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4
preface

This report is based on i study conducted by the Consortium of Professional
Associations for the Study of Special Teacher Improvement Programs (CONPASS) for t1;.e

U.S. Office of Education. .

The Consortium was formed in May, 1966, by the American Historical Association,
the'AssOciation of American Geographers, the Department of AudiovisAl Instruction.
(NEAL the International Reading Association, and the Modern Language Aisociation of
America. Invitations were later extended to, and accepted by, the American Economic
Assdciation, the American IndustrialArts Association, and'the American Political Science
Association. Four members at large provide liaison with the arft and humanities, .psychological
tests and measurement, educationalpsyclidlogy, and teacher education specialists.

r a The objectives of CONPASS are to provide a-coordinated assessment of the
effectiveness and impacts of institutes and other special teacher-training programs; to
propose means of improving such programs; atkl to'provide a medium for dialogue among
The professional associations and leading kcholarsor the several- subject content disciplines
and fields reprpsented on its Board. 19 the post, the Consortium has conducted studies of
summer instyutes in individual disciplisnes; it is presently sponsoring an extensive study of ;
the impact of summer institutes in fcrir disciplines upon participants in the institutes.

The present report is on Phase One of the study of the Experlenced Tea&er Fellooshik
Program. The study was contracted by CONPA SS t6 Clark Univeisity, to be onducted
under the supervision of the Consortium Board. The research wcis initiated isoy Professors Crockett

6ncl Bentley, 'Professor.Laird participated.in the anarysis of theffietults and in the writing of
the report,. The research'staff spent four days in a writing coigerence in July, 1967,
with Drs. John Thompsp-i, Saul Cohen, William Engbretsorf/Richard Longaker, and Mr. John

Cogani at this conference, the results were studied in det4(l'and the outline of the present
report was formulated. Preliminary drafts of thereport Were examined by the members.of
the writing :...onference-,and by the Executive Committeelof the Coni&tium; the final
version of the report hos benefitted extensively from;theircortimeWs.

t, ; .
An advanced edition, without appendiXes, s published in Octobe r-, 1967.

4I0
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e I. Introduction
.

The Experiiced Teacher Fellowship Program is o unique and imaginative venture.
Its ultimate objective, and. that of two other, closely related programs, is to improve

;the ciuolity of education in the nati.dn's elementary and secondary schools. The three
programs pursue this objective in two ways: by assisting selected, potentially influential

-
teachers to pursue full -'time groduote education in specially plonked courses of study,
and by fostering and strengthening on increased concern fat the training of teochers. The

Experienced Teocher Fellowship Progrom sponsors special programs that proville financiO1
support for graduate studies to ieachers,with field experience. A second progrom, the,
Prospective Teacher Fellowship Progrom, supports similork,ids of progroiris for individuals
who hove no teaching experience but who expect to became elementary o` secondary
sthool tfichers. The third program, the Institutional Assistance Grant Program, awards
financialgrants to strengthen the graduate programs for teacher preparation in
institutions that have already been awarded either an Experienced or o Prospective Teacher
Fellowship Progrorn. The.present report summarizes a preliminory.study of the Experienced
TeaCher Fellowship Program.

A. The Development of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program.
_

.
,''8411

The history of the ExTFP-belies the generalization that governmental programs
develop slowly. It was outhaNzO.under Title V, Port C of the Higher Educalion Act of.
1965,. Guidelines for the progroM were distributed in two letters, doted December 27, 1965,
and January 10, 1966.. The deadline for mailing, completed proposals was January 20.
During the period_January 24-26 o panel of consultants evaluated the.proposals, and the
onriouncement of awards wos made in February. This was barely two months ofter.the first
guideline wos sent out. The first students began their study in June, 1966

s.

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 o thousand experiencedeochers, from all parts pf the country and represeinting

diverse di,sciplines, to spend a year (iri o few programs, two years) in full-time groduote study.

In its underlying assumptions, theconception of the ExTFP was broact and inclusive.
.In. the guidelines,_no limits were suggested as to the range of subject matter that would
be supported; no'premium wastploced on either innovotion or traditiOnalism in educational
procedures, and there wos no attempt to cify in detail the structule that the gradtiote

..;,.programs should adopt. There was, howe , the assumption that graduate education is
most effective when the courses o student takes are related to one another in o meonirrgful
fashion. The guidelines for Ex TFP proposals incorporated This osSumption by setting three
restrictions on authors of proposals: *

. . .

1
First, evidence was required Of more thad perfunctory cooperation between subject- .

matter and tear er-educotion specialists. All proposals were required to demonstrate that
or a suitable foc y could be arranged for, composed of members of "teacher education"and-

.
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1.
"non-teac4ler ed anon" departments Furlher, both the chairman or
aspect of the pr gram,and the chairman or dean for teacher education
the prop6sal b, ore it was submitted.,,

dean for the substantive
were required to sign

Second, institutions were required to adopt an en bloc' pricedure, 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 oftpn Unsuited to the
needs of experienced personnel." The en bloc mode of organization was also to provide

%r

greater visibility of the' program on the campus as well as increased opportunity for fellows.
to profit from intetaction with their peers and froin formal instruction by their professors.

Third, the guidelines encouraged cooperation between the institution of higher
eduCation a'nci the loccLI schopl,district or system. This was 'fostered in part by the require-
ment that fellows be selected jointly by their home education01 system and by the college
or university concerned. School administrators were reqUired to recommend applicants,'
asnd 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 s

for the participants.

The fifty programs that were funded were held in fortyseven different colleges and
universities. Programs were conducted in 17 different disciplines, ranging from general fields
of education (elementary education, teaching the disadvantaged, and counselingand guidance)
through the traditional liberal arts disciplines, and including specialized areas such asl
health education, the school library, altd educational media. The fellows were drawn from
every part of the country and from schools which served every economic levtl. Their
educational assignments ranged from preschgoi to high school. A listing of programs is
presented in Appendix A.

'B. Evaluation of the Experienced leacher Fellowship Program

1. Three Projected Evatuat'ion Studies

Just as the ExTFP was planned and, instituttd with considerable speed, so., also, were the
prbcedures for studying the program's effectiveness. Barely thramonths elapsed between
file formation of a research team and completion of data colleittori fOr the present report.
During that time, a plan has taken foal which foresees a series of three related investigations
of the effectivenesS of the ExTFP: a questionnaire study of responses to.the.first.year's
program; during the second year, 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 involved in the ExTFP. Each succ`essiVe investigation will build on.the results obtained
by those preceding,.

The first,of these studies,.based on questionnaires and visits by teams to selected
programs, will' be described at length below. The intensive pilot study of three individual'
programs 'will be carried out during the academic year 1967-68;' it will involve repeated
interviews with participants and facility in each institution and the periodic administration

-2- 8
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1- . / , .

of riuestiannstires and other tests. The extensive body of information thatfrill be obtainedl..

. .

: .
will permit an crquaintance- in depth with the operatio'n of fFiese thretrinstitutions, making
it-possibleto 'identify factors that appear to account f.or the effects the progr s have upwi,

the fel-loWs, the faculty, and the institution. An 'important aspect of tk)is sec nd study 'wil
If'

be interviews with the fellows 'after they have l'etutned to their horrie sclvdls in 1968-N69.
\

The third invesligahon, to be initiated during the aca4emie'year t1968-0, will be an
,extensive study of all the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Programs then i,noperation,
using self-report measures, interviews, and observations, all develope d dut of earlier
research experiences.

\1/4

2: The Procedures Used in the Present Investigation

. .
The present report .rests upohtwo kinds of data: responses to questionnaires

that were administered to the individuals who were actually involved in the program, and
reports by teams of evaluators who visited 31. of the 50 programs. 0,

'Four questionnaires..wereconsUpcifed for administration to those involved in the

progra'ms. Each questionnalte borrowed heavily from those used imearliebr studies of
summer institutes. One questionnaire, containing some 60 different items, was administred
to the fellows at the i stitutions they attended, under conditions which aisured anonymity..
Completed questionn res were obtained from 940 of the 1,004 fellows, representing 49 of,

the 50 institutions), This questionnaire is preset-Ned in Appendix B.

The director at each inftitutron was asked to supply the names.of the fUllTtime
and part -time staff of his prograrh. A copyof a second questionnaire,, about equal in
length to the student questionntire, was thgn mailed to every full-time fciculty member
ancrio five randomly- selected part-time faculty members on each caenpuo. Completed'
questionnaires were obtained from 187 faculty onembers, in 4? different institutions.
This questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix C. .

A third questionnajre, 'sent to the director at each_institutian, was 4dentital to
the faculoy questionnaire except that it contained an additional set of ten items concerning
theadministration of the program. Of 'the 50 directors, 45 returiOd these questionnaires.in time for analysis in the present report. This questionnaire is plesented it Appendix D.

-
The fourth questionnaire, intended to

existing teacher-,education protedures at the
education on each campus. Response to this
replies will not be-discussed in detail in this

-

assess thiirmpact of the program upon the
institutions, was sent to the director of teacher
questionnaire was spotty; for this reason, these.
report.

lbuestionnaires-were not receiyed from the pr- ogram in Social Studies at. the Universityr-
of Minnesota .

-3-
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The evaluation teams, which visited 31of the 50 programs, nosicrIly consisted of
three persons:- a-specialist f the subieet matter of the institute; a specialist Iry tedcher

-educ"a'tion, and a teachrr experienced in the relevant sUbject matter.1 Some 85 members
of these evaluation teams met in eatly April with the research team, members of C NPASS, and
representatives from the ()Ripe of Education fora discussion of the pvaluatuon ra ,ng scale
and of the brocedure that was to be followed in.,the evaluation virsit. They then spent two
daystn the campuses, to which they were assigned, meeting with faculty; students, and
'administnliqk visiting classes, and reviewing the general operation of the programs.
Subsequently, each team member individually completed a Visitors Evaluation Form,
containing 24 different items. For each item, the evaluator rated the program on a 77point
,scale, and then was asked to provide a written analysis bf that aspect of the program's
operation in explanation of his rating. in addition to the individual reports; thssieam
members submitted a combined evaluation on ea.ch'i,tem of the evaluation\(orm; this last
report represented the consensus of all tle team members.' A listof evettation teams and the
institutio they visited is presented. in Appendix, E; Appendix F presents the Visitors Evaluation
form. ,

* .

0

A

L.

,2
1

:

A

'Because of diffiCulties, in scheduling members of evaluation teams, three institutionsdi
were visited by teams of only two mother's; at wo institutions, the team contained four
members.

-4-
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II. An Overview of-the Results
A

. a . .
'

. l .i

1

In the following chapters-a detailed repolt will be madg of the results of this study.
The purpose of the present chapter is to point out the highlipts of these results.

r

FOr the:most part,. the fellows who took part in the programwere relatively young
teachers. The ability and motivation were apparently very'high. According to program
directors and faculty members, the felloWs were at least equal, if not superior, to regurpr

graduate students in nrtivation and tivalilytof work. 'Thie educational attainments and experience
of faculty members also sugges4 that teachers in the program were welt qualified. Thus, the

great malbrity of the fifty programs possessed the two principal qualifications for an effective
aca enic program: an able, highly, motivated student body and a capable, concerned faculty.

,' The general 'correlates of Rffecti%ieriest and the extent to 'which the Progrqm's potentialtentipl
.

effectiveness was realizedare summarized in the following generalizations. The.specific
results on which the ,generalizations are based are contained in subsequent sections of the

report. , ,
.

.

1. The reaction to the Program by program directars,teulty members, fellows,/ .
:

. ; .

andevaluation teams'was overwhelmiirdry favorable.
. ..

,
As a general rule, the extent of a source's enthusiasm about the Program varied .

f
ilm.,

with that source's degree of piofessioncil investment in it: directors! responses' were usually more ,f
- favorable than those.by faculty members, faculty rperribers were more favorable the fellows,

1

and fellows more favorable than evaluators. But this general, rule herd-WV_hip a context
.0f fiver -aill favorableness toward 11;7-programt Specific evidence of the widespread
apprOval that was generated may by found throughout the results.' -The extent of this
approval rniiy be illustrated by the fact that 82% of the fellows reported that their own,
-program was.either usual lystimulcaing and interesting or stimulating dnd interesting throughout.'

. Responses by 'facuity members and program dirfctors to the identical item were even more .

r

4

favorable. Similarly, the majority of respon nts in each /2f the flour roles -- directors
,,portedfaculty members, fellows, and evaluators -- ported that the, Program had clearly met the -

educational needs of the felloWs. E'en the few evaluation feams'which were sharply criticxil .

of an individual program took care to comment. favorably on the over-all concept of the.ExTFP.v

4 .

There was, of course, a considerable variation among institutions in the evalua-tions
.., ,

tha re received: some programs were given extremely high rating's, a few received
relativ y low evaluations. It must be stressed again, however, that this variation took
Place around an average value that was very favorallde,rndeed.

.

.4P '
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2. ,Although there wps ahigh degree of solidarit)i apd morale dmong fellows in the ..

average program, the level of solids:1ra.), and Morale,correltsted positively with judgments of
"effectiveness. .

,. : 1 - :t.
. . ' -g .P

,
.-

, ,9 11.

Again, there wascopsiderablii-variaftionin the, level ofmorale and solidarify that
characterized the different insiii*tibns. Zytel,' so, the average\program received high ratings
on morale and scrlidb ritN'tfr4s;m direCtars, fat4i ty members, fellows, andseyaluators. Beyond.

'this, there were consistelitlitai iikye c'arreibtdfon. between estimates of Solidarity and morale , -
,..

,.... ,A' , -, ,,.., + yiat.t.'5. - .
and iudgments.of theoffectivecuAs'ef4inotividual progr'ams: programs where and solidarity'- ,

were high-also i"eceived high ratings ari effectiveness and porticipant,satisfaction;when morale
anS9lidarity were -low, so'were ratings of satisfaction and effectiveness.

)....- , .. . .. . .

,.
,.. ..3. The amount of work assigned was heavy, cindkinsely relatedto effectiveness

... Wand satisfaction.
4 . .

Of the 31 evaluation teams, none said the fellows' wark load was tpo light, while .

21 said it was in some degree too heavy; of,940 fellows, only 6 said the load was too li,ghtc
*Avid 440 said it was "too heavy tido allow completion of assignments and independent WoLk"

Of particular interest was the inverse re latiofishipbetWeen fellows' and evaluators' 1

6.t4ti,
s ..

judgments on this question and the vari s measures of satisfaction and effectiveness-. . .

institutions where the'amount of work re d was -judged to be inordinately high were
consistently ranked'a relatively ineifect,ive It "should be notjid that this.:relationship held, '
for the absolute amount of wbrk that was req ired, nor the amount of competitiveness that was
fosteredbetween APIlows.,,,,,In the' average program, fellows-ieported a fairly large amount

7

of competitiap with'one another; however, these latter ratings did not.relate consistently
ro

either to,judgments of the over-all work load or't ratings of .effectiveness and satisfaction.
1.0

.. 4. 'Respondents in different idles disagreed as to whether the programs
.
were,bwill

, upon;he extensive backgrounds of the fellows. Judgments by fellows and evaluators on this'
felpestion correlated pthitively, however,, with measure of effectiveness.

. ,
% , .

"Almost all of the program directors and a large majority of the'faculty reported '
that the curriculum at their inst.itutiorLutilrzed and built upon the experience .of the fellows;
most'of the evaluatiOn teams, indicated fh-e-re ,rse; answers by the "fellows to this question Were

)

intermediqte, but more similac to the faculty' than to the evaluators'. 'Despite their
disagreement in the level at which th'py felt t 'fellows' experience was utilized,' evaluation
teams and fellows agreed in their rankings of institutions on their hie(/emient of this goal .

Furthermore,
he

programs which, 'according totf;llowstind evalua rl, managed somehow
,

to build upon thet fellows' experierice,reetived morefaVorable rati on program,effectivenets
than'those which did not. . .

-3
.1 - ,

.4.,

5. Resporadents in different roles disagreed as to the tent ation among '1,
programs and thamOunt of innov*Oionln thrograms. Although' departmental cooperation
was correrated with program effect nessinnovation:this was .not tree of innovation: 4., I.

. .

For the most part, cfirectorsfend faculty members involved in the:PrOgram reported 'that
.

12
0 6
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-. *
cooperationpmong different departments-was good, that t e Probram had conksiderable a.

. i effects op teacher-education procedures, and t contributed to the plans for development

.. of the department and ifytitutioriconlierned. Eva on tearndid not makesuch faNioroble
-' Judgments.. Although in some institutions evaluat said that the Prcigram had affected *

. . A

t..., , interdepartmental CoOperation, teacher training, or departmental development, in as many
other institutions cial'uaTors felt that it,had'little effect on such policies. It seems likely

, thafthe eValuatorl..fudgments' were somewhat closer to reality than those of the directors .
and faculty; that-:withln.the few.months of the Prograns oper9tion it Had effected few, if any,"

..really sulpstanticil changes in the structure of most of. the host institutiOhs....li is worth'
,-. noting, 'however, that there was a positive.correlationii)etweenjudements of program

z dr the one hand end, on the"-other, reports by evaluators and by fellows of:t
. . .

effective interdepartmental, coope'r,ation.

As whit) judiments of effects uoo'n host institutions, rogram -4, d firdity

vs

tained rmembers were much more likely than evaluators to report t at'

imaginative innovations. Again it fs'likely that the eval rs! ju Ny more '..-

objective than those by the other two'groups, and that as many`frogiamsintrod ced feW /
educational innovations as Introduced many.. Wisrroteworthy that evaluator estimates of

the extent of inn-ovations was uncorrelat,ed with judgments of program effectiveness.

' As adequate a stirrimarey as any-Of fl;effects of the prograrn Span the host institution
can be given by quoting from an interim report on this project, written lk May, 196.7:

The Programs opp'ear to have'been last effectiVe.in overcoming`
the traditional patterns of organization in 'colleges and universities.
Thus, the most common complaints [by eval0 on teams) dealt with
the similai-ity of these programs to traditional undergraduate and
graduate edu-calion, the imposition of a Common bOdy of Required
*courses upon all participants, the fai lure to Adjust the curriculum ta
the needs of individual students, the abse'nce of trtie coll'aboratIon

4etween different departments of Hi same institution, or theorcancern
of the stofflor therespOnse to the Pr gjam of the fellowlOs a group-. '
All a theje complaints are commonlyiriced throughool highereducation
in America; they arenotuniqueto the Experienced Teachers Fellowship
Program. It i's4igniricant thara considerable rymber of institutions
were adjudged to provide for their.fellowsan unusual and reward'i'ng
educational experience, some 1).0110\04,71nd trdditional educational .

patterns', oer by breaking with tradition and establishing novel and
exciting educational procedures.

4111~

6. The program director has an-extremely important role in determining the
effectiveness of indrvicTual programs.

0

A partialenumeration.of the unctions that a\ program-director performs yields a list

of Imprysivelength ; He should be directly involved in deciding upoil the coifikcontent and
the made of organization of the program, he must make sure that the forinal courses and'

7-
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'

0.0
,

,

the supplemental activities are °coordinated, must arrange fOr the presence of whatever
educational ?naterials are required, must encourage informal exchanges among fellows and
'between fellbws and staff, must try to mediate in disputes that may developtmong
participants, must ascertain the fellows' an&the faculty's views and criticisms of the program
andits*effecti,veness, must decide whether changes in procedures 'or content are required, and,
when the decision is affirmatiVel must deterrnipe what changes to make in the program

sand hoW-to mal<Atilem:,' Ina progrdm whose slYkcess relies in good part upon ,the
establishment o igh esprit' de_Cores among participants and upon the group's performance
46,10c , 'the fulfillment of these functions can be critically important. There are doulaptless
sorheproarami which runsMoPfhly from beginning to end., never requiring -the mediating
influence of a skiIlful administrator. In the typical institution, however, at some time
during the'year crises arise, infereits conflict, difficulties occur which 'require effective
administrative action. At such times.it is essent,ial 'that the program director possess the

the:time., and especially, the in'stitutional power to respond effectively to the demands
of the situation.

-4
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III. The Population. and the Programs

We have arready remarked that 4he ExTFP embraced a wide variety of offerings.
-Programs varied as to types of institutions that were involved,,, the geographic region where
the institutions were located, the characteristics of fellows enrolled, and,the subject matter
that was offered,.. Beyond this, tjley differed remarkably in the pedagogical strategies that
were adopted. Some programs were innovative, others were traditional. Some programs

cove for competitiveness among fellows, while others sought a non-competitive atmosphere.
Certain programs maintained formal relationships between fellows and faculty,' but others
were more informal. The programs and the individuals involved in them differed in these
general ways and in all other ways in which people differ. Our purpose inthis section
of the report is to summarize some of the characteristics of the fel lows, the faculty, and
the programs. In succeeding sections, we shall discuss reacfions to these programs, and
shall look for variables thet correlated with their effectiveness. It may sometimes'appear--
that the differences among programs are obscured in the course of this analysis, that diversity
is reduced .to uniformity. If, so, the reader should bear in mind that we are seeki9g for
whatever tinderlying'bonstancy _there may be beneath the remarkable' surface Ciivrsity.

A. Characteristics of the Participants

.., ,... ,

1.*Personal Charbcteristics .., I
-. 1-

In certain of...their personal charocteristrcs the group.of fellows wasonot entirely
repiesvntatiye of teachers as a whore. Men made up 510/9 of the group, no-doubt a higher
proportion than obtains among teachers--rn general. In addition, the graup was relatively young,
with 79% being y6unger than 40 and 28% younger than 30. Despiteitheir relative youth, the
participants were not inexperienced in teaching. Ninety-two percent reported three or

more years of experience in*educationl 59% had six or_morey rs of experience; however,

only 24% had ten or more years of experience. The partici ts' experience spanned'all'

levels of elementary and secondary education: 32% had been principally. involved at the
high school level, 1% at the.junior high school level, 45% at the elementary revel, qnd

2.6% in preschool or kindergarten teaching. .* y.

Apparently, the fellows' considerable experience and training hood not been primarily
.

in the subject matter areas of their respective programs, for sixty-one percent had worked as

"specialists" in their areas for less than 3 years,, while only28% reported taking as many

as 30 semester hours of uridergralluate 'credit in their specialty -- the pre umed equivalent

of on undergraduate mojor. Seventy percent had taken fewer than 10 ho rs of graduate

credit in their speci areo, and o third reported no groduate courses et It in that area;

Two thirds had never ttended an*NDfA summer institute or similar training program, and

only a tenth had att ded More than one suchrogram,

15



"probably" or "definitely" would not go into full-time educationqi administration, -I

=only 6% said they definitely expected to do so. Upon 'completion of the program, these
fellows will doubtless be in a favored position on the Firomotiann ladder,of their home
school syst&s; their apparent reluctance to move into administrative pdsitions bespeaksv

ong commitment to eassroom teachiii3 It be important to examine, in future years,,
actual 'career patterns of -these fellows.

CharacteristicsWellows' Home Communities andAhools

Fellows were distributed according to,the size Of the communities they ca from
in numbers roughly prbportionAto the distributior; in the population as a whole. Thirty-
three percent were from Communities witWless than 2,500 residents, 40% from towns or
cities with populations'betWee.n. 2;500 and 100,000, 16°/from cities between 100,000

.
and 500,010 population, and 19% from cities of:over 500, . Only 14% of the fellows
j.dentifled their schodl system as being in a suburb or satellr city.

s

lecist some participants came from each fart of the country. The- Western and
!Midwestern states were somewhat over - represented, with 24% and 33%, respectively,
of all participants; 23% of the fellows were from the North Atlantic states, about the

4 same proportion,as in the pippulation dt lorge; the Southeastern, South Central, and
Southwestern states mere somewat under-represented, comprising only 19% of the total,

, ,--- -11.
, . , - ..--

It is noteworthy that only 3% of th4articipants had held adrriini3trative jobs
when they entered -the program. Of those not in 91ministeative positions, 55% sold they

\

1

As toschoorenrollment, there were fellows from schools with fewer fhon 200 students,
others from schools with over 2,000; and still others in every category. intermediote between
these extremes. ' tI - . ,. .

? .. .

iMost commonly, fellows,reported that their students come fr6m families of middle
income. FoMilies,with low but steady income were reported next mot frequently, orfd either
weolthy families or those in poverty were reportedly .a small minority of the oljentele of most
fellows' schools. Si.xty-eig"hqercent-reporfeti,that the pupitsrin their home schools were
"011 or mostly white"; the, remdincigr reporte4that their pupilsrwere predominantly Spanish-
speaking, Indian, -Negro, or fp cdmbincrtion of 4-wo ear more ethnic groups. Only obout-15% of
the school-age children in Americio ore_nonwhite; therefore, it appears that the proportion f
of teachers in the ExTFP who came from classrooms with substantial numbers of nonwhite
children was somewhat greater then.'in the nation as a whole. Since five of _the 50 programs
lere for teachers of the dIscdsiantageed, such an outcome is not surprising.

3. -Ability and Interests of Fellows

No information is oyailable concerning
tests of obillty. owever, there/were items on

4

he fellows' performance,ori standae%ed
each of the questionnaires which requested

.
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fellows, faculty, and directors to estimate the fellowstability. By all,three sets of judgments,

t6 fe ows came off extremely, well . Thus, 83% of the fellows said that the participants'

4101i was above average and 95% rep3rted that fellows seemed aenuinely interested in

. the ubject Matter. .

