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. B . e Preface . " > . ' | - -
. - : . - A S\ .
. This report is based on 4 study conducted by the Consortiuf of Professional ~ ° e
- Associations for the Study of Special Teacher Improvement Programs (CONPASS) for ‘the \
' U.S. Office of Education. . 7 o ’ c . l\

: ' ' . ¢

. The Consor_tid;n was formed in May, 1966, by the American Historical Assoziation,
. * the ‘Association of American Geographers, the Department of Audiovistl Instruction
. " (NEA), the International Reading Assoziation, and the Modern Language Association of
America. lnvitations were later extendgd to, and accepted by, the American Economic
Assdziation, the American Industrial-Arts Association, and'the American Political Science
~ Association. Four members at large provide liaison with the arft and humanities, psychological .
, tests and measurement, educationabpsycliology, and teacher education specialists.

2

.« The objectives of CONPASS are to provide a-coordinated assessment of the
éffectiveness and impacts of institutes and other special teacher-training programs; to .
propose means of improving such programs; aid to*provide a medium for dialogue among
‘the professional associations and leading scholars of the severat subject content disciplines

. and fields reprgsented on its Board. In the past, the Consortium has conducted studies of .
summer institutes in individual disciplimes; it is presently sponsoring an extensive study of Coe

- the impact of summer institutes in four disciplines upon participants in the institutes.

. ¥ . ~ " .

The present report is 0n Phase One of the study of the Exgefienced Teo}:her Fellowship_
Program. The study was contracted by CONPASS t6 Clark Univeistty, to be donducted
under the supervision of the Consortium Board. The research was initiated by Professors Crockett

" &ind Benttley, 'Professor- Laird participated.in the analysis of therresults and in the writing of
the report. The research staft spent four days in a writing copference in July, 1967,

with Drs. John Thompspn, Saul Cohzn, William Engbretsory# Richard Longaker, and Mr. John
Cogan; at this conference, the sgsults were studied in deréﬂ"and the outline of the present :
teport was formulated. Preliminary drafts of the report were examined by the members.of -

the writing conference and by the Executive Committeg’of the Conmstrtium; the final

version of the report hos benefitted extensively from“their.conimen's. oL
: . ‘ ,I ‘ ,/' “ "-l
An oavcnceq edition, without oppendiiqs/,)&cs published in October, 1967.
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|. Intraductian

" The Experiapced Teacher Fellawship Pragram is a unique and imaginative venture.
Its ultimate abjective, and that of twa ather, clasely related pragrams, is ta imprave
J.hé quality of educatian in the natidn's elementary and secandary schools. The three

| programs pursue this abje®ive in twa ways: by assistirig selected, patentially influential
" teachers ta pursue full-time graduate educatian in specially planned caurses af study,
and by fastering and strengthening an increased cancern fot the training of. teachers The
Experienced Teacher Fellawshlp Pragram spansars-special pragrams that pravide financiol
suppart for gradyate studies ta feachers with field experience. A secand program, the!

* Praspective Teacher Fellawship Pragram, supparts similar kigds af prograns far mdlylduals
wha have na teaching expérience but who expect ta became elementory as secandary
s!:hoal t?chers The third pragram, the Institutianal Assistance Grant Program, owards
financia grants ta strengthen the graduate pragrams far teacher preparatian in
institytions that have already been awarded either an Experienced ar a Praspective Teacher
Fellawshap Program. The.present repart summarizes a prellmmary study of theExperlenced
Teacher Fellawshnp Pragram. » ~

.
.
,

A. The Develgpment af the Experienced Teacher Fellawship Program. 'H

The histary- af the ExTFPbehes the generalizatian that gavernment;zl pragrams
dévelap stowly. It was authizTunder Title V, Part C of the Higher Educatian Act of,
1965. Guidelines far the pragram were distributed in twa letters, dated December 27, 1965,

_and January 10, 1966. . The deadline far mailing campleted propasals was Januory 20.

: Durmg the period. January 24-26 a panel af cansultants evaluated the,praposals, and the
announcemént af awards was made in February. This was barely twa manths after the first
guideline was sent out. The first students begon thetr study in June, 1966.

.

Despite the Speed with which the pragram was .mounted almast. 1,Q00 proposals
were submitted far the academic year 1966-67 . Fifty of these proposols were funded,
enabling just aver a thapsand .experienced feachers, from all parts of the cauntry and representing .
dlverse d\sclphnes to spend a year (in a few programs, twa yeo;s) infulktime groduote study .
In its underlying assumptians, the.canceptian of the ExTFP was broad and mclusnve
In the guidelines, na limits were suggested as ta the range of subject matter that would
be supparted; na premuum wae placed an either innavatian ar traditibnalism in educatianal o
pracedures, and there was na attempt ta specify in detail the structuie that the grdduate
programs ¢hauld adapt. There was, how; the assumptian that graduate educatian is
mast effective when the cayrses a student takes are related ta ane anather in a meaningful
fashian. The guidelines far ExTFP prapasals mcorporured this assumptian by setting three
restrachans an authars of propasols

s . N o

First, evidence was required of mare tharf perfunctory cooperatian between subject- - .
matter and teacher-educatian Speclollsts - All propasals were required ta demanstrate that
a suitable facuty could be arranged for campased of members of "téacher educatian"and-




. | . \
. S . - I
"non-teacher edycation" departments Further, both the chairman or dean for the Sybs]ontive
aspect of the ;izzg‘ram, and the chaitman or dean for teacher education were required to ssgn i
the prop&sal b ore it was submitted, .. = - .- . . '
Second, institutions were required to adopt an en bloc: pr‘»cedure by desngmng
a program for the entire group of fifteen to thirty fellows, rather than |eovmg the"individual
. fellows "to the mercy of the catalogue's cafeteria-like offerings, so often uUnsuited to the *
. needs of experienced personnel." The en bloc mode of organization was also to provide
greater visibility of the program on the campus as well as increased opportunity for fellows. -
to profit from intetaction with their peers and from formal Ainstructi'c‘m by their professors. -

’

«

Third, the guidelines encouraged coopération between the institution of higher .

y education and the locq] schopl, district or system. This was fostered in part by the require-

ment that fellows be selected jointly by their home educationgl system and by the college .

or university concerned. School administrators were required to recommend applicants, -

ahd applnconts were expected fo return to the school systems from’which they came. In

additiort, in order to confront the realities of téaching in schools, cooperation was ‘encouraged

between colleges and Jocal school systems, to provide a meaningful practicum experience .

for the participants .

The fifty programs that were funded were held in forty-séven different colleges and
_ unjversities. Programs were conducted in 17 different disciplines, ranging from general fields

of education (elementary education, teaching the disadvantaged, and counseling and guidance)
through the traditional liberal arts disciplines, and including specialized areas such as; ‘
health edueation, the school library, ohd educational media. The fellows were drawn from
every part of the country and from schools which served every economic levkl. Their
educationgl assignments ranged from presch | to high school. A listing of programs is

- presented in Appéndix A. - : - '

N,

8. Evaluation of the Experienced Teticher Fellowship Program L

1. Three Projec'ted Evaluation Studies - - ,

»

* Just as the ExTFP was planned and, institutgd with considérable speed, so, also, were the

procedures for studying the program's effecnveﬁ/sse Barely thré months elapsed between

fie formation of ‘a research team and completion of data colle@Fion for the present report. -

During that time, a plan has taken forf whigh foresees a series of three related mvestlgghons

* of the effectlveness of the ExTFP: a queshonnalre 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, onother study of the entire set of institutions
then involved in the ExTFP. Each succ\essnve mvestlgatlon will build on,the results obtained

-

by those precedmg , , ) .

. ' The first,of these studies, based on questionnaires and visits by teams to selected
programs, will be described at Iength below. The infensive pilot study of three individual'

v, programs will be carried out during the académic year 1967-68;"it will involve repeated
interviews with parhc:ponts and facylty in each insfitution and the pernoc‘nc administration

- . . ’ !
B -
< ! .
| -
, .

- . _2_




of queshonnﬁ:res and other tests., The extensive. body of inforgaution fhor/WIII be obfomed./
wnII pemit af gcquaintance in depth with the Operoho‘n of fhese threginstitutions, making
it pow‘ole\fo identify factors that appear to occ0unf for the effects the prOgrogws have upan,
the feHows, the faculty, and the institution. An important ospecf of this second study will .o
" be interviews with the fellows after they havé \refurned Io their home schodls in 1968-69. - y

The third investigahon, to be initiated during the ocodemlc year 1968-69, will be an

_extensive study of all the Exper:enced Teacher Fellowshlp Programs then in operation, ° ,
using self-report measures, ihterviews, and observptions, all developed out of earlier

research expenences . . '
2.' The Procedures Used in the Present lavestigation. . ~ » - e e
, . . / , . ‘. , . ~ h .
The present report rests upon two kinds of data:” responses to questionnaires .
that were administered to the individuals who were actually involved in fhe program, and h

reports by teams of evaluators who wslfed 31 of the 50 programs. P

‘Four quesfionnoires._weré'cons,upcved for administration to those involved in the
programs. Each questionnaite borrowed heavily from those used in.earlidr studies of _
summer mshfufes One questionnaire, centaining some 60 different items, was administred ~
to the fetlows at the iglstitutions they attended, under conditions which assured anonymity’.,
Completed questionngtres were obtained from 940 of the 1,004 fe”ows, represenhng 49 of
the 50 mshfuflons.]. This queshonnclre is preserﬁd in Appendlx B.
f \%\ . o
The director at each in!fifufion was atked to supp|y the names of the full-time
and part=time staff of his prograrh. A copy-of a second questionnaire, about equol in
Iength to the student questionriire, was thgn mailed to evecy full- -time foculfy member
andto five randomly-sélected part-time faculty members on each campus. Completed” .

questionnaires were obtained from 187 faculty omembers, in 47 different i institutions .
This questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix C. < . ‘ ' y -
‘ A

A fhlrd questionnajre, ‘sent to fhe director at each. mshfuhon was vdentical to
the facubty questionriaire except that it contained an additional set of ten items concerning
the: odmlmsfrohon of the program. Of ‘the 50 du;ecfors, 45 returndd these quesflonno»res
in time for GﬂG\ySIS in the present report . Thls queshonnmre is presented ip Appendix D.

The fourth queshonnoire intended to-assess fha/mpocf of the program upen fhe
existing teacher-education proGedures at the institutions, was sent to the director of teacher
education on each campus. Response to this questiognaire wds spotty;. for this reason, fhESe
replies will not be discussed in detail in this report. - . .

\
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]QUQSfIOHHOII‘ES were not received from the progrom in Social Sfudles at- the Unwersnfy
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Mhe evaluation teams, whlch vsslted 31 of‘ the 50 programs nogarl ly consusted of .

three persons> o specialist in the subjeet matter of the institute, a specialist iff tedcher
~education, and a teacher experienced-in the relevant subject matter. 1 Some 85 members S
of these evaluation teams met in early April with the research team, members of C NPASS and -
representatives from the Offipe of Education for a discussion of the, valuation ra ing scale ~ )
and of the procedure that was to be followed ‘h..the evaluation visit. They then spent two -
days on the campuses to which they were assigned, meeting with faculty, students, ond
‘administrdpory; visiting classes, and reviewing the general operation of the progroms
Subsequently, each tedm member individually completed a Visitors Eva luation Form,
containing 24 different items. ‘For each item, the evaluator rated the program on a 7-pomt '
scdle, and then was asked to provide a written analysis ®f that aspect of the program's

opefation in explanation of his rating.

members submitted a combined evaluation on each’item of the eyaluohon\{orm,

‘In tddition to the individual reports, th?ream
is last

report répresented the consensus of all the team members.” A list-of evatGation teams and '
institutiofs{they vnsned is presented.in Appendix E; Appendlx F presents the Visitors Evaluohon
.Form. , v
« * * ‘ : . v e
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¥ Igecause of difficulties,in scheduling members of evaluation teams three institutions‘;
were visited by teams of only two members; atftwo jnstitutions, the team contained four
members., - '
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In the followrng chapters a detailed repost ‘will bé madg of the results of this study .
The purpose of the present chapter is to point out the highlj8Fits of these results. °
. FSr thesmost - part,. the fellows whio took part in the program,were relatively young
teochers Their ability ond motivation were apparently very high. According tq program
. directors and faculty members, the fellows were at least equal, if not superior, to regulgr - . -
graduate students in motivation and I'qualilylof work. “The educational attainments and e expenence .
of faculty members also suggest that teachers in the program were well qualufred Thus, the’ ’
great majority of the fifty programs possessed the two principal qualifications for an effective
tic program: ,an able, highly. motivated student body and a capable, concerned faculty
| v 4
" The general correlates of effectwenes's and the extent to ‘whrch the Program' }potentral
effe;tweness was realized_are summarized in the following generalizations. The specific.
results on which the generalizations are based are contalned in subsequept sections of the
report. - . . . * ‘ \

A *»
° - N » » 4 ‘

-

L 3

1. The reaction to the Program by program drrectors,xculty members, fallows, /- e
and-evaluation teams was overwhelmingly favorable.

.
. -

-

Asa general rule, the extent of a source's emthusiasm about the Program varied T
‘with that source's degree of professiondl investmént in it: directors’ respanses were usually more ,
favorable than those by faculty membets, faculty members were more favorable thap fellows,
and fellows more favorable than evaluators Byt this general rule hel ip a context 3

, of gver-alll favorgbleness toward the programt  Specific evidence of the widespread T
approval that was generated may bg found throughout the results. The extent of this
approvd| may be illustrated by the fact that 82% of the fellows reported that their own, ' -
"program was, either usuallyxstimulating and interesting or stimulating dnd interesting throughout "
ReSponses by ‘faculty members and program dirgctors to the identical item were even more ‘
favorable . Similarly, the majority of respondents in each gf the four roles -~ directorsa. ) .
faculty members, fellows, and evaluators -~ inorted that/%'\e. Program had clearly met the -
educational needs of the fellows. Eyen the few evaluation teams which were sharply critical
of an mdrvrdual program took care 0 comment: favorably on the 0ver-all concept of the- ExTFP.
: ‘ )

There was, of course, a consrderabfe variation among institytions in the evaluértlons -
tha re recelved 'some programs were given extremely high ratings, a few recewed
relatively. low evaluations. It must be stressed again, however, that this vafiation took
place around an average value that was very favorable Andeed. - ) . -

.
. v
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'Al though there was a high degree of solldaruy dnd morale dmong fellows in the

average progrom fﬁe level of. solyLnfy and rﬁorole,correlafed posmvely with |udgmenfs of -

effectiveness. PR G . . . ., i
—_ D .. - - p
. . . 4 (Y - ‘ - .' P

e g Agom fh.ere WS copadembl;wohqhon in thd level of morale and solidarity that
-+ characterized the different mshtﬂ‘hbns .Ey,elq so, the average\program receivegd high ratings o
on morale and sorllddrlty from dlrecfors, fccuijy members, fel'lows, and’ evaluators Beyond Ct oo
“this, . fher‘;e were consisterit. ﬂmm\ye c re,l ns b‘eMegn estimates of 5olodcr|ty and morale 7~ .« - N
and {udgments.of th\_,effechvepsSs‘ef ;ﬁéwndual programs: progrgms where ‘morale and solldorlfy ’
" were high-also feceivad high ratings on effectiveness and porhclpanf sahsfochon, when morale

“and’ sgltlorlfy were low, so* were ratmgs of sahsfochon and effectlvehess .
. 3. The amount of work assigned was he'OVY, and&gnse_z related to effecnveness St
and sahsfachon A . . ,
A . ame . i w tC 1}
.2 '0 «'a - T4 ” ‘ .-

Of the 31 evaluation teoms none said the fellows' wark load was tpo llghf whule

21 suid it was in some degree too heovy, of 940 fellows, only 6 said the load was too lnghf B \
®,mnd 440 said it was "too heovy tp allow compleflon of assignments and independent work” " B v
Of porhcular interest was the inverse relohonshlp between fellows' and evaluators' T
judgments on this question and thé varidys measures of satisfaction and effectiveness: ooy,

consistently ranked as relatively ineffective®® It shoyld be notgd that thls..relahonanp held,
for the absolufe amount of wbrk that was req ired, not<for fhe dmount of compehhveness fhat was
fostered between Pellowsn, In the avergge program, fellows/reporfed a falrly large amount  *, {
_of competitiap with‘one angther; however, these latter ratings did not.relate consistently ‘
+ either to judgments of the over-all work load or'to ratings of effectiveress and setisfaction.’
— SN . . ; ‘

institutions where the amount of work re {§l was_ |udged to be inordinately ‘high were

1
P -

-

>
. - ~ '

N . .
" 4. 'Respondents in different roles disagreed as t6 whefher the programs were.built * i ..
., upon, the extensive backgrounds of the fellows. Judgments by Fellows and e\faluqfors on this =

/question correlated posmvel ,_however,, with measure of effechveness ) A ”

- ..

. ~ . )
R AImOSt all of the program directors dnd a large mc’:ion’ty of fhe’foculfy regorted
that the curriculum at their ‘insstution. utilized and ‘built upon the experience of the fellOWS
most of the evaluation teams, indicdted the re{erse; answers by the Fellows to this question were
, intermedigte, but more sumnlog to the fqculty's than to the evalyators'. 'Despite fheir. . .
. disagreement in ihe lgvel at which they felt the féllows’ experience was utilized,” evaluation ’
téams and fellows agreed in their rankmgs of -institutions on their hieVément of this goal . -
\ Furthermare, hose preron':s which, “according tocfe lows tind evalua r$, managed somehow /
to build upon the fellows' expeneﬁce, recived more, fovomble ratings Sn program effectiveness .
thanthose which did not. = . , : . C o ' -

~3 . -\

oA e ' e Y T \\J' .

P 5. Respoadents in dlfferenf roles disagreed as to the extent of cooperahon among ",
programs and the-amount of mnovc;ron in the#%programs. Although' departmentd| cooperahon - e
was correlatéd with progrqm effecf@'éness, this was not trye of innovation.- g ' o

. 3 , N . v s . Lo
’ - ~ L} ”
" For the most part, d'irecforstpd faculty mesbers involved in the *Program reported ‘that
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cooperati
- effects op teacher-education procedyres, and the
-of the department dnd ?ﬁsfifufion‘con‘.rned . Eva

- LI N
-

: ' . ) \ »
on gmong different departments.was good, that the Projram had considerable
contributed to the plans for dawelopment

jon teams,did not make_such favorable

*judgments. Although in some institotions evaluator€said that the Pragram had affécted

\

interdepartmental cooperation, teacher training, or departmental development, in as many

“»

other institutidps a/ol'ua'fbrs felt that it-had’ little effect on such poligies. It seems likely
that the evaluat

and faculty; that-within.the few.months of the Program's operation it had effected few, if any,”

ors", judgments were somewhat closer to reality than those of the directors |

. really substantial changes in the structure of most of. the host institutions. ‘It is worth'
- noting, however, that there was a positive. correlation between judgments of program

effegtiveness ? thf—:“ one hand and, on the-other, reports by evaluators and by fellows of.s
effective interdepartmental £ooperation. L : SRR )
Bt . * s » . . i

. . . '. . . R .
As with judgments of effects upon hest institutions,

". members were much more likely than evalyators to teport thaf ’ tained -
* imaginative innovations. Again it js likely that the evaluatérs® ju wer&more . .«

objective than Hose by the other two’groups, and that as many*#ogfams -introd ced few
educafional innovations as introduced many.. 1t'is,moteworthy that eva luator estimates of
the extent of innovations wgs uncorrelated with judgments of program effectiveness.

» As adequate a sunimary as any "of fhe‘effects of the Program vpan the host institution

¢

can be given by quoting from an interim report on this project, writter R Moy, 1967:

]

a
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the similarity of these programs to traditionalSpndergraduate and

’ ' N ya -

The Programs appear to have' been |gast effective in overcoming
the traditional patterns of organization in cotleges and universities. - .
Thus, the most common complaints rby evaluggion fe.gms] dealt with .

graduate educataon, the: imposition of a common bady of réquired b

courses upon all participants, the fai lure to adjust the curriculum to
the needs of individual students, the abséhce of tre collaboration _
detween diffecent departments of thg same institution, or theggnconcern

of the stoff'for the response to the Prc am of the féllows ds a group= '
All of these complaints are commonly yoiced throughoot higher~education
in America; they are not unique'to the Experienced Teachers Fellowship .
Program. It i‘szignificanf that'a considerable nymber of imsfitutions .
were adjudged 4o provide for their fellows.an unusual and rewarding

educational experignce, some byfollowihg traditional educational

.’

patterns, ogger by breaking with tradition and establishing novel and T
exciting educational procedures. B , : ol >
- ) . . - . . - . :,.h”;?. ~

6. The program director has an.extremely important role in determinihg the _

i

Y

‘the mode of organizdtion of the program, he must make sore that the formal courses and:

N

)

« effectiveness of individual programs.

o i
b -

o . : -7 . ' . - H
A partial .enumeration of the functions that @ progranr director performs yields.a list
. Apa h \Prog P y li
of ‘imprgssive length . He should be directly involved in deciding upon the co@confgnf and

’

. s “ N

..'7-.

[
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the supplementol activities are coordmoted must ar;onge for the presence of whatever
educational materials are required, must encourage informal exchanges among fellows and
. . ‘between fellows and staff, must try to mediate in disputes that may develop timong .,
porhclponts, must ascertain the fellows' and:the foculty s yiews and criticisms of the program o
and its effech,veness, must decide whether changes in procedures or content are required, and,
when the decision i s offlrmaﬂve! must determine what changes to make in the program
. ¢f “and howto ma them * In o program whose stecess relies in good port upOn the -
., estubllshment 6&»9}1 esprit de.corps among participants and upon the group's performance
‘*Bloc , ‘the fulfillment of these functions can be critically nmporfant There are doubXess
. SOme" pre progmms which run- smog>th|y from beginning to end, never requiring the.mediating \
’ influénce of a skidlful admmlstrator In the typical institution, however, at some time
during the'year crises arise, “inferests conflict, difficulties occur which Tequire effective e
administrative action. At such times.it is essen}gl ‘that the program director possess the g

ability, the 'time, ond especnally, the institutiopal power to respond effectively to the demonds
of the situation. ’
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. The-Population- and the Programs . e
: "~ We have already remarked that the ExTFP embraced a wide variety of offerings. - .

Programs varied as to types of institutions thaf were involved, the gkographic region where

the institutions were located, the characteristics of fellows enrolled, and the subject matter -

that was offered.. Beyond this, they differed remarkably in the pedagogical stratégigs that

weré adopted. Some programs were innévative, others were traditional. Some programs ..
' s.i0ve for competitiveness among fellows, while %thers 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 in.this section - . 4
of the reporf is to summarize some of the characteristics of the fellows, the faculty, and '
the programs. In succeeding sections, we shal| discuss reacfions to these programs, and
shall look for variables that correlated with their effectiveness. It may sometimes®appear=
! that the differencds among prgg}ams 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 seeking for
whatever underlying constancy there may be benedth the remarkable’surface divérsity.

