and interesting or that it was stimulating and interesting throughout;

11
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79% reported that it was moderately or extremely useful in preparing them for their
own teaching; and 67% reported that they learned a great deal, while another 29%
said they learned a moderate amount.

There was, of course, considerable variation from one institution to another in
the evaluations that were made of program effectiveness. As might be expected, the
average responses to the five items dealing with program effectiveness were very highly
correlated across the 68 institutions. Those programs which were evaluated as effective
on one item tended also to be evaluated favorably on the other items.

2. Fel lo s in programs that were based in schools or departments of education
made consistently more favorable judgments of effectiveness than did fellows whose
programs were based in other academic locations.

This difference between education-based and noneducation-based programs also
characterized fellows' reports on a variety of other topics, as we shall see, with those in
education-based programs consistently making more favorable judgments of their program
than those in noneducation programs.

3. Respondents reported a high degree of morale ond solidarity among fellows.

Fellows in the present study made slightly lower estimates of group solidarity and
morale than did those in the 1966-67 study, while faculty members and directors reported
much higher levels of morale and solidarity among the fellows than did their counterparts of
the previous year. As was true for judgments of effectiveness, the average judgments of

even the least enthusiastic groups reflected quite a high level of morale and reports of
considerable group solidarity. On all four of the items that dealt with morale and

solidarity, fellows in education-based programs made more positive reports than those in
noneducation programs.

In education and noneducation programs, alike, there was a strong positive
correlation between fellows' reports of morale and judgments by fellows and faculty
members of program effectivness, a result which was also obtained in the 1966-67
study. Reports of group solidarity also correlated significantly with effectiveness in
education-based programs but not in noneducation programs.

4. Fellows and faculty members disagreed as to whether their programs built
s of coordination amongupon the extensive backgrounds of fellows and in their repor

program components, though the did agree concerning whether su s lect matter was
emphasized more than teaching methods. Fellows responses to these items correlated
consistently with ratings of effectiveness by both fellows and faculty members.

In their judgments of how well the parts of their program were coordinated to
one another, directors were more favorable than faculty members who were more favorable

1 2
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than fellows, of whom 55% to 60% reported either that the parts were quite well
coordinated or very well coordinated. These judgments by fellows in the present study
were somewhat more favorable than those by fellows in the 1966-67 study. Fellows in
education-based programs gave significantly more favorable responses than those in non-
education programs. In both education-based and noneducation-based programs,
fellows' judgments of program coordination were correlated with ratings of effectiveness,
while faculty judgments on these items did not correlate with effectiveness.

As to judgments of whether the programs built on their participants' backgrounds,
97% of the directors reported that they usually or consistently did so, a judgment with
which 74% of the faculty, 57% of the fellows, and 63% of the fellows in 1966-67
concurred. Fellows in education-based programs reported significantly more of such

coordination with fellows' backgrounds than did those in noneducation programs. In
education-based programs, fellows' reports on this item were very highly correlated
with their judgments of program success. The same relationship did not hold in non-
education programs or with respect to faculty judgments on this item.

There was a consistent decrease from fellows to faculty members to program
directors in the proportion of respondents who said their program emphasized subject

matter more than it emphasized teaching methods; conversely, there was a consistent
increase from one of these groups to the next in the proportion who reported a satisfactory
balance between subject matter and teaching methods. Fellows in noneducation-
based programs were significantly more likely than those in education-based programs
to report that subject matter was emphasized at the expense of teaching methods. In

education-based programs there was a significant inverse relationship between such
judgments and ratings of effectiveness; this relationship did not achieve significance in
noneducation programs.

5. The amount of work assigned was heavy and the level of competition among
fellows was quite high. Neither of these measures correlated significantly with ratings of

ffectiveness; however, fellows' perceptions of the effects of the competition did
correlate with effectiveness.

No more than two percent of the respondents in any of the three roles reported-
that the fellows' work load was too light, while the proportion reporting that it was too
heavy ranged from 62% among the fellows to about 40% for the faculty and directors.
Fel lows in education-based programs reported that their work load was somewhat less

excessive than did those in noneducation programs. Contrary to the results of the 1966-67
study, in neither education-based nor noneducation-based programs did judgments of the
amount of work required correlate significantly with rated effectiveness.

As to the level of competition, about half of the fellows reported that it was
either quite high or extremely high, compared to about 40% of the faculty and directors

13
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and to 60% of the fellows in the 1967-68 program. Education-based and noneducation-

based programs did not differ in the level of competition they reported; in education-

based, but not in noneducation-based, programs the level of competition correlated
significantly with ratings of effectiveness. In both types of programs, fellows' perceptions
of the effects of competition did correlate significantly with judgments of effectiveness:

fellows who reported that the effects of competition were disruptive were in programs

that were judged to be relatively ineffective, while those who reported that the effects

of competition were to push fellows to greater effors were in programs that were adjudged

relatively effective.

6. Fellows and faculty members were in disagreement as to the amount of

innovativeness in their rograms; fellows' ratings of innovativeness correlated significantly
with their *udgments of effectiveness.

Only two thirds of the fellows, and about 95% of the faculty and directors, reported
that their program was either somewhat innovative or innovative throughout, a result
comparable to the findings in the 1966-67 study. Contrary to the findings in the earlier
study, fellows' ratings of inno,,etiveness correlated quite strongly with their judgments

of effectiveness.

7. Not surprising! , there was a strong positive relationship between fellows'
reports of the qua ity of their courses and ratings a program effectiveness.

In the main, fellows' ratings of the quality of their courses were very cavoroble.
They reported that their best courses were extremely good, and most fellows 'Oid the
majority of their courses were nearer in quality to their best one than to their worst one.
Nevertheless, over half of the respondents reported that at least one course was
extremely ineffective, a condition we think characterizes the experience of the majority
of students in American colleges and universities today. Fellows in education-based

programs gave more favorable ratings to their best and their worst courses than did

those in noneducation programs. In both types of programs, fellows' judgments of the

quality of their courses correlated very strongly with ratings of program effectiveness.

8. Judgments of effectiveness of the ExTFP were closely related to the kinds of
actions that were taken to aiWviate problems in the programs and aTso to the-kinds of

ed etween Fe11s and staf mem ers.re ations ips t at were este I S

Respondents were asked an extensive series of questions about the extent of
problems in their programs, about how these problems were handled, and about the
relationships that were established between fellows and staff members. Fellows reports

of the seriousness of problems in thei7 programs spanned the range of possible answers from

14
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"not serious at all" to "extremely serious." On the one hand, 39% of the fellows
reported that such problems interfered only slightly or not at all with their program's
effectiveness, on the other hand, 36% said that they interfered moderately or extremely

with program effectiveness. Fellows in education-based programs reported that such

problems were less serious than did those in noneducation programs. As might be
expected, faculty members and program directors were much less likely than were the

fellows to report tiiat their progrems were plagued by serious problems. In both education-

based and noneducation-based programs, fellows' reports that the faculty and, especially, the

director attempted to resolve problems which arose, and that they were successful in doing

so, were very highly co related with judgments of effectiveness.

By a margin of more than two to one, fellows reported that their relationship with
the faculty in their program was more nearly that of teacher-student than that of
colleague-colleague. Fellows in noneducation-based programs reported their relationships

to be more clearly structured as teacher-student than did those in education-based programs.
Within this highly structured social system, the great majority of fellows--education-
based and noneducation-based alike--reported that the faculty and directors were
accessible to the fellows, interested in them, and helpful to them. As might be expected,
programs whose fellows reported that their relationships to faculty members and to the

program director were close and supportive were also programs that were adjudged to

be high in effectiveness and to have few serious problems.

It is important to recognize the role of the program director in these matters.
Complaints about courses, inquiries about ambiguous policies or requirements, as well

as questions and requests from faculty and students alike arrive at his desk for disposition.

The actions he takes or fails to take may determine whether a potentially disruptive
problem is resolved quietly and expeditiously or comes to interfere seriously with the
operation of the program. The director frequently sets the pattern for the kinds of
relationships that will develop between fellows and staff members; his actions and
decisions have a direct and lasting effect upon the fellows' responses to the program as

a whole. It should be clear, then, that the satisfactory performance of this role can

be critically important to the program's success.

9. Programs which actually implemented the requirements of the ExTFP guidelines

were ad1udged to be more successful than those which did not.

As we have pointed out in Chapter 1, only three requirements were built into

the initial guidelines: (1) cooperation between subject-matter and teacher education

specialists was insisted upon, (2) programs were required to have a core of courses which

fellows took as a group, thereby building morale and solidarity among the fellows, and

(3) institutions were asked to design their programs so as to use the background of these
experienced teachers and to help the teachers maintain contact with their former schools

and with schools in their local community. Apparently, not every institution met these



requirements. Forty percent of the fellows and 25% of the faculty and directors rPriorted
that the material from different departments did not fit together well. Similarly,
40% of the fellows, and 13% of the faculty said the program rarely or never made use
of the fellows' backgrounds. However, only about 20% of the fellows reported that
group solidarity and morale were low. As to the maintenance of contact with the fellows'
previous school system, apparently no more than a handful of institutions effectively
fostered such relationships.

The wisdom of including these requirements in the guidelines is evident in the
pattern of correlations with judgments of effectiveness. Programs which were said to
have close interdepartmental cooperation, those in which the fellows' previous experience
was reported to be of use in the conduct of the program, and those whose fellows reported
generally high morale were also those which were adjudged to be relatively effective.



II. Fellows and Staff: Their Backgrounds, Aspirations, and Educational Values

In Chapter 3 of this section, the backgrounds of fellows and staff members in
the ExTFF will be presented at some length. This material includes both demographic
informationtheir age, education, experience, and the location af the communities
from which fellows entered the programand information concerning the fellows'

ability and interests. Throughout this chapter, the findings from the 1967-68 study will

be compared with those from the preceding year.

Chapter 4 presents material which was not included in the study of the 1966-67

ExTFP. This material includes fellows' expectations about their long-range career
patterns, and the perceptions that faculty members held concerning those careers.
In addition, fellows and staff members reported on their own beliefs about the proper

functions of teachers, their views about the proper goals of the ExTFP, and their
judgments about which goals were best accomplished in their program. For each of

these items, respondents in one rale were asked to predict the most common responses
of the individuals in their own program who filled the complementary roles. As we
shall see, there were consistent differences between the positions which4espondents
actually took and the predictions that were made by respondents in the complementary

roles. Some of the implications of these differences will be discussed at length in
Section IV of this report.

17



Chapter 3

Backgrounds of Fellows and Staff

A. Characteristics of the Fellows

Personal Characteristics

As was true in the 1966-67 programs, the fellows were probably not rep;esentative
of teachers as a whole with respect to age and sex. Over 59% of the fellows were men,
compared to about 51% in 1966-67. Thirty percent were 29 years old or younger, and
an additional 46% were between 30 and 39; thus, just over three fourths of the fellows
were under 40, a figure remarkably close to that from 1966-67.

Table 3-1. Age of Fellows

Year
1966-67 1967-68

20-29 28.2 30.0
30-39 51.1 46.0
40-49 16.1 20.0
50-59 3.9 3.8
60 and over 0.0
No Response .6 .2

Table 3-2. Sex of Fellows

Year
1966-67 1967-68

Male 51.3 59.3
Female 48 5 40.7
No Response . 0.0

The fellows were experienced teachers, but not uncommonly experienced ones.
About 92% had spent three or more years in the field of education; however, only 26% had
worked in education more than 10 years, and a bare 2% had spent over 20 years in the

field. These figures are virtually identical to those from 1966-67. As to the school
level at which they had taught, about 40% were high school teachers (8% more than in
1966-67), 19% taught in junior high school, 34% taught at the elementary level
(8% fewer than in 1966-67), and 4% taught preschool or kindergarten classes.

Table 3-3. Years in Education Table 3-4. School Level at Which Fellowk Taught

1966-67 1967-68

Less than 3 8.4 8.5
3-5 32.8 31.3
6-10 34.6 33.9

-iio 0.7 23 9
21-25 1.9 1.2
Over 26 1.4 1.1

No Response 00 .2

1966-67 1967-68

Preschool
and kirder. 2.6 3.7
Elementary_ 42.3 34.1
Junior High 20.9 _9.4
High SchoF 32.4 40.2
biTt-e-r7--- 1.7 2 4
No Response 2 2
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It would be expected that fellows' experience in the special fields of their

program w.Duld not be extensive--otherwise they would not have been so likely to seek

intensive training in their fields. In fact, about 46% had not worked as a specialist in

their program's subject matter, and 75% had taught kwer than five years in that subject

matter. Again, 42% reported fewer than 10 hours of undergraduate credit in their

specialty, and only one in four had more than 30 undergraduate credits in the field, the
presumed equivalent of an undergraduate major. It should be noted that the ExTFP was

not serving to sharpen skills that were already possessed by those fellows--42% of the
total group--who had little or no training or experience in the field of their program.

For such individuals, primary training was provided. Thus, to a considerable extent

the function served by the ExTFP was different from that of other programs, such as

summer institutes, which are largely directed at improving fellows' proficiency at previously-

acquired skills.

Despite their rather brief experience in their specialties, the seriousness of

purpose of the fellows is revealed by their pursuit of graduate work in their own or some

other specialty: only 20% reported no graduate credit at all, while 50% had taken more

than 10 hours of graduate credit. Where comparable questions were asked in 1966-67, the figures

for the two groups are nut remarkably different.

Table 3-5. Background and Training of Fellows

Years as Specialist in
Field of ExTFP
(1967-68 only)

Hours of Undergraduate Credit
in Field of ExTFP

1966-67 1967-68

Total Hours
Graduate Credit
(1967-68 only)

None

of

20.4
None 46.0 Under 10 37.4 41.8

1-2 14.4 10-20 19.2
,-

16.2 1-10 29.6

3-4 14.2 21-30 14.6 14.1 11-20 18.3

-10 18.8 1-40 11 2. 11 1. 21- 0 10.0

er 10 63 Over 40 17 0 15.9 Over 30 21

No Res onse 4 No Res ponse No Response .4

2. Home Communities of Participants

The home communities of the fellows were also quite varied. As was true in

1966-67, there were a few (about 5%) who taught in schools with fewer than 200 students

and a few more (about 9%) who taught in schools with over 2,000, while the majority of

the fellows were distributed across schools whose size varied within these limits. Similarly,

fellows came from small or large communities in about the same proportion as last year,

and approximately according to the distribution of the general population in such communities.

Again, the distribution of ethnic backgrounds of students in the fellows' home schools

5
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was about the same as in 1966-67: about 70% of the teachers came from schools where
all or most of the students were white, about 13% from schools where all or most of the
students were Negro, and most of the rest from schools with mixed ethnic backgrounds.

Table 3-6. Enrollment in Home School Table 3-7. Size of Home Community

1966-67 1967-68

Under 200 3.7 4.6
200-400 11.5 12.2
401-600 18.2 18.1
601-900 21.5 18.5
901-1,200 16.1 14.3
1,201-2,000 17.0 20.2
Over 2,000 8.7 8 6
Other 3.1 3.5
No Response .2 .2

Table 3-8. Ethnic Background of Students in
Fellows' Schools

1966-67 1967-68

Over 500,000 18.6 15.9
200,000-500,000 9.4 7.7
Suburb to city 14.3 11.4
100,000-200,000 7.2 7.8
25,000-100,000 17.2 17.2
2,500-25,000 22.8 27.4
Under 2,500 9.9 11.6
No Response .5 .4

1966-67 1967-68

All or most white 68 5 69.7
All or most Spanish 3.8 2 0
All or most Indian
All or most Negro 11.7 12.6
Combination of 2 7.6 7.9
Corn.inationof3 2.5 2.4
Other 52 4.5
No Response .3

Table 3-9. Regional Location
of School

1966-67 1967-68

Northeast 23.2 27.4
Southeast 6.9 11.9
South Central 4.9 6.8
Southwest 7 2 5.4
Midwest 32.6 24.8
West 24.3 22.8
Outside U.S. .9 .5
No Response 0.0

The only substantial difference between the backgrounds of 1967-68 ExTFP fellows
and those of fellows from the previous year was in the regional location of their home
schools. A higher proportion came from schools in the South (24% as against 19%), and
especially from the Southeastern and South Central states; a higher proportion came from
the Northeast (27% as against 23%); a lower proportion originated in the Middle West
(25% as against 33%); and about the same proportion came from the West (around 24% in
both years). This slight shift in the fellows' regional origin meant that this year's
group was more representative than last year's of the geographic distribution of the national
population.

20
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Fellows' Abilities and Interests

The general strongly positive evaluation of fellows' abilities which characterized
the 1966-67 responses was observed once again in the replies to the 1967-68 questionnaire.
Indeed, on at least one item, the evaluation given to the 1967-68 group was higher than
that of the previous year. Thus, the faculty and directors were asked in both years to
compare the level of ability of ExTFP participants to that of other graduate students
in the same fields. (The same question was asked of fellows in 1967-68, but not in the
preceding year.) Just over half of the 1967-68 directors, compared to 29% of those in
1966-67, reported that fellows' ability was slightly higher or much higher than that of
other graduate students in their field. Thirty-nine percent of the faculty members in
1967-68, compared to 24% the preceding year, said the fellows were of slightly or much
higher ability than graduate students, a 15% difference in favor of the 1967-68 group;
both years just 28% of the faculty rated the graduate students higher than the fellows.
Among the fellows, just over half reported that their group was superior to the school's
other graduate students in their field, while only 10% reported that the other graduate
students were superior in some degree.

Table 3-10. Ratings of Level of Ability of ExTFP Fellows Relative to Graduate Students in
the Same Field

Fellows
1967-68

Faculty
1966-67

Facul y
1967-6

Director
1966-67

Director
1967-68

Much higher 17.8 4.3 '1.6 8.9 12.7

Slightly higher 32.4 19.8 27.2 20.0 38.1

'About the same 38.6 45.5 32 6 55.6 23.8
Slightly lower 7 7 22.5 22 11.1 19 0

Much lower 2.1 5. 5 8 2.2 2

No Response 1. 2.5 4 2.2 3.2

A second question concerning fellows' ability simply requested respondents to rate
the general level of ability of fellows. It was asked of the fellows in both years and
of the faculty and directors only in 1967-68. A comparison of fellows' responses the
two different years shows that reports of outstanding ability were somewhat less frequent
in 1967-68 than the preceding year (26% as against 33%), while judgments that fellows'
ability was high but not outstanding were more frequent (56% compared to 50%).
Nevertheless, in both years just over 80% of the fellows reported that their group's
ability was high or outstanding. A similar report was made in 1967-68 by 71% of the
faculty and by 76% of the directors. It should be noted that in no group did any
substantial number of respondents report that fellows' ability was below average.
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Table 3-11. Judgments of the General Level of Ability of Fellows

Fel lows
1966-67

Fe lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Di:rectors
1967-68

Outstanding 0 25.5 21.4 22.2

High, but not outstanding 50.4 56.2 49.6 54.0

About average 15.3 16.9 24.6 22.2

Somewhat lower than avera e 1.1 3.1 0.0

Very low . 1 0 0 0.0

No Response , . 1 1.6

One trend, which was also found in the 1966-67 study, should be noted in the
preceding tables: the proportipn of favorable responses by a group varied directly with that
group's investment in the issue. Thus, fellows, who belonged to the group that was

being rated, gave more favorable evaluations of their ability than did individuals in
the other two groups. Similarly, directors, who had some sort of personal responsibility

for the ExTFP, made more favorable judgments than did faculty members in general.
Nevertheless, the fact that the great majority of all three groups, even the faculty,
made very positive judgments of fellows' ability strongly suggests that the fellows who
took part in the ExTFP constituted a very capable group of students. This generalizaticn

was also supported by the observations that were made in the three institutions whose

programs were studied intensively. In all three institutions, any differences between

course grades earned by ExTFP fellows and those of graduate students at a comparable

level were in favor of the fellows. As a group, then, ExTFP fellows were able and
diligent students whose performance, even in competition with advanced graduate students,

was consti-Mntly good, not infrequently excellent, and rarely, if ever, poor.

Characteristics of the Faculty

To the extent that advanced degrees are indicative of educational qualifications,
the staff of the 1967-6E ExTFP appears to have been highly qualified. Eighty-three
percent of the faculty, exclusive of the director, held either the Ph.D. (58%) or the
Ed.D. (25%) degree; the total percentage was up from 73% in 1966-67. An even larger
proportion, 95%, of program directors held the doctorate. In both years, faculty members

new to college teaching were involved in ExTFP programs in about the same proportion

as teachers with moderate or long tenure in teaching. In both years, also, program
directors had considerably more experience at the college level than did the other
faculty members; about a third of the directors had over 15 years of college experience.
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Table 3-12. Last Earned Degree

Faculty
19 -67 1967-

Director
1966-67 1967-68

A. B. 3.2 .4 0.0 0.0
M.A. 19.3 15.2 6.7 4.8
Ph.D. 54.5 58.0 55.6 65.1
Ed.D 18.2 25.4 37.8 0.2
Other 4.8 4 0.0 O. 0

No Response 0.0 0.0 0 0

Table 3-13. Years in College Teaching

Faculty
1966-67 1967-68

Director
1966-67 1967-68

1-2 19.3 17.4 0.0 3.2
3-5 19.8 24.6 20.0 20.6
6-10 19.8 21.4 26.7 23.8
11-15 8.6 12 5 15.6 17.1

Over -16 25.1 22.3 35.4 31.7
No Response 7.5 1 8 2.2 1. 6

In age, faculty members were older, on the average, than fellows; nearly three
fourths of the faculty fell between the ages of 30 and 49. Directors, in turn, were older on
the average than faculty members. The only noticeable change from 1966-67 to 1967-68
in the age distribution of the staff was the rather sharp increase in the proportion of
directors who were in their thirties, and a corresponding decrease of the proportion in
their forties.

The overwhelming majority of faculty and directors were men, 84% and 90%,
respectively. The proportion of women in both roles declined sharply from 1966-67
to 1967-68. It was not possible to determine whether this resulted from a shift in the
content of the programs that were supported to fields not as often populated by women,
or from some other factor that operated in a similar manner over a variety of academic
institutions.
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Table 3-14. Age of Staff Members

Faculty
1966-67 1967-68

Director
1966-67 1967-68

r----

20-29 7 5 5 8 0.0 0.0
30-39 38.5 38.8 24.4 33.3

4o-4 34.8 33.9 444 36.5

50-59 15.0 16.1 22.2 22.2

Over 60 4 3 4.5 8.9 7.9

No Response 0.0 .9 0.0 0.0

Table 3-15. Sex of Staff Members

Faculty
1966-67 1967-68

Director
1966-67 1967-68

Male 75.9 84 4 84.4 90.5

Female 24.1 15.2 11 1 9.5

No Response 0.0 . 4 4 0 0

As to their experience in teaching at other levels than college--experience which
might be expected to be relevant to the instruction of experienced teachers--two thirds
of the faculty and three fourths of the directors reported at least some experience at the
elementary or secondary levels. However, this experience was not extensive: no more
than a third of either group had taught longer than five years in elementary or secondary

schools.

Table 3-16. Years in Elementary or Secondary
School Teaching

Faculty D irector

None 37.0 25.4
1-2 1 8 9.5
3-5 17 9 31.7
6=10 17.4 20.6
11=15 8.5 7.9
Over 16 3.1 4.8
No Response 2.2- 0.0



C. Summary

As to the nature of the fellows, one derives the picture of a young, intelligent,
energetic group, highly motivated to learn and capable of performing at a consistently

high level. The faculty and directors also appear to hove been well qualified, with
considerable experience in teaching at the college level and, in about two cases out

of three at least some experience in elementary or secondary school teaching.

Not only do these results suggest that the typical program provided a stimulating
educational environment, but they also indicate that the ExTFP--however distinctive it
may be in some ways--represents a sample of top-quality graduate education in America.

Thus, much of what this study will disclose about the ExTFP should be relevant to the

operation of graduate education in general.



Chapter 4

Some General Aspirations, Beliefs, and Values of Fellows and Faculty

One of the principal departures of the 1967-68 survey from the one of the year
preceding was the inclusion of a set of questions which dealt with more general issues
than the evaluation of individual programs. In the present chapter we discuss questions
which asked about (a) the aspiraiions of fellows, and the perceptions faculty members
held of fellows' aspirations, (b) the motives of fellows in applying to the ExTFP, (c) the
attitudes of fellows and faculty members concerning the functions of teachers, and
(d) respondents' views about the proper goals of the ExTFP.

A. Fellows' Aspirations and Faculty Perceptions Thereof

The first interviews in the three programs that were studied intensively made it
clear that a considerable number of fellows did not expect to spend the rest of their
careers as classroom teachers and even more were undecided as to how long they would
remain in the classroom. This is not to say that fellows were unhappy with teaching. On
the contrary, most of them were happy that they had chosen education as a field; almost
all of them expected to remain in their schools for the short run. Instead of dissatisfaction
with teaching, the aspiration of many fellows to move out of teaching at the elementary
or secondary school level seemed to reflect at least two kinds of reactions: first, a
feeling, especially among men, that such teaching did not carry sufficient social and
other rewards to justify a lifetime in the classroom; second, a desire for a kind of teaching
experience or a degree of educational influence that is not ordinarily available in the
elementary or secondary school classroom.

To determine whether the same aspirations characterized the entire group of ExTFP
fellows, one item was included in the final questionnaire which presented respondents
with fourteen different occupations and asked them to pick the three they most aspired to.
In order to distinguish between short- and long-range aspirations, fellows were asked,
first, to rank in order of likelihood the three occupations to which they expected to
be devoting the majority of their time two years from now. Following that, they
ranked the three professional activities they would most desire to be performing in five
to ten years.

Responses by the\fellows as a group were clearly consistent with those given in the
three institutions that were studied intensively. Exactly half of the fellows reported that
their most likely occupation two years hence was that of classroom teacher in their
present school, classroom teacher in a better school, or department chairmana position
which typically carries responsibility for curriculum planning, yet involves a major
commitment to classroom teaching. Another fourth of the fellows expected in two years
to be employed as educational specialists, i.e., as guidance counsellors, special teachers,
or curriculum plannerspresumably operating, for the most part, on the elementary or
secondary level. Fewer than 20% of the fellows expected to be administrators )r college
teachers in two years.
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Table 4-1. Fellows ort- and Long-Range Career Aspirations

2 Years from Now 5- i 0 years from Now

Occupation

% 1st
Choice

% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choice

% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

a. Regular classroom teacher in present
school 29.3 14.8 44.1 9.2 14.8 24 0

b. Regular classroom teacher in better
school 12.9 18.5 31.4 5.7 13.8 19.5

c. Department chairman 8 23.4 31.7 8.9 18.0 26.9

d. Principal or school superintendent 4.3 8.3 12.6 8.4 10.6 19.0

. Admin. position in state dept. of
Educ or federal Office of Ed. 1.6 5.4 7 0 4.8 13.5 18.3

F. Junior College teacher 4.5 16.8 21.3 9.7-- 18.1 27.8

. Department of Educ. on
college level 3.4 12.3 15.7 14.6 17.2 31 8

h. Non-Educ. department on
college level 1.7 3.7 5.4 6.3 6.4 12.7

i. Graduate work for
advanced degree 6.4 27.7 34.1 3.7 14.4 18.1

j. Cuiriculum development work 10.0 32.2 42.2 12.1 30.8 42.9

. Work for private industry--publishing.
teach. mach., audio vis. .3 4.0 4.3 6.3 7.2

I. Special tchg., e.g. speech t er.,
remed. read., adjustment, etc 8.9 12.5 21.4 5.9 13.1 19.0

m. Guidance work 5.4 4.6 10.0 5.3 4.9 10.2

n. Other 2 3.5 5.8 3.0 2.3 5.3

o.