4

..e,The ?aculq, dnd ditectorstlere
ith that, of their institution's regular

are sOriiiparized in Table 1. Itois cl
sources, .with program' directors betp4
more than half the faculty Qnd direct
serious, and had greater initiative th
preference was given to fellows over
and their ability to communicate. Tht faculty thought that the two groups wereabout,

equal in intellectual ability, ectors favored the fellows; similarly, the faculty

.rated gradUate students somewhat. higher than fellows in knowledge "of the discipline, while
directors' ratings were the reverse. Considering that graduate students constitutep very
select group for comparison, these results proviide an extremely favorable picture of the

fellows' capacities.

sked to compare the ability of the ExTFP fellows
aduate students. The results of these comparisons
that the fellows were viewed 'very favorably by both
onsistently more favorable than the faculty. Note that

s reported that fellows were4riore industrious, more
their regular graduate'students; nearly as much .

duate students in their d'ornmitment to the discipline

A.

4

Table 1. Comparisons of Fellows with Typical Graduate Students Made by Fac.wIty and

PrOgram Direlors

Variable, Source of
Rtit: ng

Percent' Who 'Rated Participants
Better. Equal Worse

Intel lectya I
'iffy

.--_,..

Faculty 24 46 28
Directors. 29

.

, 13
.

Industriousness Faculty 60 33 2

Directors 65 31 ,

Seriousness

.

Faculty. 66 27 ,

72
L

.

0.`Directors , 67

Commitment
to discipline'

Facwity 34 , 14

e.Directors . ' 67 213 '
. 9

Knowledge
of discipline

. .

Faculty 25 38 .30. ,

Directors, 34 38 22 . -

Ability to
Communicate

_ .

Faculty t , 40 45
,

13

Directors 43 44 .1 9

Initiative 'faculty 5364-7-2r:----4:40 4

Directors

1 Since
not tot 1.100.

non-yespondents are not included in this table, the percentages in each row do



programs, combined with their intellectual ability and their sincerity of purpose, suggests /
that they were especially likely to benefit from their graduate work.

It is of interest, as well, to examine what the flows coisidered tribe her greatest-,
'problem before enrolling in.the xTFPI They reported as follows:

23% Using effective teaching methods,n]
20% Knowledge of the subject matter
1KMotivating students
TicrDetermining what is most important to teach
'12% Handling students of law abjlity

6% Knowledge of appropriate materials
NTEncouraging and stimulating giitedstudents

One derives from these data a- picture of a young,- energetic, serious, industriaut
group of teachers, with considerable experience a' nd a strong commitment to their work.
The communities that the fellows were drawn frOmseem to be approximately representative
of the nation ds a whole except, perhaps, that tke Sauth was'somewhat under-represented
and Act schools with substantial numbers of nonwhite,students-were somewhat over- represented.-
The fact that fellows were relatively untrainedsin to specialized subject /natter of their

.
B. Characteristics of the Faculty

. ,..
Theeducational and professional background of faculty members in the RIFF'

,*- was impressive. Severity -three percent held either the Fih.D. or the Ed .D. degree;
. 80,% had taught attbe college leveltfor 'three or more years, 60% for six or more years, and

, ,
I . 25% for more than 16 years, In addition-, 37% had taught for at least a year in elementary

schotrond 51% had a year,pt more of experience at the secondary level'. Thus, many of, . ii. ., , .. the fijculty were acquainted at first hand with the educational settings from which the
po`iticiparits came and far which they were being trained.

,K - . ' lb- -,. .

1 . Iwo sets of questions bear on the quality of instruction at the different institutions,
on set from the evalu'ation teams, the other., from the fellos. Wien asked to-cOmment on

..the qualifications of the teaching staff, 28, of the af evaluation, teams rated them on the
"qualified"-side of. the cofttinoum, two placed their ratings at the midpoint, and only one
team, iated thestaff as slightly unqualified. 'A

aaa

. The fellows' ratings of the faculty are similcir,.t*O those that would be given by
irollege students 'in a--681.3ese that was somewhat better tham_average. Thus, over two-
thirds of the fellows orate'd the quality of lectures as good or excellent; 56% gave the same
evaluation to spninors andstroctured discussions. The br ea t majority of fellows said 4
the .lectures were seldom or never over their heads (el response- which might, in fact, be;
eit-hr positive or necretive,),+that the instructors did not talk down to them, and that the

,

lectures dealt with various apProathes to the subject. However, 41% believed that lectures-
were sometimes oVusually Clqmincited by detail or unrelated facts, and a'slight majority

4
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(5l%) reported that the faculty had little or no knowledge of the practical problems of
school teachers. ,Ii`should be. noted that this last opinion does it wholly square, with the:

faculty members' reports of their own background in, elementary and secondary scFlocA,
'teaching.

i
t aill \ In sum, theinstructorssat the various nstitutions seemiciliove been.4, to well

qualified. ReOctionr of fellows to the teac were mixed, although on the positive-
side. The response to lectures and seminars quite positive; on the other harid, there
was some feetipg --`,based, perhaps, ori.the academic nature of most programs and on the
fellows' coneern about the material's applicabilitk in 'the,classioom, =-: that not enough

i
attention was-given lo,the 'Ipractical H problems' of tetaihers::' , ,,

9. o

, Vo.
I'

C. 'Characteristics of the.Progranis . .0 ,`" .

4. The guidepoes for proposals-for the ExJFP emphessied 'en bloc programming, cooperation
between eckcation'and subject-tnatterdepetrreilts,:and attintion.to the.special character
and experience-16e participants: iliese.requirenaents-dert)anded:of.program planners a type
pf,co-:ordination Kat.rakay not haves been Fft effect at,milay inItiitions. Although the
guidelines spdcifictilfy stated that.ediroationakinnov,ation`wai not a recruirementfor proposals,
in factlie proposal's which 'Were-funded were novel at;c1 extreinely, diverse. 1. It this
diversity Which' is most charactel:isticollthte:grotiptof programs 'as 0,41vhole. Of,the 50 programs,
the largest number whOse tilles,were.isppro.xlinkely similar is'four, ana.tire seem to be
24 differgnttkindsof prOgrams irrdiOted lilthe7fitieiatc5net.,. Actu'a H y, illgept fest the 'structural
iioiformitiel called for by,the'gi;idliline6;.there was I ittlesiotiila-rity bbbfieen arty trto programs

on more thaa afew di rri.e?Is'jons*,.., 'Ilie djrnensirns- a loti9which prograres' varied i-nay 4c onviniently

be dividedito two classes, ,(T)"organiibtional.andsituatioQa1 chrk,94,teristiCs.and (2) ,goals,
. . . .

and rationale. . , ,,,r
.4i,--,

. *. ,
1 . 1

Or ga rii zati on,a! and eituational.ch'ara cieristic-s,, ,The vast majority -(84 %) of the__ i
programs weresituated, geographical l'y', ip one of 'three ar,6%.! the Midwesf (38%), i
Wg.st (25%) or N'orthea.;t (21%)-. jtie',rerncif&ing.'1/)°/kof the progrpms.were, scattered across

the Southeast, 5otth Ce ntr a l, and '
$,o-vritb we s t regio n:s 4

.,

' A i ' I , . . ir, .

1;f-reprograms ranged in sie born 5 fb '25 participants", With .2,5*the most common. .

number ,(34°/0), followed by ZO (28`)/01 and 15 (209/4," Only two.progrtims- had :a Fiafti'cipant

group of 5 or fewer. The gApdelfnes wecifieil there $hould tae cooperqf ion, between education-
. .

and -subject,matter 'departnients:, bit in every case, ohe.department bore primary responsibility
as_"hopie" for the program. , The programs, ;Ater/ approximately equally Y .ciiyided. in their

-locations, within 'programs- ,based, in educationOlep&Tments and 21, based in othet departments :gip ,

-..

-,

lorie reason fdr the nOvelt>,and diversity among -the 50 priograms.that were acitdolty
funded may be that the advisory panels used'mnovation and diver'sit); as triteria in deciding
Which proposals to recommend fcir apprOval or disapprOval,..even though these criteria

1

Were not specifically set forth in the guidelines:



Great laiitude was permitted to institutions in the actual functioning of the programs.
For instance; many awarded an'MA-degree at the completion of ti-ie program., others '1
provided. he Possibility Of an MA upon completion of some further work, and sarne made
no provision for vn advanced degree at all. Amongthose awarding an MA degree, some,
required a thesis,.'most did not. The chokes of teaching techniques were relatedlo The goals
oUthe programs, but again there were great variations among programs With apparently
sitnilar goals. .Some program;., particularly those whose purFiose seemed to be to upgrade'
and educate teachers in existing areas suci) as History 9r Mathematics, provideda menu of

. conventional courses from which participants selected, much as in a conventional MA program..
Others , particularly those programs which reportedly they were training for "new" kind
of 'fiinetion, such as media consultant' or teacher of the djsadvantaged, prOvided a real
"bloc" of courses identical for each 'participant, and often very different from any courses

fraught elsewhere in the institution. -Seminars-,- workshops and practica were in general more
common in the latter programs than in conventional graduate sequences.

s to the goalewhich programs pursued, their diversity has 'already been mentioned..
Program ranged from,fairly conventional, though cert9oinly iMportant,.atiernp. ts.to upgrade
the content, knowledge,. and techniques of teachers 9f English, History, or Geography
tq the creation of a"unique person in the educational setting" such as a centralized media
ipecialist or on educational systems analyst. There were ,five programs to train teachers of
different disadv4-ttaged grobps, including rural Alaskan Indians,- Texas Mexican-Americans,
and Harlem Negroes.

in 18 programs the principal emphasis was on secondary school teachers, in 17.the
em hasis was at the primary leVel, and at least four covered both levels. In addition, there.
were 10 prograins for the training of coordinating ir advisory personnel, such as g6idance
counselors, media specia.0,ts and school librarians.

-14-
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. iv: 4 Profile of Reactions to the Program,

This section of the report will consider reactions Io the Program by fellows,
faculty members, directors, and evalyators. . It begins with the degree of satisfaction that
wasexpressed, tTen proceeds to various judgments of the Program's effectiveness. A,

. discussio(t fi show and whether the various ,programs implemented the three
requirements regarding program structure that were spelled.out in the guidelines: the
importance' Of an en bloc approach, the necessity 'for subject- matter and teacher educattiott
departments to wprily, with each other, and the requirement that relationships be l
established With %he local school systems. Finally, we witl discUss w.hat might be called
the "st of operation" adopted by the different programs, including the extent to

ms made use of the extensi-ve experieAe of the fellows, the amount of'which the
competitiveness that was fostered among fellows, their work load, the extent of faculty' .
inVolvement in the program, and the amount of innovation in the cyrriculum.,

. ' ,

SA . Sa.tisfacfion and Effectiveness /
. ..

1

4

4

.
It is not easy to differentiate between a zerson's satisfaction with an educational

program and heis judgMents of, its effectiveness. ,Pesumably, the two kinds of responses shoGld

vary with one anther, and, as we'shall,see in the next section, they do co-vqry to a
remarkabl degree. Nevertheless; the distinctoton seems worthwhile)lindesatisfactiOn with'a
'program refers to one's overall emotional respons4, whereas effectiveness-is judgLd accordi'ng
to achieveMent of goals, by the respondent. Thu ;, a program might conceivably Te effective
withput necessarily producing high levels of satisfaction among the participants, and vice versa.
We consider, first, thextent of satisfaction with the ExTFP, then judg;nents of its effectiveness.

I . Satisfaction With the Program,

Two questions Which appeal-Jo reflect satisfaction with the ExTFP were included
in substantially the some fom in the questionnaires given to the fellows, to the faculty,'
and to'the directors. One of these deals directly with reactions to the Progiam:

which of the following alternatives best dekribes your/reaction to the
Experienced Teacher Pello*Wship Program?

- jt was a stimulating and interesting experience.throughout.
It was usually stimulating,and interesting
It was only occasionolli..stiffigiatingtind interesting.
It was 'seldom or never stiFulating anthinteresting.

1

"rcomparison Of.the respOnsei of the three grotlps is given in Table 2. Clearly,
the reaction in.every-group was overwhelmingly favorable, w,ith'faculty members somewhat
more favorable than fellows, and directors the most favorable of all. It should be under-

I
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lined thot)alptonweven the leastepthusiastic group, thelellows iv the program, 82% reported
that the ExTFP was either usually stimulating and interesting or stimulating and
interesting throughout.

Table 2. Ratings by Faculty, Directors
"*

and Fellows of How Stimulating and Interesting
They Found the Progrpm

'N

Source
Percent Saying ExTFP Was Stimu sting and Interesting

Throughout Usually Occasionally . Seldom or Never

Faculty 42
. ..

.4 46.

1

8
,.

1

.

Directors
.

. ..
..

60
, .

38
.

.

2 0 .

Fellows 32 . 50
,

16 - 1

.

The second item that may be considered a measure of satisfaption aslcpcliaculty
and fellows for a' comparison of the Program with a typical eight-Week summer. institute.
Faculty members and directors who had taught in such progrpms, but not those wio had not,
were asked to compare.the ExTFP with NDEA or NSF academic year or summer institutes.
Since fellows had earlier reported whether they had -ever attended such institutes, it was
possible to divide them into two groups:, those withancl those without prior institute
experience. The four sets of comparisons of the ExTFP with other institutes are presented
in Table 3.

Again, if is evident that the response to the ExTf P. was overwhelmingly favorable.
pn this item, the fellows were more likely than the Other two groups to view the ExTFP
as superior to other institutes, and those who had.not taken part in such institutes were
somewhat more favorable than those who had. Again, the directors showed somewhat
greater approval of the ExTFP than did thevfaculty. Of greater importance than these
inter-group comparisons, however, is the fact that only a tiny fraction of the respondents

any group felt that other kinds of institutes were superior to the ExTFP.

1It must be emphasized that these judgments are almost certainly expressions of
.

satisfaction wifh,the ExTFP instead of a true reflection of the relative effectiveness of that
Program and oth4r institutes: Many factors were invdlve in these responses: fellows in the/
ExTFP. had committed a full year or longer to that pcOg ; their stipends were larger than f

Those paid in the.summer institutes and they extended over a full year instead of eightweeks;
many of the ExTFP,fellows were receiving advanced degrees or credit toward such degrees.
In short, ExTFP fellows and staff were comparing apresent valued experience to a distant one;
their comparisons can hardly be considered unbiased judgments of effectiveness; as expressions

j of satisfaction, however, the results are impressive. . o'''''
... . 22
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bIe'3. Comparisons 1;, Faculty, Directors, and Fell f ExTFP and Other Institutes

..

.
Soule

Percent of Group
ExTFP
Somewhat
Better

in ch Response
Abou the
Same \

1,

Category
lnstiVie
Somewhat
Betters,

.

Institute'
Su peri'oi

ExTFP

Superior

Faculty with Institute
Experience (N:57) . 28% 21% 37*

.

,
9% °/0

Directors with Institute,
Expettnce (N=21) 42%

.

19% 19% ,
coL".

.

5%

Fellows without Institute
Experience (N486)1 80%

.

13%

.. .

5% 1%
, 1%

A' '

Fellows with Institute
Experience (N=312)

,
65% 18% 8% 6%

,

. 2%

1Ani.imber of respondents omitted this item; the totals on which the responses
based are those who actually responded. .

2. Judgments of Program Effectiveness a

Unfortunately, the questionnaire method does hot provide a fully'satisfactory means
of determining the effectiveness of an educational program. Subjective ratings can
provide, at best, imperfeCt estimat of what a student has learned from a set of material
or of how well his new knowledge wl I be applied when he returns to his earlier role.
Whether a student has profited a little or a great deal from a program should be assessed
by comparing what he knows at the program's end with what he knew at its beginning;
similarly, whether he will apply'pply What he has learned can be determined adequately'
only by observing his performance ,on his home grounds. Neverthele,ss,, in the absence of
more reliable measures of prOgraqi effectiveness; the subjective ratings that are
obtained in questionnaires are considerably better than no estimates of effectjIeness at all.
Especially when the respondents are experienced judges of the effectiveness of educdtional
proglams -- and such is certainly the case in the present study -- one can expect their
_replies to the questionnaire to -relate positively, if imperfectly, to moreobjective measures
of pro'grar\ri effectiviness. With the material at hand, we haveno choke but to use
questionnaire ratings of effectiveness. We cannot estimateith'e degree to which these

' ratings correspo' nd to the "Hue" effeCtiyeness of the differenf programs; nevertheless,.
We can reasonably assume that there is considerable validity in these judgments.

23
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There was only one estion relating to eff4tiveness which asked for approximately

the same.kind.of judgment from faculty, directors, felldks, arils( evaluators. The form the
1 question took varied considerably from one questionnaiceio another. In the faculty and

'director questionnaires, respondents were'asked: In your-OPinion, were the educational
needs of thearticipar* metby the program ?" Fellows were first asked to check,
from among sevp different teaching problems, the one. that had concerned them most
before they eddied in the ExTFP. In the next item they were asked: "To what
extent did the program This year meet thal'problem?" Finaldry, evaluation teams were
asked td rate, on a seven-point Scale, whetlitr the program seemed to meet the needs
of the participants. Responses of the four groups to these items are presented in Table 4.

ib
-,-

. t
le 4. Estimates by Faculty, Directors, Fellows, and` Evaluators of Whether the. . J

ExTFP Met Fellows' Needs

Were the educational needs of participants met?'
Defiaitel Pr 13-1 I doubtit Not at all

Faculty 42%

\
49%. '. 4% 0%

Directors
.

- 67%

To what extent_did
problem?

31%

tie programi

1%

meet (youi

0% 1../.

major teaching. .

To a great
degree

To a moderate
degree

To a slight
degree

Not arall

Fellows .

.a.

35%
.

39% I. 21% 6 °, '',/

Did the program seem to me the eeds of participants?.

Well = Ne ral Poorly ,

. '

Evaluators 51% 32% , 16%

It is evident that the directors and faculti were both confident' that the fellows.'
educational needs had been met, with the directors, once more, 'somewhat more pos,Itive
than the facUlty. The confiderice of these two groups in the effectiveness of the Program
is further revealed by their responses to two other questions.. When asked whether
the ExTFP resulted in the participants becoming better teachers, 72% of the faculty replied'

1 "yes" and.24% were uncertain(presumably for lack of direct observation of the fellows.
-teaching); the corresponding proportions for directors were 80% and 13%. Similarly,
92% of'the faculty and 100% of The directors repotted,. in another item, that the overall
program Was either valuable overy valuable for the participants.

-18- 24



It may be'seen in rable 4 that 74% of the fellows reported that the program had
met their major problem to at least a moderate degree. While this is a substantial majority,
it also leaves one fellow in four feeling that-his major teaching problem Was met to only a
slight degree (21%) or not at.all (6%). This outcome should not be taken as evidence that
one fourth of the fellows thought the program was ineffective.. It seems more likely 'that'
the E1xTFP was not specifically directed at the major-leaching problem of many of the fellows.
For example; the rnajOr problemof 28% of the fellows was either motivating students or
handling students of low ability; it h doubtful that most programs focused their instruction on
those topics. A related item on the fellows' questionnaire asked them how useful the program .
had been in preparing them to handle their own teaching situations. Seventy.-nine percent
reported theprograrrtas moderately or extremely useful, 18% as somewhat,useful, and only
3% as being of no Oseat all.

from Table 4 it appears that evaluators were somewhat less impressed with the
effectiveness of the programs than were the other three groups. Just over half of the
evaluation teamMterd the institutions they visited had met participants' needs well, while
five teams said these needs were less than adequately met. -These last five teams'of
.evaluators remarked do tie similarity'of the programs'the>' visited to.regular undergraduate
and graduate training, and also on fltelack of adequate practicum experience.- A Much A

more favorable view of the programs was expressed in.-evaluators: judgments of whether
the fellows would be able to apply what thdy, had learned when they returned to their
schools. Twenty-three'of the 31 teams reported in the affirmative, four placed their
ratings at the midpoint, and only four teams said Olaf. the students they obserited were
somewhat unlikely to be able to apply what they had learned. Several teams remarked
that their judgments were less favorable than they might, have been because they feared
Hy traditionalist or .money-conscious school systems might resist the introduction of,
some of the material th fellows would bring back with (em from their year of training.
A final indication of evaluators' views of the effectiveneis of the Program comes from aq.
analysis of the general comments they wrote at the end of the evaluators form. These

comments revealed a clear acceptance, by all evaluators, of tie general value of the ExTFP.
Even those few evqluationtAns which expressed rather extreme critic ism,of the institutions
they visited, expressed the view that the fellows had profited in some degree from their
year of study. Their criticisms frequently stemmed frOm the conviction that substantially
more could have been accomplishtd had the program been conducted differently.

In summary, it is,clear that there was general satisfaction with the Program, Gond

widespread agreement that it was an effective educational venture. It should not be
-40

surprising that the directors, faculty, and fellows expressed, approval of the Program.
When one devotes a full year to a project, there develops considerable internal pressure

to view. that:projat.favorably. Despite this built-in bias, the overwhelming favorableness
of the opinions given by these three sources strongly supports the conclusionthat the
ExTFP was a satisfying experience for fellows and staff alike. The evaluation teams.
had no personal involvement in the outcome of their evaluation. They were specifically

'-assigned a critical role, 'and they measured the prograths against high standards of success.
theirgenerally positive evdluations provide further evidence of the program's effectiveness.
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B. Structural Aspects of the Progrqms

I
LLYR

1
'

Doubtless because of thelack of specificity in the.guidelines, there was cOnsiderpbre/ .. -
pattern'Variation in the pattern of organization adopted by.differeint insioltutions in implementing

the ExTFP. Since only a limited 'Plumber of items dealt with such questions; many of'
these differences in program structure went unrecorded. 0 hree structurpl aspects

....... of the programs will. be dealt with here, aJI of them specifictty'discussed in the guidelines
foPpropOsals: the uti ization of the en bloc approach., t-----helelatton.ship amon6 teacher-
education and content departments,TIttTae pattern of relatonshit) with local schoOl systems-.

-1r

1. The en ,bloc Approach, Grou0olidarity, and Morale .!
. A

Only one questioredealt specifically with adoption of the en bloc approach. This was
an item in the Visitors EvaluotlonForm which stated, "Unlike conventional graduate programs,

ate -Experienced Teacher FeLliewship PrC-Igi-am is based upon a block or group program approach.
The intent is to use the grOup to enhance learning by bdilding morale and esprit de corps,.
Has this been successful ?"

Evaluators' responses make. -it clear that the en-bloc approach was, indeed,.
successful: 12 evaluation teams report0 that the approach was extremely successful and
'13'others rated the approach as successful, but not extremely so. Only three teams said
that the approach was in some degree unsuccessful.

g.

Although th'e en blocapproach was mentioned in the other three questionnaires,
all three groups were asked whether there was a feeling of group solidarity amolig pa'rticipants
in the program; in addition, respondents, were asked fa rate the overall morale of the
participants. The responses of the three groups afe presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Ratings by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of Group Solidarity and Morale

.

Source ,

. a. Was there:a fee ing of.grouRso idarity?
Percent Answering V

Strong Cbnsiderable Some . None

Faculty'
w.

53 38 5
...--

Directors

g A

67 . .27 7 . D

.....

FellOws

,

46 38 14 1

..,

Source,

.

b. How would you rate fellows' morale?
-

Wry
High -

Pretty
Nigh

_ Average Low and
Very Low

-

Faculty 23 50 114

_

4

pirector,s
,

' 38. 42 18 2

Fellows 22 ....38/.--N 27 10
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By ev ery measure, solidarity and morale were high. Again, the directors' estimates
.. of both variables Were somewhat higher than those- by the faculty, and the faculties' estimates

were higher than those by the fellows.: Even among the fellows only 1% said there. was

,.. no feeling of solidarity and only 10% reported that the roup's morale was below average.
----,

It Mould bi mentioned that there was considerable homMeneity within groups-of fellows,
.., . .ip their judgments of solidarity4That is, reports of relatively low solidarity were con- .
cehtrated in particular institu-tionsrthey were not made by soda( isolates scattered among
a number of programs bur probably reflected, instead, a real lack of solidarity ir; a few
of the programs.. .. 0

%-- I .

2. Cooperation between Departments I
,/ .. , ..

'it will be recalled that the guicleli2es for the.ExTFP specifically called for cooperatioh
between subject-matter-and .teacher-educeion departments in conducting the program.
Three questions, one each from the fellows, the directors, and the evaluators questionnaires,
asked witether such aooperation was achieved. 4

i- " .

In some institutions, such cooperation apparently did not extend much latyond
consultation on the initial application. When asked whether the director of teacher-
eduCallab was involved in'tie operation of thecExTFP, only 26% of the program directors
replied that he was either quite involved or very much involved; just over half said he
Was not.very. involved, and another 20% reported that he was not involved at all .
This question, of course, asked only about the dicebtor of teacher education, not.whether
there was cooperation with others in lesser positions in the teacheeducation hierarchy.

fact, when they were asked to describe the cooperation they received from other
academic departments, 944 of the directors said it .was e'i'ther quite good or unusually.
good. This suggests that some collaboration must have taken place betweerrtsacher-
education and subject-matter departments, or at least that the directors thought'"so.
Eval-iJators' reports indicate that interdepartmental dooperation varied widely from one
institution to appther. While only one evaluation tearrvreported very close cooperation
between the two departments, another 12 placed their ratings at the cooperative side of
the contipuum. On the other hand, 15 of thetev-pluators' judgments were on the uncooperative
side; infive of these institutions evaluators said there was no coop ration at between
teaher-education and SUbjeCt-matter departments.

. ,

Responses by fellows show much the same picture as' those by t.rato s. Eighty-four
percent ofthe fellOws-reported that their instruction involved more than one academic
department. -.Exactly half of these, 42% of the total grpup:, said the material was coordinated
either qu'ite well or extremely well; the other half, again 4246 of the total group, said the

materialwas either".nitt coordinated too well or was not coordinated at all. We should
recognize, howeNier, that is qUestion does not bear directly on the point at issue,. for the
se cortlikpartrnent whilth ...the fellows had in mind need notl)Ove been the department of
teacher education. One other item on the participants'questiOttnaire had at least a -,

tangential beVjng on this queStion. In response to a question about the relafive- emphasis
of on subject rhattl&knd-teaching methods, the Jnajo:ity of fellows, 6-11%said that the balance

, .
was about right, 2.8% reported that there was too emphasissrti suoiect matter, and

yl only 3% reported too much emphasis on teaching rr ads.