A. Characteristics of the Participants L

.

e
N -
3

‘ 4 .@Personal Characteristics , . £ '
e S |
/ o In certain of.their personal charocteristics the group.of fellows wasmot entirely
répr'esthofiye of teachers as a whole. ’Men.n'wdde up_51% of the group, no-doubt a higher
proportion than obtains among teachers-in general . In addition, the graup was relatively young,
with 79% being ybunger than 40 and 28% younger than 30. _Despitegheir relative youth, the
participants were not inexperienced in teaching. Ninety-two percent reported three or

more years of experience in*feducation® 59% had six 0r_m0rep'>§ﬁarg of experience; however,

.

’

‘ only 24% had ten or more years of experience. The partici ts' experience spanned alt A
levels of elementary and secondary education: 32% had been principally. involved at the ‘ =

+ high school level. 21% at the.junior high school level, 45% at the elementary fevel, qnd .
2 .6% in preschool or ki'ndergarfen teaéhing .o i - . ‘

Appc;renfly, the fellows' considerable experience ‘and training had not been primarily
in the subject matter areas of their respective progrdms, for sixty-one percent had worked as
. hspecialists” in their areas for less thdn 3 years, while only-28% reported taking.as many .
as 30 semester hours of unaergro&uafe credit in their specialty -~ the presumed equivalent :
) of on undergsaduate mojor. Seventy percent had taken fewer than 10 hcﬁars of graduate
credit in their speci§ areo, and o third reported no groduate courses at It in that area:
. Two thirds had never Yttended an' NDEA summer institute or similar training program, and

only a tenth had att#hded niore than one such"‘érogram. ’ -

L { ’ . .
. . . . '
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It is theworthy that only . 3% of th/prertnuponts had held administrativé |obs .

 when they entered-the program. Of those oot in oglmlnusm:twe positions, 55% spid they

proﬁobly" or "definitely " weuld not o into full-time educationgl administratién, while * 4
*only 6% said they definitely expected to do so. Upon ‘completion of the program, these o
fellows will doubtless be in a favored posifion on the promotional ladder of theirhome "4 -
school systdins; their apparent reluctahce to move intq administrative posmons bespeaksa 7.

ong commitment to #lassroom teaching. It wilj be important fo examine, in future years,

“ ‘ actyal career potterns of these gellows. co L e .

2. Choracteristicsﬁgllows' Home Communities and,isbools
3 Fellows were distriboted according to. the size of the communities they came from ’
in nymbers roughly prportionglso the dlel’lbUhOl’t in the population as a whole. {'ﬁnrty-
theee percent were from dommunities with' less than 2,.500 residents, 40% from towns or
—  cities with popylations’ between 2,500 and 100, 000 16% from cities between 100, 000
= and 500,088 population, and 19% from cities of*over 500, .. Only 14% of the fellows
jdentified their schodl system as bsmg in a suburb or sate|li¥e city .
Vb 0
/At ledt some participants came from each rt of the cawntry . The Western and ,
idwestern states were somewhat over-represented with 24% and 33%, respectively, L
of all participants; 23% of the fellows wege from the North Atlantic states, about the
same proportion,as in the population at lorge; the Sautheastern, South Central, and

Southwestern states weré somewhat under-represented comprising only 19% of the toral .
N , \

"
ot . .

’

i -

. As to school enro]lment there were fellows from schools wnth fewer thon 200 students,
others from schools with ‘over 2,000, ond still others in every category intermediote between
these extremes . I | A R L
g o - v .1 wpe " . ! S
Most commonly, fellows reported that their students come frém families of middle .
income. Fomilies.with low but steady income were reported next most frequently, ard either
weolthy families or those in poverty were reportedly o small minarity of the cljentele of most
fellows' schools, Slxty-elgh‘l‘percent reportet! that the puplfs Tn their home schools were
"all or mosfly white; the remdindér reportedbthat their pupils’were predominantly Spanish-
speaking, Indian, Negro or @ cdmbination of 4wo 6r more ethnic,groups. Only obout"15% of
the school-age children in Amerigo ure_nonwhite; therefore,, it appears that the proportion ¢
of tedchers in the ExTFP who came feom classrooms with substantial umbers of nonwhite
children was somewho}"greoter than'in the nation as a whole. Since five of .the 50 programs v
Yere for teachers of the d?sadvantage'd such an outcome is not 5urpr|smg N |
- . . . N

< °

3. -Ability add Interests of Fellows ‘ o .
‘ ey > )
No mformotlon is oyallable concermng‘he fellows' performonce on stondc%zed
tests of obillty. However, there pere items on each of the questionnaires which- requedted

‘J'“,:

-




_ faculty, and “directors to estimate the fellows' ability. By all three sets of judgments,
the felfows came off extremely well. Thus, 83% of the fetlows said that the participants'
was above average and 95% re;i?rted that fellows seemed genuinely interested ifi .

Ld k .

« AThe faculty and direotors&ere sked to compare the ability of the ExTFP fellows
ith that of their institution's regular gfaduate students. The results of these comparisons
are symmarized in Table 1. It,is clgafjthat the fellows were viewed 'very favarably by both
sources, ‘with program’ directors bejmg_ gonsistently more favorable than the faculty . Note that .
more than half the faculty and directigs reported that fellows were-more industrious, more

serious, and had greater initiative than their regular graduate students; .nearly as much

- preference ‘was given to fellows oyer graduate stydents in their dommitment to the discipline

~ and their ability to communicate. T|'2 faculty thought that the two groups were about.
equat in intellectual ability, while dlrectors favored the fellows; similarly, the faculty |
_rated graduaté students somewhat higher than fellows in knowledge of fhe discipline, while
directors' ratings were the reverse. Considering that graduate students constitute g very’

" selegt group for comparison, these results provfide an extremely favorable picture of the
fellows' capacities. ) ' '

s n °
- - ¥

Table :l . ébrﬁpariéons of Fellows with Typical Graduate Students Made by Faculty and .
Prdgram Direfors  “- - -

» . - .

N

]

Variable: Source of Percent' Who'Rated Posrsﬁ?cipontg.
- | Rating Better. Equal ‘ Worse

lnte!lgct};ol Faculty ‘ 24 - 46 - 28
‘)ilify - | Directors. 29 ' 56 .13

L]

Industriousness Faculty - 60 .33
*Directors ’ 65 31

o &

]
b}

Iseriousness | Faculty: 66 T
. Directors v 67 , 29

D

Commitment »Focélty : l ’ 34
1to discipline: J,Directors'ﬁ“ o 20

Knowledg® Faculty ‘ ‘ 38
qof di‘sciplir‘\e Directors. .4 34 38

*

1Ability to Faculty 1 40 - 45

communicate Directors - 43 44

Initigtive | Faculty 53 - . 40
Directors 64 , 2/

ince non-respondents are not included in this table, the percentages in eocg row do
‘ . "
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It is of interest, as well,éto examiné what the fetlows cobsidered tobe theit greategt —~

" 'problem before enrolling in‘the’ xTFP{ . They reported as follows; - ° -
© 23%  Using effective teaching méthods, R y '
. 20% _ Knowledge of the subject matter ' :
-t W Motivating stydents '
14%  Determining what is most important to teach .
"12% _ Hondling students of low abjlity : N s -
) 6%  Knowledge of agpropriate rria?e’riols . i ‘
e - 3% _ Encouraging and stimulgting gjfted students

.
.

One derives from'these data a-picture of a young, energetic, selrious, industrious
group of teachers, with considerable experience and a strong commitment to their work.
communities that the fellows were drawn from-seem to be approximately representative
of the nation ds a whole except, perhaps, that the South was somewhat under-represented
and that schools with substantial numbers of nonwhite students-were somewhat over-represented .-
- The fact that fellows were relatively untrained’in the specialized subject matter of their
“+ " programs, combined with their intellectual ability and their sincerity of purpose, suggests /
that they were especially likely to bepefif from their graduate work.

. ° . ' ’

" B. Cha(qttéristi'cs of the Faculty ’ ,
R . B . , . - B ‘C‘ ' - w
PR The "educational and professional bdckgroynd of faculty members in the EXTFP

"was impressive. Seventy-three percent’held either the Ph.D. or the Ed.D. degree; :
. ' 80% had taught atthe college level for three or more years, 60% for six or more years, and
<" 25% for more than 16 years, In addition; 37% had taught for at least a year in elemantary
. sg:hoo?‘qnd 51% had a year.of more of experience at the secondary level4 Thus, many of

.~ o the faculty were acquainted at first hand with the educational™ettings from which the
‘purticipants came and for which they were being trained.
.’.-( > ' . [ A - - 'r” . Q‘_/ >
« ..~ Two sets of questions bear on the quality of instruction at the different institutions,
.one set from the evaluation teams, the other. from the fell, s. When asked to-cémment on
-.~  sthe qualificafions of the teaching staff, 28 of the 31" evaluation teams rated them on the
* | "qualified"side of the cohtinoum, twe placed their ratings at the midpoint, and only one
" team gated the stqff as slightly unqualified. s * . '
. ' e . ¢

- -7 H
.- . ."The fellows' ratings of the faculty are simildr.to those that would be given by
- tollege students in aZdurse that was somewhat better than,average. Thus, over two~

-

" evalyation to seminars and structured discussions. The great majority of fellows said tiit * -

the lectures wefe seldom of never over their heads (a response which might, in fact, be,

. " eitheér positive or ne tive),sthat the instructors did not talk down to them, and that the

*+  lectures dealt with vorio‘us‘op'prooEHes to the subject. Howéver, 41% believed that lectures-
. " were sometimes ot usually deminated by detail or unrelated facts, and a’slight majority ©

. . - ’ . , .
. .

|
|
9

thirds of the fellows rated the quality of lectures as good or excellent; 56% gave the same N

-
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(51%) reported that the faculty had little or no knowledge of the practical problems of °

sehool teachers. .If should be. noted that this last opiniori does ot wholby square with the.

faculty members' reports of their own background in.elementary and secohdary schoal .
* ¢ teaching. I . " A

- .
-

+

K3 » -\ . In sum, the, instructers'at the various institutions seem .tS.qu}e been.fq«#te well
-.qualified. Reactions of feows to the teaclimg were mixed, although on the positive- g
side. The response ta lectures and seminars quite pogitive; on the other hand, there
was some féeﬁég --*based, perhaps, orfthe academic nature of most programs and on the "
fellows' coneérn about the [natérfgl 's applicability in 'thé,c!oss}oom, =~ that not en?pgh Lo

" attentioh was’given to,the ‘ipractical " problems of tg'ughérs.': R e e
i N , ~_'. ) . 9’_ v ;: -, * T « .
“C. 'Characteristics of the.Programis . =~~~ ¢+ = S T ;oo .

8. The guide'ljr)"es for prg‘posblsfo'r the ExJFP empheasized ‘en bloc proéromm?ng, cqoperation .
_between education'and subject-tmatter‘depdrtments, “and attention-to the.special character
" and éxpefienqeg( the. participants: «Tﬁése'requirerﬁlenfs -demhanded. of program planners a type )
of co-ordination t‘hatﬂq_y not have been i, effect at many instifGtions. ‘Although the
" ‘guidelines spdcificully stated tﬁat.'éddoqt'!ohalgidno.\lgujion‘,weé not .a reduirement for propdsats,
" in faat.fhe proposals which werefunded were riovel and extremely, diverse. r 1t is this

2 y

. _ diversity which® is most characteristic o‘f';th'e"g'royp’of programs ‘as a. whole., “Of fhe 50 pl;oérbms,

the largest number whose- titles were. approximgtely similar is‘four, and seem to be =
" 24 different kinds of programs irydié:bf’ed,l by the'fitles alones o ActugHy, 1 et for the structural

ugiformitie’ called for W;the?gmicﬂines;'_fher_e was littfe \sirﬁilg?lity‘ between arly two programs

on more than q few c{imeﬁs:.ionsf-f The djmensipns olon’g‘.?rvhich programs varied may ﬁon_véniently

be dividedsinto two classes, (T) ‘o'rgo,ni'zbti‘onal:a'nd.\sifudtioqol ch*gx’dferisﬁ?:s.ond (2) goals,

‘ hand roti‘cinqie. Lo ‘._'.'.:.;‘,;_:‘l . O ?:.‘;" b ‘-','»'/"'. o /

v " Orgarizationa} and §ifuotionol:c‘}ior‘acrteristic;;. The vbs;t majdrity "(84%) of the L

+ programs, werexitiafed, geagraphically, in one of ‘three arets, the Midwasf (38%), [ .

West (25%) or Northeast (21%). J‘_,é\-remdfhiqg“lé"l/{of thé. progroms .were, sf,‘;:atftered across,
. .the JSomheost, South Central - ond So,tQhwes,t regions& ' L T T :
. ‘e N AN L T T e e : -

) - Y L4

The'programs ragnged in size Er;om‘f"a fo 25 porticiponts, with 25 the most common
' number (34%),. followed by 20 (28%) and 15 (20%), " Qnly two pregrams had @ participang '
group of 5 or fewer. The guidelines specified thére shiguld be cooperafion between educatiorr

. and subject matter depqitriients . but in every case. orie department bore primary res'ponsibility. .

\

as_"home " for the program. « The programs, werg appro;imdt’ely equdlly .Qiyid'ed‘ in thejr
locations, with 29 progeams based, in edpcation deparfments and 21 based in othet departments:_ .
, . , . . . 1 . . * . r . P » .. R . .
f L ’ . ‘ R ‘ . . | * w. - |. . ' ' ’ ’. <
\‘ b » ' . . F - ' . ° \ . ‘ ;T 'f

1 Ore reason for the ndvelty and diversity among-the 50 programs*that were actyally

. funded may be that the advisoty panels used"iﬁnovétioh. and diversity as<riteria in deciding
*! - which proposals to recommend for approval or disapproval,’.even though these criteria ;
were not specifically set forth in the guidelines, . ° C « | @ SN
. s - ..u - : . A, * R » . i » ., o !
. . | o .. ]31_.3, : . o ..
. . , * Lt . - - ’ ,° ' _
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Greof Iohtude was perrmtted to institutions in the actual functioning of the programs ,
For instance, mony awarded an MA degree at the complehon of the program, others .
provided the possibility of an MA upon completion of some further work, and somie fade

- no provision for un advanced degree atall. Among’ those awarding an MA degree, some~ ° |
required a thesis,. most did not. The chonces of teachl‘hg techniques were related to the goals

. _ofthe programs, but again there were great variations among programs with opporenﬂy

I * sihilar goals. Some programs, particularly those whose purpose seemed to be to upgrade

and educate tedchers in exlstmg areas such as History or Mathematics, provided-a menu of

convéntional 8ourses from which pqrhcnpcmts selected, much as ina cqnvenhonol MA program.
Others, particularly those programs which reportedly they were training far a "new" kind

.. of Tunchon such as media consultant or teacher of the djsadvantaged, prowded a real -
" "bloc" of courses identical for each participant, and ofter very different from any courses
’taught elsewhere in the instifution. -Seminars,- workshops and practica were in general more
_ common in the latter programs than in conventional graduck sequences

s to the goal® which programs pursued, thefr dlvemty has already been mentloned
4 Programs, ranged from. fairly conventional, though certginly imporfant,. alempts to upgradé

the content, knowledge and’ technigues of teachers of English, History, or Geography

tq the creation of a_"unique person in the educational setting” such as a centralized media
specialist or an edusational systems analyst. There were five programs 16 train teachers of

different disadvahtaged groups including rurol Alaskan Indians, Texas Mexlcon Americans,
; and Harlem Negroes. *

<

. ] '
. .

In 18 programs the principal emphasis was on secondary school teachers, in 17 the
emphasis was at the primary level, and at least four covered both levels. In addition, there
were 10 programs for the training of coordmohng ér advisory personnel, such as gd'dance ~
counselors, media specloL;fs and;chool ||brar|ans
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' : . |V A Profv|e of Reachons to the Programa
. “‘ . )" ‘/ . 1a” . P

- This section of the report will consider reochons Yo the Program by fellows,

.\ faculty members, dlre/_dors, and evalgators It begms with the degree of satisfaction that
was expressed, then proceleds tQ various judgments of the Program's effectiveness. A.
discussiof then follows of ‘how and whether the various jprograms imglemented the three

. requlrements regandmg progrant structure that were spelled-out in the guidelines: the
importance of an’en bloc approach, the necessity for sub|ect matter and teacher educ hoh
deportme_nts to werk close ly. with each other and the requirement that relationships bes

5 established with thé local school systems. Fmall.y, we will discuss what might be called

. the "sh of operatipn" adopted by the different programs, including the extent to

.7 ‘which the ms mdde use of the extensive expenen%e of the fellows, the amount of
. competitlveness that was fostered among fellows, theit work load, the extent of faculty’ .
irvolvement in the prerom and the amount of innovation in the cyrriculum.

S - # L .
$A. Sotisfacfion and Effectiveness 7 o . . . :
S .
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{t is not easy to difr’erenﬁe‘;e. between a gerson's satisfaction with an educational

program and his judgment¢ of its effectiveness. ',sesumably, the two kinds of responses shodld

\ vary with one athher and, as we'shall see ifi the next section, thely do co-vary toa .

remarkable. degree Nevertheless, the dlshnc&on seems worthwhilesfin¢e satisfaction with'a

. "program refers to one's overall emotional respons¥, whereas effectiveness is judged according
to achievement of goals by the respondent. Thus, a program might concewablyg&e effective
witheut necessarily producing high levels of satisfaction ameng the participants, and vice versa.
We cons:der, first, fh\extent of sahsfacﬁ'on with the ExTFP, then |udgments of its effectiveness.

’1“ .
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1. 'Satisfoction With the PrOgram.‘_' ' ' <

’

¢ hdd

Two questions which appear to reflect satisfaction with the ExTFP were included
in substonhally the some form in the questionnaires given to the fellows, to the faculty,’
.+ and to the dnreclors One of these deals durectly wufh reactions to the Program

- + :
- . . d K .,

Which of the following alternatives be'st describes y0ur/reoction to the
2 * Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program? e

- ' Jt was a stimulating and interesting experierice throughout.
. ) It was usually shmulahng and interesting.
It was only occasionally.stifmdating tnd mtereshng
it was seldom or_never sh[nu|0hng andcmtereshng . , .

" B '

YA comporlsoh of .the responses of the three groups is gnven in Table 2. Clearly,
the reagtion in _every group was overwhelmingly ‘favorable, with*faculty membeis somewhat
more favorable than fellows, and directors the most faverable of all. It should be under-

v -
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. lined thot jolhong even the least epthusroshc group, rhélfellows ip the pragram, 82% reported
that the ExTFP was either usuolly stimulating ond lntereshng or strmulotmg and
interesting throughout . \ )

. N
. - \ . .

1
.
— .

Table 2. Ratings by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of How Shmulotmg ond Interestmg
They FOUDd the Program .

- . . '}

7 Percent Saying ExTFP Was Stimulating and lnteresnng
Source N Throughout Usually Occosrona"l . Seldom or Never
© Faculty " S 7S " 8 1 f
_ ‘ — . . \ »
. |Directors | T 60 38 2 . 0 ‘
Fellows 32 . 50 e - 1=

-
.

The second item that may be considered a measure of sati v/A:tron asked faculty
and fellows for o’ comparison of the Program with a typical eight-week summer. institute.

Facylty members and directors who had taught in such programs, but not those who 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 with'and 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 .
On this item, the fellows were more likely than the bther two groups to view the ExTFP
as superior to other institutes, and those who had.niot taken part in such institutes were
somewhat more favorable than those who had. Again, the directors showed somewhat n
greater approval of the ExTFP than did the faculty. Of greater inportance than these
mter-grOUp comparisons, however, is the fact that only a tiny fraction of fhe respondents
f any group felt that other kinds of institutes were superior to the ExTFP.

L )

k4 ~

’

TIt must be emphasized that these judgments ore!ost certainly expressions of
satisfaction with.the ExTFP instead of a true reflection of the relative effectiveness of that
Program and othdr institutes: Many factors were mvdlve in these responses: fellows in the
ExTFP-had committed a full year or longer to that ptdgrgi; their stipends were larger than (

. 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 stoff were comparing a_present valued experience to a distant one;
theli* comparisons can hardly be considered unbrosed |udgments of effectiveness; as expressions
§ of satisfaction, however, the results are impressive. 23 s
: . -16- T If
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ble'3. Comparisons by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows-of ExTFP and Other Institutes

A . : ' -
o Percent of Group in Bach Response Category

ExTFP | ExTFP About the | ° Institdte Institufe”
Superior | Somewhat | Same \ Somewhat | Superiof
Better l ) Better® ’

Facu|ty.wifh Institute ‘ ) .
Experience (N=57) .| 28% 21% 2 9% -

Directors with fnsfitute,
Expe*nce (N=21)

.

Fellows without Insmute

Exper ience (N= 486)
<

Fellows with Institute e

Experience (N=312) 65% 18% 8% T 6% . 2%

A number of respondents omitted tl’us item; the totals on which the responses
/)i based are those who agtually reSponded - .

’
2. Judgments of Program Effestiveness > ! -k

Unfortunately, the questionnaire method does ot provide a fully 'satisfactory means
of determining the effectiveness of an educational program. Subjective ratings can,
provide, at best, imperfect estimatdg of what a student has learned from a set of material |
or of how well his new knowledge will 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 krew at its beginning;
similarly, whether he will apply what he has learned can be determinéd adequately
only by observing his performance -on his home grounds. Nevertheless,. in the absence of
more reliable measures of prograim effectiveness; the subjective ratings that are
" obtained in questionnaires are considerably better than no estimates of effect}/eness at all,
Especnolly when the respondents are experienced judges of the effectivenéss of educdtional
" programs -- and such is certainly the case in the present study -- one can expect their =~ .
seplies to the questioanaire o relate positively, if imperfectly, to more-objective measures
of progroKn effectiveness. With the material at hand, we haveno choice but to use
questionnaire ratings of effechveness We cannot esflmofe*fhe degree to which these
ratings correspond to the "tfue" effeotlveness of the differenf programs; nevertheless, .
we can reasonably assume that there is consnderable validity in these judgments.

\J . .
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Wy There was ofily one g0estion relating to eff chveoess which asked for opproxtmotely

: ’3",. the same_kind.of judgment from faculty, directors, felldws, o evdludtors. The form the
- ‘ ,*} question took varied considérably from one questionnairg fo another. In the faculty and .