,

No Response .7 12.0 12.7 1.3 15.7 17.0

Total,classroorn teache a b c above 50.0 56.7 107.2 23.8 46.6 70.4

Total, administration (d, e above 5.9 13.7 196 13.2 24.1 37.3

Total, higher education (f, g, h above) 9.6 32.8 42.4 30.6 41.7 72.3

iTotal Educ. special's (j, k I m above 24.6 53.3 77.9

27
24.2 55.1 79.3
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Fellows' long-range aspirations were considerably different from their short-

run expectations. The most popular long-range aspiration was to teach at a more

advanced level, in junior college or college, with just over 30% of the fellows picldng
one of Aese three alternatives as their first choice. Slightly less than a fourth of the
respondents hoped to continue as classroom teachers in five to ten years, and a nearly
identical proportion hoped to be educational specialists. Thus, just under 50% of the

fellows expressed a desire to remain in elementary or secondary education, either in the
classroom or as a specialist; it is especially interesting that fewer than a tenth of the
fellows hoped to be teaching in their present schools in five to ten years. Only about
13% of the fellows reported that their long-range goal involved some form of educational

administration.

The expectations which faculty members held of the fellows' long-range career
patterns were quite different from the above, as may be seen in Table 4-2. Staff members

were asked to rank the three occupations they thought the largest number of fellows would
be involved in, both two years and five-to-ten years hence. There was little evidence
that they recognized their students' leaning toward educational occupations outside the

classroom. Thus, 60% of both faculty and directors expected that most fellows would be
involved in classroom teaching in five to ten years, while the next most common
expectation was for fellows to be engaged in one or another educational specialty.
One of these two categories--classroom teacher ond educatioral specialist--was chosen
by 82% of the faculty and 89% of the directors as the most likely occupation of most
fellows in five to ten years. Note, however, that the staff did recognize the competence

and ambition of the fellows. They revealed that aWareness in their estimates or the
proportion who would move to better positions as classroom teachers or department
chairmen; only 11% of the faculty and 6% of the directors expected that most fellows
would be classroom teachers in their present schools five to ten years hence. Nevertheless,

fewer than 10% of either the faculty or the directors expected fellows to be teaching in
junior colleges or four-year colleges in five to ten years--the most o,ommon aspiration

of the fellows.

Clearly, there was a marked tendency for fellows to look forward to leaving the
elementary or secondary school, an outcome of the ExTFP which probably was not
envisioned either by the Office of Education or by the institutions which conducted
individual programs. In the last section of this report, the implications of these results

will be discussed at some length.

B. Reasons for Applying to the ExTFP

Fellows were provided with a list of reasons people had given as affecting their
decisions to apply to the ExTFP; they were asked to select, in order, the three which had
been most influential in their own decisions. Over three fourths of the fellows gave as
their first choice one of three alternatives: the chonce to obtain an M.A. degree, the
opportunity to learn more about the subject matter, and the possikirdity of learning more
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effective teaching techniques. These same three alternatives were each chosen by about

60% of the respondents as one of the three most important factors in their decisions. Of

the remaining alternatives, the most frequently chosen was the possibility of increased

professional mobility, with 40% of the respondents picking this as one of the three most

important factors in their decisions.

In examining these reasons, one notes that the two which reflect traditionally

academic motivesi.e, learning about the subject matter and learning more effective

teaching techniques--were chosen as most impotent by almost exactly half of the

respondents; the other half considered some nonacademic metive to be more important.

Among these nonacademic motives, the one most commonly chosen--the chance to obtain

an M.A. degree-bears brief discussion. No doubt the popularity of this choice reflects

the enormous reliance which American education, at all levels, places on advanced

degrees as evidence of preparation for teaching. This evaluation is reflected most clearly

in the tangible rewards a Master's degree brings to the elementary or secondary school

teacher. Typically, this involves a salary increase of $1,000 or more per year; also,

promotion to more important or better poying positions frequently hinges upon whether the

applicant has acquired an advanced degree. Little wonder, then, that the prospect of

acquiring an M.A. was an important factor for many fellows in their deci,Aon to apply

for the ExTFP.

Table 4-3. Factors Reporied .is Important in Fellows' Application to ExTFP

Reason

% 1st
Choice

% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

Chance to get M.A degree 28.2 33.6 61.

Learn- about subject matter 26.0 36 2 62 2

Learn effective teaching techniques 23.6 35 4 59.0

Increased professional mobility 7.9 2.2 40.1

Explore higher education for possibili y
of completing Ph.D. degree 4.6 16 9 21 5

Size of stipend 3.4 21.6 25.0

Increased professional status
---

3 4 19.4 22.

Other 2 6 2.2 4

No Response
2.5 2.7
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It is especially informative to examine the reasons fellows gave for applying
to the ExTFP in the light of their first choices for long-range careers, for the factors
motivating fellows to apply to the ExTFP varied with their aspirations. Those who
expected to remain in elementary or secondary school teaching mentioned with
disproportionate frequency the opportunity to receive the M.A. degree and the chance to
learn more about their subject matter, but were relatively unlikely to mention the effects
their training might have upon their professional mobility. Fellows with an orientation
toward college teaching reported that they were particularly motivated toward the M.A.
degree and the opportunity to try out graduate school, but were relatively unmotivated
by the opportunity to learn about new teaching techniques. Fellows with a desire to become
educational specialists were considerably less concerned than the other groups with
receiving the M.A. degree or learning about a particular subject, but were very much
motivated toward learning new professional techniques and toward professional mobility.
Finally, compared to the other groups, fellows who hoped to enter administrative
positions showed a particular interest in professional mobility but were relatively
uninterested in learning about a particular subject matter.

C. Beliefs Concerning the Proper Functions of Teachers

All respondents were presented with a list of seven functions that have been
suggested as those an elementary or secondary school teacher ought to perform, and were
asked to order the three which they felt were most important. Following this, fellows
were asked to order the three which they believed most of the faculty in their program
had chosen, while faculty members and directors were asked to order the three they
thought the fellows had chosen.

A comparison of the personal choices made by the three groups of respondents
demonstrates a rather marked similarity in the ranking- attributed to thb different functions.
Among all groups, the function most often chosen first was "stimulating a questioning
attitude in students," which was followed in all groups by "encouraging the creative
abilities of students." Among all groups, also, few respondents placed much emphasis
upon "promoting habits of neatness, orderliness, and good behavior" or upon helping
students "discover the pleasures and satisfaction of intellectual activity for its own sake."
As to the other functions, fellows were more prone than faculty members and directors
to rate highly the application of knowledge to practical problems, and fellows were
somewhat less likely than faculty members and directors to rank the communication of
subject matter high among the seven functions. But it must be emphasized that differences
in the popularity of these seven functions from group to group were relatively minor;
the differences between fellows' choices and those of the faculty or the directors
were not much larger than the average differences between the faculty and the directors.
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Table 4-4. Respondents' Own Choices of Most Important Functions of Teachers

Fe lows Facult Directors

Function

% 1st
Choice

% lst +
A 2n-I +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choke

% lst +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Cho:ce

% lst +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

Stimulate students to adopt
qu stioning attitudes toward
iheir studies and the world. 30.1 64.2 38.0 67.0 31.7 61.9

Encourage students to develop
and express their own creative
abilities as fully as they can. 20.4

17.7

66.0

59.1

17.4

8.9

63 8.

47.7

25.4

12.7

68

47.6

Help produce individuals wR)
will be able to apply their
knowledge to the practical
problems of mankind.
Communicate the subject
matter so that students are
able to acquire the maximum
in knowledge and understandin . 10.3 33.0 15.6

s

45.5 17.5 50.8

Help students develop into
mature, well ad-usted citizens. 14.6 40.8 10 3 29.5 3.2 28 5

Help students discover the
pleasures and satisfaction of
intellectual activity for its
own sake. 5.5 29.2 6.7 34.8 4.8 27

Promote among students
general habits of neatness,
orderliness, and good behavior. 0 0 0.0 1.6

No Response 4 1 3.1 10.7 4.8 14.4
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Table 4-5. Respondents' Predictions of Others' Choices of Functions of Teachers

Functi n

Fellows
Predicting

Staff

Faculty
Predicting
Fel lows

D 'rectors
Predicting
Fellows

% lst
Choice

%iL
% 2nd
k 3rd
Choice

/0 1st
Choice

0 1st
% 2nd
k 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

Stimulate students to adopt
questioning attitudes toward
their studies and the world. 16.9 46.8 18.3 43.7 14.3 42 8

Encourage students to develop
and express their cr m creative
abilities as fully as the can. 11.1 44.1 15.2 49.1 20.6 5 .7
Help produce individuals who
will be able to apply their
knowledge to the practical
roblems of mankind. 10.4 46.3 9.8 48.6 14.3 57.1

Communicate the subject
matter so that students are
able to acquire the maximum
in knowledge and understanding. 36.5 61.9 30.4 60.8 30.2 5

Help students develop into
mature, well adjusted citizens. 10.3 37.2 14 7 43.3 12.7 44.7
Help students discover the
pleasures and satisfaction of
intellectual activity for its
own sake. 6.7 36.3 1.3 16.9 1.6 14.2

Promote among students
general habits of neatness,
orderliness, and good behavior. 5.1 14.4 0.0 5.4 0.0 4.8

No Response 3.0 12 9. 10.3 32.2 6.3 18.9
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It is interesting to note that the fellows did not recognize the extent of their

agreement with the staff members, nor did the faculty and directors perceive how similar

fellows' responses were to their own. In particular, members of each group over-
estimated by a substantial margin the commitment of individuals in the other group to the

communication of subject matter. Conversely, members of all three groups under-
estimated the value that those in the other group placed upon stimulating a questioning

attitude in their students and, to a lesser extent, upon encouroginc; their students to

develop the r own creative abilities. It appears, in other words, that fellows thought

of the staff, and the staff of fellows, as being more committed to an academic
traditionalism than was actuully the case.

A number of plausible explanations may be advanced for this misperception. It

may be, for example, that the similarity of fellows' beliefs to those of the faculty was

a recent phenomenon, that it resulted from their contacts and discussions with staff

members throughout the year. This explanation could account for the misperception of

student beliefs by faculty and directors, whose predictions might accurately have
represented fellows' beliefs earlier in the year; however, the same explanation would not

account for the fellows' misperception of the beliefs of staff members. Alternatively,
it can be argued that a concern for creativity and a questioning attitude are contemporary

values in education, in contrast to the traditional preoccupation with the communication
of subject matter, and that the present results simply reflect a propensity for members

in each group to espouse the modern view and to believe that most of the rest of the

world, including members of the other groups, remains traditional and conservative.
The relative merits of these and other interpretations, of course, cannot be determined

without further investigation.

D. Evaluation of the Goals of the ExTFP

Fellows, faculty, and directors were also asked to pick from a set of eight
different possible goals of the ExTFP the three which they felt were most important,
to pick the three they thought the other group would choose as most important, and to

pick the three they felt were most successfully accomplished.

Again, the three groups showed a remarkable degree of agreement in the ratings

they gave these goals. Fellows, faculty, and directors gave about equally high ratings

to achieving better understanding of students' behavior and the process of learning and

to gaining greater knowledge of the subject matter, with about one fourth of each group

choosing each alternative first. In none of the groups was gaining skill at research

or gaining a sense of professional identity rated with any frequency among the three

most important goals of the ExTFP.
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Table 4-6. Respondents' Own Choices of Most Important Goals of EXTFP

Goa I

Fe lows Facult Directors
/ 1st
Choice

,r-hoice

0 1st +
2nd +
3rd

% 1st
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 'Ord
Choice

Develop skills and techniques
for teaching special groups; e.g.,
the gifted, the slow learner. 16 0 38.6 8.0 29. 0 9.5 19.0
Foster better understanding
of students' behavior and the
process of learning. 25.7 52.4 25.4 49.5 27.0 49.2

Gain greater knowledge of
the sub'ect matter. 24. 9 52. 1 27.2 52. 6 31.7 60. 3

11.5 42.5 17.4 49.5 11 1 38.6

1.5 8. 2 0. 0 9.8 0.0 12 6
Gain a broader knowledge m
the use of new materials and
media. 5.8 39.5 6 7 35.2 4. 8 38.1

Learn new teaching methods
and techniques. 11.5 50 5 10.3 40 11. 1 52. 3

Gain a sense of professional
identity. 2. 6 13.2 2.7 15 .2 22.2

No Response 1.9 2.2 10.7 1.6 6.4
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Table 4-7. Respondents' Predictions of Others' Choices of Most Important Goals of ExTFP

Goal

Fellows
Predicting

Staff
70-1117---77(st
Choice % 2nd +

% 3rd
Choice

Faculty
Predicting

Fel lows

Directors
Predicting
Fellows

% ISI +
Choice % 2nd +

% 3rd
/Choice

% 1st
Choice '96 2nd +

3rd
Choice

Develop skills and techniques
for teaching speciai groups; e.g.,
the gifted, the slow learner. 11 25.9 9.8 26 12 7 27.

Foster better understanding
of student& behavior and the
process of learning. 18.4 43 0 14.7 37.5 1 .9

Gain grecter knowledge of
the subject matter. 1 54.7 29.5 54.9 34.9 54.0

Develop a better understanding
of what is most important
to teach. 9 9.5 10.3 38.0 6 41.2

Become more skilled at doing
research. 7.1 27.7 0 0 4.0 0.0 4.8
Gain a broader knowledge in
the use of new materials and
media. 5.9 35.3 7.1 45.5 7.9 49.1

Learn new teaching methods
and techniques. 10.2 43 3 17.9 55.9 17.5 51.9

Gain a sense of professional
idenii 4.2 21.8 6.7 23.2 3.2 23.8

,No Response 1.4 8.9 4.0 14.7 1.6 4.8

a 7
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As was true with respect to the functions of teachers, each group perceived the
other as favoring subject matter over understanding students by a ratio of about two
to one. It is interesting to examine the kinds of misperceptions that occurred among
respondents in the three groups. Fellows overestimated the evaluation their faculty
members gave to becoming skilled at research and--for faculty members but not directors--
to learning the subject matter; fellows underestimated staff members' evaluation of
understanding students' behavior and the process of learning, and--for the faculty but
not for directors--their evaluation of helping feho\ is learn what is important to teach.
On the other side, the judgments by faculty members and directors overestimated
fellows' ratings of learning the subject matter and learning new methods and techniques;
staff members underestimated fellows' ratings of understanding students' Lehavior,
learning how to teach special groups, and learning what is important to teach. Put

somewhat differently, the fellows perceived the faculty as more concerned than was
actually the case with the central core of traditional graduate training, skill at research
and the transmission of knowledge, and less concerned than was correct with the more
classroom-oriented goals of understanding student behavior and helping fellows learn
what is important to teach. Faculty members and directors, on the other hand, pei-ceived
fellows as more concerned than was the case with self-oriented goals such as acquiring
knowledge and learning teaching techniques, and less concerned than was actually true
with developing student-oriented skills and understanding, i.e., understanding student
behavior, learning how to teach special groups, and learning what is important to teach.

Perhaps the respondents' perceptions of the values of other groups reflected their
judgments of the goals that were accomplished by the ExTFF, for in all three groups the
most commonly mentioned accomplishment was the acquisition of subject matter. Just

over a third of the respondents in each group said this was the goal that was best achieved.
About 20% of the fellows and faculty, and 13% of the directors, reported that the goal
which was best accomplished was fostering understanding of students' behavior and the
process of learning. No other goal was judged best accomplished by as many as one
eighth of the respondents in any group.

it is interesting, again, to compare respondents' judgments of the goals that were
accomplished in their programs to their evaluations of the most important objectives
for the ExTFP to pursue. Many more fellows reporteN3 that the acquisition of knowledge
was best accomplished than reported it was the most important goal, though this
difference diminishes when one examines the fellows' first three ratings instead of only

their highest rating. Similarly, many more fellows reported that one of the three goals

best accomplished was the development of research skills than rated this as one of the
three most important goals. Conversely, more fellows believed that developing skills
for teaching special groups should be a goal of the ExTFP than reported that this goal
was among those best accomplished.

.;
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Table 4-8. Respondents' Judgments of the Goals That Were Best Accomplished

Goal

Fellows
J4idgrnents

Faculty
Judgments

Directors
Judgments

% 1st
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choke

% 1st +
% 2nd +
*/ 3rd
Choice

% 1st
Choice

% 1st +
% 2nd +
% 3rd
Choice

Develop skills and techniques
for teaching special groups; e.g.,
the gifted, the slow learner. 8.2 22.9 5.8 21.4 9.5 15.8
Foster better understanding
of students' behavior and the
process of learning. 21.0 43 1. 19.2 37.1 12.7 4.9

Gain greater knowledge of
the subject matter. 36.5 60.9 34.4 55.4 36 5 60.3
Develop a better understanding
of what is most important
to teach. 9.0 40.1 9.4 38.09.5 34.9

Become more skilled at doing
research. 4.6 23.7 11.2 0 0 12.6
Gain a broader knowledge in
the use of new materials and
media. 8 40.1 10.7 41.9 11 1 42.8

Learn new teaching methods
and techniques. 7.5 39.3 8.0 47.3 11.1 52.4

Gain a sense of professional
identity. 4.2 20. 7 1 29.8 6 6.4

No Response 9.0 4.5 17.0 3.2 9.6
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Among faculty members, also, more reported that the acquisition of knowledge
was best accomplished than reportea it was the most important goal; again, the difference
diminishes when the first three ratings are examined instead of only the goal best
accomplished. In distinction from fellows' judgments, more faculty members said a
sense of professional identity was among the goals best achieved by the ExTFP than
said it should be among the most important objectives. At the other extreme, there were
two goals which were less often rated by the faculty as achieved than as impoi a-ant:
promoting the understanding of students' behavior and helping fellows understand what is
most important to teach.

The difference between the values placed on these goals and the ratings of
goal accomplishment was smaller for the judgments by the directors than for those by the
other two groups. Only with respect to promoting the understanding of students'
behavior and the achievement of a sense of identity were there substantial differences
between directors' ratings of importance and their ratings of accomplishment. In the
first instance (understanding student behavior), more directors said the aoal was
important than said it was accomplished, in the second (achievement of a sense of
professional identity) fewer said it was important than said it was achieved.

To sum up, faculty and fellows held similar goals for the ExTFP but each believed
that the other held different goals. The possible explanations of the misperceptions
parallel those given on page 30 for another, similar pattern of misperceptions. Which
explanation is best is not certain at this time, though we prefer the notion that each
greup assumes it is in the advance guard and the other in the rear guard. One potential
byproduct of this misperception is interesting: Both groups agree as to what they want
to achieve, both agree that the outcome was different from what they wanted, and each
group assumes the other desired the outcome that was achieved. Each, then, is
disappointed out can blame their disappointment on the other group.

E. Summary

That the fellows were an ambitious group was revealed by their aspirations for
the future. Their most common long-range aspiration was teaching in a jun7--e college or
a four-year college. Only half of the fellows expected to remain in elem.. itary or
secondary schools?, either as teachers or as educational specialists. Of these, half
were being trained as educational specialists, so that only about 25% of the total group
expressed a desire to'be in elementary and secondary teaching over the long run, and
only about 10% reported that they hoped to be classroom teachers in their present schools
five to ten years hence. The extent of these aspirations was not recognized by the faculty
and staff of the ExTFP, 80% to 90% of whom predicted that most fellows would continue
to be employed in elementary or secondary schools during the next five to ten years,
either as teachers or as educational specialists. The implications of this outcome are
discussed at length in Chapter 10.
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The most common reasons fellows gave for applying for their fellowships were the

chark o obtain an advanced degree, the opportunity to learn more about the subject

matter and about effective teaching techniques, and the possibility of increased

professional mobility. As might be expected, respondents' reports of which of the

factors influenced their decisions to apply for the fellowship reflected their career

aspirations.

To a surprising extent, fellows, faculty members, and directors showed similar

patterns in their judgments about the most important functions of teachers. In all three

groups, the most commonly-chosen functions were stimulJting creativity and a questioning

attitude. The communication of subject matter was chosen only third most often by the

directors and fourth most often by the faculty and fellows. However, in their estimates

of the other group's attitudes, the fellows' predictions of the attitudes of staff members

and the faculty's and directors' predictions of fellows' attitudes consistently over-

estimated the popularity of communicating the subject matter and underestimated the

popularity of stimulating the student's creativity and a questioning attitude toward his

studies and the world.

Somewhat the same pattern held for respondents' judgments of the proper goals

for E<TFP programs to pursue. There was a remarkable similarity in the pattern of

personal choices in the three groups. There was a tendency, however, for respondents

to expect those in the other group to be more concerned than was true with gaining

knowledge, and less concerned than was the case with understanding student behavior or

with helping fellows learn what is most important to teach. In all groups, the goal

most often considered to be best attained was gaining greater knowledge of subject

matter.



III. Perceptions and Evaluations of How the Program Operated

Having discussed at some length the characteristics of the fellows and faculty

who took part in the ExTFP, we turn now to judgments by these participants of the

effectiveness of their programs and of other aspects of their educational experiences.

It will be convenient to present these results under five general headings.

The first set of results, to be presented in Chapter 5, deals with judgments of

effectiveness and morale. In Chapter 6, we will turn to perceptions of the coordination

of components within the program, including judgments as to whether the progrdirn made

extensive use of the fellows' background, reports of the extent of interdepartmental

cooperation, and estimates of the relative emphasis upon subject matter and methods of

instruction. Following this, Chapter 7 will discuss the specific evaluations by fellows
and faculty of the extent of problems encountered in the program's operation, the

relation between fellows and faculty, and the courses that were offered. In Chapter 8,

examination will be undertaken of the operating strategies of the programs, including

the extent of innovativeness, the amount of competition among fellows, the work load,

and whether fellows could earn an advanced degree. Finally, Chapter 9 will present a

set of comparisons of programs which were housed in Departments of Education with

those officially housed elsewhere.

A common pattern of organization will be followed in these chapters. First, for

each item concerned, the proportion of respondents whose answers fell in each alternative

will be presented. Secondly, the correlations among the items that are included within
the chapter will be presented and discussed. Finally, we will discuss the correlations
of the items within each chapter to the items of preceding chapters.



Chapter 5

Program Effectiveness unci Fellows' Morale

A. Effectiveness

1. Judgments of Effectiveness

However carefully one may distinguish conceptually between judgments
about the effectiveness of a program and statments of satisfaction with it, it is difficult

to maintain that distinction in practice. In fa.:t, responses to items that are intended

to measure one of these varinbles are almost always highly correlated with responses

to items that are intended to measure the other. Such was the case in the present study.

Therefore, the two kinds of judgments will be grouped together, and will be considered

to reflect participants' evaluation of the success of the programs in which they were involved.

There were five items, identical on the fellows' al _1 faculty questionnaires,

which may reasonably be considered to fall within this category. The first of these

asked whether the fellows seemed genuinely interested in the subject matter of their

program. It was asked in the 1966-67 study as well. Respondents in all roles and in

both years answered predominantly in the affirmative. A smaller proportion of fellows

in 1967-68 than in 1966-67 reported that their associates definitely showed interest

in the subject matter; nevertheless, in both years 95% of the fellows said it was either

definitely correct or for the most part true that the participants seemed genuinely

interested in the subject matter of the program. Faculty members and directors were

even more favorable than were the fellows, with the directors' responses in 1967-68

being somewhat more enthusiastic than those by their counterparts in 1966-67.

Table 5-1. Judgments of Fellows' Interest in the Subject

Did the participants seem
genuinely interested in the
subject matter of the
Program?

1966-67
Fellows

1967-68
Fellows

1966-67
Faculty

1967-68
Faculty

1966-67
Directors

1967-68
Directors

Definitely yes 48.0 33.8 53 5 56.7 60 0 65 1

For the most part, yes 46.8 60. 42.2 40.6 40.0 34 .9

For the most part, no 4.8 5.0 1.1
0.0

1 .8
0.0

O. 0
0.0

0.0-
0.0Almost completely not 0 . 2

No Response 3 3.2 .9 0.0 0.0
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Fellows were asked how stimulating and interesting they had found the ExTFP;

faculty members and directors were asked how the fellows seemed to have reacted to

the ExTFP, with the identical alternatives offered as responses. As may be seen,

three fourths or more ot each group said that the program was either usually stimulating

and interesting or stimulating and interesting throughout. It is evident, again, that

the fellows in 1966-67 were somewhat more favorable in their evlluations than those in

1967-68, and that faculty members and directors gave more favorable responses than

did fellows.

Table 5-2. Judgments of Fellows' Reaction to the ExTFP

d

Fellows' reaction
to the ExTFP

Fel lows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Stimulating and interesting
throughout 32.0 26.5 28.6 23.8

Usually stimulating
and interesting 50.4 51.1 66.5 74.6

Only occasionally stimu-
lating and interesting 16.4 20.4 4.0 1 6

Se dom or never stimu-
lating and interesting 1.2 1.6 0.0 0.0

No Response 0.0 0 4 0.9 0.0

If the preceding questions appear to reflect respondents' satisfaction with the

program more than their judgments of its effectiveness, more direct judgments of

effectiveness were given in three additional items. In one of these, respondents were

asked how useful the program had been in helping fellows handle their own teaching

situations and their own students. Again, 80% or more of every group said that the

program was at least moderately useful in this respect. Again, 1967-68 fellows were

slightly less favorable in their judgments than either the faculty and directors

or the fellows from the preceding year.
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Table 5-3. Ratings of the Program's Usefulness for Fellows' Own Teaching

How useful was the
program in preparing
el lows to handle their
wn teaching situations Fel lows Fellows Faculty Directors

nd their own students? 1966-67 1967-68 1967-68 1967-68

Extremely useful 41.7 35.8 42.0 57.1

oderately useful 37.1 43.4 47.8 9.7-
Somewhat useful 17.9 18.2 7.1 1.6

Not useful at all 2.7 -2-.6 0.0 0.0
4o Response 0.6 O. 1 j 3.1 1.6

In a similar question, respondents were asked how realistic and useful the objectiveS
of their program had been in terms of the fellows' own interests, experiences, and job
responsibilities. For all groups, the most typical responses were either very realistic
or fairly realistic, with a few saying that the objectives were exceptionally realistic
and a few others saying that they were not too realistic. For this question, responses
of fellows in the two years did not differ appreciably. Again, however, responses of
faculty members and directors were more extreme than those of fellows.