-21
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3: Cooperation with Local School Systems .

4

1

Only one question desli with this topic: evaluators were asked to report how
extensive the relationships were between colleges and universttifs an41 cooperating school'

districts., Again, there were great differences from one institution to another: fourteen
institutions were rated on the low end of this continuum, 12 at the high end, and five'at
the midpoint. In the evaluators' written comments aboutgthe programs, so,

.
-ne of the most 1

caustic had to do with the lack of practicum expeilences available to fellows in those

institutions without.ielationships to cooperative school systems.

To,summarize; theen bloc approach seems to have been effective in most of the
institutions that participated, in the ExTFP; it was ascompanied by a high degree of solidarity
in-Most of the groups, and by reports of high morale among the 'fellows. In the matter
of Cooperation between teacher- education and subject-Matter departments, the program f
does not come off so well, It appears that while there was substantial cooperation in some
institutions, in others there was little or none. The same wide range held true for the
extent of cooperation between the-participating institutions and local school systems.

.C..pperating Strategies

Even when programs have the same formal structure, the mode of operation may
differ greatly alonga variety -of dimensions. Since it is known,' for example, that graduate
programs in American universities differ in tke degree of competitiveness`that they foster
among graduate students, it would be expected that ExTF programs would vary in this

4 regard. Similarly, universities,' ondby extension the ExTF prograrhs, differ widelyi the
extent of faculty irivOlven)ent with stildents and in faculty commitment to instruction.

Beyond this, the nature of the ExTFP suggests that there are other dimensions
O'long which variation may be, expected. Thelkperiente of teaching for a number of,
yearshas provided each fellow in the Program, with a degree of specialization in his field;
an awa.renesS of thproblenis that are involved in teaching, hit subject, and an intellectual
and emotional Maturity that set him apart from the typical graaluate anci, undergradixite
student. His response to the program of courses that is offer) should depend; in considerable
part, on'whether and how that program builds:45°n cma utilizes his extensive experience.

We turn now.to a,discussion of differences among institutions in these aspects.

1 . Utilization of Fellows' Backgrqund

411 four sources -- fellows, faculty, directors, and evaluators -- were asked, in

one way or another, whetter they felt the program had taken advantage of the rich .experience
and prior preptratiOn of Ce fellows. Although.these questions.were phrased differently
for different populations, the-ftur sets of responses have been grouped so that they are
roughly comparable;, they are presentedin Table b.

%.

c .28
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Table 6. Judgments of Wh'etherProgramtiuilt Upon Fellows' Experience and Preparation)

Source

.., Percent of Each Group Responding
Yes Uncertain No

Faculty 66. i 23
I - 6

Directors 89
g 7 4

Fellows 63 24 12

Ilk

Evaluators 32 -. 16

--,
'

.

52

lin the faculty and directors questionnaires, the alternatives fOr respondents
to check were "Yfrs, " "Uncertain," and "No." Fellows who said that -the, program

usually or consistently built on their backgrbunds hove'been scored as replying "Yes,"
those who said it rarely did so are scored as "Uncer.tain, " and those who said it was
unconcerned for their background are scored as saying "No." Evaluators' responses
are recorded as "Yes," "Uncertain," or No ac-cording to whether their judgments
were on the positive4ide of the midpoint, at ,he midpoint, or on the negative side.

Clearly there was a considerable difference among source in thejr.iodgments
ofPowhether the programs took account of fellows' backgrounds. Pro9reA tiirectors were
most likely to say that the programs hod built on 'fellows' backgretrids; faculty members
and fellows were somewhat less certain, but the.clear majority of these two groups agreed

with the directors that the program utilized the fellows' prior experience. Real disagreement
,with these' judgments was shown-by the evaluation teams, over half of whom said that
the institutions they visited had not designed their programs to take account of fellows'
experience. The comments of those teams that were critical, on these grounds, of the institutions
they visited were examined in some detai I . In an interim report, based an about half of these
responses, comments by critical evaluation teams were summarized in amanner which'
holds true after the remainder of the data have been collected: ' ,

Most commonly, [valuators who werecritican remarked that 'fellows
were tregted like regular. graduate students, complete with the institution
of multiple-choice examinations and competition for letter grades,
kith the presbription of a fixed schedule of courses, with little tailoring of
individual programs to the needs of individual fellows, and with little
or no oppOrtunity for fellows to exchange ideas with one another about ,

their own experiences. In short, ...these institutions offered substantially
the same kinds of programs they hod always offered.

23
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Why the other three sources at those same, institutions should so strongly disagree

with the evaluators' judgments remains unclear. Perhaps in their involvemeprwith one -
1 titution, they were unaele to once. ive of therrange of alternative policies, that to
valuators e-nv.isioned; Os a cop cue e, policies that the sources thottght were major..

Cessions 4 the fellows' exp rienc may have been viewed by evaluators as modest0

efforts, a stii That faCulty emger's and program directors actually did believe -they
had utilized tie fellows' expe ence is made evident by their replies to a question asking

-_. whether their program was 'modified to take advantage of the experience and background
of participants. Sixty-tvlepercent of the directors and 36% of the faculty answered
this question affirmatively, 9% and 40% were uncertain, and only 27% and 16% answered . :-

1 .II

.2. Competitiveness°and Work Load

Ou'r interest in discussing the extent of competitiveness and the size of yellows'
work load is not to determine whether participants in.the Ex 'TFP worked or loafed, but
to see, whether they. Jhought they:were overworked and how intense was the competition among
fellows. Unfortunately, the question that was asked of faculty mefnbers and directors
appears to have loeon,relevant to 'the first question, not to the second. It asked ,whether
the students worked hard awing fhe year. Eighty -,four percent of the program, directtrs and
79% of the faculties replied "Yes." A bare 13% and 15% respectively of the two groups said,
"Yes, too hard." The remaining few respondents wer uncertain or 'reported that fellows
had not' worked hard. In retrospect, these replies seem' to reflect the respondents' approval
of fellows in their programs more than their evaluation of the fellows' work load. .

By contrast, ,fellows were about evenly divided between the opinion that their
woril load was about right (52% ofthe respondents) and the vivo that if was too heavy to
allow completion of assignitnents and independent work (47 %). Ratings by the evaluatoc
-teams also indicated that the work load in some schools was heavy: 10 of the 31 teams
reported that the work load at thoinstitution they visited was about right, the remaining 21
said that the work load was in some degree too heavy. As to competitiveness, 60% of
the fellows said that the level Of competition inotheir progrqm was either quite high or
extreAely high, 31% said it was about right, and only 8% said it was, either low or very tow.
It should be mentioned that there was considerablehomogeneity of 'judgments on these
items among fellows.in the same programs;-that is, in certain programs almost all of the.
fellows said the work load-was too heavy, in others, almost all said it was about right.

A cogent comment these judgments is the remark that graduate education
involves a great deal of wo herever it occurs. Indeed, many of the evaluation teams
who ratect,the'work load as somewhat too heavy observed that such is_the norm in graduate
school, and that after the progralf was over fellows might cherish their experience the
more for the fact that strenuous demands had been made of then. Nevertheress, R
appears that some institutions did require far more work than their fellows could produce,
thereby _introducing severe emotional stress into the academic program. - 1

e e
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Involvement of the FaCuly

Ass!

as, simply an
he presented,
Alternatively
somewhat diff
tone of the gu
dominant amo
directly with t
we turn our atte

t to teach in the ExTFP might have been accepted by a foCulty member,
er unit in his teaching load, requiring no change in the kind of material ,
n the way he presented it, or in his involvement with the:students.
t,might have been viewed'as a special challenge which called fora
nt orientation toward both th'subject matter and the students. The

lines'makes it clear that their intent is for the second attitude to be
the staff of the ExTFP. There were no items in any 'questionnaire that dealt
mode of orientation of the faculty, but there were arnumber that skirted it;

Lion now to those iterns.

Focult mbors and program directois were asked whether tli4y found the ExTFP
a challenging an satisfying experience. As may be teen in Table 7, the majority of both
groups replied in, he affirmative to both questions. program directors, once again, wek
somewhat more enthusiastic than the faculty.

Table 7. Ratings by Faculty and Directors of Whether line ProgramWas Challenging
and Sotisfying

Source

a . 'How Challenging was t the ExTFP ?t

Extremely Somewhat Not Very '- Not at All
.

Faculty
. 47 ; 42

,

5

.

a 0,
.

.

Directors
i

64
*:.

31 - 0 ;
.4 .

10

_ .

SoUrce

b. How satisfying wos the ExTFP?
So7reTh4,3t Not Vert:

3

Not at All

1

.
Extremely

Faculty 57 40

Directors

.

. 71
,

24

,

C/j

The enthusiasm of .the directors and faculty for teaching in the' ogram was
clearly picked up by the evaluation teams, for 22 of the 31 reported that the director
and staff were challenged and stimulated by the program; only 8 gave judgments that
felt tward the opposite pole of the continuum.

Fellows were not asked about whether the staff wafchallInged by the program, but

whether they were accesgibTe and helpful to students. Their responses were overwhelmingly
favonabfe on both-counts; 94% reported that the staff was either usually or always accessible,
95% said it was either usually or always helpful .

31.
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Although, as we have-seen, the faculty and directors reported being challenged and
stimulated by the Progiam,,, they were less likely to report that the experience affected
theWown-professional and intellectual-growth. As lay be seen in Table 8, only 41% of the
faculty said 4eit professional development was_furthered either: "greatly" or "very greatly"

Eby the experj,encec9nly about, 30°2 said.it added greatly or very:greatly to their intellectual
groWth and to their skill as teacheks._ Again, directors were more generous in their
estimates'of how much benefit they derived from the Program; 51% said it added greatly
Or very.breatly to their. professional growth, but-only abouta third judged it'-had a
comporable'effect on their intellectual grAth or their skills as teachers. In each-case,
respondents' judgments of tip, be'nefits they derived from the program were less favorable
than their ratings of the challenge and satisfaction they felt. It is not clear how much
weight-should be given to.tljese results. Perhdps the experienced University teacher does no
rciinarily prbfif in these ways from his teacRingexperience. In any case, it is clear that

t he experience Mai have been.stirnulating and challenging but was not viewed as educational
far the majority of the staff

4

t

I

Table 8. Judgments by FaCulty and Directors of the Program's 'Effects oh Their Own
Development

.

:
.

Item Source s

,' - Pertent Responding'
Very
Greatly
.
,14'
18

Greatly

27
36

Moder-
ately

35
42

Li le

14

'2

Very
Little

5

0

28... Add to profftsion . ,

. growtfand develcip-,
. I

.

.
Faculty
Director

.

.

29. ' Addlo- yourekte Ilectup I
growth?

F a c u l t y

Director

.

11

9 4-

'
1'9

21''
40
56

-18
4

7

.

30. Adcrto your skill as
a teacher?

Fatuity
Director

1 10
9

19

24
42
53

19 "
4

4

if

1Perc,entages in each row do not total to 100 becaUse non-respondents are not
included.

aw
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4. Departmental Innova. tiveness

prepare' It was not required that institutions prepare thoroughly innovative proposals in
order that their programs be funded under the E,xTFP. Instead, substantially traditional
proposals were examined in c mpetition with completely inliovative ones[approval or

"disapproval for furiding was 4W determinedin ter-ms of the progrcim's novelty, but i rms

of. how effective it seemetl liktly to Be in furthering the education of experienced teachers;

In the view of program directors, there wins innovation in the great rhajority of
the institutions. Of 42d. .1fLitors who responded to this item, 32 said they had seen

. imaginative teaching met 'and practices in their.progeams, 6 were unsure, and only 4
reported that they had not seen such practices. As usual p judgments by faculty members

dwire less. extreme of 174 who responded to the item, 79 reported innovations, 22..were
unsure, and 73 reported none.

.
Thef evaluation teams agreed more with the faculty than will the directors:

12 teams,rated the institutions they visited a's being on the innovative side of the midpoint,
12ratings were on the noninnovative side, and the remaining 7 were exactly at the '

midpoint. None of the evaluator ratings fell in the most e-xtrirtme categories, those which
indicated ei-ther.a great deal of imaginati r21and innovation or none at all.

In summary, there was disagreement among sources on the extent to which they

thought the prograths had utilized the background and eiperieoce of fellows. The least

enthusiastic source of ratings, the evaluators, judged'that there were more institutions

which did not make sufficient use of the fellows' 'experience than there were which did.
Apparently, there were systematic differences between institutions inthe amount of work

assigned to studgnts. In every institution a consideroble amount of work was required, but t

some the amotirc't was enormous: '.,By all accounts, the faculty was challenged and sfimulated

by the program, accessible and helpful to the fellows. Finally, it appears that programs

were neitter thoroughly innovational nor stodgily traditional.
W ,may

5. ffects on Institutional Develo ment

. .

.0 oneof the benefits the Program might have_wrought, indeed, one of the effects
that was envisioned initially, was a strengthening of the participating institutions themselves,

__

par ticul rly in their on-going teacher education progratns., Obviously, changes in the-
., pdtter of teacher education will have effects upon the preparation and later performance of

t """.' ho are trained; Therefore, it is.important to determine whether the ProgrPm actually
influe ced educational patter4 in the host institutions. Impoitant though this question may

be,- i is uncertain whether it can be answered adequately by the present study . These
da'. ere collected in the first year of the Program's operation, barely eight months
afte dit was instituted. Whatever effectssit mayultimately have upon procedures for , .
teii er training, theseeffects are not likely to have taken place b,y the time these.data
were collected. Conseqf,ently, the conclusions wp may draw about such effects must
inevitably be tentative. ,

r.
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Of the five items that dealt with this issue, two were global judgments,
e

by'the
-directors and the faculty, of Program's "value to the institution." One evaluator
item asked about the Program's contribution to theplans of the Department, and two
items,,from the evaluators and- the:directOrs, asked specifically about -the Program's
"impact on the on-going lealitter education program." Thus there were three distinct, if .

.
related,, issues involved in these items: VaJue to the institution, contribution to department
development, and impact on teacher education. .

As was so often the case, judgments orr these questions varied remarkably froth one
source to another (Table 9). More then thre% fourths of thefaculty members and the directors
reported that-the Program was either "valuable" or "very Valuablet"to their institution.

On the-other hand, among evaluation teams as many said the program's contribution
to departmental development was slight or non-existent id N was moderate or great
(36%, in each case). The samedivergete of opinion nd in judgments of the Rrogroni's
effect on teacher education: 62% of the directors said its imtact teacher education
was relatively largeand only 23% said it was small; the correspofiding figures for evaluation
teams were 16% and 58%.

4

Table9. Judgments by Faculty, Directors, and Evaluators of the Program's Effects Upon
Institutional Development

Source
a . Percent saying Program's value to institution)
Great Moderate Undecided Slight None

i" _

Director's
Faculty

42
29

.
44
47

9

.13
.

.

2

5

0
1

Evaluators

b. Contribution to departmental and institutional 'eve opment

26

--.,

10.
.

29

__../

2! ' 10

Directors
Evaluators

c . Impact on teacher education

24
6

38

10. i'

13

26
. .

16

26

.

7

32

1To make results from three questionnaires comparable, responses to the Visitors
Evaluation Form have been classified as folrows: checks in either of the twp most favorable
categories are scored as judgments that the prograrriiiad great effects; those in the third most

(favorable category are scored as reflectiing moderate effects; those in the center category
are classified as "undecided"; and responses are considered as imputing slight effects or
none according to whether they fell in the third.er in the two most unfavorable categories.

4
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These differences, in lodgments by the different sources prolpably%flected a number

of factors. For, one thing, the directors and, the faculty had more at stale in the Program

- than did the evaluators; no doubt thii involvement influenced their judgments In a favorable
directibn. It Is probably, true, qs well, that the different sources used 'different criteria

, to assess the effects of the Program; what looked like a,remarkable advance in the contexf
. of a particular:institUtion may hove seemed trivial to an outside observer. Paradoxically,

some-of the disa6teet'nent in judgments may have occurred because institutional changes had
been made before the ExTFP WGS u dertaken. A few. evaluation teams said the Prograin had
little impact on teacher educat n because the existing procedures were advanced and
effeVive.. Program directors a ributed more influence on teacher training to the Program

,

I,

.....--,

./

than did the evaluators.
,/,. . .

> :, /

One.cleterminant of whether a change was effectetd in. the host institution's teacher -

training practices was the division of the institution in which the ExTFP was. located. All
five Of the institutions thavvaluation teams rated above, the midpoint on "impact on
teacher education" were based in education departments. Judgments by evaluation teams
of the extent to which departmental and institutional development Were affected showed the

same patterns: 7 of the 8 programs in which evaluatioQ teams said'the effects were greatest
were based in education departments. Not surprisingly, then, educational changes were
more likely hen Departments'ef Education.were directly responsible for the Program:,

stated tome What differently, educationaprograrns that were located in Liberal Arts
departments did not have immediate effects on the policies of education departments.

.

D. Geheral Summary of Impressions of the ExTFPi II

_..,, It is clefy evident from the results that have been reported in this section
that the sources' evciluatialls of the ExTFP varied directly with their involvement in the
program. Program directors, who probably had the most asteike in the enterprise,

were thproughly enthusiastic, not -to say Pollyannaish, in their ratings. Regular faculty
members and fellows, who were somewhat less personally involved than the directors, made

judgments that were a li le less enthusiastic than those of The directors. Evaluation teams,
who spent only t s viewing the programs and who maintained calculated objectivity
as their ideal, we able to_temper their enthusiaim with criticism.

Yet it is the burden of this report that all four sources, including the evaluators,
produced predominantly favorable judgments of the'program: Furthermore, the responses

of those who were involved in the program are not to be discredited simply because of their

involvement. In all but a wery few institutions, if appears, a group of highly qualified ,,

teachers were brought together with a .gtoup of intelJigent, hard working, experienced,
thoroughly committed students. When d'rcuinstarices also'promoted the developMent of

strong group solidarity and high morale ambng the fellows, o truly impreSsive educational
experience probably occurred. Even when the social context was less than ideal, the
juxtaposition of a first-rate student body and a better-than-competent faculty doubtless
produced educational effects that were considerably above the average.

e
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V. Correlates of Effectiveness and Satisfaction

We have seen that satisfaction with the ExTFP and judgments of its effectiveness
weie both very positive. Nevertheless, there were consistent differences from One program
to another in the extent of satisfaction of the various respondents and in the ratingsof

effectiveness that they gaye. Cour. purpose in this section is to examine the relationship
of other varial?les to judgments of effectiveness and satisfaction.,

TwO sources of evidence -- one qualitative, the other quantitative -- are used
in this analysis. The qualitative arterial consists of comments by evaluation teams about.
the influence that program directors had upon the effective/less of the ExTFP. This-chapter
begins with a discussion of these comments. The quantitative material is made up'of
correlations-among responses to the various questionnaires; the analysis of this material
constitutes the bulk of the chapter. A',defailed summary is presented at the end of the
chapter; readers who are unfamiliar with correlational materials may find it. helpful ,to
read this'suriimary before examining the correlatio'n tables in detail.

. ,

A. The Role of the Director ;grogram Effectiveness

Analysis of the role of-the program's'director in the operation the ExTFP was
not systematically built into the questionnaires and the eyaJuator's ratings.. Nevertheless, .
reports from evaluation teams mode it,clear that fil actions of the director were frequently
crucial to the success or lack of success of individual programs. Once this became clear,
the written Comments of the evaluatiOn teams were examined in detail' to make whatever
infereriCes.ge possible about this tepid. Analysis of these comments may be summarized
as follows:

.

\. It is aPP t from the reports of evaluation teams that the quality of directors
hod a major imPac on the conduct of programs. In general, when the evaluotor s
commented on the obility, dedication,..enthusiaim, availability, and seriousness of
directors, they also rated the programs as effective and productive. When comments
werre about the director's lack of status in the institution, when the directorship
cha between the time' of application and the time the began, when tension
ruled between the director and his staff, the program was characterized s weak, poorly
planned, poorly integrated, and unproductive.

Because there Was no provision in-theguidelines stipulating that the director
be given. released time for his administrative duties, rnany_directaiscked-time to
carry out their duties and lacked funds for necessary supporting wor Irrsome cases,
the director functioned as a coordinator rather than an ddministrafor, with neither the

. 1Professor William Engbretson carried out this analysis and drafted the summariling
statement.
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power nor the funds to conduct the program as it had been represented in the proposal.
In sum; programs 'seemed tobe most effective when the director was,deeply.involved
in the program'sgoals and was able both to devote sufficient time to administrative
duties and to foster cooperatiOn and reipect from participants and faculty.

. The frequency and urgency of these comments suggests that special consideration
should be.given to this key role in future studies of the ExTFP and irf the organization of
individual programs.

B . Some Comments on Co
.

tional Methods

1. The e of the Data

To determine the relationships among variables, for every institution the arithmetic
mean was computed for the judgments made by each source on the items that were of

. interest. This permitted institutions to.be arrayed, for example, according to the average
degree of satisfaction that the fellows 'expressed, according-,to the aver* fciculty rating
of effectiveness, and so on for a substantial number of variables. Product-moment
correlation coefficients were then computed among these variables.

I. ft.shoul,d be obvious that two variables cannot be correlated with one another
unless there is at least some variation in the scores on each from one observation to another.

4 If all of the stores on one item fall at the identical point, the; responses to that item
cannot possibly co-vary with responses to some other rtem., On many of the items that
dealt with satisfaction and .effectiveness the responses of din tors showed next to no variation,
being largely. concentrated at the most favorable alternatives. For this reason, directors'
responses will not be included in the correlation matrices that are presented in this section.

.
There remained responses by faculty and fellows at 47 institutions, awl' responses

by faculty, fellows, and evaluators at 31 institutions which were visited. It seemed*
clear that our interpretation of the results would be substantially strengthened by
including a discussion of the correlations of evaluators' judgments with those made by

'fellows and faculty members. However, correlations based only on the 31,programs
that were, visited might, because they Ignored 16 other institutions, give a distorted picture
of the-true pattern of relationships among variables. Jo make sure that this4was not the
case, two correlation matrices were.computed; one based on responses by fafulty and
fellows in an 47 institutions, the, other based on response; by faculty, fellows, and
evaluators in the 31 schoOls that were visited. A comparison of correlations between
identical pairs of variables in The two matrices,showed that very similar results were obtained.
Therefore, only correlation coefficients based on the 31 programs that were visited will be

used.in the results that are reported below. With a set of 31 observations, a correlation
of about :35 is required for the inference-tkiat ititiffers from zero by an amount greater
than would be expected by chance.
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2. Interpreting the Correlation Coefficients

When two variables show a sizeable correlation, it is often tempting and scigagaipes
reasonable to conclude that they are somehow causally related. This temptation should
be indulged With caution, if at all; causal relationship's cdnnot be bstabLished by correlational
techniques. For example, we short see, that there was a. high positive correlation between
fellows' morale and 'their, judgments of program effectiveness: in programs.where morale was
highfel lows' judgments of-effectiveness was high, When morale was low so were fellows'
judgments of effectiveness. Clearly, however, this does pot meah that high worale
produces an effective program. It is equal fy likelx,that the causal chain goesthe other way,
that morale goes down when a program becomes ineffective or up 9s effectiveness improves.
It is also plausible that the two variables interact, so that some degree of ineffectiveness
depresses morale, which makes for even less effectiveness, decreasing-morale still further.
The point is that one should be cautious in interpreting correlations. The results that will
be reported below often seem to point toward ways by which programs can be improved; we
believe, in fact, that they offer suggestions for improvement. Rut these suggestions must
be examined intelligently, not accepted uncritically as a consequence of an impressively large
correlation coefficient.

A final point must be made.. It has long been known that. wEien judgments are
made on several variables, all of which have a desirable and.an undesirable pole, a
built-incorrelation is introduced. A'respondent who takes a favorable or unfavorable
stance with respect to some issue is likely to rateall of the subsidiary aspects of that
issue in a manner consistent with his over-all position. In particular, people who are
favorable to the ExTFP as a wholewould Probably be partial to all its parts. We have -

already seen evidence of such a tendency in the responses of the program directors. So
a certain degree f correlotion must be expeCted between any pairof items from the some
questionnaire os o simple function of this bias, However, such _a bias cannot be invoked
as on explanation whin items from different q&estionnaires correlate with one another; when
two different sources agree in their ratings of on institution on some dimensions, the
bias of either'sourcucilone Anot be invoked as an ,explandtion. For this reason, special
attention must be given to the correlations between judgments that were made by different
sources.

C. Corielations Among Measures of Effectiveness and Satisfaction

It has already become evidentleat faculty members,.fellows, and evaluators
all showed favorable opinions of the effectiveness'-a the ExTFP. The question at hand
is whether an institution that was ranked high' on one measure also received a hh ranking
on another. For, purposes of this presentation, measures of satisfaction and effectiveness
will be combined in one correlation matrix owing to the fact, os we shall see, that the
two kinds of measures had very high correlations with one another.
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. Table 10 presents the pattern of correlations among eight measures.of effectiveness
and satisfaction. It is apparent thqt therg,,were consistent11/ high positive correlations
.among such ratings when they were given by the same source. Thus, the average correlation
among the faculty items was 4.55 and the average correlation among the three fellow
items wag 4.72. High correlations were also obtained between judgments b>1' the, fellows

and those by evaluators, the average lotion bei ng 4.55. As to correlations between
faculty judgments and those by the other Iwo sources, however, only faculty, ratings of
whether the program met the fellows' educational needs correlated with all of the items
from the other sources. In addition.,,facultoludgments of whether the fellows would beco e
bette teachers correlated with fellows'. judgments of effectiveness and satisfaction but
not with evaluators' judgments. FaculVmembers' dwn reackons to the program aryl the.
ratings of its value to the fellows did not correlatesignificorntly with any of the ratings
of satisfaction and effectiveness that fellows or evaluators made.