‘director questionnaires, responden?s were’asked: "In your- opmlon, were the educational
needs of the participanjs met'by the program ?" Fellows were first askéd to check,-

* from among sevfh different feaching problems, the one. that had concerned’ them most
‘before they enfolled in the ExTFP. In the next item they were asked: "To what
extent did the program this year meet that Problem 2" Fmal(y, evaluation teams were,

" asked té rate, on a seven-point scale, whethér the progrdm seemed to meet the needs
of the participants. Responses of the four groups to these items are presented in Table 4.

AL

-

.
. , . .
‘

’ Y\lee 4, Eshmutes by Foculty, Dlrectors, Fellows, and Evaluators of Whether the ‘ 1\
- " ExTFP Met Fellows* Needs . ,
. - \ t m; ¢ - ,
T . ) Were the edycational needs of participants met?
' Definitely Probably -] 1 doubtit ~ .| Notatall AR
\ . N , . ’h'
IFaculty Lo | a9%e | 4% " 0% 4
. ] / ) . .
N - | —
IDirectors | < 67% | . 31% Co1% - 0% "\
- . I ..
‘ Y, To what extent_dld the progrom meet (yom-ma|or teachmﬁ
S problem'?
~ To a great Toa moderater Toa shgﬁf Not at“o_[
degree degree | degree -
JFeHdws . 35% 39% j7 21% 6% { ol
- Did the program seem to'meef the Feeds of participonts? ‘ ‘
' Well - Nedtral - Poorly . . )
Evaluators C51% 2% R I

L) . .
-~

It is evident that the dlrectors and faculty were both confident that the fe||ows
educational needs had been met, with the dlrectors, once more, ‘somewhat more positive -
than the faculty.' The confiderice of thesé two groups in the effectiveness of the Program ’
is further revealed by their responses to two other guestions’. When asked whether

’ "the ExTFP resulted in the participants becoming bétter teachers, 72% of the faculty replied
"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 reperted,. in another item, that the overall

program was either valuable or'very valuable for the participants. : )

18- - 24 -
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It moy bes€en in Table 4 that 74% of the fellows reported that the program "had
met their major problem to at legst a moderate degree. Whilé 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 atwll (6%). This-outcome should not be taken as evidence that
one fourth of the fellows thought the program was ineffettive.- It seems more likely ‘that’
‘the ExTFP was not Specuflcally directed at the majdr teaching problem of many of the fell@ws. "
For example; the major problem, of 28% of the fellows was either metivating students-or
handling students of tow cblltty, it is doubtful that most programs focused their m;truchon 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 the progranfas moderately or extremely useful, 18% as somewhat, useful, and only

3% as being of no yse -at all. . . ' - ‘
. : .o 4 ‘
- h s * . -
SEBrem Table 4 it apgears that evaluators weré somewhat less impressed with the ™ * .

. effectiveness of the programs than were the other three groups. Just over half of the
evaluation team@Rrid the institutions they visited had met pOrhcnpants needs well, while
five teams said these needs were less than adequately met. "‘These Jast five teams’ of .
.evaluators remarked on the similarity ‘of the programs’they visited to.regular undergraduate
and graduate jraining, and also on tHe ack of adequate practicum experience.” A much
more favorable view of the programs was expressed in, evqluators judgments of whether
the fellows would be able to apply what thdy_had {earned when they returned to thair
schools. Twenty-three'of the 31 teams reported in the affirmative, four placed their
ratings at the midpoint, and only four teams said that the students they observed 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
thot traditionalist or money-conscious school systems might resist the introduction of |
some of the material the fellows would bring back with ﬂ'\em from thelr year of trammg
‘A final indication of evalyators' views of the effectiveness of the PrOQram comes from an.
analysis of the general comments they wrote at the end of the evaluators form. These
comments revealed a clear accéptance, by all evaluators, of the generol value of the ExTFP.
.Even those few evgluation teﬁ‘r"ns which expressed rather extreme crmc|sm of the institutions
they visited, exprZssed the view that the fellows had grofited in some degree from their

< yéar of study. Their criticisms frequently stemmed from the conviction that substantially
more could huve been accomplish®d had the program been conducted differently.

-

“n 5ummary, it is.clear that there was general sohschhon with the Program, dnd
wrdesprecrd agreement that it was on‘effectlve educational venture. [t should-not be
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 ‘projedt-favorably. " Despite this built-in bias, the overwhelmmg favorableness

of the opinions given by these three sources strongly supports the conclusion that the

ExTFP was a satisfying experience for fellows and staff aljke. The evaluation teams |

had no personal involvement in the outcome of their evaluation. They were specnflcally
~assigned a criticgyl role, ‘and they measured the prograths against high standards of success.

Ihelr genemally posmve evdluations provide further evidence of the program's effechveness

“a
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g. Structural Aspecys of the Proérﬁms
Doubtless bec0use of the'lack of specificity in the gundelmes there was connderpbl'e e

variation in the pottern of organjzation adopted by different insMtytions in implementing

‘the ExTFP. Since only a limitgd humber of items dealt with such questiors,” many of * .
" these differences in progfam structure went: unrecorded. Orvyghree structurp| aspects
of the programs will be dealt with here, a]l of them specifically discussed in the guidelines
. fo proposals: the vtilization of the en bloc approach,: th\e‘TelatTonshfp among teacher~
educoh on and content departments, and the pottern af relahonsh"ﬂ) with local school systems-

‘
- ’

:\‘"

1. The en bloc Approach, Group Solldarlty, and Morole ' oy

= PR

Onl'y one question’ dealt specnflcolly with odophon of the en bloc approach This was
~F.an item in the Visitors Evaluation Form which stated, "Unlike conventional grqduate programs, .
" Whe Experienced Teacher Fellgwship Prog‘rcm is bgsed upon a block or group program approach.
- The intent is to use the group to enhcnce learning by bdlldmg morole and esprit de corps.
Has this been successfu|°" ' o : : _ Y v,
: v - /- ’

Evaluators’ responses make it clear that the en-bloc approcch was, indeed,”®
successful: ]2 evaluation teams reported that the approach was extrémely successful apd
‘13 'others rated the approach as successful, but not extremely so. Only three teams said

. that the approach was in some degree unsuccessful . . . - .

‘ ’

-

Although the en bloc approach was not mentioned in the other three questionnaires,
all three groups were asked whether there was a feeling of group solidarity amohg participants
in the program; in addition, respondents were asked to rate the overall morale of the *
participants. The responses of the three groups afe presented in Table 5.

-

. T >
Table 5. Ratings by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of Group Sofidarity and Morale %

‘ a. Was there % feeling of .group, solidarity ?
' Percent Answering -

Source . Strong Tbnsidera_hre Some

R J

-

.Faculty' , 53 ° .5

Directors 67

Fel lws | 4 ) 3 14

—

-
b, How would you rate fellows' morale?

Verg ) ﬂrefgy | Average Low and

S_:Durce, _ ng

Faculty 23 < 5¢ 44

B Very Low

[Directors ~ . 38 42 18

¢

a

‘IFellows ’ 22 y\




By every measure, solidarity and morale were high. Again, the directors' estimates
of both varidbles were somewhat higher than those by the faculty, and the faculties' estinates
- were higheg than those by the fellows. Even among the fellows only 1% said there - was .
no feeling of so,_bdonty and only 10% reported that the ;s:up s morale was beléw average.

.. |1' ?hould be menfioned that there was considerable hom neity within groups -of fellows
) ip their |u£gments of solldanty s That is, reports of relatively low solidarity were con- .
.~ . centrated jn particular instifutions; they were not made by social isolates’ scattered among
- a number of programs but’ probcb1y reflect‘ed, mstead a real lack of solldarlty ipafew
of the programs. .~ * .
. -_-.‘g\_ S “

2. CooPeration between Departments . ’ j

.
[

o - : ..
Jt will be recalled that the guidelipes for the ExTFP specifically called for cooperahon
between subject-matter gnd teacher-educ‘cn departments in canducting the program.
Three questions, one each from the fellows, the directors, and the evaluators Questionnaires,
asked whether such eooperation was achleved L ) : }
P .
) In some institutions, such cooperation appcrenfly did not extend much bgyond
" consultation on the initial appllcbhon When asked whether the director of teacher-
educatioh was involved inthe operation of th& ExTFP, only 26% of the program directors

. replied that he was either quite involved or very much involved; just over half said he »
was nat.very. involved, and another 20% reported that he was not involved atall, |
This question, of course, asked only about the digector of teacher education, not. whether -

there was cooperation wnth others in lesser positions in the tecche; educahon hierarchy.
++ _ _Infact, when they were asked to describe the cooperation they réceived from other
academlc “departments, 91% of the directors said it was either quite good or unusually
good. This suggests that some collaboration must have taken place betweentgaches-
education and subject-matter departments, or at least that the directors th0ug}1t s0.
Evakuators’ reports indicate that interdepartmental caoPeratlon varied widely from one’
. institution to agother. While onby one evaluation teanrreported very close cooperation
between the two departments, another 12 placed their ratings at the cooperative side of
the contiguum. On the other hand, 15 of the fevaludtors’ judgments were on the uncooperative
side; in-five of these institutions evaluators said there was no coopgration at all between
teather-educohoq and subject-matter departments.,

. . A
. N L

Responses: by fellows show much the same picture as those by pvaluatdrs. Eighty-four

+ percent of the fellows reported that their instruction jnSolved more than one academic . - 4
O - department. ~Exactly half of these, 42% of the total groug, said fhe material was coordinafed ]

- either quite well or extremely we|| the other half, again 42§ of the total group, said the
"material: was either nbt codrdmoted too well or was not coordinased at all. We should
recognize, however, that s queshon does not bear directly on the point at issue, for the

. secord d.éportmenl’ wl'&h the fellows had in mind need not- hgve been the department of .’
". . teacher education, One ‘other item on the pOI'fIClpOnfS .questidhnaire had at least a *
e — tangential bekging on this queshon In reshonse to a quasfion about the relative- emphasis
' o« Onsubject rhatt d-teaching methods, the majority of fellows, 64%.sa|g that the balance
* was 050ut right, 28% reported that there was too@ emphasns"oﬁ subject matter, and
o

fs) ¥ o' [ R
’ only 3/o reported too much emphasis on teaching ds. o X -
. . . B , LI ’ , l."’ - .
- ~ - . :
% « ' . . &
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N *7" 3" Cooperation with Loéal School Systéms - R
;j B 1 ‘ -
- Only ong question deslf with this topic: evaluators were asked to report how

- extensive gthe relationships were between colleges and umvers?tfs ang cooperating school .
. districts. . Again, there were great differences from one institufion to another: fourteen
institutions were rated on the low end of this continuum, 12 at the high end, and five at

L4

the midpoint. In the evaluators' written comments abouigthe programs, some of the most \

~ * caustic had to do with the lack of practicum experiences available to fellows in those ’
institutions without-laelotionships to cooperative school systems. . ' '

¢

-
»

To,summarize; the.en bloc approach seems to have been effective in most of the
institutions that participated, in the ExTFP; it was ascompanied by a high degrée of soliddrity
in Tost of the groups, and by seports of high morale dmong the ‘fellows. In the matter
of tooperation between teacher-education and subject-matter departments, the program

- does not come off so well, It appears that while there was substantial cooperation in some 7

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. ~ :

/ , 2 . . . o

) C. Pperating Strategies )

3
-

Even when programs have the same formal structure, the mode of operation may
differ greatly along a variety of dimensions. Since it is known, for example, that graduate  ° :
programs in AmericGn universities differ in thhe degree of competitivenessthat they foster |,
among grgduate students, it would be expected that ExTF programs would vary in this
regard. Similarly, universities, andsby extension the ExTE programs, differ widely™in the
extent of faculty involverient with stddents and in faculty commitment to instruction. ‘

o

, Beyond this, the natyre of the ExTFP suggests that there are other dimensions
along which variation may be, expected. Thekperiende of teaching for a number of., .
T yéars has provided each fellow in the Program with a degree of specialization in his field,

, an awareness of the problems that arg involved'in teaching hig subject, and an intellectual
MW 4nd emotional maturity that set himeapart from the typical gra%uat,e ang undergradodte .
3 " student. Hrs response to the program of courses that is offereg should depend; in considerable
?f part, on‘whether and how that program builds,#Pon and utilizes his extensive experience. ,

We_turn now to q,discussion of differences among institutions in these aspects.

..

1. Utilization of Fellows' Backgrqund -

Al four sources -~ féllows, faculty s difectors, and evaluators -- were asked, in o

one way or another, whether they felt the program had token advantage of the rich experience ~ |

and prior prép%raﬁo'n of #he fellows. Although-these questions. were phrased differently S
for different populations, thef®ur sets of responses have been grouped so that they are

roughly comparable;, they are prese.'nted_in Table 6. ' v
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Toble 6. Judgments of Whether Program&utlt Upon Fellows Expenence and Prepurahon

~
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ofswhether the programs took account of fellows' backgrounds. Pr
most likely to say that the programs had built on fellows' backgrdnds; faculty members
and fellows were somewhat less certain, but the.clear majority of these two groups ogreed

with the directors that the program utilized the fellews' prior experience.

, T Percent of Each Group Res;mnc]ing
Source ’ Yes Uncertain No
- 6 ‘ ‘ 6
Faculty 66 / k ?3 _
Directors 89 f/ ‘7 4
A &
“IFellows 63 24 12
- \ '
Evaluators 32 ‘ > 16 : - 7
‘ . -
]fn the foquty and directors questjohnaires, the alternahves for respondents
to check were "Yes, " "Uncertain, “and "No." Fellows who said that the, program .
usually or consnstently built on their backgrounds have’been scored as replymg "Yes, "
those who said it rarely did so are scored as "Uncertain, " and those who said it was
unconcesned for their batkground are scored as saying "No." Evaluators' responses
are recorded as "Yes, " "Uncertain, r_"No" occordmg to whether their judgments
were on the posmv&yde of the mndpomt at Ehe mudpomt or on the negative side. r S

directors were

Clearly there was a considerable difference among sources in theic jodgments

Real disagreement

,with these' judgments was shown by the evaluation teams, over half of whom said that
' the,mshtuhons they visited had not designed their programs to I'oke‘occomt of fellows'

experience.

they visited were examined in some detail.

The comménts of those teams that were critical, on these grounds, of the institutions
In an interim report, based on about half of these

responses, comments by critical evaluation teams were summarized in a‘manner whlch
holds true after the remainder of the data have been collected: & |

-

Most commonly, Evoluoto’r{who were Griti ca] remarked that fellows
, were tregted like regular. graduate students, complete with the institution
+ of multiple-choice examinations and competition for letter grades,

: with the prescription of a fixed schedule of courses, with little tailoring of *

individual programs to the needs of individual fellows and with little o
or fo Opp0rtumfy for fellows to exchonge ‘ideas with one another about

their own experiences.

In short,

the same kinds of programs they had always offered.

S --"\29‘

-23~
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. .these institutions offered substanhally
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Why the other three sources at those same. institutions should so strongly disagree  ~ | .
with the évaleators' judgmepts remains unclear. Perhaps in their involvemenf*with one : -
4

. '.Di{fifuﬁon, they were unafle to conceive of the-rangé of alterm{tive policies that &hes

valuators ehvisioned; as a copgequenge, policies that these sources thoght were major_:

i

co c'essio% the fellows' expdrienc ‘may have been viewed by evaluators as modest
efforts, af'Dest g That faculty embers and program directors actually did'believe-they

had utilized the' fellows" experience is made evident by their replies to a quéstion asking
whether their program was modified to take advantage of the experignce and background -
of participants. Sixty-twgpercent of the directors and 36% of the faculty answered . ,
this question affirmatively, 9% and 40% weré uncertain, and only 2’7% and 16% answered .-
"no " - ¢ ) '

S

'

- -

2. Conﬁ:eﬁtivéness"ar;d Work Load ' -

. Our interest in diseussing the extert of competitiveness and the size of fellows'(. 4
work load is not to détermine whether participants in the ExXTFP worked or loafed, but

to see whether they thought they ‘were overwarked and how intense was the cdmpetition among
fellows. Urlfor_tum.‘ely; the question that was asked of faculty members and directors’
appears to have been, rélevant to the firsf question, not to the second. It asked whether

the students worked hard during the year. Eighty-four percent of the program.direct6rs 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 were uncertain or reported that fellows

had not" workéd hard. In retrospegt, these replies seem' to reflect the respondents’ approval

of fellows in their programs more than their evaluation of the fellows' work load. - .

r

v , . .
By contrast, fellows were about evenly divided between the opinion that their
wor‘ load was about right (52% of ‘the respondents) and the vigw that it was too heavy to -
dllow completion. of assignfents and independent work (47%i. Ratings by the evaluatos
“teams also indicated that the work load in sgme schools was heavy: 10 of the 31 teams .
" reported that the work load at the institution 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 fatzlows said that the level of competition ingtheir program was either quite high or - .
extremely 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 considerable-homogeneity of judgments on these
. items among fellows.in the same programs;-thatis, in certain programs almost all of the"
fellows said the work loadwas too heavy, in others, almest all said it was about right.

~

’

A cogent comment gn these judgments is the remark that graduate education
involves a great deal of woglwherever it occurs. Indeed, 'many of the evaluation ‘teams
who rated, the ‘work load as somewhat too heavy observed that such is the norm in graduate
school, and that after the prograf® was over fellows might cherish their experience the
more for the fact that strenuous demands had been made of them. Nevertheress, it
appears that some institytions did require far more work than ff;ir fellows could produce,

thereby injroducing severe emotional stress into the academic program. -
) %,. ~ ’ . . M )
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mt to teach in the ExTFP might have been accepted by a fagulty 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.
Alternatively )it might have been viewed'as a special chaldenge which called fora
somewhat différent orientation toward both the’ sub|ect matter and the students. The
tone of the guidelines 'makes it clear that their intent is for the second attitude to be
dominant ‘amo ) the staff of the ExTFP. There were no items in ony questionnaire that dealt
directly with the mode of orientation of the faculy, but there were omumber that skirted it

_we turn our atterition now to those items ..

as, $imply and
he presented,

Focult)‘ membgrs and program directors were asked whefher thdy found the ExTFP
a challenging and satisfying experjence. As may be seen in Table 7, the ma|or|ty of both
groups replied in.the offirmative 16 both questions. Program directors, once again, were
somewhat more enthusiastic than the faculty. . )

| ~ .

~ . . - ‘, hd
- . '
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Table 7. Ratings hy Faculty and Directors of Whether the Program-Was Challengmg
and Satisfying

€ . - - [
) a. How Challenging wés the ExTFP 7, i -
Source o Extremely Somewhat "] Not Very ] Notat All -
Faculty 47 /’ 2 | s @ .0 R
’ \\ ’ » N = -
Directors 64 31 - 0; . ‘0 -
i » .
N th , ’ a
b. How satisfying was the ExTFP? ' '
Source T Extremely Somewhat Not Very-* Not at All '
focuhy ™ 57 40 - 3 1

r.)irecters B 71 . 24 0% 0.~ .

The enthusiasm of the dnreg!ors and faculty for teaching in the program 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 |udgments that
fell t&ward the gpposite pole of the continuum.

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

whether they were accesfible and helpful to students. Their tesponses were overwhelmingly-
favorable on both counts: 94% reported that the staff was either usually or always accessible,

95% said it was either usually or always helpful . .
. N , ) /\ 31 - Sy . ’
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B facolty spid their professional development was furthéred either "greatly" or, "very greatly"

.

)

. N o . ' ‘ ’
" Although, as we have seen, the faculty.and directors reported being challenged and
. stimulated by the Program,: they were less likely to report that the experience affected
' th'eir'yo:vn\p[ofegional and intellectual-growth. As gy be seen in Table 8, only 41% of the

“by the’ experignce;’ gnly about, 30% said.it added greatly or very greatly to their intellectual

- respondents’ jud

%rdjnarily préfit in these ways from his teacRing experience. In any case, it is clear that

growth and 16 their skiJBlec;s teachefs.
h

estirm‘:tes\of how muc

_Again, directors were more generous in their
nefit they derived from the Progrom; 51% said it added greatly
or very.greatly Yo their professional growth, but.only about a third judged it*had a

comparableeffect on their iptel‘lectu.oi gnﬂth or their skills as teachers. In eachrcase,

nts of the benefits they derived from fhe program were less favorable

than their rafings of the challenge and satisfaction they felt. It is not clear how much
weight should be ‘given to+hese results. Perhdps fhe/experienced University teacher does no}

* the experience may have been stimulating and challenging but was not viewed as educational

. for the majority of the staff.’

.,

* Table 8. Judgments by Facult

Development

0

L 4

-+
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-
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y and Difegtors of the Program's Effects on Their Own .

* - Percent Responding!

3 . : Ver7 1 Moder- Very
item L. Source - . Greatly |Greatly fately |Ligtle]Little
. LAFEE A . . - .
28. Add to profsjon . [Faculty J4° 1 27 35 |14} s
growth-and develop~. [Director 18 [ 36 42 L2 0
, fhent ? o - D - : . v " X
29.+'Add to. yourdwte Hectuo [Fagulty n | fa i |7
growth ? Director 9 - 29 | 56 4 0
vy * [4 * * 2
S : ‘ / :
30. Addto your skill as Faculty h 10 19 42 19 r 4
, a téacher? . Director 9 24 53 4 4.
[ A .. [}
. e, f
! IPercentages in each row do not totg| to 100 because non-respondents are not
included. { -
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4, DeEortmental Innovativeness -

i [ ] : . . . s ") . -. ‘ : ' .

Lo “ 1t was not requited that institutions prepare thoroughly innovative proposals in -
order that their programs be funded under the ExTFP. lnstead substonhally traditional .
proposals were €xamined in competition with completely mnovohve anes; opprovol\::é}/
disapproval for furiding was determined.in terms of the program 's novelty, but in-terms

- of. how effective it seemed |||<!|y to Be in furthermg the educohon of experienced teqchers,,>
p . in the view of program durectors fhere was innovation in the great rho;orlty of
_the institutions. Of 42 dﬁors who responded fo this item, 32 said they had seen
. imaginative teaching metAs and practices in their.programs, 6 were unsure, and only 4
reported that they hod not seen such practices.. As usual,- 1udgments by faculty members
W, less extreme:, of 174 who responded to the item, 79 reported innovations, 22“were

' upsure, and 73 reported none. , . . - ‘

S - .

-

- The evaluation teams agreed more with the faculty than wu!ﬂF the directors:

- " . 12 teams rated the institutions they visited a being on the_innovative side of the ‘midpoint,
12.ratings were on the noninnovative side, and the remaining 7 were exactly at the ~
midpoint. None of the evaluator ratings fe1| in the most extreme categories, those which
indicated efther.a great deal of mcglnohq:nd innovation or none at all. -

A
-

- @  In summary, there was disagreement among sources on the extent to which they \\
thought the programs had utilized the background and experieace of fellows. The least
enthusiastic source of ratings, the ‘evaluators, |udged ‘that there were more institutions
which did not make sufficient use of the f€llows' ‘experience than there were which did.