Table 5-4. Evaluation of Program Objectives

How realistic and
useful were the
objectiyes of your
program?

Fellows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Exceptionally realistic 11.7 12.3 9.4 17.5

Very rea istic 38.1 38.1 56.2 58.7
Fairly realistic 36.3 37.7 29.5 22 2

Not too realistic 12.4 9.9 3.1 1 6

Not at all realistic 1.5 1.8 0.9 0.0
No Response 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.0

As a final measure of program success, respondents were asked to describe fellows'
reactions to the Exl FP as a learning experience. Two thirds or more of each group
reported they felt fellows learned a great deal, and more than 95% of each group said
they learned at least a moderate amount. Once again, the judgments by faculty members
were more favorable than those by fellows, and judgments by directors were the most
favorable of all.

4
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Table 5-5. Judgments of How Much the Fellows Learned

rohich of the following best describe-
ur judgment of the ExTFP as a

learning experience for the fellows'?
Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

They learned a great deal 66.7
28.7

72.8
, 2-5.9

87.3
12.7They learned a moderate amount

They really didn't learn very much 4.2 0.9 0.0
They 1ed virtually nothing at all 0.0 0.0 0.0
No Response 0.3 0.4 0.0

2. Correlations among Judgments of Effectiveness

On each of these items, there was considerable variation from one program to
another in the average ratings that were given by fellows and by faculty members.
That is, some programs were uniformly judged to be very effective while others
were judged to be le.e, eeIective. It was important to determine whether these ratings
varied with one anotner, whether programs which received high ratings on one judgment
of effectiveness were rated highly on other dimensions, as well. To examine this
relationship, the averages I* the ratings by faculty and fellows, on all of the relevant
items, were obtained for each institution. This permitted the institutions to be arrayed
on each dimension according to the evaluations they received from the two sets of
participants. Correlation coefficients were then computed among these pairs of
judgments.

Such correlations were not computed between the judgments by fellows and faculty
members, on the one hand, and those by program directors, on the other. Directors'
ratings were excluded from the correlations because their judgments were so over-
whelmingly favorable, eeing concentrated at the most favorable possible alternatives.
Such a pattern of response is not amenable to a correlational analysis because two sets
of judgments cannot be correlated unless, within each set, there is some variation in
the responses from one institution to another. Thus, if ail of the responses to one item
fall at the ident;cal point, as was substantially true for many of the directors' judgments,
then those responses cannot possibly co-vary with responses to some other item. Therefore,
the tables of correlation will be based upon responses by fellows and faculty members only.

As will be seen in the accompanying table, the average responses of fellows on the
five measures of program success were highly inter-correlated. Ratings by fellows of their
interest in the program showed only moderate correlations with their ratings on some of the
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Table 5-6. Correlations among Judgments of Effectivenessl

Item

Fe lows'
Judgments

2 3 4 5

Faculty
Judgements

1 2 3 4

Fel-
lows'
Judg-
ments

L. Fel lows' interest --- .61 .32 .27 .51 39

2 . How stimulating. --- 75
---

77
.89

86
68

33
31

AK 1 24j .27
25

3. Usefulness to job 32

4 Realism of ob'ectives .74 24 .

_

. Learning experience

---

.32

.45 42 32

I
.36

Fac-
ulty
Judy-
ments

1. Fel lows' interes+
2 How stimulating --- . 37 . 36 ,42

3 Usefulness to ob .47 .33

4 Realism of objectives --- .48

Learning experienc ---
I In this and subsequent correlation tables, correlation coefficients

will be entered only when a correlation of the same or greater size would
be expected by chance alone less often than five perceni of the :irne;
when the correlation between two measures does not meet this criterion, the
corresponding cell in the table will be left blank.

other variables; for the other four variables, however, the intercorrelations among fellows'
judgments were very high. Intercorrelations of measures of program success as judged by

faculty members were also consistently positive, though not as high as the correlations
among fellows' judgments. As to agreement between feIlows' and faculty judgments,

15 of the 25 correlations were significantly greater ' an zero. It should be noted that
the correlations between faculty and fellows' judgments on the same items (enclosed in
the correlation matrix with small squares) were all significantly different from zero.

This pattern of correlations suggests three conclusions. First, the judgments on
these five items by fellows and by faculty members tend to hang together. Institutions
which receive high ratings from their participants on one measure tend to receive
correspondingly high ratings on another. Second, this pattern was stronger for fellows'
judgments than for faculty judgments, perhaps because the average of the faculty judgments
in every institution was so extremely favorable tha+ the possibility of co-variation on
two measures was greatly diminished. Third, there wes an encouraging pattern of
correlations between the fellows' ratings and ratings by faculty members at the same
institurions, especiHly on re..ponses to the same items. indicating that the rankings of
institutions according to the average judgments by fellows and by faculty members were

generally congruen+.

7
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B. Fellows' Solidarity and Morale

1. Reports of Morale and Solidarity

In the guidelines for ExTFP proposals, the Office of Education specifically
required that programs be devised in which the experienced teachers would take a
substantial block of their courses in ommon. The intent of this requirement was not
only to assure that the academic experience would be directly relevant to the needs of
the experienced teacher, but also to foster among the fellows a feeling of mutual support
and common purpose. In the questionnaires, three L., ,estions were asked of both fellows
and staff members to obtain their judgments of the e,tent to which the en bloc approach
had eventuated in high morale and group involvement. In add.rion, each fellow was
asked to describe his own morale, and staff members were asked for a specific judgment
about the effects of HIE en bloc approach upon the success of the program.

The first of these questions asked how the ExTFP fellows typically interacted
with each other. Responses generally revealed considerable group cooperation. Three
fourths or more of the fellows, the faculty, and the directors said there was either
moderate or much group involvement, and only a tiny proportion reported rivalry and
competition in their group. Once again, faculty members reported greater group
involvement than did the fellows and the directors reported greater involvement than
did faculty members.

Table 5-7. Reports of Amount of Group Involvement and Cooperation

Describe how the ExTFP fellows typically
interacted with one another.

Fellows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Much grou. involvement 18.8 34.8 39.7
Moderate group cooperation 56.0 53.6 49.2
Some incompatibility 11.4 6.2 9.5
Relatively little cooperation 13.4 2 7 0.0
Rivalry and competition 4 .4 1 6
No Response 0.0 2.2 0.0

Ratings of group spirit and identity and of overall morale among participants
were made in both 1966-67 and 1967-68 by fellows, faculty members and directors.
Examination of Tables 5-8 and 5-9 shows, first, lhat 80% or more of the respondents
in every role in both years said that there was either strong or m6derate group spirit in
their program. While the differences in ratings on this item between the 1966-67
participants and those in 1967-68 are not large, they show an interesting pattern: fellows
gave somewhat less favorable judgments of youp spirit the second year than the first,
while faculty members and directors gave somewhat more favorable ratings in the second year.
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Table 5-8. Judgments of Group Spirit and Identity

Was there a feeling of
group spirit and identity
among the fellows in
the program?

Fel lows
1966-67 1967-

Faculty
1966-67 1967-68

Dire,- Drs
1966-67 i 967-68

Strong group spirit 46 3 43.9 52.9 68.3 66.7 74.6
Moderate group spirit 37.8 35.1 38.0 26.3 26.7 19.0

Not too much group spirit 14.4 17.4 4.8 3.1 6.7 6.3
No appreciable grou. spirit 1.2 3.5 .5 .4 0.J 0.0

No Response .3 .1 3.7 1.8 0.0 ( 0.0

A similar pattern occurred in respondents' estimates of the overall morale of the
fellows. More than half of the respondents in each role reported that morale was either
pretty high or very high, and less than 15% in any role said morale was either pretty
low or very low. In both years, faculty members perceived fellows' morale to be
higher than did the fellows themselves, and directors made the most favorable judgments

of all. Once again, Fewer fellows in 1967-68 than in 1966-67 rated participants' morale

Table 5-9. Judgments of Overall Mor le

How wou d you rate
the overall morale of
the particit J nts?

Fellows
1966-67 1967-6

Faculty
966-67 1967-6

Directors
1966-67 1967-68-

Very high 22.0 13.4 27.8 35.7 37.8 76.2

Pretty high 38.5 38.7 50.8 46.9 42.2 17-.5

About average 26. 8 33 .9 13.9 13 .0 17.8 6.3

Pretty low 10 3 11.6 2.7 2.2 2.2 0.0

Very low 1. 3 2.0 5 9 0.0 0.0

No Response 1.1 . 3 4. 3 1 0 0 0.0

as very high or pretty high (52% as against 60%). By contrast, more faculty members
in 1967-68 than in the preceding year rated participants' morale as very high or pretty
high (83% as compared to 79%), and this difference was even greater for ratings by
directors in the two years (94% as against 80%).

In addition to these three questions, fellows were asked to rate their own individual

morale. In both years, over 60% of the fellows reported their morale to be either very high

or pretty high, while fewer than one fellow in eight reported that his morale was either

very low or pretty low. Ratings of morale were slightly lower in 1967-68 than in the

preceding year.
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Table 5-10 Fe lows' Reports of Their Own Morale

r
How would you rate your own orale?

Fellows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

V r high 30.2 24

Pretty high 6.0 _6.6

About average
2 .9 26 3

Pretty low 7.4 9.6

Very low 1.6 2.5

No Response
.2

The final question to be discussed in this section involved judgments by faculty

members and directors concerning the effects upon learning of the fact that fellows

studied and worked as a group. The most common response of both groups was that the

en bloc approach greatly enhanced learning; about 90% of the respondents in each group

reported at least a noticeable group effect upon the amount that fellows learned.

Table 5-11. Faculty Evaluation of En-Bloc Approach

Has the fact that ExTFP fellows studied
and worked as a group resulted in more
satisfactory learning?

Faculty
1967-68

Dii ectors
1967-68

Greatly enhanced their learning 54.9 76.2

There was a noticeable group effect 34.4 17.5

I am dou tful of the group effect 5.4 6.3

The grou. effect didn't enhance learning 1.3 0.0

The group effect interfered with learning 1.3 0.0

No Response
2.7 0.0

Thus,by all accounts there was a substantial degre of group involvement in

the ExTFP, there was considerable group spirit, morale was quite high, and the en bloc

approach contributed to the effectiveness of the program. As was true in judgments of

program success, faculty members' estimates of group morale and solidarity were higher

than those by fellows, and estimates by directors were the highest of all.

2. Correlations among Measures of Morale and Solidarity

As may be seen in Table 5-12, there was a very strong relationship among the

four evaluations that fellows made of the level of morale, group involvement, and group
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Table 5-12. Correlations among Measures of Morale and Solidarity

Item

Fe ows'
Judgments
2 3 4

r Faculty
Judgments

1 2 3

Fel-
lows'
Judg-
ments

1. Grou_p involvement . 5 .77 .61 ,iri-41 . 2 7 .

2 . Spirit and identit --- . 64 44 .47 7 .40

3 Overall morale --- .91 .25 . 38 L.A.A3 . 7

4. R's own morale --- .28 .44 .26

Fac-
ulty
judg-
ments

1. Group involvement --- 54 39 .46
2 . Spirit and identity --- .57 .50

3 Overall morale --- .60

5 . Value of en bloc approach ---

ident;ly. Programs which received high ratings on one question tended to be given
high ratings on the other three questions, as well. Faculty ratings on the four measures
of program morale also showed a pattern of positive intercorrelations; these correlations
were somewhat higher, on the average, than those amo,g faculty ratings of program
success. Finally, all but one of fellows' judgments of m)rale and group involvement
correlated significantly wh The corresponjing faculty judgments. In particular, the
responses by fellows and faculty members to the same items (enclosed by squares in the
table of correlations) were consistently and strongly correlated. It appears, then, that
there were consistent differences among the 68 programs in the level of morale and group
solidarity among the fellows, that the different measures of group spirit and cohesiveness
produced similar orderings of the programs, and that fel k-ws and faculty members were
in substantial agreement as to the relative standing of their own program on these variables.

3. Correlation of Judgments of Morale and Solidarity with Measures of Program

Effectiveness

In the 1966-67 study there was a strong positive relationship between respondents'
judgments of fellows' morale and solidarity and their judgments of program effective,less,
although the correlation of measures from different sources (i.e. the correlation of
fellows' judgments of --lorale with faculty judgments of effectiveness, or faculty judgments
of morale with fellows' judgments of effectiveness) were considerably weaker than the
correlations between the two sets of measures from the same source. The same pattern

held in the present results. In the judgments made by fellows, 19 of the 20 correlations
between measures of morale and measure of success were significantly greater than zero, and
11 of these correlations were greater than .50. Similarly, 15 of the 20 correlations among
the two sets of ratings from faculty members were significantly greater than zero. On the

51
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Table 5-13. Correlations of Morale and Solidarity with Effectiveness

Ratings of Morale
and Solidarity

Judg ents of Effectivness
By Fellows By Faculty
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Fel-
lows'
Judg-
ments

1. Grous involvement .5 46 .47 .42 6

2. Spirit and ider.57 .34 .32 .27 .26
3. Overall morale .60 .66 .63 .63 .31 .28

4. R's own morale .49 76 .67 73 .65 .25 .36 .24

Fee-
ulty
Judg-
rnents

1. Group involvement .52
2 Spirit and identity 31 8 32 31 . 7

3 Overall morale 31 24 31 31- .50
.62

.45

.42
.40
.34

35
2

.46

.41 [4. En bloc approach 33 29

other hand, with respect to ratings made by different sources, only fellows' judgments of
overall morale and of their own morale correlated consistently with faculty ratings of
success. in the same way, only faculty ratings of overall morale correlated consistently
with fellows' ratings of program success.

Some comments are in order concerning the interpretation of these correlations.
When two variables show a sizeable correlation, it is often tempting and sometimes
reasonable to conclude that they ore somehow causally related. This temptation should
only be indulged with caution, for causal relationships cannot be established by correlational

techniques. Thus, the high positive correlations between fellows' morale and their
judgments of effectiveness does not mean that high morale produces an effective program.
It is equally likely that the cau.al chain goes in the other direction, that morale goes
down when a program becomes ineffective or up es effectiveness increases. It is also
plausible that the two variables interact, so that some degree of ineffectiveness depresses
morale which, unless some action is taken, further lowers the level of effectiveness,
thereby decreasing morale even further The point is, that one shoul be cautious in
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interpreting correlations. The results in this and other chapters of this report will often
seem to point toward ways by which programs can be improved. We believe, in fact,
that the results offer suggestions for improvement. But these suggestions must be
examined intelligently, not accepted uncritically as a consequence of impressively large
correlation coefficients

With these reservaHons ira mind, the results of the correlation matrix presented
in Table 5-13 may be summarized by two generalization. First, correlations between
ratings of effectiveness and judgments of group solidarity and morale were consistently
positive. This outcome supports the common observation, which was confirmed again
in the intensive study of three programs in the 1967-68 academic year, that people who are
profiting from an educational program will experience high morale, and that morale
plummets as a program becomes ineffective. Second, judgments of more 'e=, were more
highly correlated with program success than were judgments of group involvement and

group spirit. It seems that some relatively unsuccessful programs had a cohesive and a
solidary group of students, united in opposition to their program, whose overall morale
was relatively low, thus, the correlation between group spirit and effecti,ieness was
diminished, while that between morale and effectiveness remained high.

C. Summary

As was true in the 1966-67 study, respondents made remarkably favorable
judgments of the effectiveness of the program. Fellows' judgments of effectiveness were
slightly less positive in ther1967-68 study than had been those by fellowF of the
preceding year. On the other hand, judgments of effectiveness by faculty members and
directors were somewhat higher in 1967-68 than in the preceding study. Despite the
rather small differences in the pattern of responses for the two years, in both studies
the ExTFP was judged to have been extremely effective by the great majority of respondents.
In the present study, as in that of the preceding year, correlations among items of
effectiveness were very large, indicating that the judgments on these disparate items
corresponded to qualities of the program which varied together.

Respondents also judged fellows morale to have been very high. Again, morale
was rated as slightly less high by fellows in the 1967-68 study than by their counterparts
in the 1966-67 study, but it was rated as slightly higher by faculty members and directors
in the present study than by those in the preceding year. As was true in the earlier
study, the four judgments of morale and group solidarity were highly correlated with one
another. Though both morale and solidarity correlated with measures of program
effect;veness, the correlations of morale with effectiveness were consistently higher than
those between group spirit and effectiveness.



Chapter 6

Coordination among Components of the Program

The Experienced TL1cher Fellowship Program was established in the conviction
that experienced teachers required a different type of academic prograr, from that of the

typical undergr:aduate or graduate student. For one thing, ro qualify for the program,
fellows had to have considerable experie ice in teaching. Consequently, it was required

by the Office of Education that the participating institutions build into their proposals
some mechanism for putting to use the considerable knowledge the fellows' wo. H have

gained from their extensive experience. in addition, it seemed clear to the de.,igners

of the ExTFP that the experieirced teacher would profit most from a program in which

there was a healthy blend of exposure to a subject matter with involvement in new and
imaginative methods of instruction. As an indication of the institution's intention to
combine the two kinds of activities, all proposals for ExTFP support had to bear the

signature of two institutional officials: that person responsible for instruction in the

subject matter of the program and the person responsible for teacher training. Furthermore,

the institution was requ-red to make explicit the kind of interdepartmental cooperation
that would be established and to show how it proposed to accomplish a satisfactory
mixture of instruction in subject matter and in pedagogy.

Items were included in the questionnaires pertaining to each of thes_- requirements:

the use of fellows' backgrounds, the coordination among departments, and the balance

in emphasis between subject matter and methods of instruction. in this chapter, we
shall discuss each of these topics in turn, then examine the correlation of responses
to the three topics, and finally discuss the relationship of measures of coordination among
program components to judgments of effectiveness and morale.

A. The Extent of Program Coordination

1. Use of Fellows' Background

In both the 1966-67 and 1967-68 questionnaires, fellows were asked whether their

program built on their own background or seemed to give no consideration to their
backgrounds. A similar question, with identical alternatives, was asked of the faculty
and directors in the 1967-68 programs. There was a marked disparity between fellows and

staff members in their responses to the item. In the 1967-68 group, just over 55% of the

fellows reported that their program usually or consistently made use of their backgroundc,
while almost 45% reported that their background was rarely or never of use. Responses of

fellows in the 1966-67 survey were somewhat more favorable to the program, the comparable
percentages being 63% and 36%. By contrast, nearly three fourths of the faculty in the

1967-68 program, and over 95% of the directors reported #hat their program usually or
consistently built upon the fellows' backgrounds.
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Table 6-1. Judgments of the Use of Fellows' Backgrounds

Did the Program build on
participants' backgrounds?

Fel lows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Consistently built on backgrounds 15.5 12.5 25.0 38J
Usually built on backgrounds 47.6 43.7 58.9 58.7
Only rarely built on backgrounds 23.8 25.6 8.9 1.6
Seemed unconcerned for backgrounds 12.5 17.7 4.5 1.6

No Response 0.6 0.4 2.7 0.0

It is important to ask which group of observers--the fellows or the staff members--
was more nearly correct in judging how well the programs utilized the extensive backgrounds

of their participants. Two lines of reasoning, one subjective and one objective,
argue that the more pessimistic judgments of the fellows were also the more accurate.
As to the subjective reason, the fellows obviously knew a great deal more than did the
faculty about the nature of their own background and experience; for that reason, they
ought to be better judges of whether an educational program built upon that background.
This inference was confirmed objectively by the results of the 1966-67 study. The

teams of evaluators held lengthy interviews with fellows and staff members in 31 ExTFP
institutions, and then rated the extent to which those programs made use of the fellows'

experience. Their ratings correlated significantly with fellows' judgments on this

variable but not with faculty judgments. In sum, therefore, we are more inclined to
accept the fellows' reports on this item than faculty reports; by the fellows' testimony,
55% to 60% of the programs did usually or consistently build upon the background and
experience of their participants, while 40% to 45% rarely or never did so.

2. Coordination among Activities and Departments

Two questions were asked of respondents concerning coordination of the parts
of their program. One question dealt with the coordination of the vario courses, the

other with interdepartmental cooperation. The differences among respondents from
different roles that have characterized the idler results held true once again. About
two thirdsof the fellows in the 1967-68 programs, as compared to 62% in 1966-671 reported

that the different components of their program--i.e., lecture courses, serniars,:
instruction in media and methods, laboratories or workshops, and field trips--were
either usually coordinated or exceptionally well coordinated end related. The' comparable

figures for faculty and directors were 75% and 87% respectively.
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Table 6-2. Judgments o7 Coordina ion of Program's Components

How well were the components
of your program coordinated and
elated to one another?

Fel lows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Exceptionally well coordinated 16.5 21.3 22.8 23.8
Usually coordinated but sometimes not 45.3 44 51, 8 63.5
Sometimes coordinated, usually not 28 4 24. 3 19.2 1 1 ., 1--
Seldom or never coordinated 9.2 9.6 2.2 0.0
No Response 1.0 0.2 4,0 1.6

The same pattern held for coordination of courses from different departments.
In the 1966-67 survey, about the same proportion of fellows said such courses did not fit
together well as said they did fit well in 1967-68 sornewhLt more fellows said such courses
fitted together than said they did not. By comparison, nearly 60% of the faculty
members and 73% of the directors reported that instruction from different departments was
well coordinated. Once more, and on the same giounds as for the previous item, it
seems likely that the fellows' judgments were more nearly correct.

Table 6-3. Reports of Interdepartmental Coordination

If your program involved 'nstruction
in more than one department, how
well was the material in one
department coordinated with that
in another?

Fellows
1966-67

Fellow
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

The fitted toc_- ?A-her very well 7,8 12.3 14.7 20.6
They fitted together quite wel 34 .5 5 8 43.8 52.4
They didn't fit together too well 27.6 26.7 22.3 20.6
They didn't fit together at all 14.5 13.0 3.6 32
Inapplicable to My program 11.8 9.8 f-lot included)

3.2No Response 3.7 2.3 15.6

Relative Emphasis on Sub'ect Matter and Methods of Teaching

Judgments, by respondents in the three roles, of the relative emphasis on subject
and teaching showed ar, interesting pattern. Half of the fellows, one third of the

:ty, and one-fourth of the directors reported that there was more emphasis on subject
matter than on teaching methods. On the other hand, the proportion saying that there
was more emphasis on teaching methods than on subject matter did not exceed 10% in
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any group. The replies of the three groups of respondents differed remarkably in the

proportion who reported a satisfactory balance between subject matter and teaching

methods; 39% of the fellows, 52% of the faculty, and 68% of the directors gave this

response. It should be noted that even though the fellows tended to report that subject
matter received more emphasis than teaching methods, only 11% said it received too

much emphasis.

Table 6-4. Reports of Relative Emphasis upon Subject Matter and Teaching Methods

How about the relative emphasis on subject
matter and on methods of teaching?

Fellows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

D '
. rectors

1967-68

Too much emphasis on subject matter 11.0 9.9 0.0
More emphasis on subject matter than teaching 38 .7 23. I 25.4

A satisfactor balance between the two 37.8 51.8 68.3

More emphasis on teaching than subject matter 9.0 7. I 6.3
Too much emphasis on teaching methods 1.8 1.3 O. 0

No Response 6.7 0.0

B. Correlation among Measures of Program Coordination

As is evident in Table 6-5, there was a consistent positive relationship among
fellows' responses to these four measures. Programs whose fellows reported that their
background had been utilized in their experience were also those in which satisfactory
cooperation was reported among departments, along with a satisfactory balance
between subject matter and teaching methods. The faculty's reported emphasis on
subject matter and teaching methods did not correlate with their judgments of either
the use of fellows' background or the coordination among the program's components.
Correlations among the other faculty responses were of moderate size. As to correlations
between judgments by fellows and those by faculty members, three of the four responses

to the same questions (set off by squares in the table) yielded significant correlations.
In particular, it should be noted that there was high agreement between fellows and

faculty as to whether the program emphasized subject matter or teaching methods.
Furthermore, programs whose faculty reported an emphasis on subject matter over teaching
methods tended also to be those whose fellows reported that their background WaS not
utilized and that the components of their program were not well coordinated.
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Table 6-5. Correlations among Measures of Program Coordination

Item

Fellows'
Jud9ments

Faculty
Judgments

1 2a ' 2b 3 1 2a 26

Fel-
lows'
Judg-
ments

1. Use of background .76 .53 -.63 .26 -.40
2a. Coordination of courses --- .56 -.48 1.431 .36 -.30
2b. Interdepartmental coop. --- -.32 Fra -.28
3. Emphasis on subject matter --- -.27 -.26 11633,

Fac-
ulty
Judg-
ments

1. Use of background .35 .30
2a. Coordination of courses --- .42
2b. Interde..rtmental coop.
3. Emphasis on subject matter ---

C. Correlation of Program Coordination with Effectiveness and Morale

Because the different measures of effectiveness andj of morale within a single group
of respondents were so highly intercorrelated, it will not b6 necessary to present the
correlations between the four measures of program coordination and each of the items
that dealt with effectiveness and morale. Instead, Table 6-6 presents the average of the
correlations between each measure of program coordination and fellows' and faculty
judgments of effectiveness and morale.

Table 6-6. Correlations of Program Coordination with Effectiveness and Morale

(tern

Fellows' Reaat Facult
Effec-
tiveness

1,y2eport

Morcde
Effec-
tiveness Morale

Fel-
lows'
Judg-
ments

1. Use of background .66 .57 .32 .25
2a. Coordination of courses .63 .50 .35 .23
2b. Interdepartmental coop. .42 .38
3. Emphasis on subject matter -.39 -.26 -.32 -.24

Fac-
ulty
Judg-
ments

1. Use of background .23
2a. Coordination of courses .40 .28
2b. Interdepartmental coop.
3. Emphasis on subiect matter -.31
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For fellows' responses, the magnitude of these correlations is impressive.
Programs whose fellows reported that their background was utilized in the conduct of

the program and that the courses in their program were well coordinated were also

programs whose fellows and faculty members reported a high degree of effectiveness

and of morale among the fellows. Fellows' judgments of interdepartmental cooperation

also correlated significantly with fellows' reports of effectiveness and morale, but not

with such reports by faculty members. Fellows' judgments of the degree of emphasis

on subject matter, as compared to methods of instruction, bore a modest inverse

relationship with every measure of morale and effectiveness.