,-.

,
.

Table 10. Correlations-among Measures of Effectiveness and,Safisfaction

- Faculty. -,, , Fellows L-4..., Ev.

Source \Item 16 18 20a 26 23 24 31 19

- t
Facility 16. Reaction to ExTFP . --- .63 .69 .26 .31 .344 .24

18. Did-fellows become better teacher? -.43.43 -- .43 . .62 .43 :46 .55 .14

20a. ExTFP valuable for fellows? : .63 .43 -- .49 .02 .01 .17. .12

26. -ExTFP meet fellow? needs? .69 .62 .49 -- .41 .58 '.61 .44
,

, -

Fellows 23. ExTFP Meet your major need? .26 .43 .Q2 .41 -- .61 '.74

, 24. Reaction to ExTFP .31 .46 .01 .)5$ ..61 -- .81 .60

31. ExTFP help your teaching? . .34 ,.55 .17 ..61 ' .74 .81 -- .65
J ,

r

Evaluator 19. ExTFP meet fel loIrs' needs? .24 .14 .12 .44 .40 .60- .65 --
. 4J .

V-

The fact that the fellows' judgments of effectiveness correlated with those by
the evaluators and also with faculty members' estimates of whether the ExTFP met the .

fellows' educational needs is encouraging evidence of consistent, reliably-ascertained differences
.between programs in,their effectiveness. Why the other faculty measures of satisfaction
and effectiveness did not also correlate with the items from the fellows' and the-tvOluator
questionnaires is not immediately clear.

-33-
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D. The Relationship Between Program Effectiveness and Program Structure

Under this heading-we will. consider the correkitions.between program effectiveness
and three classes of variables: (1) achievement of the en bloc cipprotich, solidarity, and
morale, (2) ref' among departments and-V4tions, and (3) the role of the director.
In-each case, we first present the correlation among variables within the set, then their
correlatiOns with effectiven s.

1.,The En-BltdApproach, Solidarity, and Morale

a. Correlation among measures. We have already learned (a) that a generally
high of so I aritrwas achieved in all of the programs but (b)isome Institutions II
a consistently higher level-of morale than did others. Table 11 presents the correlations
among the different ratings of solidarity and morale, All but one of the 10 correlhon
coefficienc achieved statistical significance, The mean'correlation being; .58% There
was, then, remarkable agreement between sources assfici which prOgrams wee characterized
by a very high degree of solidarity and morale and which were not. It should be
noted that the lowest correlation in table, .30, was-between the evaluators' rating.
of successful achievement of the en bloc approach and.the faculty rating of student.morale.

Table T1. Correlatidns among Measures of Solidarity and Morale .

Soura,e Item

.

.

Faculty
48 49

Fellows
47 49

v.'
17.

. .
Faculty 48. Student solidarity -- .71 .57 .68 .45

49. Student morale ' ' ' .71 -- .57 .67 .30
A . 14,

I
-1

Fellows, 47. Student solidarity, .57 .57 -- .76 .49
, 49.. Own morale .

c.-'
' .68 .67 .76' -- .56

Evaluator

.0,

.17. t-n/bloc successful

..

, .45..31) .49 .56 -- .

\ -''' ,

;4*.
b. '41atioh of solidarity moralb satisfactiOn'and effectiveness. Table 12

presents the correlations between suresofi4olidarity.and nlbrafkand those of satisfaction
and effectiveness. It is evident that the majority of these *relations were quite high,
even When the rating's were obtained from different sources, ex,9fpt that fellow and
evaluator ratings of solidarity did, not correlate significantly wit g facultyteasures of
effectiveness. The average correlatice of faculty ratings of solidarity with fadulty

#4.
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ratings of effectiveness was4 .50, with fellows' ratings of effectiveness, 4.46, arid-. with

the evaluator rating of:effectiveness, 4.47. The average correlation of fellows' ratings or
solidarity,wilh their own ratings of effectiveness was.4.47, with the evaluator rating of
effectivenessp4 .42, and-With f'c'iculty ratings of effictiveness, 4.28. Finally4the evaluator
rating of achievement of the en bloc approach correlated 4.71 with the evaluator measure

of effitttiveness, had an average Correlation of 4.41 with fellowemeasures of effectiveness,
ilnd araverage correlation of only 4.18 with faculty ratings of effectiveness. Whatever'-- 1

the causal factors thatmay be involved in these correlations, it is clear that the achieVement ;-

of the en bloc`approach and of solidarityand morale was associated with program effectiv.eness,.
especiallly as viewed by fellows and evaluators.

p

Table-:-CoOrreloqions of Solidarity and Morale with Program Effectiveness

Source,

a

Item.

Fa Orly '

16 18 20a
..4

26
j Fellows -

23 24 31
'Iv.

19

Faculty 48. Student-soli ity .41-,.42 .25* ..44 '.35 .60 .58 i .'57

49. Student mo .62 .62 .62 .63' .22 .47 .5137
. .

Fellows 47. Student solidarity '.27 .37_ .22 .32 .53 .64 .55 .44

49:,, Own morale . .30 .25
.....

.22 .30

7-...--,,
.13 .57 ,41 .40

.

Evoliaator 7.'En bloc' suecessfui . .08 ,.11 .
4-

.21
.-1°:

.29 .51 .44 .71.

10 r
I

2. Relations among Departments pnct Institutions. , .

k

a. Correlations among measures. Under thisthecid'o will be considered,,evaluatar
anci-fellev ra ings of °operation between departments, e7016valuotor judgments
of whether% itutiOnhod established relationships with the local school systems.
Ttcwil I be remembered that respondervi reported great vbriabilirromong programs in

the-extent of coofieretion,,between subject=mcitter& d teacher-education departments,

44. and-in the amount of caoperotioh..with lbcal.schdfflrsysteins. Title 13 presents-the
correlations among 11;le three measures of cooperation. None of these correlatioqs is

%higher than-V.31. This independence of one set of responses from'anOtherweveals,, first,
that-accordiriq to evaluatorr repot:1.s, -Whether subject-matter and teacher-educption
departments cooperated had no bearing upon whether,coaperation was established between

. the i and local school. systems. Skond, the. low correlation means 'hat

A
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judgments of departmental cooperation made by fellows were either based upon'different .

criteria from those ,used by evaluators orthat the two groups used their.Criteria, differently
.. .

. , in these judgments. ,. ...

.. . . .

Table 1. Correlations among Measures of Deep mental and InsLitutional Cooperation,
r

1

Source Item

.
. Fellows .

.,
38

Evaluator+ ". 4.
4

Fellows 38.
sr

Departments cooperate -

.

.

.15' -

.21.
,

.15

_

--
.18

.21

.18
--

.

Luator
t

3.
d.

. 7--
Deppi'irtments cooperate
Cep. g h i o c 6 I schools

b. Correlations of measures of coo ?ration with program effectiveness.
Despite the lack of correlation amhg, the e measu coopvtion, ike see in Table 14
that biothgenowi' and evaluators' assessments of,de erLtal poperation were correlated
.significantlyfivith ratings of effectiveness .node by fe ws and evaluators; howeve, ..
they were consistently tincor;:elated With facullyoratings of program effectiveness. Thus,
although the fellows may have .used different criteria frorri evaluators in jalging departmental
cooperation, b' either criterion, programs`that were rated as havingd felatively 'high. ;
degree, of coo +Patron among departmts were mock Likely than 1W-to bs adjudged -

.
/...-

effectivel The degree of cooperation with local school ;steins, as-reporte8 by evaluatots,x
..,was substantially urge-toted to ony measures of effectiVeherss. -. 1 r

rf .

. . . - z ".
6 i

64: ,
I ' .. l a 0

Table 14. C6rrelations ofiDepartmental Cooperation wiTh Program Effectiveness

Sourde 'Item '.
Faculty,
16 ' le 20a

--
,

.---,-
26.

reFvs, 5 -ti.
23 24 i31 '19

Fe I Lows . c. Departments 'cooperote .12 .21 s 11
*,

.3 .56

:40
.14

C...

:,a ..60, .54

,-*---.---'
.32 .47 .44
;.26 .31 .35

Evaluator
-

.
. Departments cooperdte
.06,0p:'-4011;3Cal schools'

i,,v4..20 -.12
-.10 -,11

.06
.27

r,

1
a.
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E. Thee Relationship Between Pr h Ejf.eCtiveness and Program Strategy

. .
The reader will recall t at the general topic of program strategy subsumed ratings

or the utiliiation of fellows' background; the amount of competitiveness and the 'work load,
the invoNernent of the faculty, and the extent of 'innovation 'in the progrqrns. le
correlation of each of these variables with effectiveness will be discussed in turn. ..44

.

. . 1. Utilization of Fellows' Background '

a.. Correlation among measures.' In their judgments of whether.the program's
organization took into occount the extensive experience of fellows, evaluation teams
were distinct from the other three groups in saying that the majority did not. Though
they disagreed with the fellows the extent to'whiCh they felt that fellows' backgrounds
were utilized, the evaluation teoms.clea4.arrayed institutions on its varioble in obout
the sarrie order as did-the fellows, for the correlation between ratings fr4am these two
sources wos4.45. This correlotion, in fact, was the largest cprrelation-in the matrix
(Table 15); the only other significant correlation is that between fellows' judgments on this
variable, and faculty stoterne6s.that the program was modified lo take advantage of
fellows' experience.

Table 15'. CorrelaNens amcing Melatres of Whether the Programs Utilize FelloWs'
. BaekgroUtrds I

Sourc Item

Faculty
45 46

Fe lows
.42

Ev.
16

Faculty
.

45. Effort to use experience
46'. Modify prOg: for experience

-- .06
.06 --

DA

.05

.38
ciit

.07

Eellpws `42. Build Oh-experience -4

. '

.05 .38 .45

Evacuator
')

16. Take occt. of experience_ .22 .07 .45 __ ,-

b. Correlotions of uti-lizatio of participants' 'backgrounds with program
effectiveness and solidarity. As is shown in le 16'T-faculty judgments of whether the

`program utilized fellows' experierices were hotlignificantly related to any measure of
effectiveness; faculity statements that the program Was modified to take odvontage of the

.-oleflows' experience were generolly related to the faculty's own estimates_of effectiveness,

P
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but not to'those by fellows and by evaluators., On the other hand, evaluators' and fellows'
4

judgments.on this same measure were significantly related for every fellow and evaluator
measure of effectiveness and alto to faculty judgments that the program met the educational
needs of the fellows. We may conclude, Then, that the programs whose organization built
best on the backgrounds'of the fellows accoriling to the interpretation of the evaluators

V and the fellows (and we do not Avow tI criteria on, which these sources based their interpretations }'
were cigCcidji.sged to be more effective.

Table 16. Co lotions of Utilization of Participants' Backgrounds and Frown iffe_ctivenese

Source IV)
Faculty
16 '200 26 18

Fe ows
23 24 31

Ev.
19

Faculty 45. Effort, to use exp.
46. Modify prof. for exp.

-.19
.54

.04

.31

- .1.3

.53

- .25

.27
-.22
.12-

-'.06

.21

-.10y
.23

.06 ,

.05
I .

Fellows 42. Build on experience . .27 .16 .51- .53 .48 .71 .76 ' .47

Evaluator 16. Take acct. of exp-.= ..16 . .04 .44 .03' *.34 .60 .60 1.i1

iii
Load2. Competitiveness and Work Load

;
r- a: Correlations among measures. The corildtions reported ih Table 17 lend

empirical support to our earlier conclusion tat thefaciAtyludgments'about student work
load represented a positive statement about the felloWs, rst an objective assessment of-
the amount of work they were required to do:. every cdrteTatisp of the faculty judgments
on this item with those of fellows ovvaluqorsitci; nfgotive. Or20-ekother hand,fellows'
judgments of their 'work load corre,loted posifiv,elyar . iighificatillx, with thos of the
evaluators. It should be noted, igdddition, that, neither of these last two meaferes --
fellows' and evaluators' estimates.ortfiefworkirload:-- correlated 'signifintlyMth fellows'
statements oboutlhe level of coMpetiti'veness in their 0rograms;.=cleorly, fellows could I
believe they were overworked in either a'competitive or a non-cdmpetitiye atmosphere.

0.

r

738--
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,Table 1. Correlations among Measures of Comperitiveness.,ond Work Load

Source

-
Item

Faculty
35

Fellows
26

'

29

Ev.
.14

Faculty 35. oDiP students work hard
.

- .351 :31 -.26 .

Fellows
.

26.
29.

.

Work Load
Level of competition

.

-.39
-.31 .28

.28 .54
.01

Evaluator ,14. Work Load -.26 .54 .01 7-

a

...

b. Relationship of c.ozipetitiveness and work load toprogram effechtiveness.
Further evidence for dur-conenion that faculty ratings of the amount of work the fellows did
adfbally represent favorable judgments of their performance is given in row 1 of Table 18.
This pleasure correlated positively and significantly with evecy faculty rating of program
effectivenss ond with two of the three effectiveness ratings made by fellows.

A different pattern held for fOlowsl ratings of their work (cod. These judgments
showed a hig egative correlation with fellows' opinions that the program was stisulatine"
and intrestih and moderate. negative correlations with the other ratings of progrlim
effectiveness by the fellows and, evaluators as well as with _faculty judgments of whether
the program produCed better teachers. Evaluator ratings of work load also.showed negative
*correlations with fellow and evaluator ratings of effectiveness. As to the level of t
competitiveness in the program, while the correlations of this measure 'judgments of .

effectivfOs and satisfaction were consistently negative, they barely achie d statistical
significance in only two ca,es. In short, programs in whi.ah fellows and evaluators reported
tharthe work load was excessive tended also to be programs which received low marks
for effectiveness and satisfacticin, but a program that was viewed qs competitive was not
necessarily ineffective:

Table 18. Correlations of Competitiveness and Work Load with Program Effectiveness'

ourcb Item /

Faculty
16 20a 26 18

Fellows
23 24 31

EV-"

19

FaCtIty 35. Work hard? .49 .41 .63 .62 .22 .51 .46 .24

-.*
Fellows 26. Fellows' work load -.34 .03 -.21 -.43 -..35 `.--72 -.30 .- ..32.

29. Competitiveness -.17 -,.28 -.24 -.39 .01 -.39 -.30 .04

Evdluat 1 . Fellawas". work load -.26 .08 -,.30 - .26 = .24 -.44 -.35 -.38
. .

-39-4
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.
3. Involvemen1 of the Faculty

a. Correlations among measures. There were five items-that bore on the faculty's
involvement in the ExTFP: two ofthese asked the faculty whether the ExTFPtad been
challengir39.,c.ind satisfying, one asked evaluators if the faculty.had been challenged and
stimulated by The ExTFP, and two aska fellows whether the faculty had bCen accessible

.and helpful. The correlations among these measures, presented in Table 19 show that -
almost the'onV;ignificant corre lotions are between -measures from the same questionnaire.
Thus, institutes in Whic'h the facuiti jai41theY were challengeg were also those in.which
the.faculty found. the teaching satisfying; schools in which fellows reported the faculty were
accessible were schools in which fellows said the faculty were helpful. The only siginificant
correlation between items, from different ques.tionnaires was between fellows' reports of
faculty helpful/less and evaluator ratings of faculty stimulation.

Table 1 ?. Correlations among Measures of Faculty Involvement

Source Item .
Faculty
24 25

Fellows
41a 41b

'. Ev..
99

Faculty 24. Wes teaching challenging? -- .56 .19 .30 .33' --

. 25. Was teaching satisfying? .56 -- .10 .28 .14

Fellows 41a. Were.faculty accessible ? .19 .10 . -- .87 .24
41b. Were,faculty helpful ? ''' .30 c28 .81 -- .41

.

Evaluator 9a. Was staff challenged? .33 .14 .24 .41 --

b. Correlations between faculty involvement and effectiveness. The pattern
of correlations between fbculty involvenient and effectiveness, presented in Table 20,
is not easy to understand. One of the faculty miewaYs, statements about whether the teaching
experiencewas satisfying, correlated with virtually every measure of effectiveness and
satisfaction -- perhaps because it might, itself, be called a measurhof satisfaction.
Evelluators' judgments of whether the faculty was challenged were c,okrelated with fellow
and4valuator, but not faculty, measures' of effectiveness. Fellovi ratings of the faculty's
helpfulness and accessibility 'correlated significantly-only with their own judgments of
effectivenesi.

c
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Table 20. Correlations of Faculty Involvement wit]; Program Effectiveness

../
Measures of Progrfar Effectiveness

Faculty . ., Fellows' Ey.

Source Item 16 20a 26 18- 23 -24 31 ,19

Faculty 24. Teaching ch::111. .42 .09 .31 .28 .26 .25 .26 .18

25. Teaching satisf . .75 .47 .55 .46. .31 .45 .50 .50

Fellows 41a. Fac. accessible -.01 - .25 -.01 .23 .58 .40 .29 .15

. _ 41b. Fac. helpful .14 -.11 .2'3 .38 '.65 .66 .49 .32-

li
gvaluator 9 . Fac. c Nenged '.16 .01 .24 .08 . .51 .45 .68

4,--- , Ali..
'4

nova tiveness

As we ave seen, on the twa measuresof innovativeness, neither faculty members,

nor evaluators r- rted any appreciable degree of, innovation. Nor did measures- of

innovation,from t e, two sources vary jointly: the correlation between there was .10.
.

On thiother hand, as may be seen in Table 21; the faculty estimate of innovativeness. was related to every measure of program effectiveness the overage correlation of this variable
with faculty ratings of effectiveness was .55, with fellow ratings of effectiveness, .48, and
with the evaluator rating of effectiveness, .38 (Table 21). Evaluator ratings of innovativeness,

on the other hand, were significantly related only to the evaluator measure of effectiveness
and to faculty judgments of whether the fel lows became better teachers as a result of their
experience. We see, 'then, that by the evaluators' standards of innovation, our earlier
generalization holds up: programs could be.effectiVe whether they were extensively innovative

or substantially traditional. It should be noted that this queition asked faculty members

whether they hadobserved innovative teaching 'methods or practices; in 'view of this wording,

their judgments may have reflected inventiveness in some teacher's performance rather.
than innovativeness in the over-all program. If so, lheveaning of this variable's correlations
with effectiveness is considerably different from the meanIng that would be -carried by a
correlatth with innovativeness in the program itself.

I
An alternative' explanation of the correlation between these faculty ratings and

effectiveness is that the current popular emphasis oT.innovation in education has served

to make "quality" and "innovation". in some respects synonomous for many people. Thus,

many faculty members may hciVe felt that if they judged'their program to be successful,
it must have.been innovative, well .

-414-
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Table 21. Correlatiens of Innovativeness with Program Effectiveness

Sour .
,

Item

Measures of Effectiveness
Faculty

16 20a 26 18

'Fellows
23 24 31

. Ev..
19

Faculty. 27. Inncivativeness
\

.59 .41 -79 .48 .50 .42 .53 . .38

Evaluator:

;

2. Innovativeness
,

.- .11 .18 .01 .46 - .14 .03 -- .44
.

5. Effects on institutional development

a . Correlations among ensures- We have seen above that the three sources
differed remarkably in their esti tes of the Program's effect on institutional dexelopment.
As might be expected, the pattern of correlations between variables showed the same lack>
of correspondenCe (Table 22): estimates by faculty members of the Program's value to.the
institution were uncorrelated with evaluatont' ratings of both effects on teacher training and
effect% on departmental development. At the saline time, thehigrl correlation between the
two evaluators' lodgments shows thateinstitutions at which evaluators felt changes were
mode in methods of teacher education also were judged to be institutions where departmental
development was affected. This relationship, actually is partly determined by the fact that
Ne "department" whale development was being affected; that is, the home department of
the program, was in half the cases the department of education. . , 4

44

Table 22. Carrrilations among Measures of Effects an InstitutiOnal Development

Source
.

Item I
Faculty
20c .

Eva uator
.1 8.

-
Faculty 20c.

.

Value to institution -- .16 .07`

Evaluator .

".

Effects'an teacher training
Effects an department development .07

_..

.56
.

b. Correlations between institutional development and effectiveness. Table 23
prestnts the correlations between measures of institutional development and judgments of

satisfaction and/effectiveness. Global judgments by faculty members of the Program's
value to the institution correlated positively with their awn ratings of satisfaction and of

1
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program effectiveness, but were only minimally related to such ratings by other sources.
: Evaluator judgmentsof the Program's effects upon the host institution showed low positive

relationships to their own and Fellows' ratings of effectiveness, but were unrelated to such
ratings b faculty members. In short, it appears that a program could be effective in
train; tudents without, necessarily, serving as the impetus forrNextensive chayges in

I the pattern or organization at the host insitituion.

Ng-

Table 23. Correlations of Effects on Institutional Developmentwith Program Effectiveness

Source Item

Measures of Program Effectivenesst
, f

FaCulty
16 . 20a 26 18

Fellows
23 24 31

fv.
19

Faculty 20c. Value to insti. :70 .47 .47.463
4

.07 .41 .35

,Js

.29

Evaluator 1.
.

Effects on teacher tr.
Effects, on dept. div .

.04
.14

.10
-.03

r

.10 .20

.07 .22
.29
.14

.44
.27

.37

.31

_

.35

.35

/
E . Correlales_of Effectiveness---

Detailed comments should be made about two aspects of these results. The first
has to do with the reliability of judgments, with whether two judgments which seem, on
the surface, to be asking the same question do, in fact, correlate with another; the
second is the consistent correlates of satisfaction ancl.effectiveness.

1. The reliability of the judgments

In general, when a single source was asked more than one question on the same
topic or logically related ones, the responses to. those questions were positively correlated.
Thus, faculty, fellow, or evaluator responses to one item showed generally high correlations
with responses by the same source to other items whose content was similar. For example,
institutions whose fac9Ity members said the Program was stimulating and investiog throughout
were also theones Woe faculty, said that the Program was of great value to the fellows,
that it helped the fellows become better teachers, and that it met fellows' edUcational needs.

6
However,, responses by different sources to item; that were similar in content did

not glwdys correlate significantly. Two sets of items -- satisfaction and effeCtiveness, and
soliddrity and morale -=--showed marked consistency across.all'three sources; for each set of
items, the ratings that institutions received from faculty members paralleled those-given by

felloos and also, to 'a lesser extent, those given by evaluation teams. On a number of
other factors, responses by faculty`members were substantially uncorrelated with those of

49'
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. \__. 1 n
' fellows andef evaluators. However, the responses.of fellows and those of evaluation

teams correlated virtually across the board -- in ratings of satisfaction and effectiveness, of
solidarity and morale,' of fellows' work load, of whether the fellows' experience was utilized,
and of the extent of faculty involvement 'in the Program, responses from these two sources
correlated significantly; only in judgments of whether there was cooperation between different
departments were fellows' judgments and those by evaluators uncorrela'ted. For one set of
items -- estimates off fellows' work load -- faculty judgments were inversely related to those
from the other two sources, probably because the question that Was asked of faculty members
evoked judgments of the level of fellows' motivation instead of objective assessments of
their workload. In short, there was consistently high agreement' between judgments
by fellows and those by evaluation teams; agreement between these two sources and the
faculty was largely restricted to two areas: (a).satisfaction and effectiveness and (b) solidarity
and morale. .

It is interesting to speculate about the meaning of this differential pattern of
correlations. Since the three sources viewed the program from different. perspectives, the
pattern of correlations probably reflects such differences. It might be argued, first of all,
that whether a progrartrwas very effective or relatively ineffective, and whether its
fellows had very high or relatively loW morale could be determined,by facttlty and fellows
alike from evidence that is public and common. People discuss with dne another how much
they have learned and how well it was prgsented; there are indicators of group solidarity and
morale which almost any adult can see and identify. On the other hand, more subjective _

criteria are called into play for judging oiler and how much the fellows' prior experience
was utilized by the program, or hovi deep

l
he faculty was involved in the program.

Such questions are probably less frequently discussed, the bases for decision about them
less commonly shared, than the topics of effectiveness or group solidarity. If this is true,
judgments on these latter topics would be more likely to reflect the biasing effect of the judge's
social position. To be more specific, 'it seems likely that the faculty's institutional position

\--. made it unlikely that they would learn much about the fellows' past experience and its ,

relevance to the course material, or about rellows' judgments of whether the faculty was
involved in the program, In the absence of explicit information, the faculty was doubtless
likely to respond in a manner consistent with their desire that their own program be rated

.effective and "good." . . \''-.,,, =

These -considerations.would account for the laciNf correlation betWeen responses

of fellows and faculty on issues of this second type, but not necessarily for the fact that
judgments of evaluotocs parolleled those of the fellows instead of the faculty when the
latter sources disagreed. -Perhaps their discussions with*the fellows exposed evaluation teams
to information that was not available to the faculty; alternatively, perhaps evaluators
considered the faculty to be more personalty involved than fellow; in the outcome of 'the-
evaluation, hence more likely to be biased in their judgments.

-44-- 50'



-Whether one of -these explanations or some other one can account for the results,
of course, requires information that is not availqble in the present,siudy. Concerning the
reliability of judgments, we have seen that judgments made by a single source on a single

issue were quite reliable, that consistent positive, correlations were found between the three
different sources in their judgments of effectiveness and of morale, and that evaluation teams
and fellows consistently agreed with each other, bu) not with the faculty, on other issues.