"Apparently, thete were systematic differences between institutions in. the amount of work

, assigned to students. In every institution a considergble amount of work was required, but i

some the amouht was eriormous. " By all accounts, the faculty was challenged and stimulated

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

were neltber thoroughly mnovcmonal nor srodg'ly traditional .

w - - =

‘5. Effects on lnstitutional De\(e|0pment

.
4 e ’ by - &

nvisioned initiatly, was a strengthening of the participating institutions themselves,
parhcul rly in their on-going teacher education programs. Obviously, changes in the-
_ tternjiof teacher education will have effects upon the preparation and later performance of
. « thest Who are trained; therefore, it is.important to determine whether the Program actially
%?r:e ced educatloml patterfs in the host institutions. Impoftant though this question may
: be,-if is uAcertain whethér it can be answered adequately by the present study .- These
’ a were collected in the first year of the Program's bperation, barely eight months
it was instituted. Whatever effects’it may ultimately have upon procedures for - -
er training, these effects ard not likely to have taken place by the time these data ’

. were-collected. Conseq?ently, the conclusions we may draw about such effects must .
. inevitably be tentative . :

* i »
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Of the five items that dealt with this issue, two were global judgments, by the , ' o
~directors and the faculty, of ‘the Program's "value fo the institution."” One evaluator "= & i

item asked about the Program’s dontribution to theplans of the Department, and two °

items, from the evaluators and the direcMrs, asked specifically about the Program's .
"impact on the on-going 'teadher education program. " Thus there were three distinct, if . -
related, issues involved in these items: va)ue to the institution, contribution to department =~
?evelopment, and impact on teacher education. ." T

4

-~ @

v As wass so often the case, judgments orr these questions varied remarkably from one .
source to another (Table 9). More thén thrd€ fourths of the faculty members and the directors |
reported that-the Program was either "Valyable" or “very valuable "43 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 it was moderate or great .
(36%, in each case). The same divergedce of opinion nd in judgments of the Rrogromi's
effect on teachér education: 62% of the directors said its imact off teacher education .

teams were 16% and 58%. - '

3 .

|
was relatively large’and only 23% said it was small; the corresponding figures for evaluation =~ .

- -
Table*9. Judgments by Faculty, Directors, and Evaluators of the ~Progrom's Effects Upon e
Institutional Development .
. ' a. Percent saying Program’s value fo institufionT
¢ |Source Great Moderate | Undecided | Slight + None
Directors - 42 44 b 9 2 0
* |Faculty “} 29 47 . A3 ° S5 1
, B. Contribution to departmental and institutional development
Evaluators ) oo 129 2. 10 ,
» _ 1 . ’ 4/ f, ”
. c. Impact on teacher education s
. [ ] . .
> WDirecfors 24 - 38 ) 13 . 16 7 4
Evaluators 6 B D [ 26 26 ) 32 .
\ 1 S . .
To make results from three questionnaires comparable, resporises to the Visitors . .

Evaluation Form have been classified as follows: checks in either of the two most favorable
categories are scored &s judgments that the programtiad great effects; those in the thjrd most " -
favorable category are scored as refleching moderate effects; those in the center category
are classified as "undecided"; and resgonses are considered as imputing slight effects or .
none according to whether they fell in the thirder in the two most unfqvorable categories.
0 : . - . .
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- These differences in judgments by the different sources prc;BcbIIyC{Iected a number

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

-+ than did the evaluators; no doubt this involvement influenced their judgments in a favorable
direction. It s probably true, gs well, that the different sources used different criteria
to assess the effects of the Program; what looked like a rémarkable advance in the contexf
of a particular’i stitution may have seemed trivial to an outside observer. Paradoxically,

. some ‘of the disoZreer‘nen? in judgments may have occurred because instifutional changes had
been made before the ExTFP wos undertaken. A few. evaluation teams said the Prograt had =
little impact on teacher educatién because the existing procedures were advanced and
effecfive. Program directors a ributed ‘more influence on teacher training to the Program

.

than did the evaluators. < ' . . :

- - Y ,

) Al N
) One determinant of whether a change Ya—s.' effected 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 that evaluation teams rated above the midpoint on “impact on
teacher education” were boséd in education departments. Judgments by evaluation teams
of the extefit to which departmental and institutional development were affected showed the
same patterns: 7 of the 8 programs in which evaluatiog teams saidthe effects were gredtest
were based in education departments. Not surprisingly, then, educational changes were ~
more likely when Departments®sf Education.were directly responsible for the Program; ’
stated somewhat differently, educationoVprograms that were located in Liberal Arts
departments did not have immediate effects on the policies of education departments. -

A}

D. General Summary of Impressions of the ExTFP . - " vt ¥
. ” . | ] . .
It is cleagly evident from the results that have been reported in this section

* that the sources’ evaluatichs of the ExTFP varied direZ:tly with their involvement in the
program. Program directors, wha probably had the most at*stéke in the enterprise,

~were thoroughly enthusiasti¢, 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 liffle less enthusiastic than those of the directors. Evaluation teams,
who spent only t s viewing the programs and who maintained calcylated objectivity

" as their ideal, welg/able to temper their enthusiasm with criticism. :

] — +
~

Yet it is the burden of this report that all four sources, including the evaluators,
produced predominantl); favorable judgments of the ‘program. Furthermore, the responses
of those who were involved in the program are nat to be discredited simply because of their » .
involvement . In all but awery few institutions, it appears, a group of highly qualified
teachers were brought togeth®r with a group of intelJigent, hard working, experienced,
thoroughly committed students. When clrcumstances also ‘promoted the development of
strong group solidarity and high morale amiong the fellows, @ truiy impressive educational
experiehce probably occurred. Even when the social context was less than ideal, the -
justaposition of o first-rate student body and a better-than-competent faculty doubtless
produced educational effects that were considerably above the average. . . .

> . . ) °
- .




V. Correlates of Effectiveness and Satisfaction

« ‘ - ¢ m .
- s ' . —

We have seen that satisfaction with the ExTFP and judgments of its effechveness
wefe both very posmve . Nevertheless, there were consistent differences from one program

- to another in the éxtent of satisfaction of the various respondenfs and in the ratjngs-of

< effectiveness that they gaye. Out purpose in this section is to examine the relationship
of other variahles to judgments of effectiveness and satisfaction ., g b

.Twb sources of evidence -- one qualitative, the other quantitative -- are used
in this analysis. The qualitative ggaterial consists of comments by evaluation teams about
the influence that program directors had upon the effectivefiess of the ExTFP. This chapter
begins with a discussion of these comments. The quantitative material is made upof
correlations among responses to the various questionmires, 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 'summary before examlmng the correlcmon tabfes in detail.

. .

A. The Role of the Director in,frogram Effecti\{eness

Y
—

Analysis of the role of-the program!' s'director in the operation of- the ExTFP was

not systematically built into the questionnaires and the evaluator's rafings.. Nevertheless, .

reports from evaluation teams made it clear that M actions of the director were frequently
crucial to the success or lack of success of individual programs. Once this became clear,
the- wntten comments of the evaluation teams were examined in defail to make whatever
inferences. tr/'e p055|b|e about this tepic. Analysis of these comments may be summarized
as follows: Y , ' .

It is app*t from the reports of evaluation teams that the qua(lity of -directors
had a major impachon the conduct of programs. In general, when the evaluotors
commented on the obility, deducahon, ~enthusiasm, avallabullty, ond seriousnegs of
directors, they also rated the programs as effective and productive.'When comments
wer de about the director's lack of status in the institution, when the dlrectorshlp
cha between the timé of application and the time the program began, when tension
ruled between the director and his staff, the program whs characterlzed s weak, poorly
plonned poorly integrated, and unproductive. 7

\

»  Because there was no provision in‘fhetguidelines stipulating that the director »
be given released time for his administrative duties, many directots jacked-time to
carry aut their dufies and lacked funds for necessary supporting work’. Irrsome cases,

(3

the director functioned as a coordinator rather than an ddministrator, with neither the /

-
’
.

» _—
. .

¢ . ”
. ]Pi’ofgssor William Engbretson carried out this andlysis and drafted the summariZing
stfotement . . - . .

.
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power nor the funds to conduct the program as it had been represented in the proposal.
In sum; programs ‘seemed to'be most effective when the director was,deeply involved
in the program's-goals and was able both to devote sufficient time t6 administrative
* duties’and to foster cooperation and respect from participants and faculty. ~
. ) N

*

-

s The freq‘uency‘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. '

.
< D

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

Pe ft should be obwious 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.
If all of the séores an one item fall at the identical peint, tr‘r responses to that item

v

dannot possibly co-vary with responses to some other item. |\ On many of the items that

dealt with satisfaction and effectiveness the responses of directors showed next to no variation,
being largely. concentrated at the most favorable alternatives. For this reason, directors'
responses will not be included in the correllation matrices that are presented in this section.

- . - .

There remained responses by faculty and fellows at 47 institutions, apd responses

by faculty, fellows, and evaluators at 31 institutions which were visited. It seemed’

clear that our jnterpretation 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 3], programs ,
that were, visited might, because they ignored 16 other institutfons, give a distorted pisture
of thé true pattern of relationships gmong variables. Jo make sure that thisgras not the

case, two correlation matrices were.computed, one based on responses by fagulty and

fellows in otf 47 institutions, the, other based on responses by faculty, fellows, and

evaluators in the 31 schools that were visited. A comparison of the. correlations between
identical pairs of variables in the two matrices,showed that very similar results were obtained.
Therefore, only correlation coeffioients 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 tha inference-that itdiffers from zero by an argount greater

than would be expected by chance. .

” . . -~
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2. Interpreting the Correlation Coefficients - < “

.
» ¢ - . )

When two variables show a sizeable correlahon it is often tempting and sqmﬂm\es

"reasonable to'conclude that they are somehow causally related. This temptation should

be indulged with caution, if et all; causal relationships cdnnot be Establjshed by correlational
techniques. For example we sha" see_that there was a high positive correlgtion between .

““fellows' morale and their, |udgmenfs of program effechveness in programs.where morale was

high, .fellows’ judgments of effectiveness was high, when morale was low so were fellows’
judgments of effectiveness. Clearly, however, this does ot meah that high porale

produces an effective program. It is equalfy | ||ke|x_that the causal chain goes_the other way,
that morale goes down when a program becomes ineffective or. up @s effectiveness improves.

. It is alsd plausible that the two variables §nteract, so that some degree of ineffectiveness

depresses marale, 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 |mprovement But these suggestions must

be examined intelligently, not accepted uncritically as a consequence of an impressively ldrge
correlation coefficient.

. A final point must be made.. It has long been known that. when 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 rate all of the subsidiary aspects of ‘that

issue in @ manner consistent with his over-all position. In particular, people who are
favorable to the ExTFP as a wholeewould 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 9€ correlofion must be expected between any pair-of items from the same [

- questionnaire os o simple function of this bias, However, such a bias cannot be invoked

as on explanation whifn items from different q&eshonncures correlate with one another; when -
two different sources agree in their ratings of an institution on some dimensions, the
bias of either'sourcelglone not be invoked as an explandtion. For this reason, special .

~ attention must be given to the correlations between judgments that were made by different

sources. - v )
C. Eorrelations Among Measures of Effectiveness and Satisfaction .
-~ i /

It has already become evident ®Rat faculty members,. fellows, and evaluators )

“dll showed favorable opinions of the effectiveness of the ExTFP Th¢ question at hand .

is whether an institution that was.ranked high' on one measure also received a h‘§h 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 anothgr. .

"
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. ' Table 10 presents the pattern of correlations among eight measures.of effectiveness

and satisfaction. |t is apparent thqt there, were consistently high positive correlations

.among such ratings when they were given by the same source. Thus, the average correlation

among the faculty items was +.55 and the average correlation among the three fellow +

items waé+.72. High correlations were also obtained between judgments by'the. fellows <

and those by evaluators, the average elation being+.55. As to correlations between

faculty judgments and those by the other two sources, however, only faculty ratings of

whether the progrant met the fellows' educational need{ correlafed with all of thé items

from the other sources. Inaddition,. fo;ult judgments of whether the feHows would become

better teachers correlated with fellows*-judgments of effectiveness and satisfaction but

"¢ not %lth evaluators' judgments. Faculymembers own reo!ons to the program angd thei
ratings of its value to the fellows did not corre|ate, significdntly with any of the ratings (%
of scmsfochon and effectiveness that fellows or evoluators made . v

. y
o ; ! /
3 . ’ ) -
- Table 10. Correlations among Measures of Effectiveness and.Safisfaction .
, N - . R ~
P g . . o - oy . .
— o . ’ i Faculty. ¢ . Fellows ‘~oq Ev. ™
Source | \ltem . 16 18 20a 26 23 24 31 19
1Faculty | 16. Reaction to ExTFP - - .43 .63 .69 |.26 .31 .34*[.24
| 18. Did fellows become better teacherq .43 “=-+.43 , .62 |.43 (46 .55 [ .14
! - | 20a. ExTFPValuable for fellows? .63 .43 -- .49 .02 .01 .17} .12
DR 26. ExTFP meet fellows need_s? 69 .62 .49 -- |.41 .58 .61 | .44
|Feltows. | 23. ExTFP meet your major need ? 26 .43 .2 .41 |--- .61 74 | .40y
— | 24. Reaction to ExTFP ’ ) .31 .46 .01 .58 |61 -- .81 | .60
\ - 31. ExTFP hélp your teaching? .34 .55 .17 . .61°|.74 .81 -- | .65
L Y - : L N— i L E— .
3 ‘) . |Eveluater| 19. ExTFP meet fellows' needs? 1.24 .14 12 44 | 40 .60- .65 | --
A o | |
— ' ., - o~ N
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 satisfactien ’
" and effectiveness did not also correlate with_the items from the fellows® and the-evaluator
’ questionnaires is not immediately clear.

/ 4 - —
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D. The Relationship Between Program Effectiveness and Program Structure ‘
Under this heading -we will. consider the correldtions.between program effectiveness
and three classes of variables: (1) achievement of the en bloc approtich, solidarity, and
morale, (2) reTations among departments and- ﬂft“wlons, and (3) the role of the director.
" In-each case, we first present the correlation among vonables within the se} then their !
correlations with effectivengss.

l.,The' En-BI'ééApproach, Solidarity, oqd Motale

. Correlation among measures. We have already learned (a) thot\a generally
high~evel of solidarity ‘was achieved inall of the programs but (b)isome ‘institutions g ‘
a consistently higher level-of morale than did others. Table 11 presents the correlations J
amopg the dufferent ratings of solidarity and morale, All but one of the 10 correl®on Y
coefficients achieved statistical significance, ‘the mean “correlation beingr .58w There ¥
was, then, remarkable agreement between sources as 1 which programs were characterized
by a very high degree of iOIIdOrlfy and morale and which were not. It should be  * ¢
noted that the lowest correlation in'this table, .30, was between the evaluators' reting®  © ¥y
of successful achievement of the en bloc approach ang the faculty rat_mg of student. morole.

TN \\ AN
- . . . —

. , . . g , .
- " Table T1.: Cgrrelotidns among Measures of Solidarity and Morale |+ : d
. - . . . [ . *
. Faculty Fellows | Ev.-
Sourae [ ltem 48 49 |47 149 | 17,
. g
"IFaculty | 48. Student solidarity = | .57 .68 45
. 49, Student morale ¢ ° 1 -- L) .57 .67 .30 -
. s - ‘ ‘ Y | - i
. = - ' N / -
Fellows | 47. Student solidarity. ’ .57 .57 - 76 | .49
L 49, Own morale . ~ 68 67 ~} 760 -- }-.56 %
. . . s . A . . ‘:. ] 7 . ’ %ii' )
' E,va'uctorrﬂ. Eebloc successful | _ V| .45 .36 "4 .49 .56 - 1 .
i i\ Y ' : B . -
N S : % ;
. - .’ A ,‘e“- PR <.
. - b. "Rglatioh of solidarity xamorol 6 satisfaction’and effectiveness. Table 12 - s
. presents the correlations between Mieasures of“soludanfy and moralt gnd those of satisfaction |
and effectiveness. It is evident that the majority of these corre ohons were quite high, -t
even when the ratings were obtained from différent sources, ex pl’ that fellow and ’
evaluatorratings of solidarity did not correlate significantly wit foculty easures of
" effectiveness. The average correlatiqg of foculty ratings of solidarity withr faculty -
* * ‘ s L 4 J *
. ] . . —— . ,4 o
' . N | ’ [ 4 L ) } » iy .
., . ) K . . -34- ° i ) 4
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- ‘ A e ::" )
, S -




Q\ ) == ﬁ- .f R “ . e s,
: ratings of effechveness was + 50, with fellows ratings of effechveness, 4 46 arid wnth o

the evaluator rating of ‘effectiveness, +.47. The average correlation of fellows' ratings &
¥ solidarity wifh their own ratings of effectiveness was.+.47, with the evaluator rating of
effectivenessp+.42, and' with faculty ratings of efféctiveness, +.28. Finallyggthe evaluafor,
Joen rating of achievement of the en bloc approach correlated+.71 with the evaluator megsure R
. . of effgetiveness, had an average correlation of +.41 with fellows~measures of effectiveness, ot
- %‘\ "~ 4nd an-average corre\lotmn of only +.18 with faculty rgtings of effectiveness. Whatever~ ! -
. . the cousal factars that, may be involved in these cofrelations, it is clear that the achievement -
" of the en bloc" approach and of solidarityand morale was associated with program effech\(.eness,

especno“y as viewed by fellows and evaluators. - . - ) . ...,
. . , ' . . . .
- . . . i 4 P
| - - o oy
,_Table“}Z./_Gorrel jons of Solidarity and Morale with Program Effectiveness C e e e
’ i - . ’ ’ ¢ . i / (. Y - ’

2

- . MG . 1 Fagglty P Fe”ow’s o “Ev. l '
) Source- -{ ltem ) 16 18 200 26 23 24 3t 19 -,

“*v‘--»."-lﬁFac.uI?y 48. Studentsolicllity | 43-.42. 259 .44 |35 .60 .58 of ;57
- I T4?' Student morllp © | .62 .62 .62 63" | .227.47 .51”37

' ) ’ ! T . Y S »
‘ ellows |47. Student sohdorlfy 27 .37. 2232 .53 .64 .55 44 -
. .40

<149 Own morale . .30 .25 22 .30 A3 .57 .41

N ‘ ‘ P — T N "', b - . :
- Evaluator] 17.*En bloc suctcessful 28 .08 .13 ..21 } .29 .51 .44 | .7%y A °
I T ’ L~ T , . .
$ o T o e ’_ ' YL o “
- » R 2. Relatio‘ns omorig’ Deportrne'ntiphé Institutions. . - o . ' L
v . Cortelations omong measures. Uhder‘thls heading will be considered-évaluator |
- and’ Felb’@v ratings of cooperation between depdrtments, @d¥evalugtor judgments ‘w
of whethefjtfe Sastitution had establithed relationships with the local school systems. - [ - '
ftewill be remembered that respondents reported great variabilityamong programs in -~ ’ D
the\extent of coopemf:on between sub|ect-motte(§1d teacher-education deportments, o L
" ' w andin the amount of cmperahon.wnfh focal schodsystems . Wle 13 presents the L |
correlations amang the three measures of cooperation. None of these correlatnoqs fs .5
: Jhightr than+.21. This mdependence of one set of responses from’ another;reveals, first, =
. tth:ccordl to evaluatorg’ reporfs, ‘whether 5ub|ect-motté1' and teocher-educphon .

. . deporfrnents dooperated had no bearing upon whether coaperation was established between . |
. the iBsATUTQ and local school systéms. Sécond, the. low correlohon means that ,
) - ) . <7 * ¥ 7
¢ e . ' : :
- L. . ) - . .. . " X ) L P

-t

“ ’ . .~— ". R . _35_41. . - . o
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_Table 13. Correlations among Measures of De’paYmemal,and Institutional Cooperation,

R}

judgments of départmental coopergtion made by fellows were either based upon'different .
criteria from those wsed by evaluators or‘that the two groups used thelr.cnteno differently

in these judgments. .