This pattern of large correlations did not hold for the judgments of faculty members.

Though there was some tendency for such judgments to be correlated with the fa,zulty's

own reports on effectiveness and morale, there was only one instance in which faculty
judgments on these topics yielded a significant average correlation with fellows'

reports of morale and effectiveness: faculty estimates of the extent of emphasiS on

subject matter was inversely related to fellows' judgments of program effectiveness.

D. Discussion and Summary

The four items that have been discussed in this chapter all reflected aspects of

the program which the ExTFP guidelines required every applicant to take into account;

therefore, it is important to consider rather carefully the pattern of results that we have

just sketched out. Even though proposals for the ExTFP were required to show (1) how

the program would build upon the backgrounds of experienced teachers, (2) that there

would be significant cooperation between subject-matter and teacher-education departments,

and (3) that a satisfactory balance would be achieved between instruction in subject matter

and discussion of methods of teaching, the reports by fellows indicate that as many as 40%

to 45% of the programs did not accomplish these obj ectives to any substantial degree.

When these objectives were not attained, the responsibility seems not to have

rested principally with the intentions of the faculty and the director; indeed, the majority

of faculty members and (especially) of directors reported that the objectives were

actually achieved in their programs. But to take into account the background of one's

students when a course is taught, one must know that background in detail, and this

requires that the professor consult rather extensively with those students. To bring

about true coordination of the activities of different professors who teach different

courses, there must be joint planning and discussion by those professors before and during

the academic term. Achieving some balance and continuity between subject-matter

courses and those dealing with methods and procedures requires the coordinating activities
of someone who knows what is going on in both areas. And the type of professional

collaboration that is needed to attain those objectives is actively hindered by the

attitudes and the mode of organization that characterizes contemporary American colleges

and universities.



Thus, the professor's right to determine the content and method of instruction
in his course has been defended insistently in American 1-0gher education, and with
good reason; one consequence of this insistence is that f.lculty and administrators, alike,
look with suspicion upon the suggestion that a student--experienced teacher or not--
might be consulted about what should be covered in a course. As to cooperation
among faculty members, divergent academic responsibilities place diverse demands
upon individuals even wRhin the same department; the divergence of demands is
even greater among the staff from different departments.

It is not surprising, then, that in the actual operation of the ExTFP, faculty
members were assigned courses to teach and were left alone to decide what and how they
would be taught. In most institutions, ExTFP fellows took a core of courses in common.
In every institution, the intention was to produce a coordinated, challenging, exciting,
personally relevant educational experience for the experienced teacher. We have seen
that most programs appear actually to have carried out remarkably effective programs.
Nevertheless, the wisdom of the requirements that were built into the ExTFP guidelines
is attested by the correlations that are presented in Table 6-6. Judgments by fellows
of whether their background was utilized and of the coordination among the courses they
took were very highly correlated with rated effectiveness; fellows' judgments of
interdepartmental cooperation and of the relative emphasis upon subject matter and teaching
methods, though less high, weie consistently larger than would be expected by chance.
It appears, then, that a more widespread accomplishment of the objectives set down in the
guidelines would have promoted even greater general effectiveness in the ExTFP.

i30



Chapter 7

Evaluation of Courses and Program Administration

We turn now to a central aspect of the fellows' experience in the ExTFP:
their evaluation of the courses they took, the extent and disposition of the problems
encountered in their program, and their relationships to the faculty and director.
Especially in a program, such as this one, whose participants are involved in an
organized and interrelated set of courses to be taken within a limited time, the quality
of a student's experience must be affected remarkably by the quality of the courses he
takes. A single course constitutes a sizeable fraction of his total work. Furthermore,

each course is likely to be intimately related to many of the others, so that the success

or failure of one may have repercussions throughout the entire program. In such a
circumstance, the reaction of a student to an ineffectual course should by systematically
affected by the extent to which he was able to influence the direction of that course
while it was in progress by his ability to induce changes either in its content or in the

manner in which it was taught. This power to influence educational content and practices,

in turn, ought to depend upon the extent of communication between the fellows and
the program's faculty and administration, as well as upon the administrative style and
the institutional power of the program director. In the present chapter we will discuss
the evaluations fellows made of their courses, respondents' judgments of the extent of
problems in the program and of how those problems were handled, and reports of the
kinds of relationships that obtained between fellows and faculty members.

A. Evaluation of Courses, Problems, and Reiationships between Fellows and Staff

1. Evaluation of Courses

To obtain an indication of the effectiveness of their courses, fellows were asked to

think of the best course in their program and to compare it to all of the other courses they
had ever taken anywhere. Immediately afterward, they made the same comparison for

the worst course in their program. Finally, they reported on how the remaining courses were
distributed between the best and the worst.



-57-

Table 7-1. Evaluation by Fellows of Best and Worst Courses

Evaluation of Course

Percent of Judgments for Best and
Worst Courses

Best Course Worst Course

The very best I have ever taken 29.5 ---
Among the top 10%, but not the best 48.5 3.2
Betler than average 16.8 13.8
Below average 4.5 27.0
Among the worst 10%, but not the worst 0.3 33.0
The very worst I have ever taken --- 22.6
No Response 0.4 0.3

Responses to these items were both favorable and unfavorable to the level of
instruction. On the one hand, about three fourths of the fellows reported that the best
course in their program was among the top 10% of all those they had ever taken, with
about 30% calling it the best ever. On the other hand, .55% reported that their worst
course was in the lowest 10% of all they had ever taken, and 23% called R the worst
ever. AS to the distribution of the remaining courses (Table 7-2), just under half
(45%) of the fellows said most of their other courses were fairly close or very close to
the best, while fewer than one respondent in 12 (7.1%) reported that most were fairly
close or very close to the worst.

Clearly, most of the courses fellows took wer ited as good ones. Nevertheless,

we wish to call attention to fellows' evaluations of 11 worst courses: over half of the
fellows reporred that they had taken at least one ext :mely bad course. Visits by
evaluation teams to ExTFP institutions and the intens ,e study of three programs confirmed
the fellows' observations that in more than a few sci- ,ols fellows took one course or
more that was deplorably bad. We do not believe that the incidence of inferior
courses was unusually high in the ExTFP. Instead, it seems likely that the problem of
inadequate intruction is one which American higher education as a whole will sooner
or later have to resolve. We shall discuss this problem at length in Chapter 12.
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Table 7-2. Evaluation of Courses Intermediate in Quality

How would you evaluate the remainder of your courses? Percent of Judgments

Almost all very close to the best 9.4
Most fairly close to the best 35.9
Evenly spread between best and worst 46.8
Most fairly close to the worst 6.7
Almost all very clovi: to the worst 0.4
No Response 0.9

2. Extent and Disposition of Problems

One conciusion from the study of the 1966-67 Experienced Teacher Fellowship
Program was that the director at an institution could have a very great effect upon the
program's success, depending upon how quickly and now effectively he dealt with the
problems that arose during the year. In order to learn more about this process, it was

decided to include in the 1967-68 questionnaire a variety of items which examined the
extent of problems in the program and the manner in which they were handled. A rather
complicated series of questions was developed to inquh-e into these issues. The questions

began with one asking fellows and faculty to report on the magnitude of the problems
that were met in the program, and to indicate whether action had been taken to remedy
the problems. There followed, for fellows, a question in which they were asked to
predict their program director's response to a hypothetical situation which involved a
professor who was performing ineptly in the classroom. Faculty members and dire_'-rs,
for their part, were asked whether attempts had been made to alter the program in the
light of fellows' dissatisfactions.

On all three questionnaires the first of these items began by remarking that in
any program such as the ExTFP some problems and dissatisfactions are inevitable; it then
asked how seriously the problems encountered in the respondent's program had interfered
with the program's potential worth and effectiveness. Among fellows, there was a
considerable spread of responses over the five categories, with 36% saying that the problems

interfered moderately or extremely with the program's worth and effectiveness and 39%
saying that they interfered only slightly or not at all. Among faculty members, the
corresponding figures were 18% and 57%; amona directors, 11% and 65%.

63
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Table 7-3. Report of Seriousness of Problems in ExTFP Programs

How seriously did problems interfere wRh
the worth and effectiveness of the program? Fellows Faculty Directors

Extremely seriously 7.5 1.3 0.0
Moderately seriously 28,2 17.0 11. i
Somewhat 25.0 21.9 23.8
Slightly 20.6 34.8 28.6
Not at all 18.2 22.3 36.5
No Response 0.5 2.7 0.0

Responderits in all three roles were also asked whether the dh-ector was aware of
the problems and to what extent the director and other faculty members tried to resolve
those problems. Respondents in every role were agreed that the director was either
moderately or very much aware of the problems (Table 7-4), the proportion of agreement
ranging from 72% among the fellows to 98% among the directors. They were also agreed
that the faculty (Table 7-5), and particularly the director (Table 7-6), had tried either
moderately or very hard to resolve those problems; however, the fellows were less
generous in theh- judgments on this topic than were those in the other groups: only 62%
of the fellows, compared with 76% of the faculty and 94% of the directors, reported
that the director tried moderately or very hard to resolve the problems.

Table 7-4 Reports of Director's Awareness of Problems

To what extent was the Director aware
of these problems? Fel lows Faculty Directors

Very aware 43.8 57.6 66.7
Moderately aware 28.3 24.1 31.7
Somewhat aware 13.7 8.0 0.0
Slightly aware 9.2 2.7 0.0
Not aware at all 3.1 2.2 0.0
No Response 1.8 5.4 1.6

Table 7-5. Reports of Faculty's Attempts to Resolve Problems

IHow hard did the faculty, exclusive of the
diiector, try to resolve these problems Fellows Faculty

Very hard 19.3 35.3
Moderately hard 28.9 34.4
Somewhat 23.7 14.7
Slightly 17.4 5.8
Not at all 9.4 5.8
No Response 1.3 4.0
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Table 7-6. Reports of Director's Attempts to Resolve Problems

To what extent did the director try
to resolve the problems? Fellows Faculty Directors

Very hard 35.0 48.2 63.5
Moderately hard 27.0 28.1 30.2

Somewhat 15.6 8.9 3.2
Sli htly 13.1 4.5 3.2
Not at all 7.1 3.6 0.0
No Response 2.2 6.7 0.0

1

Observation in the three programs that were studied intensively had suggested
that some fellows were mistrus'cul of the director's allegiance, expecting that when problems
did come to his attention he would be inclined not to accept the fellows' evaluation of
their magnitude, would be disposed to do little or nothing about remedying them, or
would even take sides against the fellows and with the faculty on contested ^ssues. To

ascertain the generality or this conception, fellows were asked a series of questions
which centered around the following hypothetical situation: "Suppose that a problem
arose mound a course you were taking, in which you felt the professor was doing a very
poor job. Would the director have been aware of the situation? Where would his
allegiance have been? How much effort would he have made to resolve the problem

at that time? Assuming he had made some efforts to resolve the problem, would he have

been successful?"

Fellows were overwhelmingly of the opinion that the director would have become
aware of the problem (79% said probably or definitely yes as against 21% reporting probably

or definitely no). One fellow in three believed that the director's allegiance would have
been with the faculty member, only 19% thought it would have been with the students,
and 45% said he would have been impartial. Seventy-four percent believed the director
would have worked moderately hard or very hard to resolve the problem at that time,
while 23% said he would have made only slight effort or none at all. Finally, 70%
of the fellows believed that the director probably or definitely had the power to resolve
such a problem if he tried to do so.

To determine the faculty and directors' opinions about whether their institution
had responded to fellows' dissatisfactions, they were asked how extensive the efforts had
been to modify the program in response to such dissatisfactions. Both sets of respondents

reported that their efforts had been considerable: 73% of the faculty and 82% of the
directors reported that moderate or major changes in the program had been attempted in
response to student dissatisfaction.



Table 7-7. Fellows' Reports of Directors' Behavior in Hypothetical Problem

[Question
% of Fellows
Responding

Would the director have known about the problem?
Defir±_y_y_.el es 44.4
Probably yes 34.3
Probabl no 17.7

Definitely no 2 . 9

No Response 0.7

Where would his allegiance have been?
Definitely with faculty member 7. 0

More with facult than with students 26.4
Would have been impartial 44. 9

More with student than with faculty 15.5
Definitely with students 3.2
No Res.onse 2.2

How much effort would he have made to resolve the problem
at that time?

Would have worked very hard 39.9
Moderate effort 34.8
Slight effort 17. 9

No effort at all 5.2
No Response 2.2

Assuming he had made some effort to resolve the problem,
would he have been successful?

Definitely yes 12.7
Probabl yes 57.2
Probably no 25.4
Definitely no 1.8

No Response 2. 9
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fob le 7-8. Faculty and Directors' Reports of Modifications in Program

Were efforts made to modify the program
m response to fellows' dissatisfactions?

Ma'or oliqnges were attempted
Moderate changes were attempted

eficinges were attempted
No chonges were attempted
No Respohse

Faculty Directors

17.4 31.7
55.4 49.2
14.7 17.5
4. 9 1.6
7. 6 0.0

surn up, it was rather common for fellows to report that problems had arisen
which inerfered with the worth and effectiveness of their programs: fewer than 40%
said su01 problems interfered with effectiveness very little or not at all. The majority
of fellovls reported that the director was aware of these problems and had tried to resolve
them. 5itnilarly, most fellows reported that the director would have known about and
tried to resolve the problem of a professor who was doing a bad job. That there was
some tensi-)n between many fellows and their program director, however, is suggested

by the fact that a substantial minority (35%) showed rather little satisfaction with the
director's attempts to resolve existing problems and that 33% felt +-it the director's
sympathies would hove been with the incompetent faculty member. Faculty members
and diretors were much more sanguine than the fellows about the extent and disposition
of problertis within the program.

3 Relotions between Fel lows and Faculty

Of obvious relevance to the question of how problems in the program were met
is the pattern r)f relationships that existed between fellows and faculty. The first of
a series t)f questions that was directed at this topic asked respondents whether the
relationship between fellows and faculty was more nearly teacher-student or colleague-
colleaee. This wos followed by questions which asked about the accessibility of the
faculty and the director, whether the faculty and director were interested in the
ExTFP 4Ilows, and the helpfulness of the faculty and the director.

ellows reported, by more than a two-to-one majority, tha: the relat:onsHp
between fellows and faculty was more nearly teacher-student than colleague-colleague.
Faculty rtiembers and directors, for their part, were much less likely to view the
relationship as one of teacher and student: the preponderance of teacher-student over
colleoque-colleague reports was only 55-45 among faculty members and 51-49 among
progrorn directors. As to the comparison of the observed relationship with their initial
hopes, half of the fellows and three fourths of the faculty and directors reported that the
relatitolship was about what they expected. It is interesting to note that in each

group niost of the remaining respondents said that the relationship was more nearly a
teacher-student one than they had hoped.

6 7
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Table 7-9. Reported Relationship between FeHows and Faculty

Describe the relationship between
fellows and faculty members.

Fellows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

pffn ii_Ly-ei teacher-student 25.4 13.0 11.1

More nearly teacher-student 43.8 42.0 39.7
More nearly colleague-colleague 27.6 41.5 46.0
Definitely colleague-colleague 2.6 3.5 3.2
No Response 0.6 0.0 0.0

How does this compare with what you had hoped
would be the relationship?

16.3 4.0 4.8Much more teacher-student
Somewhat more teacher-student 13.5 13.4 '.4.3
About what was expected 50.1 73.2 77.8
Somewhat more colleague-colleague 13.9 7.1 3.2
Much more colleague-colleague 5.7 1.3 0.0
No Response 0.5 0.9 0.0

As to the accessibility of faculty members and directors, almost 90% of the
fellows said that the faculty members were either usua/ly ot always accessible, while
85% gave the same report for the program directors. Among the faculty and directors,
themselves, 95% said they were usually or always accessible to the fellows.

Table 7-10. Reported Accessibility of Faculty and Director

How would you describe the
faculty, excluding ihe director,
and the director himself, as
to their accessibilit ?

Ratingof Faculty Ratings of Directors
by

Fellows
by

Faculty
by

Fel lows
by

Directors

Always accessible 25.0 27.3 39.2 22.2
Usually accessible 64.5 67.0 45.4 73.0
Seldom accessible 9.7 5.3 13.9 4.8
Never accessible 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.0
No Response 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.0
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Similarly, judgments of the interest of faculty members and directors in the

ExTFP fellows were uniformly high. Among fellows, 82% reported that the faculty

members were moderately or very interested in the fellows, while 87% gave the same

report about the directors. The corresponding proportions were even higher in the other

two groups: 97% of the faculty and 100% of the directors reported that they were either

moderately or very interested in the fellows.

Table 7-11. Reported interust of Faculty and Director

How would you describe the
faculty, excluding the director,
and the director himself, as to
interest in ExTFP fellows

,

Ratings of Faculty Ratings of Directors
by

Fellows
by

Faculty._

63,4

by
Fellows

64.5

by
Directors

85,7
Xer_y_interested 42.5
Moderately interested 39.3 33.9 22.6 14.3

Slightly interested 14.6 1.8 9.4 0.0

Not ar all interested 2.3 0.4 2.1 0.0

Actively antagohistic 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0

No Response 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.9

Finally, fellows were overwhelmingly of the opinion that the faculty and the

program direct,- I ly or always helpful to them. Such judgments were made

about the fac y 90% of the fellows and about the directors by 85%.

Table 7-12. Reported Helpfulness of Faculty and Director

How would you describe the faculty, excluding
the director, and the director himself, as to their
helpfulness?

Ra tings by Fel lows
of

Faculty,
of

Directors

Always helpful 34.5 50.2

Usually helpful 55.3 35.0

Seldom helpful 9.2 12.4

Never helpful 0.4 1.5

No Response 0.6 0.9

69
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In short, the vast majority of fellows reported that theh- relation to the faculty

was more teacher-student than colleague-colleague; a substantial minority (30%) had

hoped for a relationship closer to colleague-coileague. Nevertheless, over 80% of

the fellows reported that the faculty and directors were interested in them, were accessible,

and were helpful.

B. Correlations omong Evaluation of Courses and Reports of Program Administration

To facilitate the presentation of the correlations among the nineteen items that

are discussed in this chapter, we will first present the correlations among items grouped

under a common heading and then those between items that are grouped under separate

headings. Consider, first, the fellows' evaluations of their courses. Correlations

among these items were substantial and positive. Fellows who made very favorable

judgments of their best course tended, also, to make relatively favorable judgments

of their poorest course and to report that the balance of their courses were similar

in quality to the best one.

Table 7-13. Correlations among Fellows' Evaluations of Courses

Rem
3

. How good was your best course? ___ .45 .72

. How bad was your worst course? --- .67

. How were the others distributed? ---

As to reports of the extent and disposition of problems, the judgments by fellows

on these eight items were very highly intercorrelated: the average of the 28 correlations

was .53, and all but 3 of the 28 differed significantly from zero. It is instructive to

examine which of these items was correlated with judgments on the first one, the one

dealing with the magnitude of problems in the program. Fellows who said that such

problems interfered relatively seriously with the success of their program (a) were less

likely to report that the faculty and director had tried to resolve the problems, (b) were

more likely to report that the director's allegiance in the hypothetical case would be

with the faculty member instead of the fellows, and (c) were less optimistic about the

director's power to resolve the hypothetical problem if he tried to do so. Note that

fellows' reports of the seriousness of such problems did not correlate significantly with

either of the items that asked about the director's awareness of problems. The significant

correlations were with the actions that the director would take and the nature of his

allegiance when problems arose, not with his awareness of the problems.

It is also of interest that the two items which correlated most consistently with

others in this set were those asking whether the director would try to resolve the problems.
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Fellows who reported that the director of their program hod worked very hard on the
problems that arose and would work very hard on the hypothetical problem also reported
that the problems were less disruptive, that the director would be aware of them, that
his allegiance would not be with the faculty member against the student, that he would

probably be able to resolve the hypothetical problem, and that other faculty members

in their program had also tried to resolve the problems.

The pattern of correlations among faculty responses was less consistent, though

five of the 10 correlations differed significantly from zero. Where the faculily reported
that the program had been changed in response to fellows' dissatisfactions, they also

said the director was aware of the problems and that he and the faculty had tried to

resolve them.

Of the 40 correlations between fellows' judgments of the extent and disposition

of problems and similar judgments by faculty members, only four differed significantly

from zero. Of these four, the only one of substantial magnitude was between fellows'

and faculty judgments of the extent of problems in the program. In other words, although

respondents in the two roles were in substantial agreement concerning the magnitude

of problems in the different institutions, there was no appreciable correspondence between

the two sets of judgments about staff awareness of the problems nor about the actions

that had been taken to try to eliminate whatever problems arose.

Correlations among fellows' reports of their relationship with the faculty and

director were also quite high. Institutions where fellows reported that their relation

to the faculty was more teacher-student thar colleague-colleague were also those whose

fellows reported that the relatiomhip had been More formal than they had hoped, and

that the faculty and director were relatively inaccessible to them, relatively uninterested

in them, and relatively unhelpful. None of the 32 correlations between judgments by

fellows and those by faculty members differed significantly from zero, and only one
correlation among the judgments of faculty members achieved statistical significance.
Doubtless, this lack of correlation reflects the extreme favorableness of faculty responses

to these items; as was discussed earlier, the correlation between two variables is greatly

diminished when the range of responses to one is restricted.

Table 7-16 presents the correlations between these three subsets of items.

It will be noted that correlations among fellows' responses were quite high: of the 112-

correlation coefficients, 109 differed significantly from zero and 50 were greater

than .50. Such high correlations among responses to items which ostensibly reflect

different areas of content must be examined carefully before they are interpreted as
yielding information about the real world, rather than information about how individuals

respond to attitude questionnaires. Results of this type often reflect the operation of a

"halo effect," in which respondents take the favorable or unfavorabic: pole of each item

not so much out of conviction about the content of the items as out of their general positive

or negative orientation to the larger situation. It would not be surprising if an effect

of this sort were operating in the present study. However, two considerations argue
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against accepting such an effect as the only, or even the principal determinant of the
present results. For one thing, our field observations strongly suggest that these
items refer to processes which were distinct yet closely interdependent in the actual

operation of programs. In addition, a detailed analysis of the actual pattern of
correlations among individual items suggests that the fellows were responding differentially
to these questions. Let us first discuss the pattern of correlations in detail.

In examining these correlations, our interest is in whether some items in each set
show consistently high correlations with those from other sets, and whether a study of
the consistent pattern of correlations helps us to achieve a sensible understanding of
the determinants of fellows' reactions to their experience in the ExTFP. If such is the

case, we will be less prone to dismiss the results as indicating simply the operation of

a halo effect.

A close perusal of Table 7-16 shows that certain relationships were very strong.

Thus, (1) Fellows' ratings of the director's interest in them and his helpfulness were
strongly related to their judgments of the extent and disposition of problems in the program.

(2) Those programs whose fellows reported that the director tried hard to resolve program
problems tended also to be those in which fellows reported more favorable relationships
between themselves and the staff. (3) Fellows` evaluations of their courses were
relatively highly correlated with their judgments of the interest and helpfulness of the
director and Di-her faculty members, and with their reports that the staff tried to resolve
the problems that arose during the year.

On the other hand, some items showed only moderate correlations with the others,
though such correlations were usually significantly different frr,-1 zero: (1) Fellows'

ratings of the faculty's ni-ceccihllity provided reiatively I ,orrelat,ons with their
judgments of the extent ana aisposition of problems and with their evaluation of courses.

(2) Reports of the director's awareness of the problems--as distinct from the actions he

took to resolve them--showed relatively low correiations with judgments of the relationship
between fellows and staff and with evaluations of the courses. (3) Judgments of the

director's power to effect changes in the institution did not correlate hijhly with ratings
If his ac,:essibility, but did correlate quite strongly with reports of 'rhe faculty's
interest in and helpfulness to the fellows.

In short, the correlations among fellows' responses to these B-ems were not

uniformly high. Instead, they presented a pattern in which some pairs of items were

very highly correlated, other pairs were moderately correlated, ane rilI other pairs

were uncorrelated.
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The pattern of these correlations is supported by less quantitative observations.
Such observations are available from visits by evaluation teams during the 1966-67
program, from an intensive study of three institutions during the 1967-68 academic year,
and from extensive, though less formally structured observations of the operation of
a number of other programs during those two years and in 1968-69. The conclusions
from these observations may be summarized as follows: In the operation of the ExTFP,
problems frequently arose which affected all or most of the fellows in much the same
way. Sometimes such problems grew out of program requirements which the fellows
deemed unrealistic; sometimes the program or some of its courses seemed irrelevant to
the needs and interests of experienced teachers; often one or more courses were poorly
taught or of little value and interest to the fellows. Because of the en bloc organization
of ExTFP programs, when such problems arose they not only affected all of the fellows
alike, they were the topic of extended and intense discussion among fellows. There
frequently developed group-shared interpretations of the cause of the problem, and
a commonly-held antagonism toward one person or another. Not uncommonly, there
developed strong feelings of resentment, of being unjustly treated. Almost always, the
program director and other staff members eventually learned about such problems. How
soon this happened varied, of course, with the nature of the problem and with the
director's relationship to the fellows. Whether actions were taken to alleviate the
problem, and the outcome of such actions, largely determined the long-range erfects
of the problem upon the fellows' satisfaction with the program.

The implication of these results for the organization and administration of
future programs like the ExTFP will be discussed at some length later in this report,
so this topic need not be pursued here. However, it is important to call attention
to the relative lack of correlation of any of the fellows' judgments on these items with
judgments by faculty members. It seems likely that these low correlations reflected in
good part the overwhelmingly favorable judgments by faculty members on many of the
items discussed in this secfion. The low correlations also suggest that although fellows
in a given program tended to arrive at some degree of consensus on these issues, their
views, if unfavorable to the program, were not shared by the staff members. Whatever
the reason, it is clear that the only item for which judgments by facully members were
systematically re;ated to those of fellows from the same program involved faculty ratings
of the extent of problems in the program: those institutions in which faculty reported the
prob!ems were minimal were those in which fellows reported that relationships between
themselves and the staff were relatively good, and vice versa.