2. .C.orntlates of satisfaction and effectiveness

Programs that ranked high on satisfaction and rated effectiveness (a) were adjudged

by faculty and by fellows to have a high degree of solidarity and morale,-and by evaluation-.

teams to have been successful in achieving esprit,de corps through the en bloc approach;
(b) were successful in the view of fellows and of evaluators in utilizing the previous experience

of the fellows; and (c) were adjudged by fellows and evaluators.nbe to have required an
51together unrealistic amount of work.

The fact that effectiveness and morale went togeth-er is not surprising; it reskffirms
a long standing common-sense-generalization. It is interesting to note, however', that

__effectiveness wasscorreleted only with judgments by fellows and evaluators of whether the
fellows' backgrounds were utilized and of work load; judgments by faculty members on the

- last two issues did not correlate with the same judgments by the other two sources. This

suggests that the faculty and directors may often have been uninformed of the fellows'
attitudes on these and other issues; indeed, spontaneous comments by evaluation Isms
-suggested that such was often the case. This, in turn, has implications for the conduct of
programs in institutions where the fellows thought that their work load was much too heavy,
or that they were too seldom able to contribute from their own knowledge and experierito
to the educational firogram and where the faculty and director were unaware of these attitudes.
It seems likely that information about fellows' attitudes might have induced the staff of
the programs either to change-some part of their educational structure and content so as
trneet the fellows' objections, or to clarify for fellows and staff alike the reasons for
retaining an existing s> tem. These actions, in turn, would likely !give made such programs
more enjoyable and effe tive. The obvious suggestion, then, is that some programs
might have ,keen much more effective if the fellows' views on sensitive issues had been more

effectively communicated to the faculty and the director. Clearly, the primary responsibility
fot ensuring that sucli communication takes place rests with_the director and his staff, not
With the fellows.

Although fellows an- d evaluators did not agree as to which programs had a great
deal of coope ion among departments and which did not, by either thekrevaluators' or

the fellows' riterion, programs with such cooperation were more effective than those without

it. Similarly, ough faculty members and evaluators did not.agree as it which host
institutions benefitted most from,the Program, those institutions that eithet group judged

to have benef itted most were rated as most effective. Two other kinds of questions showed

- inconsistent patterns of relationships with satisfaction and effectiveness. Ratings by each

source of the extent of faculty involvement in the program were correlated with effectiveness
as rated by that source but not as rated by the other sources.

. 51
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-finally, there was a significant co-rrelation between faculty ratings'of innovativeness
and every measure of effectiveness -- institutions whose faculties were ithpressed with
the innovations that had been introduced thrdugh the Program were considered to be reldtively
effective by faculty, fellows, and evaluators alike; however, evaluatar ratings of ,/
innovativencss were onlymarainally correlated with effectiveness as judded, by evaluators
and were uncorrelated with suTh judgments by the other two sources. We have suggested
that faculty ratings of innovativeness may have reflected their own involvement in the program
more than objective judgments of this phenomenon.

We have already remarked that one shoUld ndt infer causation from correlation.
Hopefully,, future studies i4-4this series will help further, to clarify the factors that account for
differences among institutions. Our caveat against confusing correlation with causation,
however, does not apply to the relationship. between the director's behavior and program
effectiveness. The experience of the evaluation teams strongly suggested that an energetic,
petsudsive director with institutional power commensurate to his responsibilities could pldy'
a major role in assuring the effectiveness of the program. Conversely, a promising program
was sometimes rendered less effective by an inept director, one with insufficient time to give
'to his duties, or one denied the power to institute and.carry through both general policies
and the specific procedures necessary to implerfient those policies.

b
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I

Apperidix Experimental Teacher Fellowship Progra.ms, 1966-67

Grade

Subject Institution Level Director

Geography Ohio State University 7-12 Dr. Robert E. Jewett

Geography Oregon College of Education 7-12 Dr. Paul F. Griffin

History etnegie Institute of Technology Secondciry Dr. Richard B. Ford

History Illinois State University 10-12 Dr. Fred W. Kohlmeyer

History University of Kansas 7-12 Dr. Ambrose Saricks

History University of rni\fri gi a 7-12 Dr. Pail Edward. Kelly'

.

Social Studies University of Minnesota) 9-12 Dr. Fred E. Lukermn

Social Studies Oregon State University 7-12 Dr. Hans H. Plambeck
.

Social Studies Purdue University K-12 Pr. Jay Wiley,

Soci6I Studies -yracuse University Secondary Dr. Roy A. Price

Eng 40 Chico State College. . K-9 Dr. John Fisher

English University of Illinois
,

7-12 Dr. j. N. Hook..
.

Enialfsh University Of Nebraska -K-12 Dr. Frank M. Rice

English San Fernando 'Valley State, Col lege 7-12 Dr. Danield Bernd

Math and Earlham College Secondary Dr. StOart.,WhitcOrnb

Science

Matti and ,Earlhom College Secopdary Dr. Daniel Smith

Science

Moth and Florida State University K,76 Dr. Eugene D. Nichols

Science
(r

1Questionnaires frOm fellows were not received From thefirogram at theUniversity ofs

Minnesota.
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Subject'

Moth .a nd
Science

Moth and
"Science

'Institutiori

Michigan State University

University of Minnesota

and' .) Sam Houston State College
Scienrah

Reading

Reading'

Reading

Reading

Modern Foreign
Languages

'Modern Foreign
Languages

Modern. Foreign
Languages

Art and Music

Art and Music

Elementary
Education

Elementary
Education

Elementary
Educatioh

Eleinentary
Education

Clarke College

University of Hawaii

Indiana' tiniversit?

Sonoma State College

Indiana University

University of Washington

University.of WiTnsin

/-
Arizona StOte University

University of Michigan

Fislt University

Hofstra University

University of Missouri

Stanford University

-40

(3sade
Level

4-6 Dr F. 13..Dutton
10

`it
Dr. Robert L. Heller

1-6 Dr. Everett D. Wilson

Elementary

1-8

1 -12

K-6 41-

1-8

9=12 .

Sister Mary ,f dward

Dr. Richard S. Alm

.j;
Dr-Ronald C. Welch

Dr Herbert Fougner.",

Dr. Edward W. Najam

Secondary Dr. 'Richard Fo Wilkie

12

9'12

Secondary

1-6

1-6

K -6

K-8

-48- .54 ,

Dr: Theodore E. Rose

Dr Bill J. Fullerton

Dr. Emil A. Holtz

Dr. 'George N. Redd.'

Dr. Harold Morine

Dr. Garry W. Nahrstedt

Dr. G. Wesley Sowards

4'
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Subject . Insti tution
.

30.

Elementary Teachers Cones*:
Education

a .

,TeiChing of the University of Alaska
Disadvontaged

s

Teachingo9.the Illinois Teachers College
.0)1kiiadvantagecl , Chicago North

I

ES-

4 l'eachig of the'; Tempt
Disadvantaged'

y

Teaching of the Texas Wes
141sadvant",
e

C 0u e i g Qnd , University
Guidance

ernocollege

Of Maryland

uaseling and Universitj, of MiOhigan

:'1

idance. 0
4.

Counseling and--
Guidance

CoUnselihig-and
Guiddince

-
University of Missouri

University Of'Rochester

is

t 0011qt Chapman College -.
is -

. Eauetiona I %Syracuse University
Media,

(t.

Columbia University

-

4

School
Library
110.
SclAr:;01_,

,

b

G

Wayne- State ,University
41.

f

Eft

.1

Grcide
Level/

Pre-
' Kindergarten

teK

'1-8

1-8.

5-8

K- 12

.

4-8

K-6

7-9
.

k

K-12

0,

Director

.
Dr. Helen F Robison

are

Dre Charles K.-Ray .

.

Dr. D9nOla-H.44...-nith

Dr. ThomasB. Stone

Dr. Marion.Clina, Jr.

DreiDavid Rhode's 7

Dr,. Garry R. Walz
11 .

Dr.. Bob G . WOods

Dr. Harold I,. Munson.

Dr.,tobert E. Corrigan
I f

Dr. Eugene K. ,Oxipndler

Dr --Fr,Onees

Dr. Margaret Hoye) Grazier

4

.



Subject

English as 'a
Foreign Language,

o

Administration

Physical Educa-
tion for Hondica

Institution

New York University

0,
University of Southwestern
Louisiana

Colorado State College
ed

Health* -.University of Oregon
Education'.

4t.

School
Pichdlogy

. 4

I

0

. Rutgers Universit,

V

-50:

K-12,

K-12

Seandary

.. K-12
of.

V

56

Dir.e4tor

Dr H . Sheehan

-Dr. Jarties, l . Oliver

,

Dr. VIncentA. Cyphers
.1 "

.
Dr: Arthur A.isslinger-

Dr. Jack& Barilon

. r

4

/
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Appendix B. Responses to Participant Questionnaire)

1: How, old were you as of ybur last birthday?

211.2 20-29 years
51.1 30-39 years
16. , 40-49 years
3.9 50-59 years -

.1 6,and over

.6 No response

2. Your sex

5113 Male
48.5 .Female

.3 No resore

3c I_ yvhat type school or school system did you work last Year?

l,

94..2 'Public
3.5 -4POvate, denominational

Private., nonsectarian1,1.1

1.1 Other (please specify)
.2 ;. No response

4. Ati Which of the following school levels were your

2.6 .Preschool and kindergarten
0.7Elementary school.
20.9 , Junior high school
32.4 High school .

1.7 Nons, of these (please specify)
.2 No ksponse

5. What was the enrollment of your school last year?

.1*

'3.7 -. . per 200ilo
11.5. "' -400.

)8.2,
.

4 1-600
21:5 601-900 /06.

14.1 961-1,200
T7.0 , 1,201 - 2,000

Over 2,000

-

8.7
3.1 I an not in one school

.2- No response

1the percent of responses that Fell in each Category is given in the blanks to the left or
the olternatives. Percentages are based on a Total of 930 respondents from 49 different programs.
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6. In what -kind of,community Was you': school or tchool systerrlOcated?

18.6 In a very large citj,,,of Over 500,000 population
9.4 In a large city between 200,000nd 500,000 poptilation

14.3 Ip a si.4urb or "sdtelliie" city of a central city with a population of 200,000 or more
7.2 In a medium-sized city between 100,000 and 200,000 population

17.2 In cusmall-city between 25,000 and 1.00,003 pOputation .

'22.8 In a town or cityEietween 2,500 and 25,000 popirlation
9.9 In a small toWn or openounty

.5 No response

-

k..1"

7. In what section of the country was your school ©r school systeir loccoed?,
.

23.2
6.9
4.9
7.2

32.6

Northeast: New 'England and N.Y., N.
Southeast: Va . , 1ei , N. C . , ,S . "C.
South central: Ky., Tenn., Ala., Miss.
Southwest: N.*Me
Midwest: Ohio, Mich., Ind., Ill., Wis
N. Dak., 5. Dak.

J., Pa., Md.,'Del., D. C.
, Ga , F la . A. .

La Ark.
ico
, Minn Iowa-, Nebr., Kans.,

24.3 West: col-o., Mont., Idaho, Nev., Utah Wyo., Cal., Oregon, Wash., Alaska,
.9 Outside of the 50 states )

. i -

8. Concerning the social and economic backgrounds 1f,-the students in the school or school .''.
em whereyou taught last year_i. !

_ 4.11 f(a) . What proportion would you*stimate Come from wen-to-do families?
. .

,

64.7
25.4

5.7
. 2.9

1.2
.4

Less.than 10%
Between 10% and 35% -
BetWeen 35% and 65%
Between 65% and. 90%
0\4r 90%
No response

(b) .What proportion would you estimate

12.5
24:9
43.3
18.2

.6

.4

Less than 10%
Between 10% and 35%
Betwpen 11% and 5%
Between 65%a
Over 90%
No response

.) -.2

it
j

came from families

.t`

or middle income?

,

I
Hawaii

7
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(c) What proportion would you estimate came from families in which the income is loci but steady?,

26.5 Less than 1096"'
.-

46.7 - 4 Between 10% and 35%
19.8 Behveen 35%-dhtl-65%

Between 65% and 90%
. 5 Over 90%
.6 No response

(d) What proportion uld you estimate came from families
. or even poverty?

.6.3 Less than 10%
19.4 Between 10% and35%
6.7 Between 35%,and 65%
5.7 Between 65% and 90%
1,2 A I Over 90%
, .7 No response

.

9-. Concerning:the cthnic background of the students where youptpapg

.

68.5 4 All or mostly white -

3.8 All or mostly Spa;ish-speakA
.3 All or.mostly Indian

11.7 I All or mostly Negro ° -
7. . A more'or less even combination

3.---

2,5 A more or less even 'combination

5.2 Others (Please specify)
.4 i No response

y frequent unemployment

t, were they

r

of two of these (Please:specif which ones)

o three-of these (Please specify which' ones)

10. Ai to your own ducationalbackground, how many hours of undergraduate credit did you

take in the sp ial.subject.that your Experienced TeacheFeIlowship Program deals with?

4
37.4 Leis than 1
1-0727: 10-20 hours
14.6 1 20730_ hours

11.2 30-40 hours

4.

hours

17.0 Over 40 hours
.5 No response

Mt
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. . e.
1.1. How many hours of graduate credit had you taken in the subject pribr to entering the,programIt?

, .

34.2 NOn . ,
.

35.7 lto 10 -.

18.2 11-2 4
6.3 21-30-
5.4 31 or more -

.2 No response .

12. 'How-many years'have you worked in the field of Agiucation?
1.

8.4 Less than 3
32.8 3 to 5
476 6 to 10

20.7 - 11-20
1.9 21-25
1.4 26 'or more

13. WhaMis the subject matter of.yorir Program
-

14. For how many years have you worked as a specially in the subject you are studying this year
.$

60.8 . Less thcin 3

25.2 6 to
11-1.5 (i

.8 4T16 to 20
4111W ' '211 to 25

.2 26 or more
6.9 No response

I

15. In the position you held last year; did you work prlincipally in educatiOnal administration?

411* a. 3.0 Yes
21.5 Na, byt I had some administrative duties
75.4 ... Nb, Ilad no special administrative duties

.1 No response, ..

16. If your answer to question 15 was "Yes", do you
;--- I 1

2.0 Definitely yes
4.3 Probably yes
3.1 Probably no
3.5 Definitely no

typ response

-54-
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;

17., If your answer to question 15fwas "No",cla you ekpeot, someday to go into full-time

- , .educational administration? . . .

j -5.ff Definitely yes
32.7 Probably yes.
41.9 Probably np os

14.0 Definiteirto
5.5 No response

-18.1. How many NDEA aumnier institutes or other trdining programs lasting four weeks or

longer have you attended?
4

61:7 Node
24.6 Qpe
6.3 T(wo

2.5' Three .
-Four or more. It_....._._

19. How door was your .understanding of the objectives of the program before you entered it?
«

41.6 \iery 'clear'
3

48.6 '' Pretty clear .

15.6 Not very clear I

4.0 Not Clear at cvl I- . -. 1
k

retpanse ,

20. &fore cyou enrol led,in the Program, what topics'and/or techniques did you .exPect it

to emphasize?

21. -How closely did the content and emphasis of the Program coincid with you- expe,:tations?

26.0 Very clorlely
46.1 Moderately clokely
24.8 Not too «clOsely
2.5 Not at all

.5 No response

22. Check the one teachltig problem that concerned you most before

16.1 Motivating students
'1274 Handling students ()low ability

5.0 Encouraging and stimulating gifted students
20.2 -Knowledge of the subject matter
13.7 Determining what is most important to teaching
22.6 Using effectiveteaching methods
9.2 /Knowledge or appropriate materials

a of

61s
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23. To what extent did the Program this year meet that problem?

, 34-.7 To a_greaf degree .
_

38.7 To a moderate degree
'20.6 To a slight degree 1

6.0- Not at all c.

,/ 11.
,

24. Which of the following alternatives best describe sour +action to the Experienced
Tt<acher FelloWship Program? ,..

.

32.0 It was a stimulating and interesting experience throughout
50.4 It was usually stimulating and interesting
16.4 It was only occasionally stimulating and interesting

It was seldom or 'never stimulating and interesting

25. In terms of your own interests, experiences, and job responsibilities, how rea
useful were the objectives of the, Program you attended?

.

11.7 Exceptitrially cea44, listic
38.1 Very realistic
36.3 - Fairly realistic ,

12.4 riot to realistic
1.5 ./Vot Fealistic at all

26: What, is your opinion of the sche e and work load of the Fraporm?

listic,and

46.8 Too heavy to allow completion of assignments and independent work'
51:6 About 'right

.6 Too light
.1.0 - fNo respolse

Please comment . ,

27. lease describe-briefly the evat4ion system used in you
_ I

rogram (gliades, pass-fail,.. etc.

,
o 28. Please circle all adjectives which edescribe adequately the system used-to valuate your Wor

as a student during the post year.

Careful
Unfortunate
Reasonable
ameanin6
Meaningf,41
Systematic

756-

0-4,

Useless

Helpful
Fair
Biased
Useful
Unfair
18 uaI
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'29. Did you find a highlevel of competition for.grodes, prestige, recognition arriong students?

27.4 Extremely ,high level
33.3 Quite high level
30.8 About right

5.1 Quite a low level r
24 Very lov, level

.9 No response

Please comment

30. How did you react to the level of competition?

31. How useful has the Program been in preparing you to handle your own 'teaching situations,
and your own students?

41.7 ' Extremely useful=
37.1 :_ Moderately useful
17.9 Somewhat useful . \,..
2.7 Notuseful at all

)0 '.6 i No response

32. Assuming you can malorany Ample yott wish, 'state in one or two sentences what things '
you think subjest is handled in the school you taught .ought to be changed in the way y.
in lost year .
,

41

,.. it4
.

:---4
33. Were your opinions of the 4IRY your subject should be handled in the school influenced , .

loy your experience in the Program? .

35.6' A great deal
41..

34.1 Quite a but
is 22.8 Somewhat .... --(--

5.8 Not at all
' 1.7 No response .

In addition to checking one of the above alternatives, please comment, if you wish
4
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, .
'- .:34. How would you rate each of the follow'ing componafhts of the Program in terms of its

contribution to your knowledge and understanding of the sublecf matter? (Cheel the
appropriate blank after ecco,1 Ipotieht)

-
Excel lent Goo& Fair Poor Was Not ND

ProVided R

-.-
esponse

(a) Lectures, in general 25.2 47.3 21.0 3.9 13. 1.0
(b) Seminars and structured discussions 17.7 40.0 .25.9 77 T4-75 - .5
(c) laboratories Or Workshops 16.0' 27.1 18.6 TO 26,9 ." .3.2
(d) Instruction in use of textbooks,

,

)24.3audio-visual materials, etc. 12.4 28.2 21.0;1 12.8 (. 1.4
(e) Field trips 16.1 IP 24.3 17.6 7.8 3E4 1-.7

35. 'How, would you rate the same components in terms of thee- proJDable contribution to your
effectiveness in your job next year?

(a) Lectures, in g5neral
(b) 'Seminars and structured discussioris
(c) Loboratocies or workshops
(d) Instruction in ciie of textbooks,

audio-vistkil materials, etc.
(e) Field trips

Excellent Good Fair

21.3 44.8 22.9
20.4 38.6 , 23.3
78751 27.9 17.1

16.8 28.3
15.1 24.8

_

e

36. Haw would you rate the general quality of teaching or sups ,vision ygu have experienced
this year-lin edch of, these components?

Poor Was Not IN13.""

Prbvided Response

1.4

8.0 24.0

2.0
2.6
5.2

19.8 10.2 21.) 3,7'
16.7 10.1 28.3 5.1

(a) Lectures, in genpral
(b) Seminars and structured discussions
(c)e Laboratories or workshops
(d) Instruction in use of textbooks.;

audio-visual materials, etc.
(e) Field trips

Excellent Good Fair Poor Was Not' No ,41r

Provided, Response
_ .

26.6 42.7 .. 421.6 . 6.9 .4 - s'. .9
19.8 36.6 24.1 14.0 4.5 IFT.1

-47115.9 24.5 19.9 9.7 25.9

11.2 28.8 20.2 13.0 23.8 3.0
15.4 21.8 17.3 9.4 n73 4.7

37: How well would you :1>, that the different domponents of your Experienced Teacher Fellows*
Program lecture courses, seminars, instruction in media and methods, laboratories or
works and field trips' -- were coordinated and related to one another?

14.5.

28.4 ,

9.2
.6

V.

Exceptionally well coordinatedand related
Usually coordinated and related, but sometimes not
Sometimes correlated and related, but usually not,
Seldom or never. coordinated and related
No response 64



A/

38. If your Program involved instruction in more than one academic department, how well

was the material in one department coordinated to that in another?

.7.8- Extremely well
34.5 Quite well
27.6 Not too

!CT' Not well atoll
11.8 Inapplicable to my Program
3.7 No response

39. How about the relative emphasis on subject matter and on methOds of teaching?

28.2 There was too much emphasis on subject matter
-64-TT-There was a satisfactory balance between consideration of subject-artter and of

teaching methods , .,

'3.2 There was too much emphasis on teaching methods.
4 .3 No response ' ,

40. The following ltatements describe possible reactiorij,t12 the courses that were offered.
-Examine each statement and say whether it was usually, somtimes, seldom, or never true by

checking the appropriate blank.

(a) The Program'wcis largely directed
to graduate stihients seeking ad-
vanced degrees

(b) ,The Program was largely direbted to
the problems of school teackers.

(c) The lectures were over my head
(d) Ict4tructors "talked down" to

participants in the ExTFP courses
(e) The lectures acquainted me with

various approaches to the subject
(f) The lectures were too filled wi+11

details or unrelated facts
(g) The staff had little or no know-

ledge of.the practical problems of
school teachers

.....
Usually NDmetimes Seldom, Never No

True ;The Thu* True Response.

58.5 ;125.2 9.9 5.0 1.6

33.2 43.4 20.0 2.2 1.2

1.4 1238 .38.9 TST) 2.9

3.2 20.8 ' 30.3 43.3 2:7--

Ti... 7/.

49.6 38.9 9.7 1.1 .8

,

4.4 '36.5 46.3 11.5 1.3

-,, I

13.3 38.0 31.6 16.0 1.1
.

41. How would you describe the staff members of your, Program

(a) As to their accessibility

32.5 Always accessible
61:5 Usually,accessible
5.7, Seldom accessible

I Never accessible

.2 No response

-59-



(b) As to their helpfulness

1N

44.2 Always helpful
50.7 Usual' helpful
4.6 Seldom elpful

.2 Never elpful

.3 No response

11.2.i Did the Program build on the participants' backgrounds, or did it seem to give no
consideration tolir backgrounds?

15.5 Consistently built bn participants' backgrounds
47.6 Usually built on participants' backgrounds .. 11`

23.8 Only rarely built on participants' backgrounds
12.5 Seemed to be unconcerned for, participants' backgrounds

.6 -No response _

43. Give your evaluation of the administration of various aspects of the Program.yu
participated in by checking the appropriate blank after each aspect. °

Very islot - No
}xce45 Good Fair .Poor Poor Provided **sponse

,

(4) Living acoommodations
(b) Classroom facilities and

equipment

20.1 _ 23.2' 8.4

22.0

i2.7 1.2 34.4 . - 92

25.7 43.9 5.3°). 2.5 , .2
(c) Library
(d) Individual studyibreal°

36.0'
°

35.4 .17.4 7.2 1.6 ® 1.7
21.6 29.1 17-.6 10.3 3.4 16.9 1.8

(e) Payment of stipends 75.1. -1179 -T2 773 .D

Please comment if you wish

44: How do you fl about the number of participants In the Program?

1.8 There wer* too many
95.2 There, were about the right number
2.8 There were too few

.2 No response-

45. Hoes would you rate the general level of ability of participants in tit Program at your
Institution?'

33.0 Outstanding
50.4 r High, but not.outitanding
15.3 About average ,

13 Somewhat lower than average
.1 Very low
.4 No response

66
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46. Did the participants seem genuinely interested tn the subject.matter of the Program?
.

48.0 _Definitely yes
46.8 For the most part, yes

For the most part, no
Alnydrhcompletely not

.3 No response

-47. Wos there o feeling.of group solidarity - among pPrticipa

It
t

ta

"
in the Pr6gro'n'?

46;3 - Yes, there was a strong feeling Of group solidority
37.8 There was considercible feeling of group solidority
14.4 There was %ome, 'but not much,-feeling of solidarity

1.2 There was no feeling of solickirity of all
.3 No response

48. How would you rote the overoll morole Of the participants?r
22.0 Very high
38.5 Pretty, high

26.8 About overoge
10.3 Pretty low
1.3 Very low
1:1 No response

49. How would you rote your own morole?

30.2 Very high #N

36.0 . Pretty high
23.9 About overoge
7.4 Pretty low
1.6 Very .low

:9' No response --

459. Irtiddition* your Progrom wos there regutrgroduote
subject of the institution where yOU itcidifd ? t .

84.3 Yes

14.6 No
1.1 . No response ' *

1

If yes, , N. 45 I _.
f

4'

,
p

r

school program in your

(a) How lorge wos this groduotp:trogrom compared to ihe.-size'of the ExTFP group? ,,

37.4 Corge

27.8 ModerOte in size
.14.4 Smol I

20.3 No, response

6,7

L61-
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(b) How distinct was the Experienced Teacher Fejlowsr Program from the regular gradOate,
program ?

28.0 Clearly distinct in all aspects
''. 42..2 Distinct, but merged in some respects

.1

17.7 Merged in most respects, but somewhat distinct
3.4 Altotether merged with the graduate program

4 8.7 No response .

(c) For the most part, what kinds of relationships existed
regular graduate students?