. - ‘

I

. , 4 v .
' : v N | Fellows . Evaluatos . L
-« jQource Item ]38 3 J‘ .4 .
. ’ ) /! q‘ ) ° - ' .
b’treflows 38. Departments cooperate . ~- 15 .21
7, ) - )
' X L . 7/ . & - )
\ luator| 3 Deportments cooperate LY Sl -- .18 ,
] | 4. Cadp. with local schools ".21. N R --
- 3 c W - ' -
., T K 4 . R ‘ .
) . . a , L . . .
’ b. Correlations of measures of co operation wigh progrom effechvenes;

Despite the lack of correlation amdng. the e measy
. that bothﬁeﬁows and evaluators' assessments of .de

-sngn*f:conﬁy “Wwith ratings of effectiveness mdde by fe MW and evaluaters; howeveg, -
they were consistently uncorrelated with facuhy ratings of program effectiveness.
_although the fellows may have used different criteria from evajuators in jedging depdartmental

Godps
ental’

tion, we see in Table 14
ooperation were correlated'

Thus,

. cooperahon, by either criterion, -programs’that were rated as having t"eltmvelylhlgbl :
" degree of coo;&hhon among departments were modg likely thar ng bg adjudged -
. effective; The degree of cooperation with local school systeins, as reporj& by evaluato‘-
was substantially unfetated to any measures of effectivehess. 57\
) ’ T e ¥ .
}‘ - ’ , ‘. 'i‘ : . ) . C: (. - “ ’0
Table 14. Cérrelations of, Departmental Cooperation wi}m Pro'rém.Effectiveness ! ) o
, « ’ . . OVA; ,‘ -, ‘ .. I3 . . “. -
JRE S - T« | Faculty l : Fel"pws R,
~ - ASource | ltem v . “16- 718 200 26 | 24 31 ‘19
- ’ . . .c ' . L . i ’ . A. - X PR SN (O
. ellows. |.38, Departments’coopérate; J20 .21 501,35 1.56 :7a .60 .54
= ‘ AT I
- Jevoluatof + 3. Deportments cooperdte | % 20 .12 .06 |40 .32 .47 .44
- v 4@00p Wl 10co| schools -:10 -.10 -,11° 27 114 .26 .31 .35 ¢
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~ ~  E. The.Relationship Between Prig Efﬂe'g:tiveness and Program Sfrategy

The recder will recall that the genera] topic of program strategy subsumed rchngs
of the utilizgtion of fellows’ background the amount of competmveness and the 'work load,
the involvement of the faculty, and the &xtent of innovation in the progrgms. "The '
correlatioh of each of these variobles with effectiveness will be discussed in turn, =

s 1. Utilization of Fellows' Background = ¢ ' »

o~ a.. Correlation among measures.™ In their judgments of whether.the program's
.. organization took into occount the extensive experience of fellows, avaluation teams
were distinc? from the other three groups in saying that the'majortty did not. Though
Thgy disagreed with the fellows i in the extent to'which they felt that fellows* bockgrounds.\
weresutilized, the evaluation teoms ‘clearfy.arrayed institutions on ghis varioble in obout
the sanig order as did the fellows, for the correlation between ratings fbm these two
) sources wos+.45. This correlotion, in fact, was she largest cprrelation-in the matrix
- (Table 15); the only other significant correlohon is that between fellows' judgments on this
. * voriable and foculty sfoteme{fs that the program wa&modlfned Yo take odvonfoge of :
fellows' experience. - . .

s
' v p
2, . - - . - ,

T

K Toble 15. Correlatidns amcng Meo‘sures of Whether the Programs Uhllzec{F‘eﬁows
. Bockgrouﬁds -

P 3

Faculty "1 Fellows Ev. -
© - {Source ltem - 45 46 .42 16 .
. : ’ : - . -
- J#QCUlty ‘| 45. Effort to use experience | --. .06 .05 ‘2?2
. . 46. Modify prog: for experience | .06 -- .38 | 07
,leellpws. 42 . Build oh-éxperience - .05 .38 - 45
~ . | . - ) . v - i}
- . L X4 a o { . ) )
. . Evaftator 16. Toke occt. of experience. | .22 .07 .45 - 7
) S * \ .\ - N
. g . - - < ) 0
r ; < S \ ' o

b. Correlotions of utizatiap of participants' backgrounds with program
Effectiveness and solidarity. As is shown in Jgble 16, faculty judgments of whether the
“program utilized fellows" experiences were not'significantly related to any measure of
effectiveness; facu Wy stotements that the program was modified to take odvontage of the

.*ellows' experience were generolly related to the faculty's own estimates of effectiveness,

. - L]
’ - B
‘ ' - -
N
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but not to ‘those by fellows and by evaluators.  On the other hand, evaluators’ and fellows'
judgments.on this same measure were Slgnlflcdn”x related to-every fellow and evaluator | * _ :
measure of effectiveness and also 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 occorcfing to the m?erpretohon of the evaluators *
‘and the fellows (and we do not lnow the criteria on, wFlch these sources based their mterpretohons)

-

were also adjygiged to be more effective. - o . .
v : ' .
Table 16. Co Iahons of Uhluzahqn of Partncupcnts BackgrOUnds and Progrmn Eﬁf&chvenéss/
. A . ‘Faculty . . Fellows Evlr , |
Source " | . lte n 16 200 26 18--] 23 24 31 19
Faculty | 45. Effort to use exp. -.19 .04 -3 -.25 |-.22 -:06 -.10, .06 v
- 46. Modify prog. forexp. | .54 .31 .53 .27 2. .21 .23 | .05 . !
Fellows |42. Build on experience . |[° .27 .16 .51- .53 *48 71 .76 , 47
1 . - R ) . ¢ . . -,' . '
Evaluator] 16. Take acct. of exp.” . .16..047 .44 03] ,34 .60 60 | 71| . °
TR N ’ |
. 2. Comfetitiveness and Wgrk Load o }; - v % B
? o .
~ a: Correlations among me05ures The cor‘reidhons reported |h Table 17 lend s -

empmcaTsupport to our earlier gonclusion that’ the facu!ty “ludgments about student work
load represented a positive statement about the fellows, ngt an objective assessment of- - ,
the amount of work they were required to do.. eyery cmihg\ of the faculty judgments '

on this item with those of fellows og evalut@ors was nggative. ‘On thenother hand, fellows'

judgments of their work load corré{ated posmvely o:s sighificarftly with those of the
evaluotors “It should be noted, dddmon, that neither of these last two meafiores -~ o
fellows' and evaluators' estimates of “the: worlqlood -- correloted signifizently with fellows' |
statements obout the level of compqhhveness in gheir | programs;cleorly, Yellows could V ~ |
believe they were overworked in enher a‘competitive or a non-cdmpehhve atmosphere .

<
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JTable 17. Correlations among Measures of Competitivenesssand Work Load « &

‘ - Faculty | Fellows - Ev. | s
Source ltem 35 26 29 14 .
" TFaculty | 35. oDid students work hard - - -3 -.26
. : \
[Fellows |26. Work Load , -.39 - 28 .54
l 29. Lev.el of competition -.31 .28 -- .01
Evatuator | 14. Work Load -2 | s 01 - |-
— i —X ] -
o . -

- t
b. Relationship of competitiveness and work load to program effeqﬁvenes?
Further evidence for o’ur:coﬁi\on that faculty ratings of the amount of work the fellows did
a®bally represent favorable judgments of their performance is given in row 1 of Table 18.
This measure correlated positively and significantly with evety faculty rating of program
effectiveness-and wifh two of the three effectiveness ratings made by fellows.

-~

) A different pattern held for feflows' ratings of their work load. These judgments
" showed a high-pegative correlation with fellows' opinions that the program was sti lating”™
- and intérgstiﬁ' and moderate negative correlations with the other ratings of program ‘
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 & ~
. competitivehess in the program, while the correlations of this measure \judgments of
" effectivasglls and satisfaction were consistently negative, they barely achieded statistical
significance in only two cases. In short, programs in which fellows and evaluators reported
. that'the work load was excéssive tended also ta be programs which received low marks
_ for effectiveness and satisfaction, but a program that was viewed qs competitive was not
necessarily ineffective: ! ° b
: e

[ 4

.

18. Correlations of Competitiveness and Work Load with Program Effeg:t‘iveness‘

Table
h ‘ Faculty : Fellows Ev] |
Sourck | ltem - 16 200 26 18 23 - 24 311.19 ;
Facelty | 35. Work hard? 49 41 .63 .62 | .2 .51 46| .24 ‘
f‘ — - R < — R ‘ -. ’
Fellows | 26. Fellows' work load -.34 .03 -.21 -.43 |-.35-*72 -.30 }.32 |
: 29. Competitiveness -.17 ~.28 -.24 -39 | .01 -.39 -.30 | .04 |-~
Evaluaf#::. Fellows' work load 26 .08 -.30 -.26 |-.24 -.44 -.35 |-.38
o ) y .
- h ] . .
. -39- ~
T4 ‘

1 ' .
. . E] ”
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3.’ lnvolv'emer‘\r‘ of the Foeulfy.

. N . ’ M
a. Correlations among measuf€s..

L 2]
3

There were five items-that bore on the faculty's

involvement in the ExTFP: two of these asked thé faculty whether the ExTFP had been

challenging.and satisfying, one asked evaluators if the faculty had been challenged and I~

stimulated by the ExTFP, and two asked fellows whether the faculty had been dccessible

-and helpful.

The correlations among these measures, presented in Table 19 show that -

almost the only significant corre lahons are between measures from the same questionnaire.

" Thus, institutes in which the faculty

ey were cha”engea were also those in.which
the.faculty found the teaching satisfying; schoals in which fellows reported the faculty were

_accessible were shools in which fellows said the faculty were helpful. The only siginificant

" correlation between items, from différent questionnaires was between fellows' reports of d
faculty helpfultﬁss and evaluator ratings of faculty stimulation.

Table 19. Correlations among Measures of Faculty Involvement.

Fasulty | Fellows. : Ev.

Source Item ~ 24 25 4la 41b 9a
Faculty | 24. Was teachimg challenging ? -- .56 19 .30 - .33 -
, 25. Was teaching satisfying ? .56 -- .10 .28 14

Fellows [41la. Were faculty accessible ? .19 .‘10 . - . .87 .24

41b. Were faculty helpful? =~ }'.30 28 .87 -- .41

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

’ b. Correlations between facwlty involvement and effectiveness. The pattern

of correlatians between faculty |nvo1verdenf and effectveness, presented in Table 20,

is not easy to understand One of the faculty megsures, statements about whether the teaching .

experience*was satisfying, correlaftéd with virtuolly every measure of effectiveness and

satisfaction -- perbaps because it might, itself, ke called .0 measurg
“Evaluotors' judgmants of whether the faculty was chaHenged were coO

and gvaluator, but not faculty, measures of effectiveness.

Fel lovi

of satisfaction.

&related with fellow

ratings of the faculty's

helpfulness and accessibility correlated significantly-only with the'r own |udgments of
 effectiveness.
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Table 20. Correlations of Faculty Involvement wit Proéram Effectiveness -

Measures of Program Effectiveness
, : Faculty . M . FeTFOW.f.ﬁ,
Source Item ' 16 200 26 18] 23-24 31

7/

~

L 4
Faculty }24. Teaching chall. |42 09 31 .28 |.26 .25 .26
125. Teaching satisf. 75 .%7' .55 .46, |.31 .45 .50

\

4la. Fac. aceessible -.01 -.25 -.0] .23 |.58 .40 29
41b. Fac. helpful . l4a-n .23 .38 .49

9a~ Fac. chrHenged . e 01 24 .08 |44 5Y 45
[ * ) - —
énnova tiveness | 1“ ~

1

As we Rave seen, on the two measures of innovativeness, neither faculty members
nor evaluators réported any appreciable degree ofinnovation. Nor did measures: of '
innovation from the two sources vary jointly: the corrélation between them ‘was .10.

e ] - ' )

On thé other hand, as may be seen in Table 21, the faculty estimate of innovativeness
was related to every measure of program effectivenessg the average correlation of this variable
with faculty ratings of effectiveness was .55, with fellow ratings of effectiveness, .48, and
with the evaluator rating of effectivenessy .38 (Table 21). Ev;:lluqtor ratings of innovativeness,
on the other hand, were significantly related only to the evaluator measure of effectiveness
and fo faculty judgments of whether the fellows became better teachers as @ result of their
experignce. 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 question asked faculty members -
whether they had observed innovative teaching 'methods or practices; in view of this wording, ~
their judgments may have reflected inventiveness in some one teacher's performance rather
than innovativeness in the over-all program.. If so, the qneaning of this variable's correlations
with effectiveness is considerably different fromthe meaS‘ng that would be ‘carried by-a

‘ _correlaf‘%ln with innovativeness in the program itself. :

- An alternative explanation of the correlation betwgen these faculty ratings and

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

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

“many faculty members may hawe felt that if they judged‘their program to be successful,
it must have.been innovative, & well. ‘ -
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Table 21. Correlations of Innovativeness with Program Effectiveness

-~ - <

Measures of Effectiyeness
Faculty * Fellows
Sourcg | ltem , L 16 20a 26 18 | 23 24 31

=
.

.*Faculfy. 27. Innavatiweness 59 .41 .79 .48 .50 .42 .53

B

[Evaluator 2.‘I\Q_po%fiveness . 11 .18 .01 .46 }-.14 03 --

——

1

2. Effects on institutional development

]
a. Correlations amonaneasures, We have seen above that the three sources

differed remarkably in their estimgtes of the Pragram's effect on institutional development.
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 wére uncorrelated with evaluatore' ratings of both effects on teacher training and
effecf on departmental development. At the same time, the,high correlation between the
two evaluators' judgments shows fhoﬁmshfuhons at whlch evaluators felt changes were

" made in methods of teacher educatian also were judged to be institutions where departmental
develapment was affected. This relahonshlp, actually is partly determined by the fact that
the "department” whase development was being affected; that is, the home department of
the program, was in half the cases the department of educahon .. 1

N
Tabre 22. Corr4|ohons amang Measures af Effecfs an Institutional Developmenf

A

l5 i Focu1ty Evaluator
ource ‘ 20c * .} 1 i

Faculty }20c. Value ta institution

[Evaluator | 1. Effecfs an teacher training

» 8. Effects an deporfment development |

-

b. Correlations between institutional development and effectiveness. Table 23
®prestnts the correlations between measures of institutional development and judgments of
satisfaction and gffectiveness. Global judgments by faculty members of the Program's
* value to the institution carrelated positively with their awn ratings of satisfaction and of

’
~
%
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program effectiveness, but were only minimally releted to such rotinés by other sourcés.

" Evoluator judgments of the Progrom's effects upon the host institution showed low positive
relotionships to their own and fellows' ratings of effectiveness, but were unre loted to such
rafings by faculty members. In short, it oppeors thot o program could be effective in*
trainififistudents without, necessarily, serving os the impetus for extensive chosxges in

7 the patfern or organizotion ot the host insitituion. . A ‘

. . ¢ J . -

-

-
~ - .
——m . . .

" . ‘ (]
) Table 23. Correlotions of Effects on Institutional Development-with Progrom Effectiveness

= , ’ Measures of Program Effectiveness
Fodulty Fellows tv.
Source Item v 6. 20026 18 23 24 31 19
; Faculty |20c. Volue to insti. ‘70 .47 .47.263 | 07 .41 .35 .29
Evaluator| 1. Eff.ec':ts on teocher tr. .04 .10 .10 .20 | .29 .44 .37 |.35
8. Effectsondept. div. .| .14 .03 .07 .22 } .14 .27 .31 |.35
o ' o " .

. 4

E. §ummr§lzfggLQth§59f Effectiveness— - -
R e . » P »

Detailed compments should be madesobout two ospects of these results. The first
hos to do with the reliobility of judgments, with whether two judgments which seem, on
the surfoce, to be asking the some question do, in foct, correlote with one another; the

. . second _i’s the comsistent correlotes of satisfoction and effectiveness, ] '
1. The reliobility of the judgments ’
. In generol, when o single source was asked more thon one question on the same
topic or logicolly reloted ones, the responses fo.those questions were positively correloted.
Thus, foculty, fellow, or evoluator responses to oné item showed generolly high correlotions
with responses by the same source to other items whose content was similar. For example,
institytions whose focylty members said the Program was stimuloting and intgresting throughout
were olso the ones w.?q;e foculty, soid that the Program wos of great value to the fellows,
that it helped the fellows become better teachers, ond thot it met fellows' educational needs. -
; : . Py
. However, responses by different’sources to itéms that were similar in cantent did
. * not glwcfys correlate significontly. Two sets of items -~ satisfoction ond effectiveness, and .
soliddrity ond morale =-.showed marked consistency ocross.all three sources; for eoch set of
items, the ratings thot institutions received from foculty members paralleled these-given by
' fellows ond olso, to o lesser extent, those given by evoluation teams. On a number of
other foctors, responses by foculty'members were substontiolly uncorreloted with those of

=




-~ ° :
* fellows and 6f evaluators. However, the responses of fellows and those of evalyation ?
teams correlated virtually across the board -= in ra'tings of satisfaction and ffectiveness, of
solidarity and morale, " of fellows' work load, of whether the fellows' experience was uhllzed
and of the extent of focu'lty involvement in the Program, responses from these two sources
correlated significantly; only in judgments of whether these was cooperation between different
departments were fellows' judgments and those by evaluators uncorrelated. For one set of
items -- estimates of fellows' work load -~ faculty |udgments were inversely related to those
from the other two sourtes, probably because the question that was asked of faculty members
evoked judgmenfs of the level of felJows' motivation instead of objective assessments of
their work fead . In short, there was consistently high agreement between judgments
by fellows and those by evaluahon teams; agreement between these two sources and the
faculty was largely restricted to two areas: (a)satisfaction and effectiveness and (b) solidarity
and morale. - . : . . .

E
]

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 .corrglations probably reflects such differences. ™t might be argued, first of all,
that whether a program-was very effective or relatively ineffective, and whether its
fellows had very high or relatively low morale could be determined.by faculty 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 présented; 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 jydging wgher and how much the fellows prior experience
was utilized by the program, or how deephhe faculty was involved in the program.

_ Such questions are probobly less frequently discussed, the bases for decision.about them
less commonly shared, than the topics of effectiveness or group solidarity. If this is true,
,udgrﬁents on these |atter topics would be more likely to reflect the biasing effect of the |udge 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

i

relevance to the course material, or about féllows' 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 wnth their desire that thelr own program be rated

.effechve and-"good."” . . \;

. These <onsiderations,would account for the lack# correlation between responses
of fellows and faculty on issues of this second type, but not necessarily for the fact that
judgments of evaluotars parolleled those of the fellows instead of the feculty when the
latter sources disagreed . - Perhaps their discussions with ‘the fellows exposed evaluation teams
to information thqt was not available to the faculty; alternatively, perhaps evaluators
considered the faculty to be more personally involved than fellows in the outcome of “the=
evaluation, hence more likely to be biased in their judgments.
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~Whether one of .these explanations or some other one can account for the results,
of course, requires information that is not availgble in the present.study . 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/t not with the facultP, on other issues.

r T " 2. .Corrdlates of satisfaction and effectiveness

L
Programs that ranked high on satisfaction and rated effectiveness (a) were adjudged
A 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.nbf' to have required an
dltogether unrealistic amount of work . - —— -,

The fact that effectiveness and morale went togefher is not surprising; it reaffirms
a long standing common-sense-generalization. It is interesting to note, however, that
_effactiveness was’corre laYed only with judgments by felldws and evaluators of whether the
v 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 vninformed of the fellows'

. attitudes on these and other issues; indeed, spontaneous comments by evaluation tgmms
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 experiense

- " to the educational grogram, and where the faculty and director were unaware of these attitudes.
It seeme*likely that information about fellows' attitudes might have induced the staff of

the programs either to chamg€ some part of their educational structure and content so as
to-meet the fellows' objections, or to clarify for fellows and staff alike the reasons for ’
"retaining an existing syktem. These actions, in turn, would likely hgve made such programs
more enjoyable and effetive. The obviaus suggestion, then, isthat some programs

might have been much more 2ffective if the fellows® views on sensitive issues had been more
effectively communicated to the faculty and the director. Clearly, the primary responsibility
o fot ensuring that such) communication takes place rests with the director and his staff, not

.~ with the fellows. i

“
v v
‘

Although fellows and ‘evaluators did not agree as to which programs had a great
deal of coopepfion among departments and which did not, by either thesevaluators' or ™
- the fellows' ¢riterion, programs with such cooperation were more effective than those without ]
it. Similarly, ough faculty members and evaluators dig not.agree as™e which host * . |
Institutions benefitted most from the Program, those institutions that eithet group judged
: to have benefitted 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 scurce but not as rated by the other sources. )

8 -
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Finally, there was a significant correlation between faculty ratings of innovdtiveness .-

and every measure of effectiveness —- institutions whose faculties were impressed with -

the inngvations that had been introduced through the Program were considered to be relatively
effective by faculty, fellows, ond evaluators alike; however, evaluatar ratings of . °
innovativengss were only marginally correlated with effectiveness as judged by evaluators

and were uncorrelated with s%h 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. ’ >

T We have already remarked that one should not infer causation from carrelation.

, Hopefully, future studies in this series will help further to clarify the factors that account for -

differences among institutions. Qur caveat against confusing correltion with causation,

_however, does not apply to the relationship.between the director's behavior and program

effectiveness. The experience of the evaluation teams strongly nggested that an energetic,
persudsive director with institutional power commensurate fo his responsibilities could play®

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 implement those policies,

*
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Englisg, .. San Fernando Valley State, College

Mathand =~ .Earlham College

Science , Lo

, - <~
Math and . .Earlham College

Science n .

*»
-

Math and. - Florida State University
Science - oy

. :' - (
Minnesota . o -
l”l ®
-47- -

£« © 53

'Subiecf o 7 Institution X .
Geograph} Ohi‘o ;Stbte,University . .
GeogrOpf;y Oregon College of Education
History &}negiedl nsti'tute of T?ch_nology
H.istory . -Illinois’Stt;te Unive;sify - b
Hi.sfbry . University of Kansas
History University of \’irgfnia 4
'Socéol Studies University of Mi nnes?to] , v

. i
Social Studies ~ Oregon State Universit; ' :
Social Studies‘ Purdue University . )
Social Studies, f?rocuse Univers?fy ’ e
*Engligh®  Chico Stite College.”
Eﬁglxi;h T unive:'si{y of I.lli‘n-éis .
" English University of Ne’brcskc K

-

Grade °

Level

7-12°

7-12

Secondaly .

10-127
7-12

7-12

©9-12

7-12

K-12

Secondary
K-9

7-12
Ke12

7-12

Secondary

Secopdor>:

K-6

-

Appendix A . Experimental Teacher Fellowship Programs, 1966-67 ad

Dr.
Dr.
Dr:

Dr.

Dr

-

‘Director
. Rabert E’. JE{‘wett
. Payl f.'Grif}in
. Richard B. Ford
.‘ Fred W. Kc;hlmeyer
. Ambrose Sor;cks
. Paul Edword"‘Kelly"
. Fred E. Lukermy,:u
. ,H;Jns H. Plambeck
. Jay W Wiley
. Roy Af%rice ’
:John Fisher
J. N. Hook _'
Frank M. Rice
anield Bernd,

. Stoart Whitcomb:

. DaniAeJ Sm’ifh

v

i 4

. Eugene D. Nichols °

- /-’"

1Questionnaires from fellows were not received from thesgrogram at the, University of
X . v
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v
” Gaade -
Subject’ " Mnstitution . Leve}j‘_,
ey ’ ro ‘ T e
Mdth .and . Michigan State University .
Science . S s g '
) ", Math ond‘ Universit)\/ of Minnesota - Elementary
“Sciegce i
Md?: and > Sam Houston State College -8
Scienggy ‘ ~ a .
‘ ¥
_Reading Clarke College . 1-8
’
Reading’ University of Hawaii _1-12
Reading # *  Indiana Universityr k-6 M
Reading Sonoma State College‘ ' . 1-8
Modern Foreign  Indiana University « T 9+12
Languages ’ ? .
* Modern Féreigh  University of Washington Secondary
Languages . . *
‘Modgrq Foreign - University of Wisepnsin «-12
Languages . - . ’
L] ' ‘ I’-\ ’ . ~
"Art and Music  Arizona State University =~ 912
Art and M;sic ’ Univers"ity of Michigan _ Secoridary
. Elementary . Fisk University - 1-6
Education ’
- i / . ‘
Elementary Hofstra University \ 1-6
Education - .
Elementary | University of Missouri " '_K-6 "
Educatioh ' ’ B .
Elementary " Stanford Ur;iversity . K-8
Education ‘
i R ! :\ * .
- ‘\ "'48"" v
L] : - 54 M

0
R

oy

y >~

. C
' irector

Dr F. B Dutton
% .

—‘ . - * ———
<« Dr. Robert L. Heller
. 'Y

)

Dr. Everett D. Wilson

k3

Sister h./'\ory Fdward’

[

Dr. Richard S. Alm

Dr ,'ﬁ‘gmld C. Welch °

Dr Herbert Fougner. ",

.. Dr. Edward W. Najam

7

Dr. Richard Fe Wilkie *

Dr; The9dc3re E. Rase

N
Dr. Bill J. Fullerton
PR .

' £
Dr. ‘George N, Redd" "
".. .

Dr. Harold Morine

Dr. Emil A, Holz

Dr. Gery W. Nahrstedt

e
. Dr. G. Wesley Sowards
S

d.