C. Correlations with Measures of Effectiveness, Morale, and Coordination of Program
Components

Since the correlations among judgments of program effectiveness and of morale
and solidarity were so strongly positive, it will not be necessary to present the separate
correlations between all of the items discussed in this chapter and the individual measures
of effectiveness and morale. Instead, Table 7-17 presents, for responses by fellows, the
average correlation of the variables discussed in this chapter with effectiveness measures

7 6
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Table 7-17. Correlations of Fellows' Evaluation of Courses, Reports of Problems, and
Perceived Relationship to Staff with Measures of Effectiveness and Morale

Fel lows'
Judgments

Faculty
Judgmens

c2

Evaluation of best course
Evaluation of worst course

. 61 .44

.56 .38
Distribution of other courses .68 .47

Average, course evaluations . 62 .43 .20 . 12

"1E"

a)
-a

Extent of problems -. -.63 -.31 -.34
Director awarenessoferoblems
Faculty effort to resolve problems
Director effort to resolve problems
Director know hypothetical problem
Director's allegiance

44
.59 .40
. 56 .37
. 39 .28

-.44 -.30
Would he try to resolve problem. .56 .35 .25
Would he be successful .46 .39

Average, extent of problems .51 .36 .17 .13

Relation between fellows and staff -.46 -.50 -.26
How did this compare to hopes?
Faculty accessibility
Director's accessibilit
Faculty interest
Director's interest

-.52 -.47 -.26
.37 .38
. 58 .48 .24

Faculty he;pfulness
Director's helpfulness

Average, relanon to staff

.47 .26
. 42 .34
. 50 .38 . 5
.52 .38
.49 .42 0

77
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and with reported morale.

It is clear from Table 7-17 that responses by fellows to the 19 items presented

in this chapter correlated sijnificantly with most of their judgments of program effectiveness,

morale, and coordination. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the correlations varied from

item to item, so it will be useful to examine the pattern of these relationships in some

detail.

Consider firs:- the correlations with program effectiveness. Fellows' evaluations

of their courses, their reports of the extent and disposition of problems, and their

perception of the relationship between fellows and staff all correlated significantly with

the measures of effectiveness. The highest of these correlations involvg.d the evaluation

of the best course, evaluation of those courses between the best and the worst, and

judgments of the severity of program problems. The lowest correlations involved the

director's interest in fellows, his awareness of problems, and the faculty's accessibility.

Correlations of fellows' responses to these items with measures of morale were

somewhat lower than their correlations with measures of effectiveness. Nevertheless,

18 of the 19 average correlations were significantly different from zero. The largest of

these involved judgments of the severity of program problems; the smallest involved

reports of the director's awareness of problems and predictions of his allegiance in the

hypohetical problem.

Finally, Table 7-17 shows that the correlations were spotty between fellows'
evaluations of courses, their rotings of the extent of problems, and iheir reports on fellow-
faculty relationships, on the onP hand, and faculty judgments of effectiveness and morale.

None of the fellows' evaluations of courses correlated consistently with such faculty

judgments. Fellows' judgments of the severity of the problems in the program did correlate

inversely with faculty ratings of effectiveness and of fellows' morale.

Thera is a striking difference between the magnitude of the correlations in
Table 7-17which was restricted to fellows' reports of course quality, problems, and

fellow-faculty relationsand the size of correlations in Table 7-18, which drvls with

faculty reports of problems and fellow-faculty relations. Only faculty ro.-s of the

severity of problems in their program were correlated with judgments by fellows and by

faculty of morale; other correlations were small and showed no consistent pattern.
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Table 7-18. Correlations of Faculty Eva luationn of Courses, Reports of Problems, and

Perceived Relationship to Staff with Measures of Effectiveness and Morale

.

Fe ows'
Judgments

Facu ty
Judgments

t2

C0
0
z.
u
a)

......"-.

r.0

0
2
o

in

0
>t
rr)......

UJ

0
2
o

t
''
'3)E

-"g

..?:-.

-Su

IT.

o E
t (1)
.2 --8
Lux A-

Extent of problems -.36 -.35
Director awareness of problems
Faculty effort to resolve problems
Director effort to resolve problems
Was the program changed?

Average, extent of problems .10 .11 .14 .17

2
g 5

Lu Li-c:4

Relations between fellows and staff
How did this compare to hopes?
Facult accessibilit
Facult interest

Average, relation to fellows .10 .10 .11 .12

D. Summary

In the main, fellows' ratings of the quality of their better courses were favorable.

Their best course was reported to be extremely good, and most fellows said the majority

of their courses were nearer in quality to their best one than to their worst one.

Nevertheless, a considerable proportion of the respondents reported that at least one course

was extremely ineffective; we shall argue in Chapter 12 that this condition probably
characterizes the experience of the majority of students in American colleges and

universities today. Fellows' evaluations of the quality of their courses were strongly

correlated with judaments of effectiveness and with most of their reports of the extent

of problems in their program and of the relationships between fellows and faculty.
Such correlations were especialy high with reports that the faculty and directors had

tried to resolve problems which arose; on the other hand, fellows' evaluations of their

courses did not correlate highly with their reports of the accessibility of faculty members

and directors.

Problems of some sort are almost inevitable in any educational program. About

a third of the fellows reported that such problems interfered substantially with the

success of their program; conversely, 40% said guch problems interfered with success
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very little or not at all. Most of the fellows reported that their directors had tried to
resolve these problems, and that the director probably would have been able to resolve
a hypothetical probrem had he tried to do so. Faculty members, and especially
directors, were even more likely than fellows to say that the faculty and staff had
been aware of problems when they arose and had tried to resolve them. Fellows'
judgments about the extent and disposition of problems in the program were highly
intercorrelated, though two items--both having to do wRh the director's awareness
of the problems rather than his willingness to act-showed somewhat lower correlations
than did the others.

As to the perceived relationships between fel lows and faculty members, 70% of
the fellows said it was more nearly teacher-student than colleague-colleague; however,
the great majority of fellows reported that the faculty and director were accessible,
interested in the fellows, and helpful to them. Self-reports by the faculty and directors
on these items were even more one-sided than the judgments of fellows. Again, the
intercorrelations among fellows' responses to these items were very high.

On all three sets of items, fellows' reports were consistently related to their
judgments of program effectiveness and of fellows' morale. Within this overall pattern
of high positive correlations, fellows' perception of the director's awareness of problems
was less highly correlated with effectiveness and morale than were fellows' judgments
of the kinds of actions the director would take to alleviate problems. Apparently
mere awareness of problems was not enough. Effective programs, with high morale
among fellows, were those whose fellows believed that the director would initiate
direct and successful actions to relieve problems when they arose.

Faculty reports of the seriousness of problems in their program correlated
inversely with thek own and fellows' judgments of morale. Otherwise, faculty reports
on the disposition of problems or the relationships between fellows and staff did not
correlate systematically with ratings of effectiveness or morale.
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Chapter 8

Operating Strategies

Institutions were required by the Office of Education to introduce some coordination
between subject-matter and teacher training departments and to make some provision for

the utilization of fellows' background in the conduct of the program. However, there

were a variety of aspects of the organization of programs for which no official guidelines

were provided. Among such considerations were decisions as to whether the content

of the program should be innovative or relatively traditional, whether or not participants
could receive a graduate degree at the end of the academic year, how much competition
among fellows should be built into the program, and how heavy a work load should be

resiuired of the fellows. Decisions as to these matters were left up to the institutions

which sponsored the program. In the present chapter we will examine the reports by

fellows and faculty of the nature of those decisions, and the relationship of the institutions'

decisions to other aspects of the program's operation.

A. The Nature of the Operating Strategies

1. Innovativeness

Fellows, faculty members, and directors in all institutions were asked: "Many
programs were intended to be innovative, others were largely traditional. Which was
the case in your program?" Examination of the responses shows that about the same

proportion of fellows, faculty, and directors asserted that their program was innovative
throughout--the proportion of such responses ranged from 17% of the fellows to 23% of

the faculty. However, the fellows were much more prone than the faculty and directors

to report that their programs had few or no innovative aspects: about one-third of
the fellows, but only 8% of the faculty and 3% of the directors, reported that their
program fell on the non-innovative side of the continuum.

Table 8-1. Reported Innovativeness of ExTFP Programs

How innovative was your program?
Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Innovative throughout 16.8 23.2 20.6

Some aspects were innovative 49.4 67.4 76.2

A few aspects were innovative 26.2 7.1 3.2

No aspects were innovative 7.2 0.4 0.0

No Response 0.4 1.8 0.0

-76-
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2. Competition and Work Load

By all accounts the fellows in most programs were faced with a substantial
work load. Only 12% of the fellows reported that the load was too heavy to permit
completion of assignments; nevertheless, another 50% reported that it was heavier
than desirable, while only 36% reported that it was about right, and a scant 2% called
the work load too light. Faculty members and directors were more inclined than
fellows to call the work load about right--57% gave that response; nevertheless, about
40% of each group said that it was in some degree too heavy, and fewer than 2% said
it was too light.

Table 8-2. Reported Work Load

What was the fellows' schedule
and work load?

Fellows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Too heavy for completion of work 11.5 5.4 1.6

Heavier than desirable 50.4 34.8 39.7

About right 35.8 57.1 57.1

Too light 2.1 1.8 1.6

No Response 0.2 0.9 0.0

In reporting upon the level of competition in their program, respondents first

estimated the amount of competition that existed and then evaluated the effects of
the competition upon the performance of the group and, in the case of the fellows, upon
the respondents themselves. Of the fellows, 51% said that competition was at either
quite a high level or an extremely high level, a considerable reduction from the 61%
who gave the same response the previous year. A smaller proportion of faculty members
and directors than of fellows reported a substantial degree of competition among fellows
in their programs (44% and 42%, respectively).

Table 8-3. Reports of Level of Competition

How much competition was
there among fellows for
grades, prestige, and
recognition?

Fel lows
1966-67

Fel lows
1967-68

Faculty
1967-68

Directors
1967-68

Extremely high level 27.4 21.6 11.6 9.5

Quite high level 33.3 29.2 32.1 31.7

Moderate level 30.8 30.2 39.7 39.7

Quite low level 5.1 11.5 12.5 11.1

Very low level 2.6 7.2 2.7 7.9
No Response 0.9 0.3 1.3 0.0
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After judging the level of corrpeHtion in their program, fellows who reported a
noticeable level were asked to indicate its effect upon their own ability to benefit from
the program as well as upon the fellows as a group. Faculty members were asked to

evaluate the effects of the competition upon the fellows as a group. In thek judgments

of the effects of the competition upon themselves, about 35% of the fellows said they were
beneficial while only 19% believed them to be disruptive to some degree. On the other
hand, more fellows reported that the competition was disruptive to the group than
reported that it was beneficial (35% as against 26%). Faculty members and dkectors
were more likely than were fellows to report that the effects were beneficial to the

group (41% of the faculty and 33% of the directors) than that they were disruptive

(16% of the faculty and 22% of the directors).

Table 8-4 Judgments of the Effects of Competition

I-bw did the level of competition
in the program affect the fellows'
performance?

Fellows
(effects
on self)

Fel lows
(effects
on group)

Faculty Directors

Very beneficial, stimulated achievement 7.6 4.0 8.9 4.8
Probably good, pushed to greater efforts 27.3 22.1 32.1 28.6

No noticeable effects 14.4 7.0 4.5 7.9
Somewhat disruptive 12.0 30.3 15.6 20.6
Very disruptive, grades were the goal 7.0 4.8 0.9 1.6

No Response 3L 6 31.8 38.0 36.5

3. The Achievement of Graduate Degrees

Fellows were asked whether they, themselves, expected to receive an advanced
degree by the time the program ended, and also to estimate the proportion of fellows in
their program who would receive such degrees. Faculty members and directors were
asked to estimate the proportion in their programs who would receive advanced degrees.

Table 8-5. Estimates of the Proportion of Fellows to Receive Advanced Degrees

What proportion of the fellows in your
program will receive an advanced
degree? Fellows Facult Directors

All or nearly all 64.4 60.3 74.6
About three fourths 10.6 13.8 14.3

About half 9.8 8.9 6.3
About one fourth 4.4 5.8 1.6

None or nearly none 7.8 5.4 1.0

No Response 3.0 5.8
A

1.6

8:3
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It should be noted that very few of the directors reported that none of the fellows
would receive advanced degrees. This reflects the fact that such degrees were offered
by all but two or three of the programs that operated in 1967-68. In fact, 75% of the
fellows and faculty members reported that three fourths or more of those in their programs
would receive such degrees; a judgment with which 89% of the directors agreed. About
three fourths of the fellows also reported 11 they, themselves, would definitely or
almost certainly receive an advanced degree.

Do you expect to receive an advanced degree at "ie end of your program?

Definitely 47.0
Almost certainly 24.8
Probnbly 7.4
Somewhat uncertain 4.3
I doubt it 1.3
Definitely not L.8
No Response 2.3

B. Correlation among Aspects of Operating Strategies

Clearly there is little common content among these four sets of questions--
the degree of innovativeness of the programs, their level of competition, the magnitude
of fellows' work load, and the proportion who would receive advanced degrees.
This being the case, one might expect high correlations among Rems in the same set,
but rather low correlations between items from different sets. It is clear from Table 8-6
that such was the case. Fellows' reports on the three items having to do with the level
of competition were all correlated significantly with one another, and the fellows'
two estimates of the likelihood that they and their colleagues would receive an advanced
degree were very highly correlated. However, the only item on the fellows' questionnaire
that correlated consistently with others from different content areas was the reported
innovativeness of the program: programs which were rated as innovative by their fellows
tended also to be rated as noncompetitive and as productive of advanced degrees.

The only significant correlations between fellows' reports and those by faculty
members involved responses to items from the same sets, Thus, fellows and faculty
members tended to agree on the degree of inncvativeness in their program, the magnitude
of the work load, the proportion of fellows who would receive advanced degrees, and

the level of competition in the program. It is of interest that even though there was a
significant correlation between fellows' judgments of the level of competition and
judgments by faculty members on the same item, the judgments of the two groups as
to the effects of that competition upon the fellows did not correlate significantly.
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C. CorrelaHons of Operating Strategies with Measures of Effectiveness and Morale

Table 8-7 presents the correlations between reports of aspects of operating

strategy and judgments of morale and effectiveness. It is clear that fellows' ratings of

the innovativeness of their programs correlated significantly with their own average

judgments on both effectiveness and morale. Faculty ratings of innovativeness also

correlated with fellows' ratings of morale.

Neither fellows' nor faculty judgments of magnitude of the work load correlated

significantly with their reports of program effectiveness and morale.

Table 8-7. Correlations between Aspects of Operating Strategy and Measures of
Effectiveness and Morale

Fellows'
Reports

Faculty
Reports
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Fellows' ratings of the absolute level of competition in the program :id not
corrtAAte highly and consistently with effectiveness and morale. However 'ellows'
judgments of the effects of the competition upon themselves and their colleagues were
consistently correlated with those measures: programs in which the effects competition
were perceived by fellows to be disruptive had lower morale and were repor -ed to be
less effective. Faculty judgments of the level and effects of competition, h,..)wever, did

not correlate consistently with effectiveness and morale.

Finally, fellows' reports of the likelihood of advanced degrees being given in
their program did not correlate significantly with effectiveness and morale; inowever,
there were consistently significant average correlations between facully reparrts of a
high probability of degrees being given in their program and fellows' judgments of
effectiveness and morale.

D. Summary

Previous chapters have provided us with a considerable number of items to which
fellows' responses varied congruently, and which were consistently correlat-s with
fellows' judgments of program effectiveness. To this list we now add fellows' judgments
of the innovativeness of their program. This correlation is especially interesting
because reports of innovativeness were not significantly correlated with judgments of
effectiveness in the 1966-67 ExTFP study--one of the few differences between the
patterns of correlation in the two investigations. The reasons for this difference, of course,
are altogether unclear, so it will be important to examine once more the nature of
the correlation in the 1968-69 program.

In the 1966-67 study, fellows' judgments of their work load were inversely
correlated with their estimates of effectiveness, although their reports of the degree
of competition in the programs were not. In the present study, reports of the magnitude
of work did not correlate significantly with effectiveness and morale--a second difference
between the results of the two studies.

As was true in the earlier study, reports of the absolute level of competition
in the 1967-68 study did not correlate with judgments of effectiveness. However,
fellows' reports of the effects of such competition did correlate with effectiveness
aid also with morale. It appears, then, that it is not so much the amount of competition
among fellows that produces differences in their reactions to the program, but the
context in which the competition takes place, and especially the effect it has upon the
fellows' relationships to one another.

Fellows were specifically prohibited from receiving an advanced degree by the
mode of organization of two or three of the ExTFP programs. In those institutions
where advanced degrees could be attained, the overwhelming majority of the fellows were
convinced by the end of the academic year, when they filled out this questionnaire, that
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they would receive such a degree. Their reports of their chances of receiving a degree
did not correlate significantly with any of the other items in the questionnaire. it
will be important to examine in the 1968-69 study whether the same pattern holds true
for judgments made earlier in the academic year. it may be, for example, that programs
whose fellows are in doubt about their chances of earning an advanced degree through

much of the school year will have established a level of anxiety in the student group
such that fellows' morale and satisfaction with the program will be permanently reduced.
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Chapter 9

A Comparison of Education-Based and Noneducation-Based Programs

Programs may readily be grouped according to one or another relatively objective
criterion, and the resultant subgroups can then be compared to one another as to the
kinds of ratings their members received from participants. The present chapter presents the
comparisons that were obtained by sorting programs into those that were administered
in schools or departments of education and those administered in some other part of

the institution. It is necessary to explain why we compared education and noneducation
programs, for that is obviously not the only type of classification that would have
yielded interesting and informative comparisions of programs. For example, one might

divide programs for comparison according to their subject matter, according to the
school level in which their participants taught, or according to whether they were
located in large or small academic institutions; still other bases of classification, of
equal or greater interest, may be generated with only a few minutes reflection. In

considerable part, the decision to examine, for this report, the effects of locating a
program in education or noneducation departments grew out of the continuing controversy
over whether teacher training programs are more effective when administered by educationists
or by specialists in one or another academic discipline; it seemed sensible to see

whether the present data could provide information relevant to that controversy. In this

connection, a preliminary analysis of the results of the 1966-67 scudy had shown that
education-based programs received higher ratings for effectiveness than did those
administered in noneducation programs; it seemed important to check that result in an

additional sample.

To carry out these comparisons, the 68 institutions were divided into two groups:
the 32 which were principally located in schools or departments of education, and the

remaining 36. The 36 noneducation programs were administered, for the most part, in
traditional academic departments of liberal arts schools, though some were in other
locations such as fine arts, urban studies, or library science. The two groups were
compared, first, as to the ratings of effectiveness they received from their fellows.
When it became clear that education-based programs once more received higher effectiveness
ratings from their fellows than did noneducation programs, two additional sets of analyses

were performed. First, the two groups of programs were compared on all of the other
items that we have discussed in the preceding chapters, to determine whether the
differences between groups were general, or specific to judgments of effectiveness.
Second, correlations between effectiveness and each of the other items were computed
independently for education-based and noneducation-based programs to determine
whether the pattern of relations between items held up in both types of programs.

A. Effectiveness and the Location of the Program

Table 9-1 presents the comparison of education-based and noneducation-based

programs for the five fellows' ratings of effectiveness. It is apparent that education-

-84-
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based programs received higher ratings on all five of these items, as well as on a
combined index consisting of the total of the five items.

A number of aspects of Table 9-1 should be considered. First, it is clear that
the average ratings for the 36 noneducation programs were on the favorable side of
neutral for every item, even though they were significantly less favorable than the
ratings given to education-based programs. Second, though the differences between
education-based and noneducation-based programs were small for every item, ,they were
always in the same direction and, for every item, were greater in magnitude than would
be expected by chance.1 Finally, attention should be paid to the variation in
magnitude of these differences from one item to another. Differences between education-
based and noneducation-based programs were smallest in the ratings fellows made of
participants' interest in the subject matter and in their evaluation of the program
as a learning experience. The differences were greatest with respect to judgments
of whether the program objectives were realistic and whether the program prepared
fellows for their teaching situations. This outcome is clearly a sensible one. In
both education-based and noneducation-based programs fellows were interested in
their work and were able to learn a large body of material they had not previously
known; programs based in departments or schools of education, however, were more
likely to be oriented toward the practical problems of teachers and, hence, to assist
ExTFP fellows with material directly relevant to their jobs.

1Four
of these five items permitted respondents to choose from only four

alternatives, while they chose from five alternatives on the remaining item. This
dictated that the maximum difference between means was only three units for the first
four items and only four units for the remaining item. When the possible range of
scores is so restricted, small differences between means often become meaningful
ones.
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Table 9-1. Comparision of Fellows' Ratings of Effectiveness in Education-Based and
Noneducation-Based ExTFP Institutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence

Possible
range of
scores

Educa-
Hon

Non-
;--_;uca-
Hon

Did the feIlows seem genuinely interested
in the subject matter of the program? 3.34 3.22 .12

2 1-4

How stimulating and interesting was
the program? 3.18 2.90 281 1-4

How well did the program prepare fellows
for their own teaching situations? 3.31 2.92 1.39 1-4

How realistic and useful were the

program objectives? 3.70 3.28
1.42 1-5

How would you rate the program as
a learning experience? 3.72 3.58 .141 1-4

Sum of five effectiveness
ratings 17.25 15.90

1
1.35 5-21

1Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
2Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

B. Morale and the Location of the Program

A comparison of education-based and noneducation-based programs in judgments

of fellows' morale is presented in Table 9-2. On all four items, fellows in education-

based programs reported significantly higher morale than did their counterparts in

noneducation programs. Once more it should be pointed out that the ratings in noneducation-

based institutions, though less favorable than those in education-based institutions, still

were clearly on the favorable side of neutral.
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Table 9-2. Comparison of Fellows' Ratings of Morale and Solidarity in Education-
Based and Noneducation-Based Institutions

Item

Locaron

Differ-
ence

Possible
range of
scores

Ed uca-
tion

Non-
educa-
tion

How much group involvement was there in
the fellows' interaction with each other? 3.94 3.58 .361 1-5

Was there a feeling of group spirit and

identity among fellows? 3.34 3.07
1.27 1-4

How would you rate the overall morale
of participants? 3.68 3.32 .361 1-5

How would you rate your own
morale? 3.82 3.54 .282 1-5

1D ifference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
2D ifference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

Since the two sets of institutions, those housed in education departments and those

in other locations, differed in the same direction on both morale and rated effectiveness,

it was necessary to determine whether the correlation between morale and effectiveness
held up within the two types of programs. Accordingly, two sets of correlations were
computed between the fellows' ratings on each of the four items dealing with morale,

on the one hand, and the sum of the five effectiveness ratings on the other. These
correlations are presented in Table 9-3.

Table 9-3. Correlations between Morale and Effectiveness, Computed Separately for
Education-Based and Noneducation-Based ExTFP Institutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence

Educa-
Hon

Non-
educa-
tion

How much group involvement was there in the
fellows' interaction with each other?

1.57 .13 .442

Was there a feeling of group spirit and
identity among fellows? .511 -.01 .522

How wou d you rate t e overa moro e o .:.

participants?
1

.72 .481 .24

How would you rate your own
morale? . 621 .741 -.08

92
1Correlation differs from zero at the .01 level of significance.
Difference between correlations greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.2
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Among the education-based programs, the correlations between effectiveness,
on the one hand, and all four indkes of morale and solidarity, on the other, were large
and statistically signifkant. Among noneducation programs, significant correlations
with effectiveness were obtained only for the two measures of morale; the correlations
between effectiveness and the items that dealt with group spirit and group involvement
were not significantly different from zero and were significantly smaller than the
corresponding correlations in education-based programs.

In commenting upon the relatively low overall correlation between judgments
of group solidarity and rated effectiveness, we remarked in Chapter 5 that a gr'oup
of dissatisfied fellows might conceivably develop strong feelings of solidarity against
a disliked administration while simultaneously experiencing relatively low morale.
When such a situation obtained, it seems to have occurred in noneducation-based
programs; the low correlations between solidarity and effectiveness in such programs show
that solidary and non-solidary groups received high and low ratings on effectiveness
ir. about the same proportion. In education-based programs, on the other hand, solidarity
was almost as closely related to effectiveness as was morale.

C. Program Coordination and Location of the Program

Comparisons of the two sets of institutions with respect to fellows' judgments of
program coordination are presented in Table 9-4. The two types of institutions differed
significantly on all four items: fellows in education-based programs were more likely
to report that the components of their program were well coordinated, that there was
effective coordination between departments, and that theie backgroundz were used
effectively in the program; they were less likely to report that subject matter was
emphasized at the expense of teaching methods. It should be noted that the average
ratings in noneducation programs wer'e (1) approximately at the neutral point in judgments
of the coordination of program components, (2) somewhat on the unfavorable side of
neutral in ratings of the extent to whkh the program built on fellows backgrounds,
and (3) markedly displaced from neutral toward judgments that subject matter was
emphasized to the neglect of teaching methods.

Table 9-4. Comparison of Fellows' Ratings of Program Coordination in Education-Based
and Noneducation-Based Institutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence -

Possible
range of
scores

Educa-
tion

Non-
educa-
tion

How well were the components of your
program coordinated w ith one another? 2.98 2.47

1

.51

..,

1-4

How well was the material in one depart-
ment coordinated with that of others? 3.48 3.15 .33

1
1-5

What was the relative emphasis upon sub-
ject matter and teaching methods? 3.23 3.74

1

-.51 1-5

Did the program build upon fellows'
backgrounds? 2.72 2.38

1

. 34 1-4

1Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.



As to the correlations between rhese responses and overall iudgmento
effectiveness, it will be seen in Table 95 that the pattern of correlations V1 quite
similar for the two types of institutions, except for the item on the use of f%) Ws'

backgrounds. In both education-based and noneducation-based programs, tjAte was a

strong positive relationship between coOdination of components and effectiv/iNess, ci

moderate positive relationship between interdepartmental coordination and d tectiveness,

and a moderate inverse relationship beyvveen reported overemphasis of subV tootter arid
effectiveness. In education-based proorams, however, there was a very stV% positive
relationship between effectiveness and reports that fel low' backgrounds me utilized;
the corresponding correlation in noneclocation programs was positive but ndy Nnificfantly
different from zero. It should be note4 that this last difference is a sensible %ne.

Education-based programs were desigrvd to be more relevant than noneducvnprHlased
programs to the problems and concerns at teachers; whether such a program insistently
built upon the fellows' background and e)perience had a marked bearing up4 its effectiveness.

In noneducation-based programs, on ft e other hand, a rather exciting and / Pective set of

courses in some content area might or nyight not be directly relevant to the 14,Iier

experience of fellows in the program-

Table 9-5. Correlations between Proafarn Coordination and EffecHveness, gpropoted

Separately for Education-Based and Noneducation-Based institutiono

r

Itern

How well were the components of you'
coordinated with one another?

,

How well was the material in one dep
coordinated with that in others?
What was the relative emphasis upon
matter and teaching methods?
Did the program build uponfeTTO;?%
backgrounds?

r'

.----.

Location

Educa-
tion

Non-
educa
tion

)rogram
.751 .. 1

1

tment
.461 .421

)lect
-.392 -.27

.801 .24

'Correlation differs from zero at the , 01 level of significance.
2Correlation differs from zero at the , OS level of significance.
3Difference between correlations gredter than would be expected by chat)" one tirne it) 100.