25,6 Extremely cordial
20.3 Friendly; but not cordial
38.0 Largely impersonal but not unfriendly
2.7 .Somewhat distant and unfriendly

.3 Quite unfriendly 1
.13.1 No response . .,

between ExTFP pAiMpants and

4 r

1

t.-

%,

(d) How would you characterize the attitudebf the t'
.1, ical graduate student toward the ExTFP

participants?
4

3.4 Very superior and condescendiN 0
11.2 Somewhat condesOending .

.,''-

59.9 Generally equalitarian -',.,
8.4 Somewhat deferent , Igh, (

.8 Very deferent
..

16.3 No response.

51. Based on your own experience, how would your Experienced re-ocher Fellowthip Progral
compare, in overall effectiveness, with a typical eight -week, fulliketmmer institute
in your subject?

63:5

13,0

5.1

2.8

1.4

14.2

I
ExTFP for superior to summer institu-te
ExTFP somewhatsurerior -

The 'two programs would be about equally-effective
Summer institute somewhat superior
Summer,institute Tar superior

r
No tesponse

Please comment if you wish

4

E. GENERALCOMMENTS

Only a few aspects of your experience as an ExTr P participant can b,examined in a questionnaire
of this sort. Therefore, in the space below we welcome your individual comments on the
Program and its effects upon you and your colleagues

68
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. . '; Appendix C Responses toFaCu-Ity Qiipstionnairel
t i 4' - ,: ..

1. 'How old were you as of your last birtiritiy? ..1 ,.,f , A.
-7.5 20-29 years -

38..5 30-39 years
434.8 . 40:119 years

15.0 .. 50-59 years,"
. Ond over

2. Your sex

Mate
24.1 Female

3. Please check your *lest earned degree

3.2 A .B
19.3 M.A. ,

-
- 54.5 . Ph.D.-' .

I* T87277.. Ed A,' f

0 D.airci. ....____J,_
4.8 Other (please list) ' -

, irt-'-' ' , . A
-4. Pleasdist ybor field of si4cialization in u der

g
radon* alpl.graduate school a.bany post- t

. .

doctoral training you have,had . . .

1:1

Pis

lindergracluate
Gradudte
Post Doctoral

5. ,How many

..,

,....,. .

19.3 .' '7'.

N71177
117-3 6-10

8.6' .411 -15
25.1 14,o;Ifver,

7.5 NoilitspOnse .. ,, ., .

, . * 414' .
' '

ill, -_,..
. .

..

.
/The percen,log responses that fel; in each category is given i the blanks' to the left ' .

A
of'the alternative., pertentages are bpsedon a total of .187 responOerits from the 50 programs.

'

,,,
. ,' ,0

.

..)

.

s -...4
.

ears have you-taught full tiike at the ccd lege teal ? -
IP

I

.

I

.

.

A

4

01.
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/ t t
,-

6.* Please indicate your yeall of teachiltzt otherlevtls than college or university.
. 41,1

,.
(a) Elementary ef#144

10.2 1-2.
3=5"1 0.8

10.2 10 4 4
I. -52.1. 1 1

3.2 ,16 or over. .

Ndne
No response

(b) Secondary

14.4 1 -2 ,

40. 18.7 3 -5
TEr76:-1Q

3,7 1 f-15
.E 1 16 or over

48`.71 Nov
5.5 o response-gr,

unior College

3.7 .1-2 t
,

3.2 3-5
--11.,--- ts: to eitt"

.0 '11-15 it . . .

..0 16 or over .
90.9 'None ..

.1 No response

.411P

(d) Other (Please explain)
.I,

7. Pleate list c olleges or universities from which you received degrees
. 41/

; . 5
, .

...et

040;

S

)

I

0

t.

4.

4

4t

'0

../

A.B.
M.A.
-D-octorarbegree

A

If

t
t

raM

70
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f

7a. If the opportunity presents itself, do you expect to go into full-time ucational aciLainktration
*4 some day?

3.7 Definitely yes
7.5 Probably yes
7.5 Uncertain

39.6 "''Probably no
41.2 Definitely ,to a

.5 No response
...

8. Have you taught previously in NDEA or NSF academic year or summer institutes?

34.8 Yes
64.7 No

. -.

.
.5 No tesponse

..;

. k ......
Please explain ... . /

. .,, ,
9. If yes, how did your experience in the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program compare with

your experience in a summer or academic year institute? .

, 7

9.6 Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program was superior
745. _Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program was somewhat better

11.8 About the same
3.2 . Institute was somewhat better .,,

t

'2.7' Institute was superior , -.

12.8' Hcitte'not taught in Institute previously . ..

52.4 No response
.

1 0 . VP I WU( list yourbThther"spriTtRary-occ upotion dur ii his working years.

.

Please' indicate with as much accuracy as possibleldwhen you first decided, to become a

, college teacher,

`9.6- High school
6.4 Firs't two years of spllede
21.2 Last two years.of college
27.3 'Early graduate school 'yeqrs
11.2 Late graduate school years.

- r

*1157 After graduate school .- .

"- 9.tit Never really decided, just""drifted" into college: teaching
3.2 No response

o.

11 4'

#

4te

(

V



4, , I

-. _

AO

... .
.

12. Please Check the.edwcation level of yobr parents

Less than eighth grade
..

Eighapade e N.s''''''-i-. '
Some-high schOol t. 0 441

THigh schgol graduate :
Technical, buliness school grodUate .

Some college . . .i

College graduate
Some graduate and professional work .
Received advanced slegrees, (specify)

Mother ,

. ,
11.8

Father

.

,

16.6

'

,

6

211

0

4t'

14.4
TT75 ..

74:1

16.0 41
-97T
,1,5:0
117
7.15

7.3
..

12.8
. 77 12.8

771 .
1074

Na response . --277
e

13. Please list two-or three of'the chief satisfactions that you experience cgileige teaching
. . .

2.
3.'

- 1.-74-.\Please'list two or three of the main dissatisfactioris yip experience as a college teacher ,
. , , . .

- -. ,

3. jig ft.'

111.

15. If yOu could choos0,, at, which of the.followin

1.1 Junior college
7- 5 Private, undergraduate college
5.9 Public, undergraduate college

25.7 Private university
51.9 Public university
4.3 Other (please' specify)

No response
. .

1

type

et

of institutions would 'you prefer to teach,?

4
1

.16. Which of the folio-wing alternatives bast describei your reaction to the Experienced Teacher
, .

Fellowship fi-ogram?, .. a
., ...4, i

42.2 It was a stimulating and interesting experience thrciighout
45:5 ,It was 'usuojly stimulating am:Iinteresting-

' 8.0 It swa's only obcosi.pnally stimuJating and interesting
1.1 It )4os -seldom or never,stimulating or interesting
3.2 'NO

i
fesponse

.
.'"

t

Sa.-: 1 4 e ,
;

. i
- i

*
e 1.` * . ,4 , ,

I

A

i
6p-

O. 4

4
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17. Dicryou feel that 04 Experienced Teacber'Tellows,hip Program $esti,Ited i

becoming better scholars?-f
.

76.5 Yes 2

4.8 No
16.6 Uncertain

No response'

CommeAts.

o . "

'(-.,

fi

.
the partr6ipants

0 " .
! i'

18. :Did yocrfeel that the Efxperienced Teacher Fellowship Program resulted in-the participants
becomirig better tegchers?

. -
72.2 )...Yes

.5' No*
'\23.5 Uncertain

3.7' No response .,,. _ , _. _ _ .. _ _ . ..

Comments
.

' 4

S

19.,'Whastwas the attitude cif your iristitutron toward the Experienced' Teacher felloWship Progratrf?
,

52.4- Strorig iritereit 'a d s ori (.111/'

. 34.8 Ce4rative...;
%4.3 ' . Tolekted it ,.,

A. 1 Lack of support cfr interest
.

I 2.7 NOnQC intarice.with it .

, ,:, t,, _____ ,
2,-4 .8' -*--No ze.. e . .... ,..

4 . .. -,
'20, IA/Our opiniofrhow valual;le was the

. i

(a) Participants

52.4 Very valuable
40.1 Valuable

.

- 3.7 Undecided
Not very valuable

.0 Not valuable at all
' 3.2 NOrepons6

4

rail pro'gram f ix

4

-P
4'

V

0

4

st



j. _

(b) Faculty

28.9 Very yaluable.s-
, 47.1 'Valuable'

13. Undecided
.

4.8 Not very valuable ,
6 1.1 Not valuable st all a

4.8 NiPrespdosi
0."

,(c) Institution
....

31.0 Very valuable
39.0 Valuable

trih Undecided
11111I4 4.8 . - Not very 'valuable'

Not valuable at all
5.3 No responie

(d) Upgrading high school teaching

27.8,
33.2
19.3 Undecided .

,
2%7 Not very vcrluable .

1.6 'riot 'valuable Qt all
15:5 Klo response . ,

V I ,
. 4 ,_

i
. * .

21,. Were there ways developed in the progra whereby the participants could gain teaching.

. .
experierrft and develop teachj,

h m

ing skills?

. I
, .. .

65.2 Yes ,
ss

r, 1

. j 1.2 No s,
.4.

$,

Very, 'Eluable
Valuable

4

s

*

\-

ti

s

17:c5rUnsdre
5.9 No response

Please explain
f 0,

V.,

0
o

22. How ditk the students in the Experienced Teachmfellowship Programc re to regukr Jt f
4

grsa 'students in your institution in the following areas?-

'i.sk (a) ,intetreagto bility

.4.3 Decidedly superior to regular gracltate studeiffs -.

19.8 'SomeNhat better .than regular graduate students
45..1 7About the same as regular graduate students --
22?5 '..' Somewhat less capable thon regular graduate students
5.3 13ecidedly inferior to our egUlar.graduate students
2. 5 4 1

No response
,k

. ti7
. .

on



4
(b) Industriousness

20.3 4 Decidedly
'40 . 1 Somewhat
334- About their4: 2'. 1 Somewhat

.0 Decidedly
4.3.

14.4
superior to regular graduate students
better than regular" graduate students
same as regutar graduate students
leis capable than regffar graduate students
inferior 4o our. regular graduate students

No response

(c) S'= rousnes of purpose
--L

Decidedly superior to regular graduate students
Somewhat better +Ilan regular graduate students
About the 'same as regular graduate students
Somewhat less capable than regular graduate students
Decidedly inferior to our regular graduate students

response

ent to:the discipline

4.3

(d) -Commif
-

1*.6

:4

Decidedly superior to regular graduate students
Somewhat better than regular graduate studeng" 1
About the same.as regular grate students
;Somewhat less capable than regular graduate students
Decidedly inferior to our regular graduate students
No response

(e) Know fedge 'of, discipline

9.1 (Decidedly superior to regular graduate students
16.0 Somewhat better than regular graduate students%
38.5 , About the same as regular graduate students
16%--7Somewhat-Jess capable than regutor *graduate students

Decidedly'inferior to owe regular:graduate 'students Ill,

No response -
,.

`-o.
..

. 4
.

.13.'9
4, 5.9

*

-(f) Abi lily tO communicate

. a7.5 Decidedll, superior 'ta regular.gradua2 students

. 32.1' Somewhat beler than regular grodualT students
44 -.9 Aimelt the same as regular graduate students, .

t ... 9,6 Somewhat less *able thahregular gradubterudents
2.7 Aecidedi'y inferior to our regular graduate students

OIL

3.2 No response

eft

75
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(g) 'Initicitive

17:6

34.8

39.6

4.3

(1.0

3.7

a

Decidedlyluperior tosregular graduate students
Somewhat better than regular graduate students
About the same as regular graduate stents

. Somewhat less capable than regular graduate students
Decidedly inferior to our regular graduate students
No response

23. Listed below are resource materials in educational media. Pleasf check those that yoU\
_ used,)and those you found useful as part of the teaching program of the Experienced Teacher.
Fellowship Program.

46,
% Used Useful

Instructional films
Documentary films
Tapes

Recordircgs

Opaque:projectors
Overhead projectors

Program *d instruction
AVideb.ta re'corders
410ther (lease list)

Did you find teaching in theExperienced Teacher Fellowship Prc;grara a challenging experience?

U-

--N. .47.1 Extremely challenging .
414.7 Somewhat challenging k
5.3 Not very challenging

'. .4), Not at all challenging
5.9 . No response * .1

u,25.. Did you find teaching in the Experienced teacher fellowshiekProgramV sati'sfying exper'ience?

r cN

%' Vb.
,51.3 Extremely satisfying . .

,.39.6 Soniewhof satisfy* . t

. , 3.2 Not very satisfying e ,
.5 Not.ot q11 satisfying

5.3 No response
.

fr

or

4
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f
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26. Pm your opinion, were the educational needs of the participants met by the Program

42.2 Definitely
49.2 Probably

3..7, I doubt it
'.0 Not at aH
4.8 No response

27. Have you_ used, developed or observed any innovative teaching methods ar practices
in your work with Experienced Teache. Fellowship Program?

42.2 Yes4
39.0 No
11.8 Unwre
7.0 No response

'Please identify

28. As you reflect upon the year spent in teaching students in the Experienced Teacher Fellowship
Program, how much do you feel it added to your professaknal growth and development?

13.9 Ve,y greatly
27.3 Greatly
34.8 Moderately
13.9 Little
5.3' Very little
4.8 No response

29. As you 100k bock upon the year spent in Experiemced Teacher FellowshliaProgram, how
much do you feel it added to your intellectual-tyth?

k
.10.7 Very greatly
18.7 Greatly

' 39.6 Moderately
,..._

1776- Little .
.

7.0 Very little
6.4 No response

30. As you rook back upon the year 'Silent in Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program, how

much do you feel it'ailded to you skill as a teacher?

9.6 Very greatly
19.3 Greatly \
41.7 !' Moderately
18.7. Little
4.3 :Very little .

6.4 No response

2
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31. Would you list &flow the single element of the Experienced Teocher Fellowship Progrom 3 -t
that wos most impressive, innovative, or exciting.

32. Wou d you list belowithe.single element of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Progrom
that was mostdiscouroging, depressinwmor ineffective.

,11.
_ s

33. How closely did the content and emphosis of the Program

33.7 Very-closely
46.0' Moderately closely
7.5 Not too closely

.5 Not ot all
12.3 No response ..

. .

Pluse explain --4,----
. .9 +.

.:

34. If you were to begin igoin, what specific changes would you suggest?

i .

.
coincide with h yotur expectations?

le al il

35. Did the students work hord during the year?

15.0 Yes, too hord
78.6 Yes

1.1 No
2.7 Uncertoin
2.7 No response

Please comment on*our onswer
.

Haw closely do you feel the participants selected for your Experiencedeocher Fellowship
Progrom fit in with the type and objectives of your Institution?

35.8 Very closely
1676 A few.exceptions

8.0 A number of ex/eptions
1:1 Hardly fit at oll
9.1 No response

.

$

4 , #
t e

0,.
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37. Did your Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program staff conduct regular staff meetings or
discussions as the year progressed?' _ _

47.6 Yes

43.3 No
9.1 No response

3S. How did y ou find your teaching assignment ?

4.3 Unbelievably heavy
21.9 Quite heavy
58.8 About right
7.5 Quite light
1.1 Very light
6.4 No response

Please describe your assignment (classroom hours, etc.)

39. Were there outside lecturers or speakers invited to participate in the Expert.enced Teacher'

Fellowship Program?

74.3 Yes

19.3 No
6.4 No response

If yes, were they effective?

32. 1 Very effective
29.9 Somewhat effective

3.2 Not very effective
.0 Not effective at all

34.8 response

(

40. Were there significant adjustments in the program after the academ ic year began?

1

2.7 There were major revisions and adjustments
14.4 Ihereoltie're significant revisioris and adjustments
44.4 There were slight revisions and adjustments f
21.9 There were essentially no revisions or adjustments
16.6 No response

Please describe briefly the changes or adjustMen'ts.

7Q

-73 ="
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41. In your Opinien, has the fact that Experi-enCed Teacher Fellowship Program participar*
studied and worked as a group resulted in more 'satisfacteirc results? ,

- 51.9 Yes, use of group resurtdin greatly enhanced learning
36.9 Perhaps, group effect was noticeable .

.. .,2.7 Doubtful A-group'effect war not ver:y_Rseful in enhancing learning
1.1 No, group effeci did not contribute A) learning . '

7.5, No response ,,,

42. Did you as a teacher feel challenged by the group of Experienced Teacher F s?

25.7 Ver'y Mtich so challenged .

50.8 Quite chajlenged
17.6 Not challenged'very much 44
2:7 Not chal le__ed at all
3.2 No response

Please comment-

43. Did you feel threateny atall by the group of Experienced Teacher Fellows?

.0 Very much threatened
3.2 Quite threatehed

i 1.8 Not threatened very much
81.3 Not threate'ned at all
3.7 No responses

Please comment

Ar
44, Has 'the Experienced, Teacher Felloviiship Prs?gram\i-n which you.have participated been

imaginative and innovative?

15.0 Vnusuciliy imaginative -and innovative _ _

46.5 ' Quite imaginative and innovative
24.6 Not very imaginative and innovative
2.7 4 No t at all:imaginative and innovative

11.2 -No response
.

Please describer what youibelieve to be the most imaginative of innovative ti,spects of the
Experienced Ttacger, Fellowship Progran;

-

4,

c
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45: Was an effort made. to utilize the eXperiencetind background of the participants to
erterlioe the learning,a nd develop ,thEi Oragram ?

65.8 Yes.
5.9 No

2.3.0 Uncettain
'5.3 4 No response

Please comment

46. Was any:effort made by the staff to modify the Experienced Teacherfellowship 'Program to
advantage of:the,txperience and background of the participants?

35.8 'Yes
15.5 , No

,40.1 Uncertain
8.6 ' No response

.

Please describe any modification

47, Haw adegyate, were the several

-(a) Library
(b) Clasiro,oms

(c) Educatioria I -media

,:(d) Field tr-i-ps
(e) Staff meetings
(f) Gr.clduate assistant help

4."

aspects of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program?

Excellent
Was Not No

Good Fair Poor Available Response.

36.4 37.4 '
33.7 39.0 16.0 4.3 7.0 0

22.5 42.2 _124 1.1 20.9-, .5
15.5 2773 7.5 3.2 46.0- .5

18.2 ''7213 16.0 34:8.- .0
W.10 1676 12.3 -1.1 55.1

48. Was there a feeling of groupsolidarity amo45. participants in the Program?

3.7 8.6 , .0

.
4

52.9 'Yes, there was° strong feeling of
8.0 There was considerable feeling of gr

There was Some, but not much, ,feeli
'There -was no feeling"of solidarity

3.7-1r Nb-response

49. How would you rate the overall morale of the participants?

oip solidarity
pp salidaity
g of solidarity

al

,27.8: Very, high
-513-.81'/ Pretty high

Abou t 'average
2i'.

-:t3----Very low '
Pretty lo*

4.3 . No response

I

81,
-75-

1
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50. Did the participants seem genuinely interested in the subject matter of the Program'?

53.5 Definitely yes
42.2 Fdr the most part, yes

t1.1 Poi. the most part, no #
.0 Almost complel* no I F

r3.2 No ,response-

_
51. How well do you think the participants understood the ogjectives and pur;otes of the

Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program before the year began?

21.4 Very well *
13.7 "-Pr 4Ity well
17. I Well enough
13.2. Not very well
3.21 No well at all

.5 Were not aware of any objectives or purposes
10.2 No response

How were these purposes and objectives communicated to them?

I

GENERAL COMMENTS 11-

duly few.cispects of your experience as an Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program staff
member tan te, examined in a questionnaire of this sart. Therefore, in the space below we
welconie ypur individual commentson the Progrcmi and its ettects span you and your 'colleagues. 41)-

t.

-76-

82
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0.

'
41' 4.
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Appendix D. Respoases to Diceotors Questiorihairel
141*

1. How.ald,were you as of 'your, last-birthday?

,,
.0 ,: 20 -29 years

_24.4, 30-39 yeais
44.4' 40-49 yecs ,

50-59 years
60 and ovel

Your sex

*
,s84 :4 Male

11 .1 Feockle.

4.4 No responite".**--:=----,_,

. .

..., ,
.3. Please check your last earned degFi,e

---.
4.4. . -I a

.0 A.B.
6,7 M.A. ' to

55. P .D .
.

'fir 6 vw h °

37.&
.---

id .D .
si ..

.

ease It ) -..0
r,

rf'

oy

Please listqield of specialization i,nur-dergraduate `and gradurite tiodl,land' any ,post-
,

doctbral training you have had., °

Uridergra duct_
Grad u a te_ ._ 4-- --.
P OS t=1.) Oji t C7-01-1`

.v . ,

How many ;ea II have you taught full time at the college level ?,,,

4 . __.*

.1,

,,- .N715 ."3-5. * .

TO '6-'40 . iot
15,6F 11- 15
1-374 16-and:over

2.2 'Nlo response

4

.

4.

,

-L

_

r

4

1The percent of responses that fell in each category is given in the blanks to the left of
The aernatiees. Percentages are based on a total of 45.respondents.,

83*
4

-7.7-

A
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6. Please indicate your y,ears'of teachingat othg; Levels than college,or it/ersity.
. ....e

a

.(9) El.cnentdry-

20.0 1-2 )
'17.8 .3-5
13.3 6-10

11'-15
,z.2 16 br

None :i a 4I

01" Secondary

-

3-5 ...

6 7.7 6-19
t1-15

br ojver.
17.8 None

NN response
,

(c) Kni,9r C,aleg4

111 2,2 t.' 1 -2

.0 3=5

.0 .. 6-10

.0 11-15
0 16 or over

4 WT8 None
60.0 No response

(d)- Other (please explain)

1

4

a

,

011

*

r,

,7`: Please list colleges or uniVecsities from which you received degrees
'

A.B.
M A

6 ).

Docttnal Degree

,

7a. If the opportunity presents itselr, do y xpect to gci into fb11-time educational ,administfation
_

mr
some day? ,

:

8 -8 ef i rri te I y yes

13.3' f robablNes s,

l'incertai n
33.3 Probably no
26.7 , Definitely no
'4.4 No response

-78-

84

r

0
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8. Have you taught previously in NDEA or NSF' academic year or summer institutes?. ,

48.9 ;yes
41\lo

Please explain

4,

4

9. ryes; how.di 'your experience in the Experienced Teacher FelloWship Program compafe with
your experience in *summery agademib,year institute?

24.4 Experienced Telcher Fellowship Program- W0,5 'sufDerior

Experienced Teacher FelloWship'PrOgrem was, somewhat better
,

About the same
Institute was somewhat better
institute was superior.

V
No response

8-'9
8.9
2 2_

53.3

10. please indicate.your father's Primary occupation during'his workingyears.k

ti

.

11. Please indicate, with as much accuracify. as possible,
.a college teacher.

4.4 - High school
First two ke-circ-o f college

13..3. Last two yes of college'
51.3 Early graduate school years,

-17.8 Late graduate sohool years
After graduate school

6.7 Never -rgally decided,
2.2 No Isponse f e

*a

12. Please check the education level of
-6 I

40 .

.
when you first decided to become'

just "drifted" iota college teaching

106

A

Less than eighth grade
ighO'grade

Some high scho'o'l
High school graddate
Technical, business school grtuate
College graduate
Some graduate and profs. siekhdl work
Received advanced degrees (opecify)
No response

your 'parents

"
_ -

Mother Father

11.3 ,24.4
22.2 22.2

13.3
28.9 15.6

6.7

272 .c.
.'s 2.2 4.4

4.4

85
-

//\



13. Please list twb -err the of the chief 4atisfactions' that ypu experience in college teaching.

1:
2.

, tt
14. ?tease list. two or three''Pf4he main dissatisfactions that. you,experienor ds a college feacher., .

1
e

2. .

3.-
_f/

15. lf,j,ou could'ehoose,'at which o ,the foll9Wing type of inititutitns;;vguld you prefer to teach

. .

.0-- Junior college/ 0

2.2 - Private, C,*t-rgracluate college.
2.2- unWgroduate ccollege

60.0' PUblic University ,

28.9 Prilipte Univer ;

2.2
.

Other'(please lirCify)
4.4 'No resporise

.

16. Which of the,following alternatives best describe your reaction to the 'Experi.enced Teacher
Fellowship. Program?

.-1150.0 It was..a stimulating abd interesting experiertte throughout
tt was usually srimulat interesting

.
2.2 It was only pccasior)al stimulating and interesting
0.6 It wasseldom Dr never stimulating or interestiriij-

.0
e

. ho tesronee

17. Did Afeel that le ExOerienced Teacher FellowshipProgrom relulted.in the particippvts-

..

c

ing better sc olars+

Yes
.0.

2.2 --15ncertbin
a, 4-

Comments

4 ft,

$

1
-1

)

Or
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18. Lid *you feel that the'Experienced Teacher FeJhowship Program.resultedinsthe participants'
becoming betteroteaher.9

o

0 9

. 13.3 Uncertain
6 .7 No ,re bponse

Comments . .

4

I.

. . ,

;419. What wathe qt digef. your institution toward .the Experienced Tr richer Fel lo jship Progrerrn?
.

.62.2 Strong interest erred supfSoet"
.,

3r.nr- Cooperative st;
- 4.4 Tolerated it - r.' \ ..

.
IP I

:0 Lack of support or interest
2.2.* -No acquaintance with it, .

. ,

20. In your opinion how valuable was the overall program for

--V

, dor

(9) ParticipaAts

75.6 Very valuable's-
24.4 Valuable

.0 Undecided '.