-

2%
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- Appendix B. Responses to Participant Questionnaire !

-

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

. 282 20-29 yedrs : . -
ST 30-39 years - .
16.1 . 40-49 years
3.9 5059 years - . v
Lo 60-and over '
) . .6 No response - - "y

., 2. Your sex oL
' > s -
51.3  , Male ' oy *
© 48,5 Fémale i w » '
.3 No respgee 3 . . ‘ ..

S

: 3. In what type school or school system did you work last year? ° .

3
+

L. ' 9.2 . Public , N :
¥~ 35, - «Pgivate, denomingtional ' , . s
, 1.1 ., Private, noniectarian w 2} .. ‘ .

1.1 Other (please specify )
i

2 i No response ) "i - :

’ 43 At;é which of the following school levels were yo(:r inqipd’llymolved? .
F

2.6 - Preschool and kindergarten .
.3, “ Y Elementary school. '

20.9  * Junior high school

32.4 High school

IV

. 1.7 “Nonge of these (pleasespecify) &
. 2. No ;sponse , j} \ ’ .
‘a s : i : . ‘ " . - PR k j
5. What wgs the enrollment of your school lost year? . :
R B S
,:—3-;7~‘ . !‘der 200 - . ‘e é . N, < L4
. - 11.5.  "480-400 . . : : ' o
18.2 401-600 < R ., - . f
21:5 601-%00 . : - : ) “
N 6.1, 901-1,200 S ¢ .
17.0.  1,201-2,000 . e
" 8.7 Over 2,000
3.1 I am not in one school
’ .2 No sesponse .
R - s L] - . / . N ' :
g Ithe percent of resporises that fell in each category is given in the blanks to the left of
the alternatives. Pzrcentages are based on a fotal of 930 respondents from 49 different Qogrdms . ’ti
{ , YA A . J) .
) & e . s

. . 4
$




o

. C , N ,
6. In what kind of communify was your school or #chog| systefitlocated ? - gL
| 18.6 Ina very large city_of ‘over 500, 000 population - ] . . : ¢ e
9.4 In a large city between 200, 000.ond 500, 000 populohon T = L
14.3 Ip a supurb or ngateldife " city of d central city with a populonon of 200 000 or more =
. 7.2 Ina medium-sized city befween 100,000 and 200,000 populanen -
17.2 4 In asmall ity between 25,000 and 100,000 péputation . S L ' p
. '22.8 In a town or city-between 2, 500 and 25, 000 populohon L B . :
. 9.9 In @ small town or open.county B ' C. - |
._.5 No response T v b '
i . ‘ L *J Lo -
7. In what section of the country was your school or schoo] sysfer;n loco,ted”\ « - '
L . p .
23.2 ® Northeast: Newfngland and N.Y ., N.J., Pa., Md., DeI D. C. .
8.9~ Southeast: Va., W.Na., N.C., 5.C., Ga., Fla. ' & ' Tt
4.9 South central: Ky . Tenn Ala., Miss., la:, Ark'. ) 1
7.2 Southwest: Yex., Okla., Ariz.‘, N.'Me ico . ' ' K
32.6 Mldwesf Ohio, Mlch Ind., Ill., Wisd., Minn.,/MOT, lowa;  Nebr., Kans., * 1
~ N.Dadk.,S. Dak. . ’ - '
24.3  West: Colro Monf Idaho, Nev., U:ahé Wyo., Cal., Oregon, Wash., Alaska, Hawaii ‘
.9 Outside of fhe 50 states . j ) , Cot |
g ‘ i, -
8. Concerning the social and econemic backgrounds Ff#he sfudenfs in the school ,or school -1
em where-you taught last year-" N .
; . - TR s L " S 1
(a) - What proportion would yt?u‘%sflma!e came from wfél_“'—fo—do families ? . . T
,, ) \& 3 ~ . ‘ .y . . P
64.7 Less.than 1Q0% , S i * : -
25.4__ Between 10% and 35% . . ' rL / e
5.7  Between35%and 65% - 3 . oo '
2.9 Between 65% and. 90% - S ' .
1.2 Oveér 9% n R :
.4 No response ’ : ’ - 3
- : - . -
(b) - What proportian would you estimate comc;from fa;milies of middle income?” , ¢
12.5 Less than 10% % i , Ly -
24.9 _Between 10% and 35% : .o .
43.3 BeMeen 3%% and §5% ° . . . .’,
T8.2__ Between 65% amt% ' ‘ S
6 Over90% % oo : d ‘ iy
4 "No response ‘ v ’ z ..
ST r & , i
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» ‘. . 7__.

~

-

¢

.

* ' : R )
= (c) What proportion would you estimate came fram families in which the income is loW but steady?

. 4 A
26.5 Less than 1098

46.7 - - Between 10% and 35%
19.8 ' Belween 35% and-65%

‘ ~ 759 Between 65% and 90%

. well.2 -

.

-

5 Over 0%,
6 No response

. or even poverty ?

66. Less than 10%

19. *Between 10% and 35%
6.7 . Between 35%.ond 65%
5. Between 65% and 90%
_‘, 13 Over 90% )

No response

Gl NN v w

5 o S .
9. CoRcerning the ethnic background of the students where you

3

68 ‘All or mostly white
. " All or ‘mostly Indian
1.7 ! All of mostly Negro
7.

O N W] 00| n

M b

-

.

b
«

i s . .
™ A more or less even combination of two of

.

(d) What proportion @OU gstimate came from families

z

¢

3: 3' All or mostly Spoﬁish—sk:eok?'\; ’~ .

®

’

3
H

3o

- 3

"

4

o

\

» i

;ﬁ;g'ht,' were they j

S

My frequent ungmployment

’

i R
these (Please’specify which ones)

et

!

N

5.2
4 . No response

10. A to your ownducational background, how many hours of undergraduate credit did you
tdke in the spegial.subject that your Experienced Teacher-Fellowship Program deals with?

L5

L4 » o
37.4 - Lessthan 1 houys
19.2. 10-20 hours

14.6 j _20-30. hours
30-40 hours
17.0 Over, 40 hoyrs
.5 No re
o résponse

{ Others (Please specify'f

2.5 | A 'more or less even combination of three of these (Please specify which! ones)

i
i
<

‘ .

7 - K

e
.
I E

4

® -
. "o.
s
[ 4

P 4

¥
s

oy

- f

¢!

1
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11. How many hours of graduate credit had you taken in the subject prior to entering the program?

34.2 Non “ .. ' '..'. S .
35.7 1't0Q0% - , i o ) ~
“18.2 11-2 v : ‘& - “
5.3 _21-36 R . | .
- 5.4 31 or more - ! - ¢, ‘
' .2 No response T, -

-
-
Py . [ ] N - . —

el

12. -How- mc;ny years have you worked in the field of sducoti‘on?m

. 8.4 'Less than 3 ‘ ‘
- 32.8 3to5 . - -
346 64010 = . ° . . e 4
2.7 -_11-20. ' \ . S
1.9 21-25 ‘ k . . . -
. 1.4 26 'or more N § N . 5 .
. - : ’ S ‘ . ' a
13. Whasis the sub|ect matter of yoUr Progrom N ' ) ‘ : Ll

14. For how mny years have you worked as a specnollst m the 5ub,ect y0u are studylng this yecr\;}

2
- 60, 8 . Less tbczn 3.+ - o T .
25.2 L 6 to 10 .o . v
- Ts AR | head & I St . N ' B
T .81]6?020’: . : ST
21 to 25 - T _ o C
e .2 __26 or more . ) v T . ) ‘
: 6.9 Noresponse ' ) o
- " 15, In the positiq‘n you held last year; did you work pr)inc'ipa]fy in eﬂucoﬁ‘opal administration ?
iﬁ; 3.0 Yes . ) . . N
' 21.5 No, byt | had some administrative duties R , y
75.4 - Nbo, Ihad no special odmmlstrohve duties . e ‘ o
.1 Noresponsers - , PR . ’ .
‘ * Y IR .
16. If your answer to question 15 wos "Yes", do you plan t6,£emam in édycational administration?
i . . ~ .
. 0 Defini'ely yes -’ . t .. . . \
4.3 PrObqbly yes ‘ . ) : .- L)
% 3 Probably no ’ » . . ) SR A o
3.5 Definitely no o ’ , C T . - .
‘_86 7 Np response - \ \ \ . - .
IS N . ' L 4 . . N *
> » " R

)
. G .
g C LY -
”» e o
\
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T

.. .educational administration ? . " \ )
, Ay . . . ‘e -
5.8 Pefinitely yes ’ - -~ -
32.7 Probably yes * IR . '
41.9 Probably np = % . Coe ‘
4. v . : ¥

15 0 Rleflmte‘fho R R . . N

A __5 -y No response : . . . ,

-18." How mi:ny NDEA&ummer institutes or ofher trdining progroms Iostmg fo.;r weeks or

longer have you ottendad'? .. ) .
' . . . N ‘ -

65 7 Nofte . ) . .

24 .6 QCG N ) N : ’ b ~. ' *
6.3 Two . , L T ) . SR
2.5 Three . . . e v

~_.9 ~ Four or,more. : e * . . . Lt :
. . i S

}9 How cleor was your understondmg of the objectives of the program before youientered it?

- 31.6 \Iery clear” ' S , v .

" 48.6 Pretty clear v . , ; .
15.6- . Notvery clear |- - ’ S
4.0 = Not clear at oil’ \ . . . . e i ’

: ' e c

20. Béfore you enrolledqn the Progrom what topics ond/or techmques did you expect |t T

to e'nphosvze'? oy - ) ) \

21. How closely did the content and emphasis of the Program coincids with you- expeztations?

26.0 _ Very closgly L ' L
46.1 Moderately closely - ] . - . . .

24.8 _ Not too-:zlosely ‘ L N N >
2.5 Not at all v ’ : L ;

5 No response ‘ ' ‘ o

[ ]

7.0 your onswer to queshon lS,wos "No", de you expect someday to go into full-time

; .
22. Check the one teochhg p'oblem that concern°d you most before you enroHed in the PrOQrom.

16.1 Motlvotmg students = - ,

72.4 __ Hondling students of low ability ;
50 ﬁnco.;roglqg and stimulating gifted students ' ‘ :
20.2  Knowledge of the subject matter - . =
13.7 Determining what is most important te teaching :

22.6  ‘Using effective teaching methods - - ;
9.2 'Knowledge of appropriate matericls

— co {
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«

23. To what extent did the Program this year meet thot problem ?

-,

34.7 . Toagreaof degree .. - , ] A N
38 7 To a moderate degree ‘ ‘
20.6 Toa sllgH degree N ) ; .
6.0 0’ ) Not at gll L . ‘. ' ¢ '
24, Whlch of the following alternatives besf describe your r}ochon to the’ Expenenced Y
Peacher Fellowship Progrum" _ ’ .
32.0 It was a shmulahng and interesting experience throughout
504 It was usua!ly stimulating and interesting \
" 16.4 It wosonly occasionally stimulating and interesting
-{\‘142____ It was seldom or mever stimylating and interesting S .,
2 -
- 25 In terms of your own interests, exoenences, and job responsibilities, "how reahshc.and
{ useful were the ob;echves of the Program you attended ? - EN
[ ! ~
11.7  Exceptichally reslistic . \ Ty
38.1 Very realistic - -
, 36.3 - Fairly realistic . ‘
S 124~ Not fos realistic ;
1.5 ot realistic at all ¥ :
26. What i; your opinion of the schedg; a~nd work load of the P’r%wom? f
~
46.8 Too heavy to allow compleh@n of assignments an:i mdependenf work®
N 51:6 Abouf right ( .
Y _.6 " Too light - " ' t - '. .-
.1.0 - No respoﬁse " ' . .
e et ¢ ] AN T . N
' . b ’ I
Please’ comment ’ . N o7
. to— — : — S
R . N . - . . s . . ‘
27. fleose describ’e—briefly the evofo\t\ﬁon system used in youMbrogram (grades, pass-fail . tac J)
.o L ; ’ . . ! . . |
"~ ¢ 28. PleOSe circle oll adjectives which describe odequafely the system used-to evaluofe your work
- sa sfudenf during the past year. &> '
v ') T R
' Careful Useless . . :
Y Unfortunate Helpful
Reasonable Fair " . ' '
Remeoaning . Biased : ' . .
. Meaningfyl " " Useful ’ '
T Systematic ~ ) Unfair ' -
, . L@EL{M o L
N | : \ . s ,
. ! T . , e '
\ =56~ . . ) .

oA
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+29. Did you find a high-level of competition for.grades, prestige, recognition among students ?
o2l I . ! !
27.4 = Extremely high level o
33.3 Qutte high level . i *
30.8 About right .
- 5.1 Quite a low level '~ p - — ’
. 2.6, Very low level N : X ,
-9, No response
Please comment . - . : \ ‘ - . .
_ A ': * B - . = . . N
30. How did you react to the level of cor%petiﬁon? - . ' K
3. How useful has the Program been in prepcmng you to handle your own teachmg snuctlons’ \
' and your own students ? ) ‘A
[ 3 s‘i
4] .7 Extremely useful® - « !
37.1 &,  Moderately useful R . ‘ - , -~ z
17.9 ° Somewhat useful . . L ' » . o )
. 7 Not useful at all , PR : !
. - +6 ; ~  No resporse ' _,.‘ o ce . . ;‘Q

32, Assummg you can make-any chewges yoU wish, ‘state in one or twd sentences what things
you think ought to be changed in the way your sub|egt is handled in the sghool you taught R

m last yeor ‘

S [ 2 - - -
® . [ N

—b e LN
—r

=
- -~
A
.

i 0 4 { ‘ ]
. 33. Were your opinions of the ’yom subject should be handled in the school influenced
by your experience in the Program ? ' '

+ 35.6° A great deal - ' L .
34.1  Quitea bit L > ‘ ', ‘ .
< 22.8- - Somewhat . . T . ;
5.8 X Notatall =~ ‘ ' ‘ . :
“1.7-  No response . ' . , .
-3 - v - . Sp .

. |n addmon to checking one of the. above alternot.lves, please coment if you wnsh
) 7

'

v
.—7—-.— —— L A -
, -
~
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. 34,
appropriate blank after each componentj
.,Jl ' '
A Excellent
(@) Lecfures, in general 25.2
(b) Seminars and structured discussions”™  17.7
(c) Loboratories or workshops 16.0¢
(d) Instruction in use of textbooks, -
+ audio-visual materials, etc. 12.4

(e) Field trips T

[ 4

How avould you rate each of the following compon®hts of thelPrOQrom in terms ;ij,ts
contribution to your knowledge and wnderstanding of the subject mtter" (Chek the

4
4

Fair Poor Was Not
g ' Provided
21.0 3.9 1.~
- 25.9 1.1 1473
' \1‘8.6;, 8.3 - 2.9 .
. . .7
21.0 12.8 J24.3 '(\
7.6 7.8 31.4

1

Mo ~
R esponse

u:l'o

]

Nl._
NP

'-
&

35. How would you rate the same components in terms of thdly propable* contribution to your

effechveness in your job next year?

-4
Excelient
- . . - . }
" (a) Lectures, in genéral i 21.3
. (b) Seminars and structured discussiors ~ 20.4
,(g) Loboratoties or workshops 18.6
(d) Instruction in use of textbooks,
audio-visval materials, etc. . 16.8
(e) Field trips . 15.1

N e
Qo

|.

Good -

p-N
E-N

B

Q0

w
QO
o

N
~N

~Ol

N
E-N
L0 »

(o]

N

Fair Po\or Was Not
K ‘P’rbvidedf
2.9 (7.5 1.4
B3 N3 &l
7.1 8.0 24.0
oy
" 19.8 102 21.3
6.7 . 10.1 28.3

FS

Response

N
.

el

W
~

(8, ]
-

|.

36. Mow would you rate the general quality of teochmg or supjvmon ygu have»expenenced

[
.

this yeomin edch of these components?

~

No &

L N Excel]ent Good Fair Poor  Was Not’
\ . } o . L , Pravided, Response v .
* - - + i
(a) Lectures, ingeneral | " 26.6 42.7 - 21.8 6.9 4 N .9 )
(b) Seminars and structured discussions 19.8 3.6 24 .1 14.0 4.5 P’ .
(c)¢ Laboratories or workshops 15.9 24,5 19.9 9.7 25.9 Al n
(d) Instruction in use of téxtbooks; T ' ) T )
audio-visual materials, etc. 11.2 - 28.8 202 13.0 2.8 3.0
() Field trips : ,154  21.8 7.3 94 3.5 47

L

PF37. How well w0u|d you say that the différent components of youf Expenehced Teachér FeIIoka
Program --" lecture courses, seminars, instryction in media and methods, laboratories or

, and field trips - were coordlnoted and related to one another ?
. .

Excephom!ly well coordinated‘and related

Uswlly coordinated and related, but somefimes not "
28 .4 . Sometimes correlated and related, but u5uo||y not
9.2 Seldom or never. coordunoted and related
. N ’ - . .
6 o resporse 64 ‘
’ .
, L




oJ.

-

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 h
27.6 Not foo well .
.5 Not well at all - -
- 11.8 Inapplicable to my Program B
3.7 No response . ' . .
39. How about the relative emphasis on subject matter and on methods of teaching ?
b " . - —
28.2 There was too much emphasis on subject matter
64.3 There was a satisfactory balance between consideration of subject matter and of
teaching methods ' ) ,
3.2 There was too much emphasis on teaching methods
4.3 No response ' ) g - o,
40. The following statements describe possible reactioris tb the courses that were offered.
£xamine each statement and say whether it was usually, somtimes, seldom, or never true by
checking the appropriate blank. : ”
: N Usually ’S’pmetim;; Seldom: Never No
True True True True Response.
(a) The Program’wds largely directed . /! \ ’
*  'to graduate studlents seeking ad- S -
vanced degrees 58.5 1125.2 9.9 5.0 1.6
(b) .The Program was largely directed ta ~ - - - T
"\ the problems of school teachers 33.2 '43.4 20.0 2.2 1.2
. (c) The lectures were over my head - 1.4 L2378 .38.9 330 279
- (d) Instructors "talked down to B —__j— . o - - _h
participants in the ExTFP courses 3.2 20.8 ¢ 30.3 43.3 2.7
(e) The lectures acquainted me with T - A — - __-
various approaches to the subject 49.6 © 38.9 9.7 o 1.1 .8
(f) THe lectures were too filled with T T e T - T
" defails or unrelated facts 4.4 36.5 46.3 1. 1.3
- (g) The staff had*little or né know- - o o - T
|édge of 4he pracficcﬂ problems of ’ -
school teachers 13.3 ) 380 T 3L 16.0 1.1
41. How would you describe the staff members of your, Program
: ~ b N
(a) As to their accessibility ‘ .

32.5 Always accessible
"BT.5 ™ Usually,accessible : :
"T5.7. — Seldom accessible ‘ !

17 Never accessible T

- ~
.2 No resporise .




- ' . &

* ‘ - i .
_ (b) As to their helpfulness ' f: C\
44.2 " Always helpful : , LT
. 50.7 Usually helpful - .
4.6 Seldom elpful L _ . ‘
.2 Never Helpful ) N : ' DR
.3 No response
T d ,
Did the Program build on the pomcnponts bockgr0unds, or did it seem to glve no
consnderahon to. t&nr backgrounds ? o
15.5 Consistently built bn portlcipanfs"backg_rounds _ i B
47.6 Usually built on participants' backgrounds = _ . . .
23.8 Only rarely buflt on participants' backgrounds : A
12.5 Seemed to be unconcerned for porhcnponts backgrounds | -, - .
_ .6 Ko response A - ¢
. . / = ’ )
43. Give yourevaluation of the administration of various aspects of the, Pr09rom yQu ‘
participated in by checking the appropruafe blank after each aspect. | -
Vey Not - No~

/’Excej.lg& Good Fair ;Poor. Poor Provnded *Sponse

s "

(d) Living accommodations . -20.3: _23.2 8.4 +2.7 1.2 34 4
) Classroom fo.cilitiesond - N - -
equipment . 25.7 43.9 2.0 53 2.5 .2
(c) Library 50 . 354 7.4 7.2 18 - 17
(d) Individual study 6rea” 7T.8 291 176 10.3 . 3.4 I3
(e) Payment of stipends 7500 01959 3.2 .5 . 4 .0,

Please comment if you wish \ . .

v . -
L3
- . - ,
44 How do you f:l about the number of participants In the Program?
. " e ' . -
. 3 PO ,
1.8 There wer® too many - - LT o ) ’ , :
95.2 There were about the right number ; ' : :
2.8 There were too few - . . o . . .. . .
.2 No response . . : ) N ) .
————— ! . v & . ,

45. How w0uld yOU rate the general level of ability of porhcnponfs in fhle Pr09r0m at your

Institution ?’ _ { -
33.0  Outstanding - -, ' )
50.4 ¢ High, but not outstanding ‘ .
15 3 Abouyt average . Lo . o
X: Somewhat lower fhan average - . ;o 9. .
-1 Very low . . 6 ! , . .
.4 No response s . 6 . *- ] ’ L
( / . & — Ed
.. a 1’ . y - R .,
_60- . : ' o

e




-
g

- 46.
)
48.0 Defmitely yes ’
3468 For the most part, yes - -
4.8 For the most part, no S
.0 Almosrcompletely nof o,
.3 Mo respdnse . )

6.3 -

144
1.2

3

— S b .
48. How wou|d you rofe the overoll morole 9f the parficipants? .
- X1 .

‘Yes, there was a strong feeling of group solidority

" There was considerable feeling of group solidorHy
There was Some, ‘but not much,feeling of sohdonty
There was no feellng of solndonty ot all

No response ‘ . ‘ ’ \

P4 ‘ -
3 -

22.0 Very high = ‘ .
§§ 5 Pretty. high : :
. 26.8  About overoge ol ;
10.3 Pretty low T -
1.3+ Verylow ,% .
1:1 No response .

—._‘__-
" 49. How w0u|d you rote your own morole? |

N

30.2°

36.0 -

Very high
Pty high

23.9 About overoge -

7.
<1

50. In"qddmonp your Pr09rom wos there 9
subject ot the institution where you sfudtgd ?'

84.

If yes,’

37.4

27.8
.14 .4
20.3 .

7 4
5

——-—L
9

8.3
14.6
T

Pretty low -
Very low
No response -~

Yes
No
. Noresponse ' 4
. [
’
A N,

Lorge

Moderate in size
Smoll e

No response

+

o

-

S oan ettt N,

!

,}\

-
ap T A s -

!

L

oy

AN

L d

s

.

»

47, Wus there o feelmg of group sohdanhy)among pClI'fICIpCIT in the Prégrom? ./

Did the pOI'fIClpOMS seem genuinely mterested in the sub|ect matter of the Progrom'>

-

regur&\groduote school program in your

- (a} How lorge wos this groduote progrom cémpared to 'the%size'o-f. the ExTFP group ? .