D. Evaluation of Courses, Program A41ninistration, and the Location of V program

As may be seen in Table 9-6, the two sets of institutions differed giNifict:Intly in
the evaluations fellows gave to their Otst and their worst courses. Fellovv edCato-
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bc-, ad programs rated their courses more favorably than did those in noneducation programs.

Jifference in the same direction characterized the ratings given the courses inter-
1,iediate between the best and the worst, though the difference did not attain statistical

significance. It should be noted that even in noneducation programs, the average

rating of the best course was very close to the judgment "among the top 10% of all the

courses I have taken but not the very best." For both sets of institutions, the worst

course was rated, on the average, between "the bottom 10% of all the courses I have

ever taken" and "below average but not in the bottom 10%." Finally, in both types

of program the courses of intermediate quality were said to be somewhat closer to the

best course than to the worst one.

Table 9-6. Comparison of Fellows' Ratings of Courses in Education-Based and Noneducation
Based Institutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence

Possible
range of
scores

Ed uca-
tion

Non-
educa-
tion

How good was your best course? 5.09 4.90 .192 2-6

How bad was our worst course? 2.57 2.30 .27 1-5

How were the other courses distributed? 3.54 3.38 .16 1-5

1Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.

2Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

In both education-based and noneducation-based programs, there were significant

positive relationships between ratings of effectiveness and judgments of the quality of

the best course, the worst course, and the distribution of tiie remaining courses (Table 9-7).

Table 9-7. Correlations between Ratings of Courses and Effectiveness, Computed

Separately for Education-Based and Noneducation-Based Institutions

Location
Non-

Educa- educa- Differ-
Item tion tion ence

How good was your best course? .60
1

.661 -.06
How bad was your worst course? .641 392 .25

.691 .681 .01How were the other courses distributed?

1

2Correlation
differs from zero at the .01 level of significance.

Correlation differs from zero at the .05 level of significance.
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Table 9-8 presents compar isons of the two types of programs according to the
ratings fellows made of the extent and disposition of problems. It wHI be seen that
education-based programs received more favorable ratings on each of the eight measures;
fellows in such programs were less likely than those in noneducation programs to report
that the problems interfered seriously with the program's functioning; they were more
likely to report that the faculty and director were aware of the problems and tried
to solve them, that the director would not show greater allegiance to the faculty than
to the fellows on the hypothetical problem, and that the director would probably
succeed in remedying such a problem if he tried to do so. Again, it should be noted
that, for all items, the mean judgments of fellows in noneducation programs were on
the favorable side of neutral.

Table 9-8. Comparison of Fellows' Judgments of Program ProYems in Education-Based
and Noneducation-Basec IrEtitutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence

Possible
range of
scores

Edurz.

Hon

Non-
educa-
tion

How seriously did the problems interfere
with the worth of the program? 2.72 3.12 1-.40 1-5
How hard did the faculty, exclusive of the
director, try to resolve the problems? 3.51 3.06

1

.45 1-5

To what extent was the director aware of
these problems? 4.20 3.91 . 91 1-5

How hard did the director try to resolve
the problems? 3.88 3.47 1

.41 1-5

Would the director have become aware of
the hypothetical problem over a bad course? 3.40 3.06 .361 1-4
Where would his allegiance have
been? 3.08 3.32

2
-.2-1 1-5

How much effo.t would he have made to try
to resolve such a problem? 3.25 2.90 .351 1-4
If he had made an effort to resolve that
!problem, would he have been successful? 2.91 2.72 .192 1-4

1Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
2D ifference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

The pattern of correlations between the extent and disposition of problems,, on
ihe one hand, and ratings of program effectiveness, on the other, was remarkubly similar

9G
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for the two types of programs. For noneducation-based programs, the correlations
did not quite attain statistical significance on three items--the director's awareness of

real and of the hypothetical problem, and the director's allegiance on the hypothetical
problem; other correlations were significantly different from zero in both sets of
institutions. On none of the eight items did the correlations in the two types of
institution differ significantly; however, for all eight items the correlations in education-
based programs were larger than those in noneducat1on programs.

Table 9-9. Correlations between Judgments of Program Problems and Effectiveness, Computed

Separately for Education-Based and Noneducatiorr-Based Institutions

_

Item

Location

Differ-
ence

Educa-
tion

Non-
educa-
lion

How seriously did the problems interfere
with the worth of the program?

1-.72 1-.63
How hard did the faculty, exclusive of the
director, try to resolve the problems? .751

1
.53 .22

To what extent was the director ciware of
these problems?

1

.62 .27 .35

How hard did the director try to resolve
the problems?

1.77
1

.53 .24

Would the director have become aware of the
hypotheilcal problem over a bad course? .481 .30 .18

Where would ,'is allegiance have
been? -.591 -.31 -.28

-
How much effort would he have made to tr)1 to
resolve such a problem? .681

1

.52 . 16

If he had made an effort to resolve that
problem, would he have been successful

1

.51 .412 .10

1Correlation differs from zero at .01 level of significance.
2Correlation differs from zero at .05 level of significance.

E. Relationships between Fellows and Staff and the Location of the Program

Reports from education-based programs have been compared with those from
noneducation programs on 24 distinct items. In 23 of these 24 comparisons, education-
based programs received significantly more favorable ratings than their noneducation
counterparts; the remaining difference was in the same direction, though it was not
large enough to attain statistical significance. A break in this pattern is revealed in

SI
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Table 9-10, which presents the educatiorr-noneducation comparisons for judgments of
the relationship between fellows and staff members. For five of these eight i'rems--the
accessibility and helpfulness of the faculty and the director, and the directoes
interest in the fellows--responses by fellows in noneducation programs did not differ
significantly from those of their education-based counterparts. On the remaining
three items, significantdifferences did obtain. Fellows in education-based programs,
compared to those in noneducation programs, reported that the faculty exclusive of
the director were more irrterested in ExTFP fellows, that the relationship between fellows
and staff was less clearly structured as a teacher-student relationship, and that this
relationship was relatively close to what they had expected it to be before they entered

the program. Again, for both types of program the average judgment on every itern
fell on the favorable side of neutral.

Table 910. Comparison of Fellows' Pera.eptions of Their Relationships to 41e. Facu!ty in
Education-Based and Noneducation-Based Institutions

Item

Locat'on
Possible
range of
scores

Educa-
Hon

Non-
educa-
Hon

Differ-
ence

How accessible was the faculty, exclusive
of the director? 3.20 3.16 .04 1-4

How accessible was the director,
himself? 3.30 3.20 .10 1-4

How interested in th ,. fellows was the
faculty, exclusive of the d irector? 4.30 4.06 1

.24 1-5

How interested in the fellows was the
director, himself? - 4.51 4.34 .17 1-5

How helpful was the faculty, exclusive
of the d irector? 3.21 3.22 -.01 1-4

How helpful was the director,
himself? 3.38 3.34 .04 1-4

Was the relationship that of teacher-
student or colleague-colleague? 2.82 3.04 -.22

1

1-4

How did this compare wIth what you had
hoped would be the relationship? 3.12 3.36 -.241 1-5

c1Difference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
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Except for one item, correlations between ratings of fellow-faculty relations

and judged efftiveness were about the same within the two groups. In the education-

based institutions there was a strong relationship between effectiveness and whether

fellows' expectations were met that their relationship to the staff would be =hoser than

teacher-student; this correlation did not differ significantly from zero in the noneducution-

based institutions. This difference in correlation doubtless reflected the facf that experienced

teachers are much more nearly colleagues in fact of educatian-based faculty members

than of faculty members in noneducation disciplines. It should also be notec Act seven

of the eight correlations were more extreme in education-based than in nonedacation

programs.

Table 9-11. Correlations between Effect;veness and Fellows' Perceptions of Their

Relationships to the Faculty, Computed Separately for Education-Based and Noneducation-

Based Institutions

Item

Location

Differ-
ence _Educa-

tion

Nan-
educa-
tion

How accessible was the faculty, exclusive
of the director? . 42 .21 .13

How accessible was the director,
himself?

1

. .372 .28

How interested in the fellows was the faculty,
exclusive of the director?

1

.73
1.44 .29

How interested in the fellows was the
director, hin-,elf? .751

1.48 .27

How helpful was the faculty, exclusive
of the director?

1
.58

1
.63 -.05

How helpful was the director,
himself? .73 .521 .21

Was the relationship that of teacher-student
or colleague-colleague? -.511 -.362

How did this compare with what you had
h ped would be the relationsh ip?

1-.74 -.13 -.613

1Correlation differs from zero at .01 level of significance.
2Correlation differs from zero at .05 level of significance.
3Difference between correlations greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
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F. Operating Strategy and the Location of the Program

Table 9-12 presents the comparisons between education-based and noneducation-

based programs on the seven items we have grouped under the heading of "Operating

strategy." For six of these items--involving ratings of the program's innovativeness, its
level of competition, and the proportion of fellows who would receive advanced
degrees--ratings in the two sets of programs did not differ signircantly, being on the
favorable side of neutral in every case. However, fellows in education-based programs
reported that their work load was somewhat less burdensome than did those in noneducation

programs.

Table 9-12. Comparison of Fellows' Judgments of Operating Strategy in Education-
Based and Noneducation-Based Institutions

item

Location
,

Possible
range of
scores

Educa-
tion

Non-
educa-
tion

Differ-
ence

How much competition was there for grades,
prestige, and recognition? 3.38 3.52 .14 1-5

How did the level of competition affect
the fellows' performancei? 3.37 3.24 .13 1-5

How did the level of competition affect
your own performance? 3.00 2.94 .06 1-5

What proportion of those in your program
are likely to receive an advanced degree? 4.26 4.10 .16 1-5

What ara your own chances of receiving
an advanced degree? 4.75 4.50 .25 1-6

How innovative was your
program? 2.92 2.7C .22 1-4

How heavy was the schedule and
work load? 2.65 2.82 -.17

1 1-4

1D ifference greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

Table 9-13 reveals that the pattern of correlations between effectiveness and

the extent and effects of competition was markedly different for the two types of program.
In education-based programs, it will be noted, ratings of the level of competition were
inversely related to ratings of effectiveness, while judgments that the competition had
favorable effects upon the group and upon one's own performance were positively related
to effectiveness; in noneducation programs none of these correlations differed significantly

iao



-96-

fron zt-c. No such differences between the patterns of correlations were found with

the lame- four items. In both groups ratings of innovaHveness were positively correlated

wi-th effectiveness. In neither group did the level of the work load or the chances of
reingan n advanced degree correkge to an appreciable extent with judgments of

Fveness.

Tabi-9-3. Correlations between Effectiveness and FeHows' Judgments of Operating

Strad-ew Computed Separately for Education-Based and Noneducation-Based Institutions

"

Location

Differ-
ence

Educa-
Hon

Non-
educa-
tionelf'

How much competition was there for grades,
prestige, and recognition?

1

-.45 .15 -. 04

How did the level of competition affect the

fellows' performance?
1

.64 -.02 . 63

How dici the level of competition affect
your own performance?

1.53 .05 .484

What proportion of those in your program
are likely to receive an advanced degree? .13 .24 -.11
What are your own chances of receiving an
advanced degree? .15 .34 -.19
How 1nvative was your
program ? . 21 . 4 .28

How himavy was the schedule and work
load? .02 -.17 .19

1Comelation differs from zero at
2am-relation differs from zero at
3Difference between correlations
4Difference between correlations

G. Summary

.01 level of significance.

.05 level of significance.
greater than would be expected by chance one time in 100.
greater than would be expected by chance one time in 20.

Judgments by fellows in education-based ExTFP institutions were consistently

more favorable than those by fellows in noneducation programs on more than two dozen

dimeffik,ions. In particular, education-based programs received higher ratings of effectiveness

and of group morale and solidarity; their fellows reported greater coordination of the

parts cyf the program, more effective interdepartmental cooperation, a better balance

between subject matter and teaching methods in the content of the program, and greater
relevance of their own background to the proceduref, of the program. Education-based

01
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fellows rated their best and their worst courses more favorably than did fellows in non-
education programs; they also reported both that the problems of their programs were

less severe and that the faculty and staff made greater efforts to resolve those problems.

Education-based fellows were less likely than those in noneducation programs to label

their relations to the program's faculty as "definitely teacher-sludent" and more likely

to say that their relationship with staff members was similar to what they had expected;

they also gave more positive reports of the faculty's interest in fellows. Finally,

fellows in education-based programs were somewhat less likely than those in noneducation

programs to report that their work load was altogether excessive.

On other items, fellows from the two types of programs did not differ substantially.

Thus, reports from the two groups showed about the same degree of favorableness in their

judgments ef the accessibility and helpfulness of the faculty and director of their programs.
Similarly, the two groups did not differ in their reports of the level of competition
in the program, in their perception of the effects of this competition upon the fellows,

in their ratings of the degree of innevativeness of the progran, nor in their estimates

of the probability that they and other fellows would receive an advanced degree.

These results suggest that the education-based programs were more continuous

with the fellows' previous experience, more concerned with their problems as teachers
and, consequently, more likely to operate as a group of professionals who differed

rather little in status and expertise. By contrast, the noneducation-based programs

as a group seem to have followed more closely the classical model of graduate education

in which the professor-scholar imparts his knowledge and skills to the student novice.

The half-dozen items which were correlated with effectiveness among education-
based programs but not among noneduattion programs lend credence to the preceding

interpretation. Thus, the two measures of group solidarity were highly correlated with
effectiveness, and judgments of the level and effects of competition were negatively
correlated with effectiveness, in education-based programs. Presumably, the

disorganizing effects of competition and the lack of solidarity made it difficult for
fellows in the education-based programs to function as a productive group of cooperating
professionals, and thus reduced their effectiveness. In the more formal atmosphere of
the noneducation-based programs, it seems likely that group solidarity is essentially
irrelevant to learning and to program effectiveness; similarly, in the more traditional
academic atmosphere, intense competition probably enhanced, as often as it hindered, the

effectiveness of the program. In the same vein, continuity between the fellows'
background and their training as well as a relatively equalitarian relationship between
fellows and faculty are much less important in the formal academic setting that we have

assumed was represented in the noneducation-based programs.

For the most part, however, the correlates of effectiveness were quite similar

in the two types of programs. In education-bas'ed and noneducation-based programs alike,

judgments of program effectiveness varied with (1) fellows' morale and their estimates of

1 02
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group morale; (2) judgments as to the coordination of components of the program;
(3) the perceived quality of courses; (4) reports that problems in the program were
relatively minor and that the director and other faculty members were interested in
resolving whatever problems arose and competent to do so; (5) the perception that
relations with the faculty and director were i.ot strictly structured as teacher-student
relations, and that the faculty and director were accessible to the fellows, interested
in them, and helpful to them, and (6) reports that the program was relatively innovative.
In five of these six categories--the exception being the relations between fellows and
staff--education-based programs received more favorable ratings From their fellows
than did noneducation-based programs. It is particularly important to note that the
the same pattern of correlations among responses obtained within the two types of programs
in spite of the overall differences in favorableness of response. In neither education-
based nor noneducation-based programs did strong relationships hold between ratings
of effectiveness and judgments of fellows' work load or perception of the likelihood
of obtaining an advanced degree. Some of the implications of the results presented in
this chapter will be discussed further in Chapter 13.
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IV. Some Implications

Ordinarily, we would end this report with the last chapter. However, it seems

to us that these results have implications beyond the Experienced Teacher Fellowship

Program, that they speak to the general problems of graduate and undergraduate
education. For this reason, we have appended in this final section a set of short
essays which set out our views about these implications.

We have not attempted to exhaust the implications of every finding nor even

to address ourselves to many of the most pressing problems of higher education. Instead,

we discuss half a dozen or so issues to which our results have some relevance. In

Chapter 10, for instance, we discuss the implications for education as a whole of the

fact that so many experienced teachers plan to leave the elementary or secondary
school classrooms. Fellows' aspirations were only one among a number of attitudes and

beliefs which were never communicated to the faculty. In Chapter 11, we discuss

at some length the effects upon educational programs of failures to communicate values,

intentions, and beliefs. Chapter 12 deals with one of the principal sources of problems

in the ExTFP and other educational programs: the fact that many courses are very

poorly taught. This is followed, in Chapter 13, by a rather extended discussion of the

fact that education-based programs were evaluated more favorably than noneducation-
based programs, an outcome from which one may draw extensive and contradictory
implications for the role of liberal arts disciplines in teacher education. Finally,
in Chapter 14 we speak about the implications of our observations for the administration
of higher education.

In these last five chapters, we shall often stray rather far from the data that has
been presented in Parts II and III of the report. Often we shall illustrate our points
with examples from the intensive studies that have been conducted of individual programs.
From time to time we shall evaluate the results of this study in terms of our own beliefs
about the proper aims, techniques, and mode of organization of higher education.
The purpose of this section, in other words, is not merely to report on a study of one
federally financed educafiona I program, but to consider a variety of pressing problems
in higher education in terms of the data we have reported above,
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Chapter 10

Fellows' Aspirations and Administrators' Expectations

From the results it is clear that many fellows plan to leave the elementary or

secondary school classroom at a time not too distant from the present. Fewer than

half of the respondents said they hoped to be in the public schools five to ten years

from now. Even more striking: when we exclude from consideration all of those fellows

who were training for some specialty in which they will operate outside the classroom

(for example, fellows in institutes devoted to such topics as guidance, remedial

instruction, or the school library) fewer than a third of the ExTFP fellows expected in

five to ten years to be involved in teaching at the elementary or secondary level. It

was clear that the magnitude of the potential movement of fellows out of elemental,.

and secondary school teaching was not recognized by the faculty and directors: 60%

of these staff members said that the most likely occupation for fellows in their program

in five to ten years was classroom teaching at the elementary or secondary level; this

figure increased to 81% when predictions from institutes for edcuational specialists

were excluded.

Staff members in the ExTFP were not simply unaware of the fellows' aspirations,

they spoke with embarrassment (mixed with pride) about those fellows in their programs

who, they already knew, were going to move into higher education. Like almost

everyone else, the typical program director and faculty member conceived of the

Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program as an attempt to improve the quality of

teaching of elementary and secondary schoc: teachers. From that point of view, when a

particularly well trained teacher moves out of the public schools into a junior college

or four-year college, whatever the individual may gain in intellectual stimulation, personal

satisfaction, or social status is more than offset by the loss to the public school he leaves.

There can he little doubt that this school-oriented perspective guided the

design of the ExTFP from the beginning. Fellows were expected to return to the schools

from which they applied, for at least one academic year; in fact, many programs

required fellows to pledge to do so. Most likely, it was envisioned that most of the

fellows who left those schools would move to positions in larger, better paying communities,

but would not be lost to the public schools for good. It is important: then, to consider

the factors that seem to account for this unexpected pattern of aspirations and to examine

the effects we may expect the realization of these aspirations to have upon the quality

of instruction in the public schools.

Once the results are known, they are not at all surprising. From the beginning

of American public education, teaching has been a temporary job for many people;

;.
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there has been a continuous flow of teachers out of elementary and secondary schools:
women have left to become housewives, men to become school administrators or to take
positions in some other field than education. In the absence of changes in the material
and other rewards of teaching, this pattern remains essentially unchanged. What has
changed, however, is the range of academic positions outside the public school which
are available to teachers. With the remarkable expansion of colleges and junior
colleges in recent years, there has developed a new path out of the public school
classroom. Upon the accomplishment of a year's graduate credit and an M.A. degree,
an effective high school teacher can move rather easily into junior college teaching,
often within the same school system. Not too much ailditional training beyond the M.A.
is required to begin teaching in a college or university, whether in a department of
education or in a subject matter discipline. Our interviews revealed very clearly
that many fellows were moving along this path even before they applied to the ExTFP;
the fellowship simply helped such people achieve their objective somewhat sooner.
It is only realistic to expect that this flow of highly qualified teachers out of elementary
and secondory schools into junior colleges and colleges will continue for the foreseeable
future.

One's first reaction to this trend is likely to be regret. It would be pleasanter
and more convenient if teachers who are especially well qualified and capable were to
serve out their careers in the public schools. Nevertheless, one can find advantages
in this new pattern. Fellows do not typically aspire to new positions for lack of
concern with elementary and secondary education, nor with the intention of breaking
continuity with their earlier experience. We can expect that many of those who move
out of the public school classrooms into higher education, or curriculum development,
or school administration will have greater effects upon elementary and secondary
education in their new positions than if they had stayed in the classroom. Some such
conception seems even to nave motivated the drafting of the Higher Education Act of
1965 which said in part:

...The term "career in elementary and secondary education" means
a career of teaching in elementary and secondary schools, a career of
teaching, viding, or supervising such teachers or persons who plan to
become such teachers, or a career in fields which are directly related to
teaching in elementary or secondary schools, such as library science, school
social work, guidance and counseling, educational media, and special
education for handicapped children. (Emphasis added)

It seems only sensible to retain this broad vision when plans ure made for future
teacher training programs, for the career patterns open to teachers now and in the
future present a wider variety of choices than has ever been available heretofore. It
will aiways be important to support and encourage the bright and imaginative teachers
who find that they want to remain in the public schools. But we must also recognize
that other career patterns exist besides the one which locks a teacher into the classroom
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for life, patterns which lead the college graduate into the elementary or secondary

classroom and then take him out of that classroom into college teaching, or curriculum
planning, or administration, or some other position. in the educational system. Indeed,

it may be that effective recruitment to the teaching profession will require that the

lines of advancement be open. For many young people teaching might be a very

desirable short-term occupation to precede marriage or a different career, but be
quite undesirable if the prospect involves an endless stretch of teaching the same subject

without much chance for advancement or for the variety offered by new kinds of,positions.
Teacher training programs must be developed which recognize these new options and

which produce individuals who are broadly enough trained to move along whichever
patterns match their own abilities and desires. It seems inevitable that much of the
specific training that is required to follow one or another career pattern ;n education

will take place primarily at the graduate level--undergraduate curricula are too

crowded and undergraduate students too inexperienced in the art of teaching and the
organizational structure of education for things to be otherwise. Thus we can look

forward to graduate programs which help teachers not only to keep up with advances

in their discipline and in teaching techniques, but which even assist them to move
from one educational role to another, while retaining an interest in the processes and
problems of public school teaching and while exerting a continuing influence upon
educational policy and practices. It appears that the Experienced Teacher Fellowship

Program has much to say to those who wiH design these future teacher training programs.



Chapter 11

The Problem of Communication: Misconceptions abcut Values, Intentions, and Beliefs

The misconceptions people form of one another provide a fascinating topic for

study. It is well known that such misconceptions often generate actions that produce
discord where there might have been harmony. To misconstrue the intention behind another

person's action, to be wrong about the values upon which his oats are based, to
misunderstand his interpretation of a situation or his reaction to one's own behavior
is to root one's consequent acts in error and to make some sort of inappropriate action more

likely than it would otherwise have been. Illustrations of such misconceptions are

not hard to find in any social setting, and they were not uncommon in the institutions

in which the ExTFF functioned. We have already seen evidence of misunderstandings

of this sort in the fact that faculty members were wrong in their estimates of fellows'

aspirations, fellows' educational values, and the goals which fellows thought the ExTFP

should serve. Misconceptions also occurred about beliefs that were more directiy
relevant to the program itself, as witness the following three examples.

One of us sat, one afternoon, in the office of the director of a
program, chatting with him and a representative of the fellows at that

institution. The director remarked that the fellows had earlier complained
that their work load was unrealistically heavy. He ha, .howed them, he
explained, that the load was a realistic and reasonable one, that they were

under no greater pressure than graduate students not in the ExTFP, that they

should have little trouble gradually adjusting to the amount of work they
would be given. He believed they had accepted his explanation, and
that this complaint was no longer a source of discontent in the group. The
director glanced at the fellows' representative for confirmation and received

an ambiguous gesture in return, interpretable as assent. Shortly afterward
the director was called out of the room. The previously silent fellow then
said, "You know, I have to disagree with the director about our work load.

All of us are working every available minute when we aren't in class,
including nights and week ends. The assignments are so heavy we can't

keep up with them. But more than that, there's no question that our load is
heavier by at least one full course than what the rest of the graduate students
here have to do., It's the cause of real tension and unhappiness. We can't
enjoy our work because there is just too much to do."

A team of evaluators in the 1966-67 study talked, over lunch, to
the d irector and staff at an institution. They were told that the fellows were
progressing exceptionally well, that there appeared to be no serious
difficulties in the program, and that the fellows would almost certainly

11%
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return to their schools prepared to do a more effective job of teaching
than they had done before. There was no question about the sincerity of
these remarks. The staff obviously liked the fellows; they gave examples
to justify their statements; clearly, from their point of view the program
was a booming success. The evaluators proceeded from lunch to a meeting

with the fellows as a group, with no faculty members present. Here they

learned that the fellows were profoundly ambivalent toward the program;
indeed, some were unrelieved ly antagonistic. Their ,courses had often been

interesting and informative, they said, but their program as a whole was

disorganized; they were not receiving the kind of training they had expected

nor the kind that had been promised in the institution's brochure; they did

not see how they could use the material they had been studying in the classes

they would be teaching next year; none of their experiences had helped
them to understand the educational problems of the schools they had left
and to which they would be returning.

To another evaluation team the fellows at an institution spent a
substantial part of their group meeting complaining of an instructor with
whom they were completing the second installment of a two-semester course.

The instructor was sarcastic, they reported; he cut down any suggestions that

were made by the fellows, he offered little material on his own account that

was of value to them; eventually they had resigned themselves to engaging

each week in a desultory two-hour conversation punctuated with long

periods of tense silence. But they were angry with the professor that he had

done so poorly and with the institution that there was no way of remedying

a thoroughly unpleasant situation. In a separate interview the instructor
expressed his own perplexity at the direction the course had taken. He had

hoped to conduct a class in which ideas were freely advanced, challenged,

defended, and examined in detail. He had intended for the discussions

to go in whatever directions the fellows' interests led them; fo, ;he readings

they carried out to Le extensions of the discussions generated in class. But,

he said, the fellows had not raised questions, challenged assertions, or
proposed ideas, and he haL Seen forced eventually to impose his own

direction on the seminar. In spite of his colleagues' contrary reports, he was

inclined to think the fellows were not especially competent.