.0 Not very valuable

.0 Nert valuable °Lail

(b) Feculty ,* '

,.t

.42.2 'Very vafuable, a

Va
-Unde'cided

2.2 Not very,yaluable"
.0 Not valuable at all

2-.2 NO' response

.14
.(cr *Institution

'48.9

44.4

Very valuable__
Valuable

2.2 Undecided
4.4 Not very va luable

.--.--.0 c ;;Notialualiie at all
4fr

X

84,7

s
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28.St 13ecidedly superior to regulartgraduate students )
4 .

37.8 Somewhat betteit fhan regular .graduate students
28.9-7-----pk1,aelt the sa as regular graauaie students

.0 Somewhat let- eapoWif than reguiar graduate studerils
.0

1,
; Decidedly inferiatto our regular graduate students '? ')

4.4 Na response
'..

)

)
(d) Commit /pent to ,the disosiplire

Seriau,s,ness, of 'Purpose

4,

31:1 Decidedly.superior to Pegular graduate sly:lents
't

-,_., 35...6 Somewhet.better tharr regular graduate students libt
out the some as.ireqular graduate students- ",. 20.0

1.

8.9 t me,what less capable than regular graduate stusie
.0 ecidedly inferior- to Our regular graduate studentsinferior-

4.4 . No response ..

\
(e) Knowlaige/Of

$19

clispline- ..:A .

Pecidedty.su.perior to regiAar graduate students
\iameWkat..better:than regular, ,graduate students-26.7

37.8 About the-some as regular graduate students
13.3 Somewhat lessicapable thon'regulcir gfadUatEkstudents
8.49 Decidedly inferior- to our regular grlduate students
4.4 No response

.
(f) Ability tocommunicate
.

6.7 Deciolnily superlar to regular graduate students;
,

-.
*

351.6 , SameWhatlaetiter than regular _graduate students.........._
44.4

....
About the same as regular graduate students

8.9 , Somewhat lesOcapable than regular.,4raduate students ..

- ....I.) rDecidecily inferior to our regular vaddater students
.. Pa. ,

, .. 47,Tr-- No response

4

a

.
. .,

(§) Ini.tiotiv ,
i

. . . .

22.2 Decidedly superior to regular students
. ,

42,.2 5altWwfat better Ilia an regular graduate students
,

23.7 -About the same as regular graduafe stUdents
ir .

. '.4:44'., ''amewvhot less capable tban regUlar gra4te.students
,

. :0 Decidedly inferior to our l graduate students
.

.. 71.4---"- Na response.,----.-r-- r

,

1 k

ti . "

la"

4.?

41

r

I 4

\
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(d) Upgractint public tch6o1 teaching

60.0. Very valuable,
31.1 Valuable

44.4 Ondecalled
Not very valuable
Not vailuable at all

4.4 No response

,o
.0

I

llit.
4021.". Were there ways developed in the pragrarrywherebi the ira;ticipants could gain,teachi-ng

experience and develop teaching:41d I Is I'
. 4

I

71.1* Yes 1 1

.

22.2 No i s

4.4 Unsure ,.. ,

.41P 2.2 No respoAse,,
' i.

- .
, 1

Please explain .

.

22.
)How did the studentsTh the Experience eacher Fellowship Program compare to regular

graduate students jn your irvitution in the following areas?

(a) Intellectual' ability

' .8.9 Decidedly superiot to regular graduate students
20.0 SoMewhat better than regular graduate. students

55.6 About,the same as fegular graduate ituderits ..

.11..1 Somewhat less, capable than regular graduate. students' ,

. ' 2.2 Decidedly inferior to our regular graduate students . ,

2'.2 No, response , ._.. 4r. .
r

-b) indu.striOusness ',:

' . .

26.7 Decidedly, superiof-tO regular graduate stucitnts.
37.8 1-7Sonirtil018,11tetter than regular graduate 'st ts ,.

3).1 'About the some as regular graduate ,siude
.0"c5--- Sornewhat less capable than regular grod e,students

.....J ......e.77. .7'p c c i ded I r inferior. to our regular graduate students
-. 4.4 .. No cesponse ., e

.

... ,. II

.10

ri

,

Jr.

f,

.

. ,

11,

89
-831 *.

. ,

4
r
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23. Listed/below ke resource materiols in educotional medic). Please check 'those thot;you
Used, ondthose you, fiti.und useful os part of theracligg'progro&of thy Experienced Teacher

I
Fellowship Program s'

Used Useful

Instructional films
alDocurnentar4 films.
Topes

'Recordings e

Opoque projectors
Ovetheled'projectors
Filmstrips
Progro(ntned instruction
Video t e recorders
Others 'Rose list)

24. Did you find teaclijpg

to

ti

..

.1 4 --0011

in the Experienced Teocher Fellowship Progrom o challin4ingioerience?
.

64A Extremely challenging 1.

.31.1 Somewhat chollen ng

.0 Not very_tholle tng
'770 Not .Jr.a11Aill ngirig
474 No -response

I

-----25+ Did youlind.teockierg-in the E -xperir-nced Teocher fel Irryisl-rip-Progroma-satisfrincl experience'?.
it C.

-71 . 1 Extremely satisfying,
24.4- Somewhot satisfying .

. - .-0 Not Ilirx sartisfying.
.0 Nora-IVI gat iifying-7-7, 4 41 , No reVanse ,

10 .
, , .

'42.1,5. I n your-opinion, were the educdtioncil needs of the part,ipants met 1,:.,y the Progrom?

31:1 [PtblY
66:7 ite ly

2.2 , .1 doull'it

.. .

,
., ,

k

10.

27.'Hove you used, developed or obterved on'y ,inno;oti'veac ing'methods-or proctices
- your work wii Exp6ri'ehcedTeacher Fellowship Prpgio"rn7?

,

.

,". 7T.1. \Yes
. ..

1379" No. ,.-.4 . . v.

..:, TJ-.-3. Unsure
' 7577' No %sponse 4

. : I
Please identify

4
-84-

t

a

1

4.

I.

.

4
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28. As you reflect upon the year.spent in teaching students in theExperienced Teacher Fellowship
, e Pro9rdm, how much do you feel,it'added to your professional growth and development.?

i718 Very greatly 6

35.6 Greatly
42.2 Moderately .

2.2 'Littlq
.0 'Very little

2.2 No.feiponl.
00.

As you look back upon the year spent inExperienced Tea Cher Fellowship -Progrorn, -how
1

.-
myth do you feel..tt.crdded to your intelfectual:owt ? / i . .

8.9 Very greatly .
28.9 Greatly .

55.6 Moderately . . .

4...4 Little' .. ...* ,,-,-

0 Veil little..
2.2 . oN response

t )

i . . . .

11. As you look back upon -the-the year spent in b$perienced Teachei Fellowship Proijram, how
much do you feel it,.added to your skiThoas teacher?: ,, .

.
8.9 Very greatly

-24.4 Greatiy
53.3 Moderately

.,4.4 Very little
44 No response

(

31. Would you tist,below the singe element of the ExperienCedTeacher Fellowship-Program that
was most impressive, innovative, or exciting. -

..1..
116 110

32. Wauld'you list below the single element of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program

that was most discouraging, depressing, or ineffective.* 4

a

r

ft

-85-91
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33. How closely 'did the content and emphasis -ofsis-ofthef Program coincide With your expectations?
t

.

i..57.8. Very closely
40.0 Moderately closely
2.2 Not too closely

.0 Not at all

Please, explain' .

41.

if you were tabeOin again; what specific c c. -es would you suggest

435. Did the students work hard during thelriPbcii7--
*

13.3 Yes, tOo*hard
84.4 Yes ,1

.2.2 _No
C.. .0 Uncerta in

0

Hearse comment eyour answer Z'

A.'
How-close1y do you feel the participants selected for your Experienced Teacher Fellowship'
Program fit in with the type and objectives-of your Iristitution?

.44 Vier.y closely
53.3 A few exceptions
2.2-1'-A number of exceptions.

.0 Hardly-fit atoll

.37. Did yqur experienced Teacher Fellowsh?p
or discussions as the year progresed?

.

75.6 Yes
20.0 No
4.4 No_yesponse

I

,

.

- s

ram staff conduct regular stall meetings

/ v.

r'

-86-
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38. (low did you find your reaching assignment?

4.4:-. Unbelievably heavy
40,0 Quite heavy
42.2 . About right
4.44 -Quite light 1.

.0 Very light.
679 '. No efsponse` .4_

1 .
.

Plecise-descAibe your assignment (classroom hours etc.)

44"

-

_ 39. Were there outside lecturers or speakers invited tOciacaticipate in the Experience

88.9
s. 8.9

2.2 o response

Fellowship Program?

Yes
No

nrs, e they 'effective?

57.8 , Very effective
31]1, Somewlipt effective

.0 Not very effective
Not_effective at aLl

;8:9 Na. response

.

40. Were theie-significant adjustments in theprogram'after. the academic year began?
. .

\
°There were major revisions And adjustme.nts2.2

,

TIE9---,7 There were significant revisions and adjustments
...._____

51%1 There weme slight revisions and adi sti

711*-
17.8 There Were essentially 4 r4Ivisions.., ustrnqnrs

\. ,

Please:describe briefly the changesbr adjus s.4'1`

4;b

,
"-.

41. In your opinion, ,has the fact..that-Experienced Teacher Fellowship Progiom participants
studied and.worked as a groupreiulled,in riao're satisfactory results?

-0

3

ll i. .

i ( '
77.8 Yes, use of group- resulted ingreatly enhanced learning
20.0*., Perhaps, group effect wis noticeable - .' .

2.2 Doubtful, group effectgas not very useful. in ehhancing learning
,

No, group effect did not contribute to learning.

11

.93
-87-

0,

4:

,
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4244.4 you asp teacher feel challenged by'lhe.grauF5of Experienced TeacherlFellbw;?.
...

i 33.3 . Very much sip thallenged'.
55.6 Quite ckiallenged
4.4 Not-dial lekged*very much

.0 'Not challenged-at all
No revorise.

Please comment .-

lr

,?
0

)
I " . a

1 ' 'ZI ,

Did you feel threatened-afall by tkiegraup af Experie,nced Teacher Fellows?

1 '; l. . ..4. .
''' ,

J
.9 Very much threatened
.6 Quite threatened , ,k,

.
15.6 Not threatenedvery nixich.,
82.2 Not threatened 'at all v.

, ,..
. 2.2 . Na response .

.0-

.

Please comment

44. Ha4. s.the Experienced, Teacher Fellov/shipiProgram in which you have participated been -
imagi native and innovative'?"

22. 7Unusually imaginative andand innovative2
62.2 Quite imaginative and innovative , ....

11'. 1 Not very imaginative and innovative
.0 _ Not at all imaginatiit end innovative el

4.4 .No sponse ... ,.: .

.
, 4

I 'Please deserib what you believe to be the most imaginative or innovative aspects of the
Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program

4°4

45" Was an effort made to utilize the experience and background of the participants to
enharice the learning and develop the program?

88.9 Yes
4.4 No
6.7 Uncertain

Please'comment

I

.11..

ea

94.
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46. Was Any effort made by the staff to modify the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program
to take advantage of the experiince and background of the participants?

62.2 Yes
26.7 No-
8.9 Uncertain.
2.2 No response

Please' describe any modification

47. flow adequate were the several

(a) Library
(b) Classrooms
(c) Educational media
(d) Field trips
(e) Staff meetings
(f) Graduate assistant help

48. Was there a feeling of

asgscts of the Experienced Teacher-fellowship-Program?
-

Was Not No
Excel lent pood "Fair . Poor Available Rosponse

I

60.0 24.4 13.3 2.2 .0 .0
40,0 40.0 -17.8 -272* .0
31.J 53.3 13.1 '.0 2.2
31.1 28.9 11'.1 -67/. 1373 . 6.7
2E-6 42.7 20.0 15TY -70
17.8 35.6 2.2 2.2 40.0 3.2

group solidarity among participants in the-Program?(

66.7 Yes, there was a. strong leering of grotYp
26.7 There was considercible-feeling of group
6.7 There was some, but not much, feeiing

.0 There, was no feeling of solidarity at all

-
49. 'How would you rate the overall morale of the

37.8 .Very high
42.2 Pretty high
17.8- Abait average
2.T- Pretty low

.0 Very low 1

4,

solidarity
solidarity

of solidarity

participants

4

ti

et 4

4
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50. Did the participants-seemgenuinely interested in the stbjeg matter of the. Program'? .

.
60.0 -,gefinitely.Yes

=4(14.------Fpr the most part, yes
.0 For the most part, no
.0 ----.4.1most corrfpietely no

1

. . Or
51.. How well do you think 'the participants understood the objectives and purposes of the

EiperienCed :Leacher Fellowship Program before the year began? ,- .
40 .

26..0 Verywell *- e t'=' .4
67474. Pretty well :

..

1

. 13.6 Not very well >
r

k

,

-..k--,----....-,,-. :.
.0 Not well atall . , .

- -76 ----' Was. not aware of any objectives or purposesit .

4. - .. .1110
,

. , ..

How, %.4ere these purposes and objectiNlies communicated to them?

0

lee
.

52. i-low would you describe the cooperation that you received.from other academic de tments

of the University? ;

40
t

,40.O' Unusually good
51.1 Quite good .. ..

4.4-7-Quite poor
2.2 Unusually poor '--
2.2 - No response . ,.

. , ....
.. .

5. is the director of the teacher-education On your. ca,Fnpus aware glhe operatkorc of the Experiericed,...
Teacher Fellow. ship Program on your campus? . ...

.,...
. .

,

- 28.9 Very much involved
22.2 Quite involved

'714.4 .7-- Not very involvear
2.2 Not at all involv
2.2 No response

,

1

-7

,4'

16.

I1

4





./

54. .11}-le inv?ived intt he operation of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Prograin on your
cam 2

8.9 V Very much involved
17.8 Quite involved
51.1. Not very =involved
20.0 Not involved at all

/ 2.2 No. response -
fr

p

4

55. to your opinion, has the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program had an impact on the on-
going teacher education program inayour institution?

:

24.4 A very great impact
37. Some impact
13.3 Uncertain
15.6 Little impact .

6.7 Practically no impact at all
2 re onse

44

Please, describe briefly the impac),

56. Please describe as carefully, but4briefly, as you can the 'nature a . extension of the
relationship between.the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program, an. the cooperating
school systems. (Include such items as selection, supervision., inte'etation of seminars,
development of program and courses.)

57. Did you, in addition to your duties as direct6r, teach.courses in the Experienced Teacher

Fellowship Program?
.

77.8' Yes

17.8 No
4.4 No response

Please desc;i1,:ie

7

t

r

;



58. Did you have a difficult, time recruiting staff members for the Experienced Teacher
Fellowship Program?

11.1 Yes
88.9

If yes, would yOu comment

i ._ s

. ..._}
59. Please givethe number Of students who began the program btif did not finish.

:
.

Please omment on the students who dropped out.
--T-41111g

GENERAL COMMENTS

Only a few aspects of your experience as director of the Experienced Teacher Peflowship Program '
can be examined in a questionnaire of this sort. Therefore, in the space below we welcome
your individual comments on the Program'andlis effects:

r

V

-92 -.
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Appendix E. Experien4 ced Tea. chei.Fellow6hip Program Evaluation Tear!nsi

MATH AND SCIENCE

Earlhd'm College, Richmond, Indiana

SA 7 *Harokl,K. Hughes,,Charrmitn, Departmerit of Physics'
IndianaStpte University, Terre Haute, Indiana 47809

TE - Ralph Lefler, Department of Physics
Purdue University, Lafayette., Indiana 47906

MT - Robert N. White,. ScicnceDepartmenNi-lead
Clarksville Jr.kHigh School, Clarksville, Indiana 47131

Florida State Univets_ity, Tallahassee, Florida

SA - *Hou;_ton T. Karnes, Math Dept., Louisiana kfate .University
Baton Rouge, Louis.iana 70803 .

5'

, William Ny(illip,.Peofessor of Mats Education, 121B Baldwin Hall
College of Education; University of Qeorgia, Athens, Gebrgia 30601.

MT - Mrs,. Agnes Rickey, Supervisor of Ma-theinatics
.County Board of Public Instruction, Miami., Florida

Michigan State University, East Lansing., Michigan

SA: Richard E. Hodges, Director, Elementary Teacher Education Program
Graduate School of Education, .Unity of Chicago
5835 S. Kimbark Avenue, -Chicago, Illinois 60637

,TE - *William Eller, School 'of Education, State University
Buffalo:New Yoik 142M

MT - Margaret Wittrig, Board of
346 Second' Avenue,-S. W.

41111F

Education, Primary Consultant
, Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404

4

'The following abbreviations are used to identify 'the professional roles of
team members:

S- Subject Area Specint
Teacher EduCation specialist

MT - Malter Teacher or other Supervijory-Person

Team Coordinator

99
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HISTORY.
.

I

Carnegie nvitutedofecAnology, Pittsburgh, Pennsjilvania

'SA - *John M. Thompson, Department of History
University of rndiana, Bloomington, Indiana

TE Howard Reinstra, Department of History
Calvin College, -Grand Rapids., Michigan 49506

MT - Zeb Wright, Program Specialist, Social Studies
West Virginia State Dept. of Education, State Capital Buildiog
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

Illinois State University, klormal, Illinois

SA - *Gilbert Fite; Department of History
University of Oklahoma, Norman, Oklahoma

TE - Howard Reinstra (as listed above under.Cainegie Tech.)

MT - G ry Baker, Committee on the Study of History
Newberry Lilarary, Chicago, Illinois

University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas

SA ---1CV. Burgle Brown, TuIane University.
New Orleans, Louisiana

an.

Richard,Brown, Chairman, Committee on 'the-Study. of History
Newberry Library, ChiCago, Illinois

MT - James Landing, Instructor in Geography, Elston Jr/Sr High School
Detroit at Spring-Street, Michigan City, Indiana 46360

.

SOCIAL STUDIES

Syracuse, University, Syracuse, r,/,_.Ycs_

6 - 4

,SA B . Cohen, Director, Graduate School of 4:graphy
Clark University, Worcester, Massachusetts ,01610

TE - isador Starr, History Department, City UniVersity of New York
Queens C011ege, Kissens Blvd., Flushing,' New York 11367

MT - Philip Woodruff, Westport Pkiblic Schools, Weslport, Connecticut

it



ENGLISH

University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois

-SA - *Norman C. Stageberg, Professor of English
Iowa State College, Cedar Falls, Iowa,

TE Dean William Jenkins, School of EducatiOn
University of Wisconsin4 Milwau4kee, Wisconsin

MT Mrs. Esther Williams, Chbirman, English DepartMent
' Wilmingtot High SEhool, 300 Richardson Place, Wilmington,. ,

University of Nebraska, Lincoln; Nejataska

SA - Richard Braddock, Coardipaior, Rhetoric Progrpm
University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa 52240

-41 ,

TE - *Norman C. Stageberg (as listed&ove under U. of Illinois)

MT - Mrs. Esther Williams (as listed above under U. of Illinois)

READI NG'

,Indiana University, Bloomingtbn,girrdiana ,

A

Ohio 4507

SA_- Nathan Blount, Research and Developmnt Center
, 1404 Regent Street, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 53706

TE - *Naomi Chase, Assoc. Professor of Education, Elementary Department
Burton Hall, Scbool- of Education, University of Minnesota.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455'

MT - ,Mory Huber, Reading Teacher, Terre Haute Public Schools
'1101 S. 13th Street) Terre ,Haute, Indiana

Sonoma State College,Rohnert Park, California

SA *tad Miller, Associate Professor*of Education, Bakersfield Center

,
'of Fresno Stale College, 4021 Mt. Vervn Avenue, Bakerifield California 9n06, i. - .

/ IE Jordan B. Utsey, Associate Professor of Education, School of Education..

University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon 94703
..

'.MT Millard Black, Curriculum Consultant, Los Angeles City Schools
,. 450 Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, California

0
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TEACHING OF THE DISADVANTAGED .:
-r. . .

a -1 J

Universitywo'f Alaska, -.College, Alaska ) °
-e. .

' .

. SA Richard,P. Lcinjaker, Ditpartm'ent,of Political Science
University of California, 'Los Angeles, alifornia 9)3024

)

TE - *Matt) Tcippe, School of EduCation, Univei-sity'of(Michigan
Ann Arbor,.Michigan

MT - Gietta Pniift, Principal, Garfield Public School
.5 Pagidenci Sc'hool System; Pasadena', California

.4

,.. Illinois eaChers College;. Chicago North, Chicago, Illinois

SA *Matt Trippe (see above, under U. of'Alaska)

TE - E. Boyd 'Shannon XPasadena College) (Temp.: 1250 Fourth Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C.) t.

, .

MT - Marjorie Mayo, Principal; Abraham Lincoln School
Kankakee, Illinois 60901

f.

Temple University, Philadelphia, Pa.,

,

t'

r \

SA *Walter Crockett, Department of Psychology
Clark University, Worcester, Massachusetts 01.610 ,e,

. .. ,..

TE - 'Roy EdelfelfrAssociate Secretary, Natidrial Committee'on Tea'oher
'Education and Professional Standardi, 120.1 Sixteenth Street, N. Wi.

. Washington, D. C. 20036

MT Mrs.. Jean Kuni, Director of Nursery School /Kindergarten, College of Educatio n-
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742

--

. / )
-i

Texas Western'College, El Paso, Texas . ,
e...

.

. .
, ..
SA - *JdCques Wilson, Our Lady of the Lake College, 411 S. Vit.

.
24th5Street, .

t.,Sari Antonio, Texas 78207
- , ,

.TE - Joseph Cardenas, St. Mar y's University, San Antonio, Texas 78228
, . .

MT - 'Mrsir,...-Herlinda Garcia, E burg'Pbblio School, Edinburg, Texas
. . " t1

. -

Richard Gordon, Schdcrl -lucation.
.

. Clark, Urriversity,.Worcester',,MassachUsetts 01610
..1 , .

I"

,
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COUNSEL,I,N.G- AND GUIDA'NCE

UniversitY of Maryland,.C011egeirk, Maryland
. F

. , .

-...

of
r

.: SA - Frederick 1.,Gaudet, director, Laboratory ot Psychological Studies
Stevens 1.nstitUte,ifloboken, New Jersey

C..*

.

S

\,

a
TE - *Jbseph Young, Sch"ool of Education, Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

1 ..

,

I

MT - Irvitig Zweilbelson, Senior Psychologist
City School, District, New Rochelle, New ((ork 10810

University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri

N.

.,

SA - *Merle Ohlsen) Pro fessor, Educational Psycliology,,_188 Education'Building
UniversitY of 11 linois,. Urbana: Illinois

TE
i .
Donald L. Molder, Ph.D., Eastern Illinois University, Charleston Illinois

. -
, s

M1-4- Vy. David Whiteside, Director Pupil Services, Arlington Heights Public Sohooliiik
Chicago, Illinois_

' 1 . 4

University of'Rochester, Rociester, New York

. .
-SA - BufordSteffIre,,Professor of Education ?. --

Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824
. . 1,

TE Goldie Ruth Koback,'Professor of Education', City College of Nev*v York
Convent Avenue at 135th Street, ,r9ew York, New York 10031

MT -, George Leute, Guidance Counselor, Haverford Township Sr.
1-averton, Pennsylvania 190'83 ,k--. ..

ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

igh School
,.

, . i
Fisk.Universiy, Nashville/ Tennessee . . .

. .,/".
SA twirey W. Barker, Department of Political S: nce, 'University of Illinois; -

, ,. . ,

Chicago Circle, P. O. Box 4348, Chicago, Ilinois 60680
(

.

.q - *Dean Jerome Sachs, Illinois'reachers College
. Chicago- North, Chicago, Illinois

.. .

1
. _ I

MT Lewis J._Hilliard, Principal, Edisbn Sc400l .

521 E.:Perkins AvgAue, Mt. Vernon, Illinois 62468
. ....,

0 .
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Uriiv,ersity of Mis ours, Kansas City, Missouri

f

SA - Twiley W. Barker (see above under Fisk University)

TE - *Dean Jerome Sachs (see above under Fisk, University)

MT Lewis J. Hilliard (see above under Fisk University) ,

Teachers College, 4,14ornbia Univeesity, flew York,. New York

SA - Edward Bantel, School of Education; Piychology Department
Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan

TE - *Roy Edelfelt (se`e above under Temple University)

MT -- Mrs. Jecin Kunz (see above under Te mple University)

MODERN FOREIGN LANGUAGES.."
University of Indiana, Bloomington,on, Indiana

SA *Norman P. Sacks, Professor, Spanish and PortuguesZ)
University of Wisconsin, Mcidison, Wisconsin 53706

I) I

TE - Miss Marianne Ciotti, Candiclatefor Ph.D. in Foreign Language Education
1634 Neil Avenue, Rpm 433, Neil Hall, Ohio State University s'

Columbus, Ohio 43210

.MT - Anthony Gradisnik, Milwaukee. Public Schools
52215 W. Vlict Street, Mitwat*ee, Wisconsin 53208

University of Washington, Seal\le, Wastiington

SA - F . W.' Strothrhan, Professor of German, Executive Head, Department of
Modern European. Languages, Stanf6rd University, Stan{ California

TE - *Joseph E. Axelrod, Coordinator Experimental Reshman Year Program
San Francisoo,State College, 540 Powell Street
San Francisco, California 94108

MT Helen Shelton; Supervisor Forekn Language Program, P. 0. Box 527
State Office of Professional Instruction, Olympia, Washington 98501

101
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-ART AND,&MUSIC
5

Arizona State -Universit; /Tempe, Arizona .

111A Ronald Silverman,. Professor of Art Education, California Stale College
5151 State College, Los Angeles, California 90032 I . ti

I. ,

TE *William Engbretson, School of Education, University -of benver
- Denver, Colorado 80210

, , . . ,- .
6MT-- Mrs. \Audrey Welch, .Supervisor of Art, Glendale Unified School System

'411 East Wilsorif Avenue, Glendale, California 91206
. /. .