« v M

(b) How distinct was the Experienced Teocher Fellowsrg Program frOm the regular groducte'

“ progrom” )
-~ A
. 28.0 Clearly dlsfmct in all aspects : ' L.
T 422 - Dlsf}ncf but merged in some respects '
17.7 Merged in most respects, butsomewhat distinct ' ,
3.4 Altoq_ether merged with the graduate program '
8.7~ No response - . )
- - ) * ’ .
(c) For the most part, what kjnds of reJahonshlps existed between ExTFP portfﬁponts and “
regular graduate students ? . )
Lo ? ‘ : v
ST 256 Extremely cordlal ‘ ' "o ¢
- 20.3 Friendly, but not cordial * ' ;. ~-
- 38.0 Largely impersonal . but not unfr;endly " ' e
2.7 .Somewhat distant and unfriendly ,' .
.3 Quite unfrlendly \ h - s ’ N
13.1 No response } , R ] ) ¢ _
, ERRFON
" (d) How would you characterize the omfud%f the ty&cal groduote student toward the ExTFP &
. porhcnpcnts'-’ ~ o I .
. ¢
3.4 Very superior and condescendm_g ‘ » ; -,
11.2 - Somewhat condescending N ‘ ) ‘
59.9 Generally equalitarian -+ # P R
8.4 Somewhat deferent - ¢ /
« .8 Very, deferent ~ . . p
. 16.3 No responses w0 ‘ v
- S S
\ 51. Based on )/our own expetrience, how would your Experienced Teacher Fellowshlp Progra O
compare in overall effectiveness, with a typical eng“ht -week, full-#ﬁneh)mmer institute
in your subject ? ’
3 PR , . )
63.5 ExTFP for superior to summer institute : :
13.0 ExTFP somewhat superior ».
5.1 The 'two programs would be about equq”y‘effechve o
2.8 Summer institute somewhat superior ) : ' (
1.4 Summer institute Tar superior  ~ ’
14.2 No tesponse ’
Please comment if you wish M
A , - \
; R 47 - - - .3 - ’
] - Y ) - - . S . .
E. GENERAL COMMENTS. * ° ‘ ! ‘ b ‘

—- ! 1 1
Only a few aspects of your experience as an ExTFP participant can be gexamined in a questionnaire

-of this sort, Thereftre, in the space below we welcomsg y0ur mdnwduol comments on the
Program and it§ effects upon you and your colleagues. 68 co

3

/

]
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. .Y o . ' L _ ’ .
P io ° e ° -~
. - T \ . . A > ’ ) ' -
%'. . ﬂ > "_ o k N 5 . ) N o . h o . " N > o ' )
o . . v Appendix C.dRe5ponses to Foculfy Q%gshonnarre] ' . T S
. . < ' H ’~ . . ‘ . . _ ® - . .
1. Mow old werg you as of your last birtimdy ? : / v . .
B4 AR T I T
- 7.5 ° 20-29 years . , . R .
. . 385 " 30:39years * ° e A <L
é- “34 8 . 40°49 years o » IV o
S 15.0 . 50-59 yearsdll TR . .
; 4.7 ?OOnd0ver ) B
— . : 2.0 ‘e : . .
_ 2. Your sex . l o |
- ] .» . " ., ) 005_ . . - ,
_ “75.9 - Mcrlw,éI ’ \\%‘ ' IR . L ‘. _ L
w241 Female . S . _ A
- . . e s P ,,
- 3. Please check your last éorne::l degree - -’,43«* > N » ‘|
32 ABw R e 7 o L,
. 1937 M.A. S , : C ’ -
. . 54 5 . Ph.D. N " R '. . ‘ .
. - ]82 . Ed& ‘ ¢ L ;. . . . ) ' - ’ -
bas 0. o%. . .: ~ - e ¥ ' ..
4.8 ‘ Other (pler:se list): ~ o ' e '
. ¢ . . i ~ ‘ - ’ & ¢ .
- ‘4. Please Fist \;)DUr field of specialization in urkfrgrodud‘te arfgl groduote sdnool andany post- A
doctorad training you have,had. | . . « . ) a "
“ , 7 . ' ( R . hd ‘ i “ ~ . i ) ‘
— . Undergraduate . - ( , <>
Gradudte AN R . - . -
. PostiDoctoj ¢ " . .'. 3 ‘ . = i o B
15, How mo?ny ears have you,tcwght full t"\e at the cqllege leYel '7 L
N 5 (} N ’ o - R <
4193 A )2 . )&* ." TN . .
] .8 - Jo .* N 3 . ‘ ™~ ;,/{’ R ¢~
I = e s I S
« 8.6 1-15 ' - S - -  a—
251 raor!ver ot e . » . e
- .. 7.5 No nse. . . ~ . i . ’
-, T - . ' C "9 f ) et
T AN | ﬂ
N ‘ The percenbi responses that feliin eoch cutegory is given in the blanks to the |efr U
© ., ofthe elternahve Per”Cen?oges dare bpsed on a total of 187 respondents from the 50 programs
T . B ‘ . ' e .
. ~ N ; * . A )
¢ . P
- " . a4 4 . -
. . . . . ..
-1 ) §39 Y ©o»
) ) : *




b .

10

.16 or over.
None
~5 " * No response ..

4.4 ‘11-5 :
1.7 3-5°
1286410 °

37' 13-15

16 or over

v

16 or over «
* “"None .,
.. No response

- P
L4 -

- 8 . ,
" (d) Other gp"eos'é explain)_

7

2

b

.0 C11-15 s
0

9

S

6. Please mdlcate xour years of teach:

_(b) Secondary =

rw't other'kevils than college or uqiversii'yf

'r ‘(0) El,?mentary ) S '%

[

-

7. Plea¥e list colleges or yniversities from which you received degrees <

-y

SR 3

-

v B - ‘_’\ }
A N
octo l Degree ]
R4 H :
4 ¢
. v’ <
L
= 7 .
- -~
]
» * P

~



- [ ~~ ¢
4 P - .
7a. If the opportunity presents itself, do you expect to go into full-time gducational adménistration
¢ some day? ;o . ‘ o

.
& v o M - I-

‘ 3.7 Definitely yes 4 ) .
) 2.5 . Probably yes - ’ °
7.5 Uncertain ; — . .
39.6 Probobly no . ' Y
4.2 . Defmltely Mo _ ; . R
- .5 No response ' - L
i -, ! - ‘ —
. 8. Hove you taught préviously in NDEA or NSF academic year or summer institutes ?
- 34.8  Yes * . | . : :
. 64.7 No o ' . , ) i e
.5 No tesponse o - ‘
» 5 . N - '
Please explain ‘ - . : .
T - ——

~

9. If yes, how did your experience in the Fxpenenced Teacher Fe”OWShlp Program compare with
your experience in a summer or academic year institute ?

- ® s .. e . 3 a .
9.6 Experienced Teacher Fellowship Ptogram,wos superior .
7,5 . Experienced Teacher Fel lowship Program was somewhat betfer . o
s - 11.8 About the same | * ) . '
( 3.2 . Institute vias somewhat better o '
' '2.7° " Institute was superior . .o * CR °. v
S )2.8 Have’ not taoght in Institute, prevnously . o ' :
' 52.4 No response . ) e R .

. 10. ,/Pleos€ ||'st your'Father's rﬁ-ngaryoc'cup.otion duriy his working years. t | _ e
. N ' Y. ' - ) ¢ N - @ . ‘
L I.” Plegse’ mdlcate with as much occu'acy as possnble,,vhen you first decnded to become a
] co“ege teacher, *

- . -

&

. - . ‘a . D - N
9.6, Highschool = . - -.—‘ 4 .
5.4 First two years ofsgllege .o -
21.9 _'Last two years.of: college . . "° 4
. 27.3 Early graduate school’ years -
« " 11.2 Laté groduote school years ' )

9.7 After graduate school -

3.2

————

Mo response

4 ¢ .

s T : ' ] oo

9.6 Never really decided, just ”dnfted" into college: teachmg

-
’

a®



v S
‘}!‘I

‘1-2. Pldase check the, edwcation level of yol]r parents
T ot - ' Mother . -

.
Q
- | .
boas
(1]
=

. .-

o

oo
[ 3
[ 3

Less than eighth grade
Eigh de antt
- Some high school .~ = ¢y’
High'schgol graduate _
Technical, bugness school graduate
Some college o p
College graduate - )
. Some graduate and professional work
+ Received advanced degrees s (specify)
Na response . . .

< a7 LI 4

13. Please I|st iwo or three of the chief sahsfachons thot yau expenence in cgi,bge teoc}'nng

H
£
o~
O

3
I

$

L}
-~

feldd

—
. .
[
—

Jzﬁ

. , . \ ’ .
1 ’ : . t
._L . . M "l‘ 3

2. .
3. T i T S

l, .,

\—_\Pleose ‘list two or three of the main dissatisfactions yQu equrlence as a college teacher

e '
1.1 . Junior coflege

7.5 Private, undergradpate college
59 - 9 Public, undergraduate college
75.7  Private umve.#snty .

Public university
Other (please’specify)
No response - ) Vo

“ R "4
16. Which of the followmg altemohves bst descnbe§ your reaction to the Expenenced Teagher -
Fellawshlp P[ogram':’ ..

,*
L4

15. If you could choosé,. at which of ~ti;e'.'folljw(ing type of institutions weuld'yo'u pre'fer ta teach?

y

’ ) LR 1

It was a stimu lating and mterestlng expenence thrd'ughout
It was usutdly stimulating and interesting™" ,

lt was only o.caslpnolly stimu)ating and mterestmg

lt. was 3eldom or never stimulating or interestihg




- . . "
¥ s 4 . . ; . (’ ) 4 [ 4

. 17 Did‘you feel that the Expenenced Teccber Fellow;hlp Program sesq,lted ih the Pcrhcnpcnts

beeommg better scholors"‘ - . 1

3
,

- ] ,75.'5\. Yes ¢ ¢ ) . ‘ | .' V ’ .'
4.8 No " : o pe ) -
K 6.0 ¢ Uncertain ‘ . . . : : T B B

T¥2.7 “No resporse” - v .- ﬁ

’

t . .
. » .
% . * . “

g !
. Comments . .

- . .0 ’ « '
/ s . — 5 .
o ’
R R S

18" .Did yo&'féel that - the vaperlenceﬁ Teucher Fe”OWShIp Preram resulted in the pcrhcnpcmfs '
becoming better teqchers" ° | _ : .

? , . . . .o - -
72.2 Yes ° Tl ;. N N 9 * '.’, . . ..
By Nog - . ST : . . -
P * ' - ‘ ¥ ’
®23.5 Uncertaif® - .
3.7 No response . Lo R . '
IR | A n . . v, ‘ .

?Comme,nts R . . o, N ' . - -
RO EA hd Y . Iy , l‘

»

7 B2.4° ' Strong inferest upd sypport L 2 : - W . L
© . 34.8 Cedgpratives ' / ) ' ' -] "
' . 3 Tole(ted it B . '

N
~

. 1T Lack of support or mterest . o Ce .
oy 2.7 Noac mtcmce with it . Ce " T
g—'4-‘."‘5‘_48 ~*No resp . L e - T,

. @ . ‘
.. if____ L B , 4 N f ) -

“ ' ) . “ e ‘ “." L] ' o N
20, . Ih%lour opmuo‘h‘how voloable was w program for [ L : - -
O 4 U : : g e e s .

(a) Porticipants S o ‘ ' oL . _ '{
T Lepant L, . I ./ _
: 52.4 Very valuable '« A ‘s T ¢ /-/ o
. v ‘ . [N , . . » |
o 0.1 . Voluoblg . \&' o . . S o -
- 3T Undecided © S ,d Cov ¢
"5 Not very valuable Lo A N ’ S y .

5 Notvo'luobleofofl N . ) _ . ..o

3.2 - No re§‘ponse ’ T L. ST - L




~

[N

(b) Faculty
- 28.9 Ver;: valuable ~
. 47.0 Valuable
"13.4 Undecided
T4, Not very valuable |

f

" Not valuable ot all _

8
1.1
E8 . No'responed

.(¢) Institution

Y

31.0 -Very valuable * B
39.0 . Valuable o
9.8~ Undecided = ., .
& 4.8. Not very valuable’ / ’
L 'OI Not valuable at all )
53 No response . . -
A . ' 2 o
* (d) Upgrading high school teaching. . ) .
27.8 Very, G luoble s
33.2 " Valuable " '
: 19.3 . Undecided = - )
- 2.7 Not very vcluob)e ' )
1.6 ‘Riot valuable 6t all $
15.5 " No response T
‘ t,l‘ [} . [

21. Were there ways develoged in fhe progrom whereby the porhcnponts could gain fecchmg )

.

" experienee and develop feocl:mg sl<||Js'>

, . ' S .
652 Yes o 0 ¢ -/

] 1.2 Np > * s ~ - N

L 176 Unsyre’ - ) .,
5.9 No responie ¢ .
v Lo ’ ’

* Please explain : i

. . T

- TN 7 —~'v/ -

22 How did, fhe sfudenfs in the Experlenced Teocher.FelIowsh:p Progrom ¢

“. ‘gr‘o‘ Sfudenfs in your |hsnfunon in the followmg areas ?'» -
\ (a) Infe“eowo blhfy IR . L

4.3~
19.8

Dacudedly superior, to regular groa%ate studed®
‘Somewhat better than regular graduate students

355 2 TAbom the some as regular graduate studénts

2205
5.3 ___'Decudedly inferior to ou

No resgonse

r{eguhr graduate sfudenfs

* -

»
,,-

Somewhat less capable thon regular graduate students

74

re to regukar _s

!




'('l'

3

.J‘

.(f) Ah‘aili')y/fb cqm;nunicafe' P

ra
.,

(b) Industriousness’ .
Y . . P
20.3 ¢ Decidedly superior to regular graduate stusdents
40 1. Somewhat better’than regular graduate sfudents
% “About the same as regufar graduofe students
Somewhat leis capable than regtlar graduate, students
0 Decldec“y inf&rior o our. regular graduate students
4.3

‘ No response -
_No resp o

-
—

<

iousness of purpose
Decidedly superior to regular graduate students
Somewhat better 4han regular graduate students
Aboyt the 'same as regular graduate students 9
Somewhdt less capable than regular graduate students
Decidedly inferior to our reguler graduate s{udents

: Dec»dedly superior to regular graduate students
Vj' Somewhat better than regular graduate studen®s ¢
About the same'as regular graligate students
.Somewhat less capoble than regular graduate students
LI 6 Decidedly inferior to our regulas groduofe students
64 .- No respdnse
Y < | -
(e) Kng\'n/fedgé'of‘discipline : <
fDecod.edly supernor to regwlar graduate students
Somewhat better than regular graduate students
_About the same gs regular graduate students
'5 "Somewhat, Jess capable than negufor groduate students
13 9 Decndedly inferior to oyr regu]ar gruduote students
59 . N? :esponse . .f e .

o

o ] . s A . '
____ Decidedly superior to regu|ar‘gradu0§ students .
Somewhof beiger thah regular graduaié students .
Ab‘n the same as regular graduate students ;.

ecidedly inferior to Sur re ular raduate studenfs
Y g 9
"No response

7.5
32 1
w9
9.6 .. Sonewhcf less capable than regular graduate ;fudenfs
2.7
3.2




Initiéti
t(g) ni |‘ ive . .

s

17 , Decided|ysupetior towegular graduate students
Somewhat better than regular graduate students
About the same as regular gradiate sf¥ents
Somewhat less capable than regular graduate students
__Decidedly inferior to our regular graduate stbdents

~ No response

23. Listed below are resource materials in educational media. Pleasg check those that y0u\
" _used,,and those you fodnd useful as part of the teaching program of the Experienced Teacher.
Fellowship Program. ° . .

. ‘ Used Useful

.

Instructional films
Documentary films
Tapes .

RECOrdI’[;gS

Opaque projectors
Overhead projectors
Filmsfrips <.
- Programmed irstruction
Video tt:%é recorders’

‘Other @ieose list) ~

[3

+,24. Did you find teach'ing‘; in the-Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program a challenging experience ?
~ , . B

~ A47.1 I Extremely challenging ! .
» —— . . .

4.7 - Somewhat challenging
5.3 Not very challenging
O Not at all chollenging )
5.9 < No résponse . - . 7
h25 Dld you find teochmg in the Expenenced Feacher FellowsthProgram! sohsfymg expernence7
’ . . E

.

1.3 Exh’emely satisfying

L39.6 7 ' Somewhof sohsfyﬁ
3. _ Not very satisfying

7

6

2

.5 Not .ot gqil satisfying
5.3 f\!o response

5.




-

—

a . s, ) A * "
: ; N
N - ] ‘
26. I'n your opinion, were the educononal needs of the partrcnpoms met by the Program

s
o

42.2 Deflmfe'y : : : ' »>
49.2 Probably - v -
3,7 I doubt it T '
. *'.0 Not at oM '
48 No«response . ! )

..

B

27. Have you used, developed or observéd any innovative teaching methods ar pcocnces
in your work with Experienced Teache. FeIIowshnp Program ?
2.2 Yesg' o " : L
"39.00 -No ‘
11.8 Ungrre
7.0

No response

"Pledse identify ’ v

A3

\
28. As you reflect upon the year spent in teaching sfudents in the Experienced Teacher FeIIowshnp
Program, how much do you feel it added to your professggnal growth and develspment ?

39
7.3

IN_‘

— D

AU\‘(»)A

.8
3.9
3
.8

'

Ve'y grgcfly
Greofly
Moderofely
" Little

Very little
No response

- I
| } .
.

‘' -

much do you feel it odded to your xnfellectuoI’gr/oW(h ?

*.10.7 Very greatly
18.7 « Greatly
;- '39.6  Moderately
L V7.6 Little
« -7.0  Very little
6.4 ) _No response

9.6
193
417"-
18.7
4.3

"

———— e —

i-.i__

.

Very greatly

.
* " .

S O

Greorly
Moderately
Little

ery litfle
f\\}o response

M %

-71-

&

u

\

Y

r

\

29. As’you look back upon fhe year spent in Experiemced Teacher Fellowshlp’ Program, how

300 As you Took back upon the year spent in Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program, how
much do you feel it o;Jded to you skill as a teacher?




4 . L
‘ -~ * ‘ .

‘ ~ - -
\ . . 3

- 31. Would you list below the single element of the Experienced Teocher Fellowship Progrom 4~

- K that wos most impressive, innovative, or exciting.
32. W\ou@ you list below he single element of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Progrom
that was mosf discouroging, depresslngi-or ineffective.
» - N - » . ’ . - o
1 - [ - - - - T .

33. How closely did the content ond emphosis of the Progrom ceincide with your expectotions?

33.7  Very<closely

46.0° Moderately closely * - A =
7 .5 Not too closely s .
.5 . Nototall ) \
12.3 No response - : ! N
Plggse exploin ' £ 4 '
_ « . Jad ‘ L Y . _
34. If you were to begin g'goin,' what specific chonges would you suggest? .

. 35. Did the students work hord during the year? .

15.0 Yes, too hord

78.6 Yes o

11 No

2.7  Uncertoin

2.7 Na response

Pleose comment on gour onswer ‘ - K

- ‘

Q@ How closely do you feel the participonts selected for your Expenencedfeocher Fellowshnp

|
Progrom fit in with the type ond objectives of your Institution? ; .
35.8 Very closely . . _ St _
46.0_ A few.exceptions g ' D~ d
8.0 - A number of exgeptions .- _ ’ C ,
1 Hordly fitatoll\. -~ . , ‘
9.1

1.
.1~ Noresponse - 1 ) .
SAR I \O . <
b - . 4 : ' .
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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 4
9.1 No response

38. How d}d'yOU find your teaching assigmment ?

s

Unbelievably heavy
Quite heavy

Abbut right

Quite light

Very light

No response

4.3
71.9
8.8
7.5
71
5.4

Please describe your assignment (classroom haurs, etc.)

4>

<

-

v -

<

39. Were there outside lecturers or speakers mvnfed to participate in the Experl.enced Teacher'

Fellowship Program?

4

74.3 Yes
I N
6.4 No response

. .
If yes, were they effective ?

32.1 Very effective
ZT‘T Somewhat effechve
"3.2  Not very effective
.0 Not effective at all
34.8 No response

* 7

]

—| &) BN

21.

—

16. No response

Please describe briefly the changes or adjustments

s

-

s

.

7 There were major revisions and adjustments
4 TherewEre significant revisions and adjustments
4 Thére were slight revisions and adjustments '
9 There were essentially no revisions or adjustments -

—

s

[d

"40. Were there significant adjustments in the program after the academic year began?

.

”
-




.

N .
41. Inyour Opmron hos the fact thct Experrenced Teacher Fellowshnp Program parhclparﬂ .
studied and worked as a group resulted in more satisfact r§ results ?

’ A . v
- -

51.9 Yes, use of group resuf\d in greatly enhanced |eaming - .
36.9  Perhaps, group effect was noticeable
2_.7 Doubtful sgroup effect was not u_ieﬂ,l in enhancir ng learning ° .
1.1 No, group effect did not c¢ontribute t |eorn|ng o L © o
_Z.5 'No response -
42. Did you as a teacher feel challenged by the group of Experlenced Teacher Fﬂ : ‘
s ) N
25.7  Very Mch so challenged ‘ . 5
50.8  Quite cha}lenged ~ ," ,
17.6 Not challenged very much “ ’ P ‘ .
"2.7 _ Not challenged at all ‘ :
3.2 No response | . - . ! ©
Please comment- ‘ - . . . J‘("{}.
T 4 .
Ed ‘A\‘ﬁ . N
43. Did you feel threate‘nﬁ at all by the group of Experienced Teagher Fellows?
.0, Very much threatened ‘ -
3.2 Quite threatehed - ) e
17.8 Not threatened very much - . 7 . i o
81.3 Not threatened at dll
3.7 1} 7 = No response, ™
Piecse comment . N S ‘ T .
. a ’ - d ¥ R o N
T : - r -
Y 4
Q4 Has ‘the Experlenced Teacher FeIIOy{shlp Ptogrom\a wh;ch you have thhClpOI'ed been -
lmogumhve and innovative ? . 3
. ' . : , 4 - , -
150 Unusudtty imgirxﬂivecnd innovative _ - . - T .
46.5°  Quite imaginative ond innovative ~ ‘ . . </
24.6  Not very imaginative and innovative . e oy -
22 -, \ . L
_Z_Z___.Not at all dmaginative and innovative : ) . m .
11.2 . -Noresponse - ‘ ) - Ve
< : . . ) -
Please describe what yoy believe to be the most imaginative of innovative aspects of the
Experienced Peacher Fellowship Program
. i v . g
- L v ) - . .
. - T " = : r
' R
- ) ,* N -
i L . © ) ) 60
. . | . \
’ ' ’ “"74" ' i " "




! . . ‘
N co , \
C N i

-
R S
-

* . -

i ) ]
4 -

45: Was an effoU made- fo uhhze the expérlence'cnd background of the parhcnponts to .