As these examples suggest, the disparity that occurred between the view of a

program from the fellows' perspective and that from the position of a staff member was

sometimes striking. Nor are these examples special cases; they could be expanded ten

or twenty fold. The purpose of this chapter, however, is not to multiply instances of mis-

communication, but to consider how misconceptions such as these came about and what

consequences they may have had for the operation of the programs concerned.
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Before we proceed to these considerations, let us question the necessity for
communication to occur in the first place. We live in a time when it is fashionable to
value communication as an end in itself, to decry any lack of communication between
individuals or groups. At just such a time it is important to question the necessity for
educational administrators to be constantly tuned to the ideas and concerns of the students
in their programs. Might not such an orientation produce an excess of concern
with fellows' attitudes instead of their education? Could it not institute a sort of
emotional hothouse in which educational objectives were subordinated to interpersonal

relations? Perhaps so: it is probably unnecessary, even unwise for a program director
to try to learn about every feeling and every complaint of every fellow. Doubtless it
is only important for him to be receptive to problems and concerns that are common to

a substantial proporHon of the fellows, and then only when a knowledge of those concerns
might make a difference in the program's effectiveness. But surely it is important that
he be aware of dissatisfaction or misunderstandings that might diminish the program's
effectiveness, that he be receptive to constructive suggestions that might help the program
become more effective.

Let it be clear that the ExTFP programs were not shot through with dissatisfaction,
miscommunication, and misunderstanding. We have already examined at length impressive
evidence that faculty and fellows liked and respected each other, i-hat the fellows
were, in the great majority, very satisfied with their experience. In this congenial
context, some things were almost always communicated to the administrator of an ExTFP
program. The performance of the fellows, for example, was an item of information
each director had at his fingertips. He could tell questioners which fellows seemed to
be doing well and which relatively poorly and why, and how the fellows as a group
stacked up against other students at the institution, usually citing gradepoint averages
as hard evidence for the points he was making. Other things were communicated besides

grades, of course. Information about the regional background and family problems

of individual fellows, anecdotes that illustrated an individual's intellectual tastes or
his personal style, or stories about memorable exchanges in a classroom were likely
to receive fairly wide circulation among the faculty in the program as well as among
the fellows. The high correlations, reported above, between fellows' and faculty members'
reports of morale and solidarity suggests that fellows' general reactions to each other and
to the program were commonly known by most of those associated with that program,
including the faculty and administrators. Furthermore, as we have seen, really serious
problems almost always reached the ear of the program director and other faculty members.
There might have been an extended delay between the event that initiated a problem
and its communication to the director, or the initial approach to the director may have
been an oblique one, made with less intensity than the underlying emotion would have
indicated; neverthektss, when a source of severe dissatisfaction existed in a program, the
responsible administrators almost never remained totally ignorant of the problem.

110



-106-

What, then, was not communicated? For one thing, fellows' aspirations and
their attitudes concerning the proper goals and procedures of education. Apparently
there existed widespread misconceptions on both sides of the desk about the beliefs of
the person in the other role. Why did these misunderstandings exist? Pe+aps because

there was seldom a context in which the relevant information could be exchanged.
Neither in class nor in informal gatherings did the fellows and their professors commonly
exchange ideas about whether the proper function of schoolteachers is to transmit

facts or to encourage an enquiring attitude; only rarely was there a setting where
fellows could talk to their instructors about their long-range aspirations. Furthermore,

misunderstandings of this sort very seldom reduced the effectiveness of the pogrom in

the eyes of the fellows cr the staff sufficiently that they became major sources of

tension in the program. Thus, information that would have corrected the misconceptions
was seldom exchanged.

Should such information have been exchanged? Well, a whole series of
decisions about the content of courses, the material they emphasized, and the sequence

in which they were taken were influenced by assumptions about the aspirations of the

fellows and their attitudes concerning the goals and functions of teachers. Different
assumptions might have led to a different mode of organization. When the assumptions

were wrong, the educational experience might easily have been less relevant to the

needs of the typical student or of less use in his later career than if his actual aspirations
and attitudes had been known. Information about the nature of fellows' goals and values

is not hard to obtain; it might have been used to change for the better the content or

practices of many ongoing programs.

There were other instances in which a lack of communication about problems in

the program or a misunderstanding of the goals and intentions of others led to more
serious consequences than those we have just discussed. The examples at the beginning

of this chapter describe three such cases. To demonstrate that the fellows, as well as
the faculty and administrators, could be party to such misunderstandings let us
consider what occurred more than once in institutions whose academic requirements

were ambiguous.

However well intentioned the faculty and administration of a program may be,
when that program is new its purposes and objectives are often unclear, its requirements
frequently remain ambiguous and subject to change. Since the ExTFP was no more than

two years old in any institution, such ambiguities often occurred within its structure.
From the institutional perspective, an ambiguous set of requirements has its advantages;
it permits a degree of flexibility to the program that would be absent were detailed
requirements and procedures decided upon prematurely. For the fellows, however,
there were few obvious advantages to such ambiguity, and its disadvantages were

impressive. Most fellows carried a very heavy load of work; in most institutions
their fellowship terminated after one year; unclarities in the program's requirements,
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and the possibility of changes in those requirements, often made it questiorxible whether
they could complete the program within their time limitation. Not only was each
fellow under considerable tension from the pressure of a heavy work loc.:1, a deadline
for completion, and an ambiguous set of requirements, but the en bloc nature of the
program made it clear that all of the fellows were subject to the same tension.

These circumstances produced in some institutions the classic conditions for
the generation and transmission of rumors. There sometimes developed a pervasive
suspicion and mistrust of the intentions of the faculty or the administration. Trivial
remarks by a staff member might be construed in a manner much different from his
intention, yielding an interpretation which justified and increased the existing mistrust.
In one institution, for example, a substantial proportion of the fellows became convinced
that the program was falsely advertised, that a proud and arrogant faculty had no
intention of awarding an advanced degree to more than a handful of fellows. This
conception and the coordinate resentment persisted for six months or more, always
apparently reconfirmed in the actions or conversation of one staff member or another,
until it was finally dispelled by the clear evidence that virtually everyone would
receive the degree. The interpretation and the intensity with which it was held were
never communicated to the faculty or the director of the program.

When people in one role refrain from telling those in the other role about
their problems, doubts, and dissatisfactions, the likelihood that any actions will be
taken to change the situation or to make it more acceptable is obviously much reduced.
More than that, the tension and resentment that attends the dissatisfactions will
persist and may become more intense, diminishing the productivity of the student,
distracting him from his principal objectives, and making unpleasant an experience that
might have been exhilarating.

Why, then, did people not complain about their dissatisfactions? For one thing,
there exist strong pressures which prevent individuals from running to the administraHon
with criticisms that are less than intense. In part these pressures rest upon the common
belief that a person should try to resolve his own problems before he calls on others for
help. In addition, there is a general hesitancy to be the bearer of bad tidings; people
often prefer not speak if all they have to say is negative. And this reluctance to
criticize is coI d by a second factor that interferes with easy communication between
student and staff: fear of reprisal.

Whether we like it or not, the relation between a student and a faculty member or
an administrator is a power relationship in which the student is at a considerable
disadvantage. One is reluctant to complain to someone if one is afraid of being punished
for complaining; in more than one institution fellows told evaluation teams that they
believed reprisals might follow upon honest criticism and complaint, often fellows cited
actions which they believed exemplified such reprisals. Why might a student fear
reprisals for expressing his dissatisfaction? Because, as everyone knows, it is oniy

112



-108-

Itcman to become defensive and resentful when one's performance or one's plans are

criticized and challenged. Faculty members and administrators are no less human than

anyone else. Without being intentionally vindictive, they might express their resentment

In a variety of hostile actions, ranging from coolness or anger to the use of excessively

stringent grading standards or the introduction of more extreme requirements. Some of

these actions may be unintentioned, growing out of vague feelings of anger and resentment.

So long as this is true, before a student will present sensitive and potentially disturbing
criticisms to a faculty member or administrator he must either be convinced that no
reprisals will be taken or be moved by an unusually intense feeling of dissatisfaction
and distress. And when he does attempt to talk about his dissatisfactions, the chances

are that his approach will be an indirect one, the more so the more sensitive the issue.

For all these reasons, an administrator who tells ExTFP fellows to come to him

when they have a problem and leaves it at that can be relatively sure he will not learn
about problems and dissatishctions until they are intensely felt. Less than extreme

problems, but disquieting ones, may pass from common concern as they work themselves

out over time, they may continue as low-level sources of irritation for the balance of

the program, or they may escalate in importance to the point where they are serious
enough to justify a direct approach to the administrator. Only in the latter case does
the adminis;-rator learn about them. To detect such problems when they are less intense

and more manageable, he has to establish an atmosphere in which free, relatively
uninhibited comments about the program are encouraged and are not punished. It must

be emphasized that the responsibility for establishing such an atmosphere rests primarily

with those who possess the greater power, the administration and the faculty.

Much of what we have been saying can be summed up in a cliche: It is
important to keep open the lines of communication between the various parties to an

institutional program. The only problem with the cliche is that it identifies the goal

but not how to get there. One does not get there, for instance, either by issuing a
pronouncement that the lines of communication are henceforth open or by pressing

intently to determine what the fellows are really thinking. It is likely that one requirement

for easy communication is the establishment of a situation in which the faculty and
director are frequently in contact with fellows on a relatively informal basis. Given such

contact, there c:e at least three further requirements: alertness to nuances of meaning,

the absence of defensiveness; and some sort of assurane that retaliation will not follow.

As to the first, it is necessary to recognize that an apparently mundane question or comment

may be an indirect attempt to raise a problem for discussion. One has to respond

to such comments in a way that permi:-s a problem to surface if there is one, yet permits
the conversation to proceed if there is no problem or if the student is not yet prepared to

discuss it. And when a problem or a complaint is finally raised, it is essential that it be

granted legitimacy, even if it is based on a misconception. The purpose of the discussion
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must be not simply to defend the status quo, but to examine alternative interpretations
and to arrive at some common conception or some resolution to a problem which is
satisfactory to all the parties. Often such a resoluHon will require action on the part
of the administration, but that is a topic to which we wiU return in a later chapter.
For the present let us turn to a common source of dissatisfaction in the ExTFP and
elsewhere in academia: the bad course.
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Chapter 12

The Bad Course

Since, by all accounts, most courses in the ExTFP were good and many were

excellent, it is not altogether distressing to learn that ?here was one very bad course

in half or more of the programs: only one bad course means that eight or nine wer:

not so bad, and that is good. Nevertheless, it is dit:quieting to learn that nearly a

fourth of the fellows said the worst course in their program was the worst they had
ever taken, and half said it was in the lowest tenth of all the courses they had taken.
To be disturbed about these reports one need not assume that they were literally true,
for it is well known that present displeasures are more offensive than past ones. Still,
the reports indicate that more than half of the institutions offered at least one very

bad course. Surely, the ratio of good to bad undergraduate and graduate courses

outside the ExTFP musthave been, at best, no higher than the ratio within the Experienced
Teacher Program. We must conclude, then, that American higher education as a whole

is plagued by an unexpectedly high incidence of consistently bad teaching. There is

independent evidence that such is the case. Discussing the quality of undergraduate
teaching, the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Instruction at the University of
Toronto had this to say:

We are disturbed by the evidence that a significant proportion of
the lectures offered to undergraduates are simply bad... We were told by an
undergradugte witness at one public hearing, and subsequent inquiries have
given us too reason to doubt this, that a student thinks himself fortunate if,
or the (say five) lecturers he has in any one year, one is first-rate and
no more than one is deplorably bad.... The frequency with which the
submissions to us have requested either, or both, systematic appraisals of
lecturers' teaching ability, and systematic instruction in pedagogical
techniques reinforces our view that there is a serious shortcoming for which
remedies should be sought,1

1Undergraduate Instruction in Arts and Science. Report of the Presidential

Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Instruction in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences,

University of Toronto. University of Toronto Press, 1967, pp. 37-38.
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rhe fact that most of the institutions in the Ex..TFP offered at least one course that was
)oorly taught, combined with a variety of other evidence similar to the Toronto report,
,uggests that the qualify of teaching in American colleges and universities deserves
widespread attention. It :s to the general problem of the bad course that we address our-

elves in this section.

To determine whether some factor or set of factors could be found which characterized
ExTFP courses that were judged to be inferior, an informal examination was made of the
-ecords of the two score or more institutions whose programs were visited by evaluation teams

Dr by the present writers. There appeared to be no simple predictors of inadequate
courses. The:r content varied from substantive fields, such as history or sociology, to
professional courses in methods of teaching or in counselling and guidance. Some
were taught by instructors, others by full professors. Some were given bad marks
because the material was thought to be trivial or unimportant, others because the

instructor was dull and uninteresting, others because the instructor did not make clear
the complexities of his subject, others for any of the dozens of additional reasons
students use to complain about courses.

Even though there were no clearly discernible predictors of whether a course
would be adjudged bad, the consequences of such a course--resentment and dissatisfaction--
were nearly universal. We have already seen that ratings of program effectiveness
were strongly correlated with fellows' evaluations of their courses. This observation

was repeatedly confirmed in the experience of evaluation teams and in the intensive
study of three programs, as it has been in the experience of generations of students.
The poorly-taught course is a constant source of irritation for its students. Usually
students do not learn as much in such a course as they think they should; more than that,
a student may be alienated permanently from an important and valuable field of study
by an academic course he finds intolerable.

It is interesting to consider how fellows' complaints about such courses were
handled in the ExTFP. Sometimes no action at all was taken, and the fellows could
take solace only in the knowledge that the administration had been told how bad the course

was. At other times, a different instructor was brought in to take over the course, though
this was almost never done while a course was in progress, but only at the semester's end.
In only a very few cases was the inst.' uctor talked to, or relieved of the course, or helped

in teaching it. As might be expected, the extent of the action that was taken while
the course was in progress varied inversely with the academir; status of the professor.

These actions are not essentially different from present practices in American
sducation as a whole, except that there was probably more intervention in the ExTFP
than in the typical educ&ional program. Only in the most extreme cases does someone
other than the professor act to change a course in time to affect the learnina of the
students who are taking that course and complaining about it. More often than not,

1.1
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no action is taken even to ensure that a bad course is modified before it is taught again.

Almost never is some systematic action taken to improve the level of performance of the

teacher who is doing poorly.

Grant that some action ought to be taken to improve ,--ollege instruction.

Then the question is, what kind of action? The answer one gives to that question varies

with what one considers to be the cause of inadequate teaching. The factors that are most

commonly blamed for poor teaching can be grouped under three general headings

accordilia to whether they refer to the teacher's lack of natural ability to teach, to

his lack of motivation to teach, or to his ignorance of how to teach and of what he

is doing wrong.

On the assumption that some individuals simply lack the ability to teach, a

simple solution to the problem of the bad course is frequently advanced: get rid of

the bad teacher. The solution has a certain appeal beyond its simplicity. Doubtless

some people are not suited by temperament or ability to teaching; the general level of

university instruction would probably be raised somewhat if such individuals were

identified and encouraged to leave the classroom before they received tenure. But

nobody would suggest that bad courses will disappear when those with little talent for

teaching have been eliminated. The truth is that every professor, even the brightest and

most talented, remembers at least one class period when he performed abysmally;

most teachers with a few years' experience can point to one or more of their courses

which was poor thoughout. The problem is not so much how to eliminate the inept as

how to help every instructor reduce the variability in his teaching, so that he performs

consistently well.

The argument is frequently made that many college professors are primarily

motivated to achieve other goals than excellence in teaching. According to this

argument, it will be necessary for the system of rewards in higher education to be

altered if the level of teaching is to be improved: good teaching as well as good

research should be recognized and rewarded; bad teaching, like bad research, should

also be identified and corrected. If some such change in the reward structure were

actually adopted, many faculty members would probably direct more of their attention

to the teaching function and would be less inclined to permit scholarly work or committee

assignments to interfere with the preparation and teaching of their courses, and doubtless

the quality of their performance would improve. Nevertheless, it seems doubtful that

such a change in policy, by itself, would be sufficient to produce the desired ends. Even

under the present system of rewards, the great majority of college professors would like

to be excellent teachers; only a very few do not care if they do poorly in the classroom.

For such individuals to do better, they will have to discover what it is they are presently

doing poorly and what alternatives hold promise of Fnc reased effecliveness.

The Course Evaluation Questionnaire is commonly advocated as a means of

showing an instructor what it Fs he is doing wrong. By examining the judgments of his
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students about his course, it is argued, a teacher can learn what aspects need to
be changed in order for the course to have greater student acceptance. There can
be little doubt that such questionnaires sometimes serve this function. They can identify
aspects of a person's lectures, his assignments, his examinations, or his personal
mannerisms which, if changed, would improve student response to his course. Never-
theless, we remain unconvinced that the adoption of evaluation questionnaires will
really improve faculty performance in those courses that are taught very badly because
such questionnaires do not ordinarily show an instructor how he can help a student see
the profound insights that lie below the surface of a subject, nor do they help a dull
lecturer discover how to conduct an exciting class. Beyond this, in the really unsuccessful
course the evaluation questionnaire probably only tells the instructor what he already
knqw: that he performed poorly. When a person wanted to teach a course well and
knows he did not, additional evidence of his failure is not likely either to lift his
spirits or to help him understand how to do better next time. The most common reaction
to an attack on one's self-eseem is defensiveness.

There are a number of factors that srand in thc way of objective, dispassionate
discussion of a colleague's deficiencies in teaching. Among these are the implicit
assumption that teaching ability is a natural apfitude little influenced by training,
and the consequent intense embarrassment that one feels about talking to another person
either about that person's poor teaching or about one's own. The assumption is
invalid on its face: teaching abilRy can certainly improve with training; it is necessary,
then, to consider how the embarrassment may be overcome. The Toronto report
suggests that the university make video-tape equipment and technicians available to
faculty upon request for filming of their classes. This would permit a professor to
view his performance as his students see it and to check on his improvement over time;
it avoids most of the embarrassment of other procedures because the tape can be erased,
and nobody except the professor himself needs to see it. Athletic coaches have used
analagous procedures for years; that they help perfect athletic performances, which
obviously depend so heavily upon natural ability, argues strongly far theR usefulness
in developing a more intellectually-based skill such as teaching.

A solitary witnessing of one's performance might be helpful, but it should be more
helpful, still, to discuss that performance with others. A relatively unthreatening
discussion of thi. sort might be accomplished in informal faculty seminars where a few
faculty members visited each other's classes, discussed each other's performance, and
analyzed each other's common problems. Again, such procedures are already in use,
this time in undergraduate teacher-training programs (often taught within sight of the
offices of professors who are notorious for their bad teaching). What is necessary, of
course, is that the procedures be problern=centered; that criticisms be constructive,

-0- personal attacks; that defensiveness be minimized and mutual assistance maximized.
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We agree with the authors of the Toronto report that the institution of formal

courses in a teacher-training department will not accomplish much improvement in college

teaching. Indeed, the kinds of programs we envision, to be effective, would shun the

stultifying effects of routine; ;pstituti ona I iz ed procedures; they ought, instead, to work

toward spontaneity and flexibility by building on the faculty member's own motivation,

permitting individuals or groups to work out their own procedures with only limited

advice and assistance from others who have been through a similar experience. In

any case, it seems to us critically important for colleges and universities to try to

establish procedures, supportive and non-threatening in nature, to help their faculties

improve the quality of instruction.



Chapter 13

One Victory for the Educationists

For many years the traditional academic disciplines in colleges and universities
paid little attention to the preparation of elementary and secondary school teachers.

The task was considered unintellectual, unscholarly, and, in the university setting,
unimportant. Those who engaged in it were often viewed as less competent than their
colleagues in the traditional disciplines. This view of teacher preparation and its
practitioners may not have been altogether undeserved. On many campuses there has

existed an informal consemus among students and faculty that courses concerned with
how to teah were among the worst in the uniyersity. Small wonder that rarely, if ever,
did departments or individuals in the liberal arts disciplines bee civolved in the

preparation of teachers.
Ayr A.,

To many professors in colleges of education the withdrawal of the traditional
disciplines from teacher training was acceptable, if not desirable. It is possiHe, they
have argued, to teach a person too much English, especially when that person will have

the responsibility of teaching high school students. If departments of English were directly
involved in the preparation of teachers, they reasoned, the danger would arise of
overemphasizing subject matter at the expense of methods of teaching. More recently, as
curriculum studies have made it clear that mathematics teachers need to know more
mathematics, English teachers more English, and history teachers more history, there has

developed a change in view toward the position that the disciplines have a critical role
to play in teacher preparation; nevertheless, the gap between the academic disciplines an('

schools of teacher education has remained a wide one.

In the late 1950's, Federal legislation was passed which was ,2,,signed to involve

the academic disciplines in teacher education. By making large amounts of money available,
the Office of Education was able to encourage if not a marriage of schools of education to
the academic disciplines, at least a rather passionate wooing of one by the other.
Later prc trams, such as the ExTFP, required the signatures of funcHonaries from Liberal

Arts and Education schools on proposak; they ,equired that courses in both teachIng
methods and subject matter appear on the program, and they forced the presence on the

faculty of both teacher-education and subject-matter specialists. One result of these

programs was a sudden wave of interest from the academic departments of colleges and

universities in conducting federally-financed institutes and workshops for teachers. For

a change, many schools of education felt needed, if not loved, by their coIleagues in

the disciplines. It seemed reasonable to suppose that the resumption by the subject-
matter disciplines of the task of training teachers would noticeably improve the quality of

teacher-training programs.
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Since just under half of the ExTFP programs were administered by education
departments and just over half by noneducation departments (usually departments in the
traditional academic disciplines), it was possible in the present study to compare the
effectiveness of the two types of programs. To our surprise, and contrary to common
beliefs, education-based programs received consistently higher ratings from ExTFP

fellows than did noneducation programs. A detailed accounting of these results was

presented in Chapter 9; it need not be repeated here. It wrill be enough to say, in summary,
(a) that education-based programs differed signif7oarov from noneducation programs on
every one of the five judgments of effectiveness ..nu that on the remaining items,
describing program characteristics, education-based p.ograms also received consistently
more favorable ratings than noneducation programs. Although there were a handful of
items on which judgments of the two types of programs did not differ significantly, there
was not a single critical comparison which favored programs housed in liberal arts and
related departments over those based in schools of education.

One must not infer from these results that all noneducation-based programs were

judged to be or or that all education-based programs were rated as good. These
differences between education and noneducation programs took place in a context of
generally favorable judgments: the great majority of programs were given high marks
for effectiveness whatever the location of the sponsoring department. In addition, there
was great variability in the ratings that were given to programs within each of the two
broad groups: some noneducation-based programs were judged to be very effective while
some education-based programs were rated as quite ineffective. Nevertheless, the
outstanding education-based programs received somewhat higher ratings than the best
noneducation programs, and poorly-received education-based programs still were given
higher marks than the worst of the noneducation programs.

So the results confuted the assumption that teacher training programs in schools
of education will inevitably be dull and poorly received. Does this mean that the dismcd

reputation of such programs is largely unjustified? Not necessarily, even though it is clear
both from these results and from direct observation that such programs can be challenging,
rewarding, and effective. The problem is that both direct observation and informal

consensus on campuses around the country reved that many courses in teacher education

are stultifying, inconsequential, and boring. One can hardly infer from 32 specially-
selected instances that the unhappy reputation of a thousand or more such courses is

undeserved. If we are not to reject the common judgment, however, we must show how

it could be that these 32 programs came off so much better than the 36 specially-selected
noneducation-based programs.

One explanation of these results is to deny that they mean what they seem to mean.

It can be argued that fellows' judgments of effectiveness do not really reflect the true
effectiveness of a course or a bundle of courses, so that education-based programs were not
necessarily the more effective ones. One might even propose that real learning requires
the modifkotion and reorganization of bask beliefs and behavior, that this reorganization is
often unpleasant or even painful; on the assumption that the disturbed student actually
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profited more than the satisfied one, the results would actually favor the noneducation-
based programs rather than disfavor them. But such an interpretation is not at all
persuasive, for it founders on the specificity of the items that fellows responded to.
Fellows were not asked how pleasurable their experience had been but whether it was
stimulating and interesHng, how much they had learned, how realistic were the program's
objectives, how applicable the material would be to their later work. It is hard to
argue that responses to such items would be inversely related to true Hrogram effectiveness.
Beyond the face va/idity of such items, there is independent evidence that they are
valid measures of effectiveness. Thus, correlations between fellows judgments of
effectiveness and those by faculty members were consistently posRive. Even more impressive,

in the 1966-67 study the judgments of program effectiveness by independent teams of
evcluators correlated highly with fellows' reports, more highly than with those by culty
members and directors. In short, it appears unreasonable to account for these paradoxical
results by denying their validity; we will have to look for other factors that may reasonably

account for the observations.

It seems to us that a reasonable explanation of the results may be achieved by
calling upon four different but related factors: the greater comfort, familiarity, and

congeniality thrt ExTFP fellows must have experienced in education-based programs;
the probability that the faculty in such programs were more involved in the ExTFP than

were those in noneducation programs; the likelihood that courses in methods of instruction
were more innovative in educaHon-based than in noneducation programs; and the possibility
that courses in education-based programs had greater relevance than those in noneducation
programs to the needs and backgrounds of experienced teachers, yielding more sources of
satisfaction for the fellows.

Consider, first, the matter of familiarity and comfort. Most teachers have

been prepared in schools of educaHon. Returning to a familiar world where they knew
the rules must have provided a more comfortable reentry into graduate work, than did
invading the alien world of a "pure" discipline. More than that, the expectations of
fellows probably differed as a function of whether they entered programs in an education
department or a liberal arts discipline. Doubtless fellows entered education-based
programs thinking that they would be able to profit from the experiences of their colleagues
(and contribute to the education of those colleagues) almost as much as they would learn
from the faculty. When this kind of productive interchange actually took place among
fellows and faculty and when, in addition, a substantial amount of subject matter was
mastered (and recall that almost nobody reported that subject matter was slighted in
favor of methods of instruction) a strong sense of accomplishment was achieved. By

contrast, ExTFP fellows recognized their lack of expertise in the specialized disciplines;
they expected to contribute relatively little from their own background to i-he conduct of
courses within those disciplines.

In addition to the factor of familiarity, it seems to be true that faculty members in
education departments were more deeply involved in the ExTFP than were those in the
traditional disciplines. This difference in commitment affected the tone of the programs
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in the two types of institutions even though both subject-matter and teacher-education
specialists were involved in every program. The general atmosphere of an Experienced

Teacher Program was usually set by the department in which it was administered. Compared

to programs in noneducation departments, the atmosphere of education-based programs

was more equalitarian: fellows reported that the faculty and director were more interested

in them and more helpful, that fellow-faculty relations were less clearly structured along

the traditional teacher-student pattern, that the fellows' backgrounds were more consistently

used in the conduct of the program. Such an outcome is hardly surprising, for the Experienced

Teacher Program is directly in line with the interests, background, and training of the

professor of education; he finds teaching in that program both pe .)nally challenging and

professionally relevant; he as even willing to grant the fellows some measure of expertness

in his own field. By contrast administering or teaching in a one-year program for
elementary, or secondary teachers is a task that is largely irrelevant to the professional

activities university professors who are not connected with a school of education;

they are likely to have only an incidental interest in such an assignment. Fuithermore,

whatever their interest in the assignment or their views about the qualities of public

school teachers, such professors quite properly look upon the experienced teacher as

a special variety of graduate student: an apprentice scholar, perhaps, but not yet a

colleague or even a junior colleague.