GEOGRAPHY

Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio

, *
SA'- *Edwin_ N. Thomas, Research D-ector, Tr-oRsportation Center

Northwestern-University, Evahston, Illinois

- Jewell Phelps, Professor o Geography
George Peabody College ashville, Tennessee 37203

MT - James Landing (see details under University of.Kgnsas)

r Oregon College of EdUcafion, Mcimmuth,
Oregon(

r,

/,
SM *George H. Kakuichi, Deportment of Geogrophy, University of Washington

Seattle, Washington 9810

TE William Jones, Division of Education, Colifornia State College at Hayward
25800'H'illary Street, Hayward, California 94542

)rMT Charles Moody, Consu -ltant in Social ScienCe, and Executive Secrets 55550
and Coordinator of Rine Arts and Humanities Project, State Departmen of
Education; 721 Capitol Mall; Sacramento, California 95814(.

EDUCA TIONAL MEDIA

Chapman College, Orange, California .

SA 7 .*James W. Brown, Dean of Graduate.Studies and!Research, San Jose
ata.te College, San Jose, California

(Observer - Richard. P. Longaker)

TE -
. .

Vernon S. Gerlach, Associate Professor, Classroom Learning Laboratory
Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona 85281
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" . .

MT - Robert Gerletti, piirecor,' Division of EducationaltMedia, Los'Angeles .

-County Schools, 1,55 W. Washjngton-Blvd., ,Los Angeles,'Calif.nia 90013

SCHOOL LIBRARY

<19

4
, . s'

Columbia University; Nevrolfopk, New York .

. . . . '`
A

SA Paul Masoner; Dean and Professor of Education, University of Pittsburgh
. , .
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213 .

TE -.' *Sara Fenwick,Graduate Library School ,
University of Chicago, Chicago,, fllinois'`

,
4..

. MT Mrs. Nancy Walker, 'Supervisor, LibiorrSer' vccei, Anne Arvndel County Schools
T

HEALT kr10N
.

University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon

SA- Willis J. Baughman; Professor of Health Education, University of Alabama
University, Alabama .

TE - *J. W. Kistler, Head; Deportment Health and Physical Education
Louisiana Statek University,' Baton Route,, Louisiana,, , 4

MT - Michael.) Flanagan, Director, 41ea411.and Physical Education, Pennsylvania
State Depart/nem-of Education, Hiurisburg, Pennsylvania

.

SCHOOLPSYCHOLOGY

.
Rutgers - The State University, Nev; Brurf;wiCk, New Jersey

SA Frederick Gaudet )
TE - *Joseph Young ' ) See details under University of Maryland'
MT - Irving1weilbelson, )

ELEMENTARY ADMINISTRATION

UniVersity of Sotylihwbstern ,Lauisiano, Lafayette, Louisiana

44,

SA - *David Begs, School of Education, Universe y of, Indiana, Bloomington, Indiang

TE - Wiliam McKillip (see details underflorida State, University)

MT - Mrs. Agnes Rickey (see detciils under lorida State University)

. -100-
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Appendix/F .
_,

Responses to Visitors Evaluation Forrn
1

.- r V

4

, ..

4/ .: .. . . , . t.°I.

.1 . Is the Experienced} Teacher Felkiwship Program having an, impact on t,e on-
going, teacher educationrogram of We institution?

t
2 8' 8 8 3 2 0 .

Tlo V Very . .
't

llrApac't
Impressive .,.

Impael.
General comments: Is there evidence that the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program
is strengthening teacher education? How did you.gather your information? Can you be

specific?
. 4k

% I
.

.
, 9

..
0

2'. -All,programs, in their proposals, maintained that imagination and innovation would

be itflportant aspec ts of their programs. Is there such 'imagination and innovation'in action'?.
.

0 4 , 8 .7 11 1 4_1___ /
\ No imagination Great deal of,

brInnovation -, . -,,. imagination.

.
- and innovation

e
General comments: What are the imaginative and innovative elemerrt4? Who was
responsifor them? Are they working? Are they operational 'and reproducible?
What is the single most innovativedspect of the program? What is the last innovative;

. %

3. Arp, subject matte*and teacher education departments working together?

5 5 3 10 2

Not at-
a II -

V1ry close
cdo'peration

General comments: How are the subject matter and education departments cooperating?
In program development, seminar programs, course derlopthent, etc. ? Is the prOgrarn

truly integrated? Should it be? ,
46

a

. Numbers in the blailks indicate the number of evaluation teams who checked edch ,

alternative. In the actual of this fo,m, each 'question was on a different page in
order to leave space for extensive cothinent; -

,

4
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. .

. i ,tt I
.

. .
4. -.

4. All of the l'irograms indicate 'coopertion.with local and'otter school districts: ' / 445-

HoW extensive are the relationships between colleges (and' universities) and' cocerating. -
_.

sch9oldistriats.? . . ,
. .

.

.

5 5, 5
No ,
relationship

N

-."
*4

* '''

. ,s
(

,f,
,

.

e ne ra I ;corn e nts What Is tht
for Ic7C< of cooperatiorr?-ls there
'joint prOgrani?

.4 t

; 1 - )
A ,.. .

1.1.,-,.. im t #,,,,

4 .. 3 r,.' ... . . .
' 4.4

, ' , ,,,

.
E

,6 2 , . .
Very productiVe
relationship

.
.

k- : cea.

rev?' kl:tetgbaper7ft leer?, What seems'to b.e.- the reason
sai)eki-ston of teachers ?. integra.tibin of seminars, . ,

N.

5. Did the institution receive a grarit under the liistitutkonaj Grants Program?
. '4"

.40

22 . Yes- 9 No

, . .

Pretise discuss any infOrthatidn you bp ve .that such funds used it improve and
.. ,

strengthen the normal ngojng teacher tra ng program.

, .
_.-. l

6. How adec ualte were the institution's.faci13 ti to' the,scope angi,purp
A

bses of the Program r. ,.
.-.----- ; . .. - ir. 4

7 3 7..... 8 , 3 2:2 . '0 .

.

--A11-6-gther . ',.._ t .arly
adequate ', 4 inaaequertet

- -
%.

General comments: Were the classrooms', 'library, educatibnal media, and other'..
facarties adequate to the Program? , .. -.

,---N-
ft

.

7. Sometirnes.a program in operation.operatesiastantially,as if was envisioned in.trle
. -

proposal, sometimes there are major deviations fro the proposal, To what extent
did this Program conform to the,outlines of We p osal

,. .

6 10 8 5'. '0

Althast t . Ektriame--
etkactly -4' .'' f a deviation

It . 4
General comments: Were the deviaitions, such as they were, sensible and beneficial or
harmfuand ill-considered? Or should there haveliten greater flexibiNty 'in the Program:' , / ,

1 I I

One evaluation teams did noq-espond to thispem.

a
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i. . ,,.
. ' , . -. , .

8. To what 'extent 'dici,the Program appear tdcontriNte tofhe plans or development
of the Department qnd the Institution? '- ' ..4

. .4,

1 r *- 1. 12 , . i 8 9

Ho rcii y
, "--!4-55--ir- --5-7----1-

40
.

al-all giN

. %I .

A

Gieat
deal, . 5

General comments: How, Specifically, does this program fit into thelong-range
pans for developing the Department?

Hole the director or the staff of thie program been cbalrenged by the Program?
(This *tolcrbe interprete'cJ either as .",s?imulated" or "threcitened" or bot lease

indicate the difference below.)

1 7 1 6 1, 2 14

... Sti riVa ter . . es, .

not d t a II
.

°
. , ' definitey

.

0 0, '3 '6 e .5 .8 9
..1%.

, TFJteneda ' .

____,.....
No7ca.all ,

very much '
... . .1.

.
General comrpents:' ivould'you'saj, that the' faculty members Rave grown professionally

. , during the-year? Or has it been a year of trectdingwater? is th re any evidence that
the staff has been threatened by the students or resentful of the -

i . f. 1 ?

,10 ' , ' ." . .
9* . * -

10. Does their pailicipation in the Pregram_seem to have drawn the faculty together
as a group or to produce dissension and division among them"?

. .0. .
.2 3 8 ` 17 1 0 or 6...._ .

Drew them . ','i
..._
Produceid. '!

" together' division

4 .
. .

General comments.; In what respects have the staff been drawn together? In what
4

respects have they been divided?

I

fr:t.

11. : On the average how Well qualified were the staff members Who taught in the Prograrrriw,

.

-13 8
.

2 0 0

itglry III
- 4. 4,

.

Substantiolly
I., ,qualified. .. \ unqualified

.
. .

Il

10.'9
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12. How much' variation in qudlity of the staff was there.dround this average value?

-- 5 1 T1 4
r- , 5 2 3e

u..,- ..ffre .,. .,.. ,. - G
variation , variation

.

.. oeCenerol-comme nts Feel free: to comment at so 4/. length on the qualifications of the.
. sTa-r-------) -

-,
' 4,* .

41. r -
13. Was thefdcuLty's load too, light, too heavy, or about right? (Note that this scale
ranges from foa light to too heavy.)

0
Too-17,-ght

U. 0 15

General comments:

14 right'

t

)6

14. tIow -about the work load of the participants?

1

0 l'O ** 12 6 3-0 0

Toeffiht_

General:comments:s

4

About *ToTrt eavy
right

t -
15. How effectively was the initial process of selecting participants carried out?

.4 10, 8 5 3 1 0'
Extremely - Generally
effective , ineffeCtive

.

General comments: How carefully was the selection procedure carried out? Was there
ari attempt to find participants who would. be uniquely suited to the Program? If so,

fa
+: ,,as this attempt successful? .

4

-104-
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16. Has the Program taken account of and advantage of the rich experience and prior
preparation of the experienced teachers?

.
. 4 .

1 8 7. 5 .7 1

Not k, Yes,

atoll definitely

General comments: -There is some'inform3tion which indicates that several-programs
have not taken account of the experience d the participants. Is this the case? What
are the clue to this judgment? We're there changes, made to remedy the situation?
What-are the constructive features of the Program which capitalize upon the
experience and preparation of the participants?

17. Unlike conventional graduateprograrns, the Experienced Teacher Fellowship
Program is based upon a block'or group program approach. The intent is to use the group
to enhance rearningTy building morale and esprit' de corps. Hos this been successful?

1 1 '1 . 3 5 ' 8 X12

Not Extremely
at all , , . - successful

,..;
General Comments: In your opinion, has the'Proiram produce4reater benefits for
*.subject mailer teaching competence than thi conventional 4ype of program? Has the M.
group become widely separated:from other graduate students.? Has friction developed?

. .
-,

18. Were the relations df the jiOrticipants to.regular'graduate students In the
Department c'Ordial or hastile?

6 4' 6 12 0 0 0

. Aral Hostile

General comments: At what points did the relations between participants and graduate
students seem most straihed? Least strained? Would you say that the strength or

11
weakness of the over-au graduate.program contributed to or detracted from the
effectiveness of the Program?

. ;
1Three evaluation teams did not rily to this item:

-105-

J

a



II

19. Did the Program seem to meet he'needs oft e participants?

3 * , L
.,

1

Po, .
a 6 9 10- 3 0 f

Very
poorly

Extremely .

well :
111

Ge at comments: In wt respects were the stafr-ancitke Program most sensitive to the
nee e participants,? In what way!} did the Program's structure conflict with the
nee s of the participhnts?

0

20. %How well do you thinV the general concepts,of the subject matter were communicated .

to the' rticipantsQ wVr

1 12 - 10 4 2 1 1 .
NWT Very poorly

., If%
General comments: Please indicate those aspects of the subject matter,you feel were
especially 6ffective and those that seemed least adeqUately presente41.

21. How appropriate was the Content of the curriculum to the needs and abilities of
Athe students'? ,

4

2 , 11 8 9 0 0, 1

Very
%

, Quite
appropriate ' t

-..- . -- , lnappropriafe.

General comments: Was,the level of content too high for participants?' Too low ?'
How much variability in level did there appear to.be from time to time or from instructor*,

,to instructor?

22. Have the participants ed contactvith the-k home school system; this year?1

2
.

6 10 3.

.

J
, t

General comments: Have participants operated substantially independevtly of the ,,,-
schooTi-thry return to, or kiave they Attained contacts and 'feelings aliriembershif's. ,
in their homb schools? . II

. . . ./
. , .

lOne team of evaluators did not reply tq this item.
' , i

Yes, close
contact

. A most
contact

4
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23. Will the participants be able to apply what they have learned when they return

to their schools next year?

4 8 11'. 4" 4 0
#

Definitely Probably

yes ,not

General comments: What do participants expect their supervisors to demalid of them

next,year? DOWey think they will be able to meet their demands.? Do you think

they'can meet the demands?

24. Finally, please feel free,to comment at length on the aspects of the Program that''`

you have not presented'above. What was your over-all judgment of the Program and

its-effectiveness I

. 4.

.*

I
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1. Aiqs and Obiec_tives of the Council

The Council was formed in'1968 to provide a much-
nfeded forum for the interchange of ideas and advice
on the promotion, of environmental education.' Its
formation has enabled representatives prom a large
number of organisations concerned Witheducation or'.
environmental management to meet together at regular
intervals. Details' of the Council''s membership are
given in Section 3.

The Council's role is essentially that of a liaison
body. It encourages communication between meber
organisations and others so that duplication of effort p

-can be avoided and the various bpdies working in this
important and 'rapidly expanding fii0 can benefit from
tA experience and advice of othdrs... Individuals
interested or involuted in environmental education can
often be helped by the C'ouncil's Secretariat in its
developing sole as an Information Sermice for- matters
relatineto environmental education. The Council
also ipitSites projects from timeto time to further
these aims.

4

The COuncil 44 registered at the Departhent of
Education and Science as an educational charity and

.exists on grants from the Department of the Environment,
loca] education authorities and charitable bodies. i

.

Z. The origins of the Council.

In the ydari leading up to the Edropean Conservation

Year (1970) three conferences on the theme.of"The
Countryside in 1970" were held in this country.
These Conferences enabled representatives of a wide
range of organisations concerned with countryside use
and,managgment to gather together to discuss the state
of the British couritryhide as It was likely to be in
1970. At the second conference, recognition was given
'to the vital role which educatiolhad to play in' 4
promoting environmental awarenesrand consideration.

4



,r

c.

-2-

The working party set up by the Duke of Edinburgh's ,

standing Committee for the "Countryside in '19-70"

recommended float a Council to coordtnatA information

on environmental education should be set up,, and in

1968 the Council held its first meeting under the
chairmanship of Sir Jack LOngland,''T6e Countil's
remit covers England and Wales, a separate Committee. -

for Scotland 'raving ben set `up at the same time.'

Although its formation fOliowedlhe'Countryside in
L9701 conferences, the Council's field of inteript is
not limited to the rural environment, as it recognises
that die urban and rural elements of the environment
are inextricably.linked and interdependent. Neither
does ,the Council envisage eavironmentaleducation !is' /4
bp4ng the prerogatibt of,any one of the existing

It feels that an interdisciplinary
approach should be'attempted where possible, s

so that
the teachtni profession as aNT'holvand all pupils,
regardless of academic ability, are able to benefit'
from the-use of the environmentas a' medium for educatiori
and are thereby. encouraged to develop.respect And
concern for the quality of the environment. ,

3. the Council's ttructure and Megtership

Over 50 national organisations, including local
uthority, teachers' and other professional organisations
and statutory authorities and volAtary bodiei concerned
with environmental management, are memberS of the
Council, and observers from the Department of.Eduoation
and Science, the Department of the Environment, the
Welsh Education Office and the SdRools Council also
attend meetings. A detailed chart of the Council's
membership is given at the end of this leaflet. '

The full Cquncil meets once a year, and members-ire
kept informed pf progreas by a N4rsletter CREED'. -
see pubLications list)which Is issued three times
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*a year. In' addition to the annual meeting-of the
COuncil, which has in.recent years incorporated an
Open.Meetingidiscussion session with,,invited,sAakers,
the Council is able to organige,conferenses which.
sa,llow fuller discussibn of particular prolems.;

Much of the woilio,f the Council is InitAat4d by its ti o
sub-committees. .1hese'are composed of reprOsentatives
from selected' member organisations and are concerned
with Education.and ResourcesrespectivetY. 'Meetings
of these Committees often result in fruitful co-,
operation between membei.organisations which helps to
avoid misuncierstendings'between the various/interest
groups., Each sub-Committee is &powered-to set up
Working Parties, composed of members'of the Committee
and other co -opted individuals, to study particular
problems and make recommendations bn the4r solutibus.
Subjects investigated by Working Parties of this kind
include,the`me of maps in environmentar education,-
rhcludins_problems arisingfrom the payment of
royalties and,CORyright ways in Whieh ,

teacheile and youth leaders can be Made more aware of
,their responsibilities when leading'paktips of fleld-.
worWers; the career Prospects of .thoid whorwish to
find a job inlcbnservation/environmental management;
and the provision of examinatibds in environmental
education at school.level,rincluding an assessment of '\
the environmental contaft.of traditional subject

,

,
The Council's 'Executive CoMmittee, composed of its '

officers and the Chairmenoand elected representatives
of the Committeei, meets at intervals to qversee
the general running bf thip Council and the Secretarlat.

6
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Membership of the Council: is open to any national organ-
isation with`an-interest enviionmental education,
prpvid0 the application for membership is approved by
the Exentive Committee. . Thefe are no membership fees',
but each member organisation is expected to finance the
'activities of its elected representative(s). There.
is no individual membership 4e the Council, although (
any intereste44ndividual may subscribe to,the Council's
publicati9ns.

4. Brief Historyof the' Council
1

I%

Initia* the Cguncil operated on a'purely'voluntary
ba'sis, with minor expenses being met by the

theconcerned.' Mr Philip Oswald, them Head of the Nature
Conservancy:s Education'Advisory Section; was the
Acting Secretary to the Counal for its first.ewo years
and wks: responsible for- carrying qut a substantial
mailing to schools and collegda during European,Conser
veiogr Year. Daring ECY The .Council was successful in
.,obtaining a three year grant from the, Ernest Cook Trust
,qor'the'establishment of a'SecrectiFiat, and 1n September
.1927O, Mr C L Mellowes, formerly Director of Education-
for .Northumberland, was appointed,as part-time Secretary

\(..r. _with Mr Davhid Withrington as'his Administrative As.;is-
tatlt,1 The Secretariat was housed in a small office in
theltondonlieadquarters of the National Council of
Social Service.

hi.

The afuncil was registered with the Department of
Edu,,atiolL and Science as an educational chari'iy, and

1
the Secretariat entered into negotiations with the
Carnegie UK'Trust'whi.ch.resurted in ,a generous grgnt

over three years\.being gilien to -ale Countilf This ,

provided funds for the apEointment of a second'adminifs-
. irativ.e assistant, and two graduates, Carol Johnson, BSc,

. and Jicqui.Smith, B'S'c,- were appointed in December 1971,.
fo(owtng the resignation of Mr Withrington,.to carry
but the day-to-day work of the Secretariat, ;15i too
work on the three projects,undertaken with help of

7..
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.tnis grant. these eventually resulted in, the publi-
cation of DELTA, tHe revised version of the Difectory
of Centres, and Advice on the Production nf a Resource
Guide for Outdoor Studies, and in the setting up of
the Codncil's information service. .

In.April 1973, following, the death.of Mr Mellowest
former HMI John Pullen was appointed as Secretary. 'Mr

Pullen was largely responsible for initiating a
successful appeal which secured support for.the
Council's work frame number of education authoritiet.
thraughout England and Wakes: It 'is' hoped that this
syppo&will continue in the future so that the Council
cln epand its.activities.

In August 1973, the Council's Secretariat moVed its
offices to the School of Eduation at Reading University,
a move brought about by a desire to strengthen links .

with educationists and, through the Schodl of Education's
Advanced Diploma Colase in Environmental Studies in
Education, with experienced teachers interested In
environmentall/education. Although formal links with
the Vniveraity exist - Professor Wilson of the School
of Education is a member of the Council's Executive
Committee, and Tessa Davey,'Course Tutor of the
Advanced Diploma Course (since replaced by Dr. C.
Gaiford)e was appointed as-Special Consultant db the
Council - the Council still ;retains financialAndepen-
ence and its charitable status.

Soonafter the move to Reading, Mr PUlleTi retired from
his official position with.the Council, although he

'maintained an Interest in the Councit's wnrk until his
death in 1977. Chrol JOhnson(now Mrs Carol Hemswort1)-
wai promoted to the of full-time Secretary,

.....Jacqui Smith became AdministrativeAssistant,' and.h

.,,,,_pert-time secretarial assistant was employed to help
with the Work load.
).

In September 1975, Sir Jack,Longland'retired from hi;
s position as Chairman of the Council, and Petri& '
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Whallard (ex-Chief EduCation Officlr fdi Bedfordshire) /

was.elected as the new Chairmafi. At.the
4.
same time,/ , f.

Lord Sandford agreed to become President of the Counci'.

The Department of the Envirpntent gave recognition'to
the, importance of the Council's work in976, in the-
form of f grant to match the contri'bu'tions fr6r
authbrit144. Shortly gftei this, Mrs Hemsworth left
the Connell, and Miss Smith took her place as Secretary.

-5. Present Activities

6,
The third-project funded by theCarnegie UK Trust
involved tge provision of information and materfas:
for teachers and youth leaders .who wish. to apbark
upon environmental studies prolets. TheCounciliin
common with many other organisations in this field,
receives a great deal Qf correspondence from' indi-
viduals and institutions, b h from the (1K and' abroad,
interested in some aspect o enlrironmental education.
In its central pisition as the coordinating body folk
so. many organisations involved in environmental

education, the Council and its Secrf'tariat are well
placed Co act ,a4 a clearing house for enquiries

r relating to environmental education, channelling
enquirers to appropriate cmtaCts.and resource's and
providing a starting point for visitors ta this country
06 wish to gain' an oveiall, picture of ,environmental,

education 'in the'UK.

, -

Using money 'provided by,the'CarnegLe UK Trust and the'
grants froth Local Education Authorities and the. Depart-
ment of re Envitonment,,Che Secretariat has priOuced
several

re
leaflets (see publications'list)

and in' Januaty 1974 started a monthly' Newsheet giving
brief details of publications, courses, events 4nd

'services relating to environmenLal education. The 7
Newsheet i-s available on subscriptken, and-is also
circulated, to all schools, 4olleges ip, centres covered,

- I
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by those Local Education Authorities
i

which are grant14

aiding the Counclil.. The Counek's quarterly Newslette,X
'REED' is now also availabe on subscription to any
interested

.
individual as well as being sent free-to the

Chief education Officerg of contributing,LEAs and to
_ttr 80+ members of the Council and its Committees.

:

.

The Council also arranges conferences on topics of 4.

importance in Environmental Education., or to improve
.liaison, as with a recent serieS.,ofconfe'rences,for

Infdrmation Officers of environmental organisations.
' It is also ho d to arrange' regional conferences in

r,
1 conjunction w hArttre'r organisatibns.

.,.

i "
I

The Working parties set-up by the Council's Cowl tees,
,ft re also active in producing information and pu lications.
A Working Party on Careers for Envir nthentalists has
recently produced asvaluable bookie outlinging career
possibilitissfor those intereste in working,in this
field. %.

.

A chart showing. membership of the Council for Environ-
.me4ital Education is given Overleaf.,

I
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ORGANISATIONS
CONC4RNED WITIPLAND USE
& ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

'Sports
ouncil

4.

C.OUNIL FOR ENVIRCOMENTA

,LOCAL AUTHORITIES1. ' 0

Association of County Councils,
Associatipn of Education Committees
Association of Metropolitan Authorities
Inner London Education Authority
Welsh Joint Education Committee

r

. 4

Institute
Museums
Royal

1 "

STATUTORY
ORGANISATIONS

PROFESSIONAL
ORGANISATIONS

CHARITABLE ORGANISATIONS
& VOLUNTARY BODIES

Countryside Cobmission
Forestry Commission
Nature Conservancy.

of Biology
Association

Institute of '

Association, of Agriculture

Bfitish.AssociatiOn for the
AdvanCement of Science

' Council Chartered Surveyors Conservation Society

Royal Town.PlannIng .hmmunity Service Volunteeri

Institute Council for Nature

Professional Institut-.
ions Council for

Council for Urban Studies Centres
Council for Visual Education

Conse?vation Field Studies Council
Inland Waterways Association

k'
I.U.C.$.

National' Federation of
Women's Institutes

Nadonal Trust
Royal Society for the,Protettioe

5

of Birds ID

Society for the Promotion of
Nature Reserves

Town & Country Planning
Associatidh

(Young People and the Environ-
ment Group)

'Math Hostels Asiociation

4
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T
(Department of , 41 ',1°.

Educatibn -and -- ... .1 Or.

Science) -
EDUCATIONA1:
BODIES

.

r

. ,

PROFESSIONAL
ANISATION0

4 Open
University,

Association of Polytechnic Teachers

Assn. of Teachers in Colinas
andDepattment% of Education-

Assn. of Teachers to Technical
Institutions '

Committee tisfayice-Chancellors
and Principal&

Independent Schools Association,
Jbint Popr
National Association o fHead

.Thachers
Natidnal Association of
','Schoolmasters

Nationalanstitute of lankt
Education -

4ational Union of'4udents
National Union of Teachers

a

. /
.

NOTE .

Bracketed organisations
obssrver status only.

4
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SPECTALIST
ORGANISATIONS

Association for Science
Education

As4o. of Agricultural
Education Staff;

Geographical Association.
NAtkonal, ftsociatiOn for

Environmmital Education
Society for Environmental'.,

Education ,

.

have

12

4
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a

,

4

.1'44

4

,

4

4