Some of the differences in tone that characterized the two types of programs

may be inferred from a study of those seven items for which correlations with effectiveness

differed significantly between the two groups. These items involved judgments of group

spirit and group involvement, whether the program made use of fellows' background and

experience, whether fellows' relationships to the faculty were more formal than had been

expected, and the magnitude and effects of competition among the fellows. In every

case, responses to these items were more higly correlated with effectiveness in education-

based programs than in necoducation programs. The high positive correlations in education-

based programs mean tfrat programs were judged to be effective when the fellows' back-

grounds were actually of use in their courses, when relationships with the faculty were

not especially formal, when cooperation among fellows was rot undermined by an intensely

competitive academic environment, and when strong feelings of group spirit and solidarity

prevailed. In other words, in the most effective education-based programs the fellows

and the faculty operated to some degree as a cooperating, solidary group, each member

contributing to the effectiveness of the program. In noneducation programs, where

fellows were truly inexpert, effectiveness was unrelated to the use of the rellows` back-

ground or to the formality of relations between fellows and faculty; in this rather formal

atmosphere, oompetitition among fellows did not necessarily interfere with effectiveness,

since it was not 6ecessary for the group to work in close cooperation in order to accomplish

the program's goals.

Thus, the satisfactions of fellows in most noneducation programs depended

principally upon their accomplishments in the discipline itself. By contrast, fellows in

education-based programs could achieve satisfaction from on increased mastery of a

subject matter, from an increased understanding of the art of teaching, or from their

own involvement in and contribution to the conduct of their courses. For two reasons

it is necessary in this connection to emphasize the importance of methods courses: first,
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because such courses provided the principal vehicle by which the fellows' backgrounds were
utilized; second, because of the very real benefits such courses often conveyed.

Professors in the traditional academic discipline.: like to believe that elementary
and secondary teachers are short on substantive knowledge of the structure of their fields,
unaware of the basic principles that-guide a historiarva mathematician, or a scientist
in his professional work. It is difficult to dispute this proposition, especially in view of
the misinformation and misunderstanding that high school graduates regularly bring to
introductory college courses. A second proposition, commonly advanced as a corrolary
to the first, holds that courses in methods of instruction are of little real value in teacher
training and should largely be subordinated to courses in the discipline the student will
teach. This second proposition is seriously in er. Perhaps it arises not only from the
deplorable reputation of the typical methods cou. but also from the different situations
in which the public school teacher and the college professor work. The instructor in
college c an reasonably assume that most of the students in his courses are there to learn;
he need feel little personal responsibility when an unmotivated student performs poorly.
The typical teachor in the lower schools is not in the same fortunate position. Most of his
students are required to attend school and, once there, to take a prescribed sequence of
courses. A substantial proportion of the students in his classes will not find the material
intrinsically interesting or relevant to their lives and experience. To perform effectively
in such a situation, a teacher must capture his students' interest, show them the relevance
of the material, catch them up in the study of his subject, It is not always obvious how
to do these things; the purpose of a methods course is to help a teacher/student learn how.

Obviously, not all methods courses help people learn how to communicate the essence
of their subjects, let alone how to interest and stimulate their students. Yet some do. In
fact, rather exciting development have taken place in the field of teacher education,
ranging from the practice of recording a student teacher's performance on videotape for
subsequent viewing and analysis, to the creation of educational games which simulate
complex social and historical situations so that the players may discover at first hand the
processes that operate within these situations. Follow-up interviews that have recently
been conducted with Experienced Teacher fellows who have returned to thek schools
reveal that many of them are performing with much greater effectiveness and satisfaction
than before they entered the program, and as a dkect result of discovering how their
material might be presented in novel and imaginative ways. Other fellows, of course,
were quite dissatisfied with their methods courses they had taken.

it le our impression that imaginative and innovative courses in methods of instruction
were more commonly offered in education-based than in noneducation-based programs.
With one or two very notable exceptions, courses in methods of teaching played a rather
peripheral role in noneducation-based programs; they operated in parallel with courses in
the discipline ;tself, more often than not they were altogether independent of such courses.
By contrast, an education-based program which made it through the evaluation and screening
process to final funding for the ExTFP was almost certain to have as a central ,..omponent
one or more methods courses which, on paper at least, promised to be imaginative,
exciting, and effective.
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But why should the presence of imaginative courses in teaching methods affect
the satisfaction of those experienced teachers--numerically a majority of the fellows in
the ExTFP--who hoped in the long run to leave the public school classroom? As a
matter of fact, such courses were relevant to the future work of most of the fellows
whatever their aspirations might have been. The usefulness of these courses to the <-,:hool

administrator or the specialist in curriculum development is obvious; even those fellows

who hoped to move into two-year or four-year colleges still expected to be teaching;
it was the unusual fellow who expected to move completely out of the field of education
and teaching. Thus, for the great majority of experienced teachers, an effective methods

course was not only interesting in its own right but relevant to their past and future
experience as teachers; in addition, a mediocre methods course or a bad one was probably

a greater irritant than an ineffectual course in one of the disciplines because the
experienced :-eachers could so easily detect its inadequacies.

We have suggested as plausible explanations for the fact that education-based
programs were judged to be more effective than noneducation programs the propositions

that fellows felt more corm'ortable in education-based departments; that the faculty of
such programs were more committed to the ExTFP; that education-based programs had more
imaginative, innovative courses in methods of instruction; and that more different
sources of satisfaction were available to fellows in education-based programs. But

what have we learned about whether teacher-training programs ough i. to be housed in
departments of education or in liberal arts departments? We have learned, perhaps,

that this is the wrong question. For it is clear that a teacher's education must inc'ude

solid instruction in both subject matter and techniques of instruction. On the one hand,
teachers cannot communicate what they do not know. In one discipline after another over
the last ten years or so we have discovered that many teacheis never learned the basic
principles and techniques of their subject and many others failed to keep up with fundamental

changes Tn their fields. Obviously, to be effective a teacher must be trai ' in his

subject and must then keep abreast of it. On the other hand, there are teL,1,,,ques by

which a subject may be taught more effectively than is ordinarily done; there are ways of

helping a teacher to discover and correct his weaknesses and to develop and consolidate

his strong points. A teacher-training program seriously slights its students if it fails

to include in its curriculum effective courses that embody these techniques.

So it appears that both content and methods courses ought to be included in teacher

training programs, and that these courses should be taught, without condescension, by
faculty members who are involved in and committed to the program, using the student's

own background where possible, and bringing him into the course as a participating
scholar instead of a passive recipient. These conclusions are hardly new. It appears,

however, that in the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program during the years 1966 to

1968 these goals were more nearly accomplished in top-flight education departments than

in the traditional disciplines. Perhaps as specialists in the disciplines become more
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involved with experienced teachers, more concerned with helping them, and less
condescending toward them, the differences between the two types of programs will
diminish; if so, we will no longer need to ask where teacher-training programs ought

to be housed but only what they ought to include.
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Chapter M

On the Administration c.,f Higher Education

"A partial enumeration of the functions that a program director
performs yields a list of ;mpressive length. He should be directly
involved in deciding upon the course content and the mode of organiza-
tion of the program, he must make sure that the formal courses and the
supplemental activities are coordinated, must arrange for the presence of

whatever educational materials are required, must encourage informal
exchanges among fellows and between feHows and staff, must try to mediate

in disputes that may develop among participants, must ascertain the fellows'
and the faculty's views and criticisms of the program and its effectiveness,
must decide whether changes in procedures or content are required, and,

when the decision is affirmative, must determhe what changes to make in

the program and how to make them. In a program whose success relies in

good part upon the establishment of high esprit de corps among t.he partici-
pants and upon the group's performance en bloc, the fulfillment of these

functions can be critically important. There are doubtless some programs

which run smoothly from beg Hning to end, never requiring the mediaHng
influerice of a skillful administrator. In the typical institution, however,
at some time during the year crises arise, interests conflict, difficulties
occui which require effective administrative action. At such times it is

essential that the program director possess the ability, the time, and espe-
cially the institutional power to respond effectively to the demands of the

satuation." Report on the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program, 1966-

67, pp. 7-8.

The Role of the Director: Some Examples and Generalizations

The results of the 1967-68 study give no reason to change the preceding assessment

of the director's role in promoting a stimulating and effective program. When fellows

reported that problems were minimal or nonexistent ia their programs they also reported

that the director and staff were interested in them, helpful to them, and competent
to resolve problems if they arose. Judgments on all of these variables correlated very

highly with ratings of effectiveness and morale. Although these correkitions verify
the intimate connection between the director's performance and program effectiveness,

they do not make cHci- 'lie kinds of actions that distinguish directors of effective programs

from those of ineffi ve ones. Some concrete examples may illustrate more clearly

how the director's behavior sometimes made a considerable difference in the outcome

of c pvogram.
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1. What Do We Do with a Poorly-Taught Course?

As we have suggestud in Chapter 12, complaints about the quality of courses

were probably the most common expressions of dissatisfactions with the ExTFP. When

the fellow5 finally became disturbed enough about the conduct of such a course that

they tried to have it changed, they typically took their complaints to the director,
who was then responsible for whatever actions were taken to remedy the situation. Three

examples, each involving a two-semester course, will illustrate the variety in the responses

directors made to such complaints.

In one institution the fellows quickly formed an intense and probably
justified dislike for a course which was taught by a full professor. The
course was supplementary to the general orientation of the program, being
offered through a school of the university different from the one in which
the sponsoring department was located. Fellows felt that the content of the
course repeated material they had taken as undergraduates and that the
professor smothered or rejected their contributions to the course and their
attempts to raise its level. They complained often and vigorously to the
program director, a young associate professor. The director was sympathetic

to their complaints. However, he was so much impressed with his low status
relative to the professor that he was reluctant to approach the professor
directly about the fellows' complaints. He also recognized that any actions

he might take through official channels to try to change either the instructor
or his teaching methods would involve a great deal of painful maneuvering

through the university' bureaucracy, bringing him into contact with two sets
of deans, one from each of the schools. In the end, he found it impossible

to take any action at all, either to apprise the professor of the fellows'
opinions, to change the manner in which the course was taught, or to replace

the professor with someone else who might teach the course differently.
The fellows had to continue in that course for two unhappy semester, to their

intense frustration and discontent.

In a second institution, after a month or so of the school year the
fellows complained persistently to the director, who was also department

chairman, about a course that was offered by the next most influential
and prestigeful member of the department. Again, the director listened
sympathetically to their complaints without taking any overt action.
However, a course evaluation questionnaire was given to the fellows at the end

of the term. It revealed to the professor the depth of the fellows' dislike
for his course, to his great surprise and discomfiture. The professor and the

director, jointly, then decided that the course should be taught by a
different member of the faculty during the second semester. The fellows found
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the second installment of the course much more satisfactory than the

first; they were also impressed and gratified by this evidence that their

opinions had instituted a substantial change in the conduct of the

program.

In the third university, the offending faculty member was a part-

time instructor and the course was supplemental to the central focus of the

program, being offered by a different department but in the same school ,

of the university. After hearing increasingly bitter complaints about the

quality of the course and the ineptness of the instructor, toward the middle

of the semester the program director went directly to the instructor to tell

him about the fellows' complaints and to discuss how the course might be

improved. The instructor was distressed to iearn about the fellows' reactions;
nevertheless, he worked out a series of changes in the course and he also held

an informal meeting with the fellows to talk about their objections and to

defend his procedures and goals. Subsequently, the course seems to have

improved somewhat, but it remained below the level of other courses in the

program. Convinced of the justice of the fellows' complaints, the director

persuaded the other department to assign a different instructor to the course

for the second semester, to the fellows' great relief and satisfaction.

The preceding instances are arrayed not only in order of the magnitude of the

director's intervention but also in order of fellows' satisfaction with their program and

with the director's handling of problems that arose. The reader should not overlook

the differences in the problems that faced the three directors in terms of the disparity

in status of participants to the situation and the amount of contact between the director

and the allegedly unsatisfactory teacher. We shall discuss these matters later in this

chapter.

2. Requirements, Ambiguities, and Inflexible Procedures

Another rather common source of dissatisfaction in Experienced Teacher programs

was the presence of vague or changing requirements and the establishment of institutional

routines which made it difficult to satisfy those requirements. It was not true that the only

effective programs were those whose requirements and procedures were fully and

unambiguously laid down at the beginning of the year, never to change again; never-

theless, the effectiveness of many programs was greatly diminished by the fact that the

fellows did not really know what would be required of them, that they were exposed

to contradictory or changing requirements, or that they found the requirements nearly

impossible of fulfillment.

9
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A program in the humanities established a rather complicated set

of requirements for candidates for the M.A. degree. The requirements made

it possible for the fellows to choose a field of specialization in addition

to the courses that the fellows took as a group. Fellows were able to select

from a variety of electives those courses they would take in their specialty,

subject to the restriction that they take a prescribed number of courses in

some one specialty. Unhappily, the schedule of courses that would be taught

in the second semester was not announced or even tentatively decided upon

until December, barely a month before the second semester was to begin.

Many of the elective courses were normally taught only every second or third

year. Thus, when the program was a month or two old, and after their specialties

had been declared, a considerable number of fellows discovered there might

be no courses offered which would meet the requirements of the specialty

they had selected. A failure to enroll in the required number of such

courses would have meant failure to qualify for the advanced degree, making

it necessary for those individuals to return to the university at some later time

to make up the unsatisfied requirements. As the beginning of the second

semester came nearer and there continued to be no announcement about the

course schedule, the fellows became increasingly worried about completing
their requirements and more and more angry at the university for placing

them in such a dilemma.

The program director, sympathetic to the fellows' plight, apologized

to them for the inconvenience ihat the delayed announcement was causing.

He attributed the delay to the fact that many of the faculty members had

not decided in which direction they wanted to move in the immediate future,

and so were unable to specify which of several courses they would be teaching

in the coming term. A tolerance for such indecisiveness, he said, is the

price we must pay for the hard-won academic freedom that university

professors have achieved. The director assured the fellows that he would
do everything he could to see that the necessary courses were offered.

However, the director was a junior member of the faculty with no obvious
influence over departmental decisions. His explanations and assurances

did very little to allay the anxiety of the follows. Their reaction to the
inconvenience and tension that this situation induced, interacting with
their responses to several other disturbing factors, led to serious dissatisfactions

with the operation of this program. Had the director been able either to
bring his colleagues to an earlier decision on the courses that would be offered

in the second semester or unequivocally to guarantee the fellows that their
requirements would be waived if the necessary courses were not available,

one major source of tension and resentment would have been eliminated.
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3. The Demand for Relevance.

Still another source of resentment in some programs was the feeling that the

training fellows received was irrelevant to the work they would be doing or that their

course work was so unstructured or so unsupervized that it was essentially worthless. Two

programs illustrate the extremes of irrelevance and relevance in the ExTFP.

By the middle of the first semester the fellows in one program

were already dissatisfied to the point of open rebellion. They had been
assigned to a local school for practicum experience but the assignment
apparently had Leen made without concern either for their own educational
needs or for the school's requirement for teachers. They reported that they

had been left in the-school essentially without assistance, with no reasonable

role to fill, with no power at all to institute the kinds of programs they

thought might help the children in the school, and with no backing from the

program administrators in their exchanges with the teachers and principal at

the practicum school. They saw the potential for extremely rewarding practi-

cum experiences but felt that through lack of support and organization from

the program faculty and director they were not able to do most of the things

that seemed valuable. They also reported that their academic courses

were irrelevant either to the practicum or to their own needs and experience.

The courses essentially repeated material they had taken as undergraduate

students and provided substantially no stimulation. The administrators of
the program revealed no awareness of the students' intense unhappiness

and seemed to feel that everything was going well, although a few of the

other faculty agreed with the students that the program was foundering.
The students claimed they had made substantial efforts to acquaint the

director with their problems and felt that he was unwilling to recognize
their severity. The students were extremely angry at the director and were

sorry that their complaints to the visiting team would not result in some

action or some retribution on the university from the Office of Education.

By contrast, in a program for the disodvantaged, fellows were
carefully rotated through a variety of social agencies in the community,

only some of which were inner-city schools,, so that they could experience

at first hand the life and problems of residents in the area. An

important part of this practicum experience was a course taught by an

experienced social worker in which they analyzed and discussed the material

they observed. Simultaneously, as part of their academic program they took

a series of courses in the culture and history of the various groups from

which their pupils were drawn--the American Negro, the Spanish American,

the American Indian, the Appalachian White. As in most institutions,
fellows in this program were not without frustrations and tension; indeed,
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their practicum experiences, themselves, caused the fellows to
criticize and oppose the institutionsincluding most of the public schools,
which serve the urban slums. l hey extended their criticism and hostility
to colleges and universities which, they felt, should have been initiators
of urban reform but were collaborators in the general disregard for the inner
city. Despite their general critical orientation, the fellows' level of
satisfaction with their ExTFP program was high. More importantly their
training was directly relevant to the problems they would encounter as
teachers in inner-city schools; at the same time, it helped them achieve
a broad, general perspective on the cultural backgrounds of their pupils,
in terms of which they could understand the more general problem of
educaHon for disadvantaged groups in American society.

4. The Insistence upon Action

In some respects ExTFP fellows took a different stance toward the faculty and
staff of their programs than is typically adopted by undergraduate and graduate students.
The fellows were experienced not only in the subject matter of their program and in the
art of teaching but also in the ways of academic administration. When their programs were
faced with serious problems, they cherished the hope that something would be done and

that their views would be taken into account when action was taken. ExTFP fellows
tended to be relatively unimpressed by a program director's words or his national
reputation; they were more interested in how he behaved in the present and with respect
to their program. One director, who had become rather well known nationally because
of a very effective ExTFP program he had conducted the precec ig year, found his
fellows complaining about the amount of time he spent away fr, the university. He
was taken aback at une conference of educators to receive a lc -distance telephone call
from one of his ExTFP fellows reporting that an inter-group co ct had broken out On thek
program which he must fly bock to mediate lest the program fc apart over the week end.

If the foregoing examples suggest that the fellows in sc me programs were
continuously complaining about their problems or that the most common activitiy of
some program directors was holding the hands of anxious and dissatisfied fellows, let
it be clear that such was not the case. We have remarked in Chapter 11 that fellows
were usually reluctant to bring problems to the attention of the faculty and director
until they were intense and strongly felt. At such times, however, they were likely to
expect that effective action would be taken to resolve those problems. On the other side
of the desk, effective program directors were not necessarily conciliatory toward their
fellows, but only fair; they did not all actively seek out problems and concerns among the
fellows in their program, but they tried to work out those problems that did come to their
attention in such a way that all of the parties to the controversy would be satisfied
with the outcome, but with the welfare and interests of the fellows primarily in mind.
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The presence of overt disagreement, even occasional conflict, was not necessarily
indicative of an ineffective program. At least one program director operated on the
assumption that periodic clashes of contradictory views, with their attendant emotional
upsets, were essential to true progress, that real growth and understanding were noL
likely to occur without arguments and disputes which might sometimes become intense.
The program appears to have been quite successful. It should be noted, however, that
this director and his faculty members managed to display a continuing respect for the
opinions of the feHows and a willingness to entertain divergent views without belittling
or rejecting the.m. Thus, an atmosphere developed in which fellows and staff maintained
a continuing, 'cooperative orientation toward a commor goal, no matter how strongly
individuals might sometimes disagree with each other.

In short, ExTFP fellows did not demand an educational experience that ran
smoothly from beginning to end, nor even one from which disagreement and conflict
were totally eliminated. They hoped for stimulating, challenging courses which were
relevant to their past and future responsibilities, for requirements that were reasonable
and manageable, and for an educational milieu which was congenial to the accomplishment
of their individual and collective goals. Only when one circumstance or another placed
the achievement of those goals in grave jeopardy did they appeal to the faculty or
director for assistance. The evidence is clear that those directors who responded to such
appeals with intelligent, effective action were associated with the mosi effective programs.

What was required in the ideal director was someone with an inclusive knowledge
of the overall goals of the program and of the means that were most likely to accomplish
those goals; someone who could recognized threats to the achievement of one goal
or another, and who had the tact, resourcefulness, willingness, and persistence to
alter those conditions before they interfered remarl<ably with the program's effectiveness.

These characteristics--tact, resourcefulness, and persistence--are individual
qualities. It would be easy to conclude that many or most of the ineffective programs
failed because those qualities were not strong enough components of their directors'
personalities. But let us reserve to the institutions themselves a substantial share of
the blame for faulted programs. In many universities the ExTFP director was placed in
a nearly untenable position. Only the most fearless assistant professor will aggressively

1We should probably add that in another educational program we know about--
where the director had the same commitment to confrontation but did not simultaneously
adopt an open and accepting orientation toward the students--there developed an
unremitting conflict between the administrator and a cohesive, hostile, unproductive
group of students.
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and persistently urge his departmental seniors to change the program's requirements so as
to relieve the pressure on a group of graduate students. Even if he were to try vigorously
to introduce effective changes into departmental policies, the chances that a
junior faculty member would be successful are rather small; the iikelihood that his
vigorous actions would brighten his prospects for advancement within the department is
smaller still. In the same way, an associate professor cannot easily inform a full
professor, his departmental senior, that students are complaining about the content of his
classes or the qualRy of his teaching. Even a full professor in a School of Education
has little or no influence over a faculty member in Arts and Sciences, and vice versa.
When a problem calls for action that is more extreme than a man of the director's status
would ordinarily be expected to take, the typical faculty member, however clear his
vision and noble his motives, will be reluctant to take that action. In short, when
the activities of a diverse set of people are supposed to be coordinated so as to produce
a unified educational program, a person who would resolve their divergent iMerests
must have a degree of institutional power and personal influence that is commensurate
to the strength of the actions he is required to take. Thus, if a faculty and administration
places a junior staff member in a position of administrative responsibility without
providing him with official support to carry out the kinds of actions that may be
demanded by a difficult situation, thut instititution has only itself to blame if the
director takes no action and the program's success is diminished by his inaction.

Some General Implications for Graduate and Undergraduate Education

In every institution the ExTFP had a very special administrative arrangement.
From 15 to 25 fellows, with similar interests and backgrounds, were involved in a
program that had been specially designed to accomplish the maximum level of achievement
in some field of study in a minimum amount of time. The directors of these programs
ware specialists in their fields. As experts, the directors could evaluate fellows'
reactions to the program, point out real relevancies that underlay apparent irrelevancies
in their courses, counsel fellows about how to approach their work professionally,
and work as professional equals with other staff members in revising or modifying the
operation of the program when it seemed sensible to make changes. There is little
wonder that, in the majority of institutions, the program produced an extremely
effective educational experience.

The typical graduate program in most fields of study offers an interesting contrast
to the ExTFP. Even in .nstitutions where both programs were available, the regular
graduate students were treated much differently from the Experienced Teacher fellows.
There were usually many more students in the graduate program than in the ExTFP, their
interests and backgrounds were less homogeneous, they were pursuing a wider variety of
specialties by quite diverse routes, and there was no single faculty member who was

concerned to counsel and assist the graduate students or who knew about their educational
progress in anything like the detail of most ExTFP directors. The case of the undergraduate
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students differs even more remarkably from the situation of the Experienced Teacher

fellows; the diversity in students backgrounds, goals, and interests and the diffuseness

of responsibility for advising and helping them is much greater even than for graduate

students. How is it possible, then, that the Experienced Teacher Program, being so

different from the norm of both graduate and undergraduate education, might have
anything to say about how the more typical programs should be run?

We think, in fact, that the experience of the ExTFP has a great many implications

for the organization of graduate and undergraduate education in years to come. The

nature of complaints by graduate and undergraduate students are as similar to those of

Experienced Teacher fellows as the organization of their programs is dissimilar: courses

are poorly taught, by professors who come io class unprepared or who seem to be

uninterested in their students; the program is organized in such a way that the requirements

are either unclear or overly difficult to fulfill; required courses are not of f er ed often

enough or at the proper time; much of the program is irrelevant to the students' interests

or to their future work; above all, there seems to be little interest among the faculty in

changing courses, requirements, or methods of procedure so as to make the student's

work more challenging and his life more tolerable. The massive and persistent

expressions of discontent in recent years by students throughout the country have
focused attention upon the depths of these dissatisfactions.

What was often available in the ExTFP and frequently is not available in most
graduate and undergraduate programs was some mechanism for dealing with student
dissatisfactions. As the individual who made the mechanism work, the program director

could play a crucial role in the effective operation of the program. It seems clear

to us that there must be instituted some similar mechanisms in graduate and undergraduate

programs, as well; same clearly recognized ineans by which student reactions may be

channeled effectively to the faculty and administration, student complaints clarified,
sorted out, and discussed intelligently; and some procedure for taking systematic action

to modify those courses, requirements, and methods of procedure which stand in the

way of effective education.
-

There is increasing evidence that colleges and universities are moving to develop

such mechanisms by introducing formal grievance procedures for student complaints and

by establishing student representation on policy-making committees and governing

boards. It would be foolish to believe that changes such as these, involving increased

student participation in deciding the content and conduct of academic life, will proceed

smoothly, without inducing other stresses in the university community. For one thing,

the presence of student representatives on decision-making committees will not, of
itself, bring about greater involvement of the average student in university life;
in addition, ways must be found by which the student can communicate to and influence

his representative It will not be easy to establish such patterns of communication in a

university of ten thousand students or more, especially when each student enters with
little understanding of how the university operates and then leaves the system almost

as soon as he hos come to understand its structure. Beyond this, student demands for
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substantially increased interaction with faculty members amount to an insistence that
faculty schedules be (evised so as to give more time to st,xlents; this, in turn, threatens
to reduce the time 1-1-01 is available to a faculty member for research and scholarship.
The establishment of GI community of scholars is a central value of every first-rate
university; the opporoJrlity to carry out scholarly work is one of the principal rewards
of an academic career. Thus, there appears to be a degree of natural conflict between
the legitimate student demands for greater involvement with the faculty and legitimate
faculty demands for 4trie to pursue individual scholarly interests.

Doubtless other difficulties will arise, in addition to these, as changes in
the traditional patt,..erris of organization and procedure reverberate through colleges and

universities. Hopefully these difficulties may be resolved or minimized in the process

of increased commutiNation and joint decision-making among faculty, students, and
administrators. In col, event, the lesson of the ExTFP seems to be that student
satisfaction will increci6e cs legitimate student complaints are recognized and as

aoions are taken tc) eliminate the sources of their dissatisfaction.
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