.5 Very low

. T . No response ’ .
—_— | ‘ iﬂ .

81

-75-

_eatwe the ledrning.and develop Jhd Brogram ? . AN
. ), - ~ .
658 Yes 3 ~ ,
. 5.9 No . . v \ N
23.0 ~ <" Uncettain - . .
5.3 * " No response Co. -t ‘
o Please comment , * ) -
. . . ¢ - K] b ')
] , : . ) i T_‘ - )
46. Was ony effort made by the staff to modlfy the Expenenced Teacher. Fellowship | Program fo
/—\toke odvungage of -the p;perlence and bcckgmund of the parhcuponts° ’ ) . ‘
i . , ) i
» ) 35.8 N __YeS ’ . ' - .} ;: . ‘S 3 >
© 155 No -~ I - N "
.40.1 ‘ Uncertain [ « "7, ‘ » 7
- 8.6 . Noresponse ™ L - \ .
=2 . ) .
Plea:se dti.s-cribe any;mqiifif:’ati.o'n ' *__ o ]
. 47 .- How c;dgqqoteﬂ were the ;everal aspects of the Experienced Teacher Fel\lowship Program ?
f . . - s Q—‘ - . N - = ‘ . -
. . 1 . . . Was Not No
- e M . Excellent Good Fair Poor = Available  Response,
e A - " " e ) ._: . y
Aa) Library -~ _ ° 3.4 374, B9 37 86 0
(b) Classrooms A 33.7 3%.0 16.0 4.3 7.0 .0 /
(c) Educational media 22.5 . 42.2 .‘158 N 20.9- .5
s :(d) Field teips . 15.5 -27.3 + 7.5 3.2° 46.0° 5
(e) Staff meetings ! . 18.2 - _2_12 +.16.0 _z:_l 348 - 0
(f) Groducte ossnstdnthelp ) ¢t 14.4 16.6 12.3 1.1 55.1 \.5
. 48. Was there a feeting of gr0up solidarity omo% porhmp.onts in the Progrom'> ;ti"’ '

. 52 9- e, there was a strong feeling of dyoup solldanty T,

p 1}‘8 9 " There was cansiderable feeling of gr KR sohd*y .

. 438 N " «There was some, but not much, feelipg of soli arlty . -

e« 75 "There.was no feeling”of solidarityetall’ . =
3 WAl I N&response . g
AS ~ ", .
49. How would you rate the overall morale of the participants? | , ' -
J - ’ - . .

. 27.8" Very high L ) ’ J ' : (
"50.87 . Pretty high ‘ T
397 T About’average : ’ o —

. ’_2_7— " Prefty low K o




/

-

50. Did the participants seem génuinely interested in the subject matter of the Program? -
53 5 « Definitely yes

~42.2  Fdr the most part, yes

_l 17 For the most part, no 4
0 Almost compleji/ no
2 No response” ¢

37
51. How well do you think the parhcnponts urnderstaod the ob|echves and purfo!es
Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program before the year began?

-

\ -

21.4 ~ Very well &

83.7 ~Prétty well

17.1 < Well enoigh ‘
13.9° ' Not very well ,
3.2« . 'Notwellatall v,
.5 Were not aware of any objectives or purposes
10.2 No fesponse

-

[y

How were these purposes and abjectives communicated to them?

v

GENERAL COMME NTS

*

Only a few. ospects of your experience as an Expenenqed Teacher Fellowshlp Program staff s
member can Be examined in a questionnaire of this sart. Therefore, in the space below we . .
w,elcome your individual comments-on the Program and its efiecfs ypan you and your co“eagues. r

%

14
»

-




44,

.0
4
4
.2
.9

24.

- - N -8 . o~ . . .
- 5$ N A ) ° ¢ .
\ K ' - N - * N t . : “ > *
A C eyt 2 ) o~ x ..
F e~ &7, L, v ) . . .
- ‘ . B . ¥ < . . { -
L . ) . o ot - > . . . . . »
2 N . Appendix D. Réspopses to Diceotors Questiorihaire ! ‘.
. « > . : T
) . f;, - ) . ’ . ’ '
e v . L _ ) ) :
< - "1." How.ald,were you as of your, last-birthday ?* 7 - "

( ! . R -4 h . .
{ . 20-29 years ' o . ‘ . -
30-39 yeags . St : . ' .
A | 40-4? ye§ l -

-

-
s
.
: L
[4

. L < ’ * . R
g 50-59 yeats . . . . .. . : - ) ©
b 60 Qnd oVéf * \—-' ‘. [ Y : L . A , - , ‘
. - - ” - # s e a o, ¥ s -9 - . . N . r
’ A - « ) ’ ) A { “ - "":.‘"?; - g 3
o Yoprsex - . * A - Ve e e e T e -
R T L R S SRR P Y
? 844" Male. & o YT T
. M. - Fepole. . S e " & ) : o - '
i 4.4 _No responlf""* S Coe o > e T ‘4
< o ’ . f ’ * i -
.- 3. Pleose check your last earned degrpp . S ° ) - e
L T . oL \ o
‘e : . Lo d - R ’ B B . . . PN
.0 ’ B . ) \ -, . ‘ " 7 - v b ;_
5.7 MA v, . ‘ ! ]
'~ 7x55:6 W Ph.D. ° - .o 4 X o
~37.8 " jd.D. . — -l L . * .
=& . . . . Lot : N
- . ‘g_i__‘_ 3 S y .Q ’ L .. L1 N ! ,D‘ . T ) . . : ) ! . [N
s .= 0 .0 eaSe lid)- - - L - Ry W T
=, T . , = S - - T E— — ,
. 4. Pleq,se list field of specuahzanon in undergroduqre bndcgrcduc;,te'?ﬁédl,.andﬂany_;;ost- ' .
! docforql rrammg you h have had - oo oL A
: - €« - : : R
Undergrad Lt kY . _ ’ ’ o i
Graduore - ) L4 _ ‘ =
. . Posthi;rora]\ . LT . T R = — L
" et e e — . - )
. _% " How many years have you taughr fu|| ime ot &he coHege |evel° ' - y
LT * [y
- R ’!' B . .
Y -2 . . v ".J X » .
.*‘ ’ :{-12510 .. .‘3 5 . '- e ' Y ——: L d - hd .
. T —v— ) . . - . - -
- 2T 60 g e |
SPRR 1 § B R : )
. 35 b ]6 ond‘over ‘ Co < - o
27 "‘No r;zsponse T y . ., .
» e - .. = . i ‘o ’
. s . ] . ‘ R § .
. - . s . ! .‘. Y ﬁ:< - ’ . ‘.
., . ) a ’ .’ ’ ‘o ! * s -~ - ’
. -.‘);' - 1The | percent of responses thar fell in each category. is given in the blonks to the lefr of °
s v‘the UMernatives. Percemages are bo’id ot a total of 45 respondents . . T
PO REEE e - .
oS ﬂ ST VL
) | . - g* . & .
A w ' h ‘s [ : ' ' A ¢
. “y : ., . ) '. ‘. . . g K . t .
> . 'm ', . . t ,
ERIC ﬂm SRR S ~
. -,"¢ . . "\fé. ) ., . .. .1



]

) .
é Voo

’
S 4

20,0 = 1-2 ‘ . . 4
= 178 .35 5 . > . 7 X

s T S 150 - ~ - i
’ Tlébroyen SR A ’ ) . » L
No'ne’* ‘- : " ;’_3 . v - e
7 5 No respon<e ,‘ ) - * . . = o ) .
aﬁ secandcry e oo T {&Qé b e
T _;,_35 . § . ¢ : A -

ﬁo‘-‘g-—7 6]0 o : ’,, 2% ’ B ! ) . . -
44“"”1;1 15 T : : T L4 _
41. v 16 or o}ver . . ’ - ) . Y .
1_7 8 None ! o ‘ ’ .
oy _f N response , N oo | . -
. Ty . B L . )

(c) mpr C,gllegé . Lo s v

i 4 s . \ . ; - . .
e 2272 CAl -

- .0 3-5 v . - . ‘ * . . .

TOTTe0 . S

— 0 -5 e . ‘ . .o
70 7 16 or aver . a SRV \' . . .
! _?Z__Q____ Nene = °  ° ,, | : R |
60.0 No response : _ S . S

[ohafiu S >

.
LE®

d): Other (please explain) =~ . : ‘ A
@ (please exploin) 7. ° ' .
b g S L , .
7% Please list colleges or uniVersities from which you received degrees .
- - N C ‘ . T

+

_ some day? . -

[ \

,-. 8.8 - ~Definitely yes
_J__..,_ . Py
13.3" » -Probobl?\yes R 0 S ‘
13.3+ . Uncertom P _ - ' P

., 33.3 . Probably no - - : 84 : o L

SN _2_(1_% , Definitely no T, I _ _ . ORI

. i - No response . N S - ’ ) ' |

~

o
f}




LY

‘.l‘ your experlence mﬁ«summer' o,codemncyear institute ?
' S

————— ’

”~

-

»

‘8. Have you taught previously in NDEA or NSF academic year of summer institutes ?
. . ) -

- ° 48 9 YeS A P : ) ] v ~ g y[;
7 St.1. "No - - . ' O
Plecse explain L e . .
»’ - - e e e e e
. r N . e

l?yes« how djd your experience jn the Expenenced Teacher Fellowship PrOgram cgmpare wuth

24.4 Expenenced Teq her Fellowshnp Pr‘ogrom was ‘superior
8‘]-‘9 EXperLenced Teacher Feliowshup PTOgram was somewhat better -
8.9 . Ab0uf the same .

4 2.2 2 Institute was somewhat better _ o
~ Institute was superior. v - .
53 3 No response , »

* 10. Please indicateryour father's primary occupation during his workingyears. g

~

» - . = _

a eollege teacheér.

No response

« “
' . o 3
)
. ’
v
.

4

11. Please indicate, with as much Occurac# osposnble when you first decuded to become’ .-

® e
. 4.4 - High school o o
-7 ’_2_2 First two yedriof toltege - ““‘"-‘. R e
¢ - 13.3. . ’Lost two yed¥s of college’ &%
53.3 _ Early graduate school years ‘ .
. 17.8 Late graduofe sohool years
04 " After graduate school
. 6. Never - reolly decided, just "drlffed” into col!ege teochmg
. _2__-__.,_,___.N° rssponse ( . . . .
? - , B »
. 12. Please check'}be education level of yourparents * C
VR T M Hother
Less than eighth grade o2 ‘ 1.4
'Eig.h'fh\grode L. N LT 22.2.°
".. Some high school . é@
High school graduate ¢ 28.9 -
" &g Technicgl, business schoo| graduate . :2—_
Co“ege graduate o . R
Somer graduate and pro\si&nd! work - N, e :2?2
Received advanced degrees (epecify) }\ 2.2

b

\ N
5 «"
*2
- g ;} -
.} . ' R
‘N o~
. #
- -~
- LS
M L4
* pry. | ‘

\



~ R . P . ] Y

.
-
» — , . ,

1" I ° - o 1 -, ‘
. L . > - -
3 £ . — - - S . : A.._
-T 3. - ~ =
3 i v i
. < . . >

0— Junior college/ ’ L Coe N

2 2 - - Private, urggroduate college ) .
"2.2  Public, und®graduate ‘college - . i . s
__,._L_ A . . .
60.0 Publi¢ University - . . :
28.9 = Prijgte Univer ST L e o ' .- g
2. 2 " Other' (pleose sgecify) . - . ' - "
‘4.4 "No response ’ ' - — T .
16 Which of the follow:ng olternohves best descrnbe your reaction to the fxpem-enced Teacher
Fellowsh;p Program? . < - .-' : ~' ) .
%O 0 It was.a shmuloting and interesting experiene throughout * - « - .
378t was usually stimulating.qnd interesting - '
2.2 It wasonly pccasional stimulating and Lnteﬁeshng ‘ ~ L . ,
0.0 it wos'seldom or never shmula-hng or mterﬂshr)g— N ' .
, 0 .o tesponge - - . '
. ' ". ) ’ \ ) .
7. Did y&; feel thofkge Expenenced Teocher Fellowshup PrOgrbm resulted in the porhcupows
bd&mung bet'fer sc olors* T ) .4 o x
. . s '0’ : ) '}‘ . ' R i .. . N
. Yes R o | R A
T o . A . \
. . b ) ¢ v - ‘ ’
2 2 Uncertom T - T S 4 - ’ . h o
e ~ . C e R SR “
C\qmments, ) RN - s : . s =t
2 4 . Ny T * — ‘ .
AR L NN ’
U T = :
. 3 ) ' . ,' e - . - . y ‘
* \ ' M . -
’ ' 8 - v ! ' ,
+ . [ . y [ —
» . - o
- - 86 .ﬂ ‘ . .
. e . &, . b .
. o N -~ JoE - Ly,
'.'- L Y . ‘e " b
- - RN ¢ N .
CL . -80- . L .
: N A3 L . *
¢ ’ . S ’ N ’ v N . ' *
- .




es

o
Un'-ertom
No ,response

Comments - °
A

Y

[

9. Wﬁat was' the q udﬂ? your msnfunon foword fhe Experlencevd T&acher Fello

—62.2 Strong interest &nd sugﬁor’f'
. —_Cooperative BN . )

447 Tolerated it - o y \

0 Lack of support or interest

227 "No ocquamfonce wnfh ite

——— i, et . ra

.
.
N
n b

In y0ur opinion how voluoble was the overad| progrom for
AN s 4
-(a). Porhcipaﬁts L

_Very valuable>

7

5.6
2447 Valuable
0

Undecided
.0 " Not very valuable
.0- " Net valuable atall

(b) F‘u I.fy

..42.2 Very vol"uable\ .
.44 .4 Valuable
8.9 -Undecided |
- Not very, valuable®
.0 . Not valuable ot oII
(IS

2.2 No response
. ‘%

") Institution

48 9 __ Very valuable

© 444 Valuoble

2.2 Undecud‘ed

44 4 T Not very valuable
'_’__0 aNot IalutJUe at a||

PN
. ’.

4
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- N , N \ B , a -
¢ - ha,’ \ - . " 8 ;
I -
- ~ »
;g. S Sermuéness, af purpase . . N

« ‘ < 2
_”,—- 5 ’ . , R

e 28.% " _.fbecudedly supenar ta regulq,r “yradute students J
\ . 37.8 Somewha t bettef than regular grad,uote students v -
‘ * 2897 Aboyt the sage as regulor duafe students ; :
Ao 0 Somewhat | c’apoUé than regpfcr graduate students
. . . 0 Decidedly inferiarta our regufar groduate students o
T 4&___:No respanse RS L .
- ~~ (d) Commiﬁ‘g,e'n} ta )he distpliqé' ., é
) '}‘5 - A i |‘i
- - 31:1 Decldedly superioe ta peqular graduate dtudents 4
. <., 356 - Sopewhetwbetter thar regular graduate students Y
: -+- 20.0  Apout the same ag reg,q|or graducte students ¢ - g3 C
S 8.9 $Gmewhat less capable than regu|a( graduate stude ’ : s
o . T 0 D&mdedly mferuqr to our regular graduote students R
o 4 4.4 . No response R . . ?
, 7 (e) Know|e%ge,o-f discip|ine~, - A « i A
. 2 v ' ‘ i y -
?‘%* S 8 9 ﬁecnded]y superuor to regular graduote students ' ;.
A . 267 amewhat better ‘than regular graduate students .
.- "37.8 < About thesame as regulgr graduate stodents ’ . )
) 13. g_ Somewhat less’ copOble thanregulgs gsaduat\studenfs eq o
© 8.9 Decidedly inferior to 0ur regular grBduate students . T -
- 2 ) 4 4.4 Noresponse . ] . - o
¢ " R ;e (f ) Ability to' communicate ; o S ' ' v ‘
' 6.7 Decu&ly superiar to regular groduate students | " e
',\ o 35.4 . Samewhat better than regular _groduate students 4 )
e 443 About the same as regular gmduote students .+ . ( C.
. “ .7+, .. 78.97, Somewhat lessfcapable than regu[ahgraduate students . - -
. o - _—ﬁ . ,DeadedJy inférior to our regular gradiate studentg ) :
- ; '« _ 447 Noresponsg - o IR
. R Ty - ‘ o 'f\.\ RO
. @) lnpho-tlwp . N '
. . e - ‘ S i . g ~ K R , . .
: o222 Decudegﬂy syperiar ta regu|ar g;aducrte studenf; R (
ST . 42.2 §aﬂw+rxf better tflan regular graduote studgnts T
. o 7—— About the same as regulat graduate students ;- Teee
_ Lo 4-’: ‘Samewhot less copob1e tbon regolar grad\':te students -
‘ C el —“5_._ Decidedly inferiar to aur regujbr graduate students i .
. i . 43 Na respanse . T O ‘ o ’
., . . 14 - ' . ’ ! - ': . :
v ’__. ) . .‘ . ".\“’ ‘i ., ‘o 4
R - B {
¥, + YA ook ’ Nt R N k 3
’ " i ’ ' ' ' ' 8 ; ' ; ' v
£ o , 5 \' ; i—§‘ )
‘r ‘ . N °
SR )
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. *8.9. De'mdecHy superior to regular groduate studenfs )‘ '
N _20.0 Somewhat better than regular graduate students -
55.6 About the same os tegular graduate students ’
i STI.T  Spmewhat less capab|e than regular groduate: students - .
. 2.2 De'cldedly mferlor to our regulor gradupte students o
. 2.2 No, response B . % S ’
A " - L . ‘. ) vy
- v ‘e v’ - '
{bj * Industriousness , . g S
0 .. . ‘. d " * -
26.7 "Decidedly sup€tiot-to regular groduate students | _
37. 8 "~ SofWM®Ectter than regular graduate Studants v
311 ] T 'About the same as regular gradyate stude N
- .O__ ~ Somewhat dess capable than regular grodB¥e students .
. a0 - pecndedlyﬂnfenor to our regular graduote students %
. 4.4 » No respénse ' L ‘ St
: . . ’ L 4 ‘e ‘ .fl AI
1 ) B )
.Q- ! -~ . ’ ' ' 3 .
- ‘. R , " > ¢
» . : - ‘ N P .
k3 . = - Y -
N [ d 4 : \ “
“ - . ‘ r :. ' . . *
v & . [
! R ' 89. a
“ ’ " -83- B )
- . ‘ A ¢ R
- ’ 3 . ’ ‘ ‘
L 2 : -k - . = ’ ;

4-———-——-

No response %

[

expenence “and develop feochmg ,sk.lls?

(d) Upgrading public Echdol teaching.- . " ' e
. s _ _ ‘

1 60.0. Very valuable ) UL o =
31.T  Valuoble ~ . c
"1‘4‘ Undecitled = . : e

,0 Not very valuable | -~ ‘ U vl
.0  Not v’olboble at all . ' Yo

-

1. Were theré ways developed in the progromwhereby the Qomcupants could gain_teaching -

§ v, ‘ Tt
71.4° Yes . } BN E:
22.2 _No SR ) . : ‘
4.4 _Unsure N ' o -
2.2 No respofise ¥ ; : " *
’Z/:ledse explain e ) ‘ 8 e
/‘ - ' ‘ \'

22." How did the'studenfs in the Experlenced\i)o
groduate students in your myltuhon in the followmg areas?

' (o) Infellectucl ablhty )

]
’

>

-

-~

cher Fel'lowship Program compare to regular

»




. &
] L 3

Llstedi;elow Qe resource m'atenols in educotional meduo

vsed, ond_those you, found useful os port of theqéeqc}‘wg progrom of the Expenenced Teacher

Fe“owshsp Program

! -

Pleose check ¥hose thot: you

. 27 H0ve you u;ed deveIOped or obServed ony inno /oth*feochmg mefho&yor prochces in
- your work whrn Experuehced Teacher Fen0wsh|p Progiom? . .

2 . . . » ’ ) . % T 4 )
o7 Yes - o ' v o
s — . " . - ) ., , .. . .
. 8. ; No. ‘ . s . . . * . T . . . ! .
33 Unsure . » A T R 8 - .
. 7 No if(sponse N o0 Co cr - ) ‘
. ' . . 2 « » 8 : AR
lease identify A ‘ o ..
N - * N .
P ease identi y_ _ S DS -
. * ¢ - - ) A .
R e e b - - "gg Ty T T T T
» v : . e e .."‘_._;_,:_j ——
SN S
. . - ‘84"' ¢ .
. e IS . \ . ' ]
. . . »
. " ‘o ? '

.

v
Y
s r N ‘. . )
) - . . Used Uséful r.
; . A .
*Instructional films * . ‘ g
l00cumenfory, films, " » - ™ . v T »
Topes , ' . \ .o T T e i -
‘Recordings ¢ = . ' T . i
Opoque projectors ' : )
+  Overhedd projectors ‘ s - , ’ oot
Filmstrips " : . L _ !
: Progromimred instruction : > s . . T, . ’
' Video tgpe recorders v ] . RN 4 )
@thers leose list) . N . - A .
N " —— '
w24, Dod you find teochmg in the Experuenced Teocher Fellowshup Progrom o chollengmg lxpenence? .
64.4 Extremely chollengmg ’ Yo7
-31.1 Somewhat chollengi ng ' ’
- 0 " Not very chollenging . R N .
. ___0 Not [l chollenging Dot v R
y 4.4 No response . T
—“"25'“ Dud you“ch‘:‘ teoc;Hng mn 'rhe Experrenced Teocher Felfowshfp—Pregrom-u sohsfymg‘ expenence“?
< ~ ‘5 . " R £
Y4 18 B Extremely sohsfy:mg - . . .
4.4 Somewhot so“hsfymg . . ) ,
e 0" Not very satisfying- B .o, -
.0 Nof | gatisfying . . : L : -
1 4 .No re\ponse . % ! ’ » . L -
[P ’ ¢ a
' ‘26 *In yoyr opinion, were ' the educetiondl needg of the porgclponts met by the Progrom'?
L 6617 l&nely - \ - ” o
3] ] bly Lt LI . - . - v .
2 . .l doubtit X S o
0 0 ffoll 1. Lo P .
R » DY 1 LR ar ) O .. ’ . . . v



. t-":—-\" " N . ‘ :
, - 28. Asyou reflect upon the yéar.spent in teochmg students in the«Experienced Teacher Fellowship -
. , 8 Progrdm, how much do you feel it- -added to your professuonol growth and development-?
17 8 Very greotly e - : } o -
" 35.6 Greatly - ' | § v . o L -
. _4_2 2 Modeérately - a - ,_ _ .
- 2.2 Little ' . o ‘
.0 “Very lntle i ; . ’ T : - "
2.2' - No {espons% : B " PN '
' s > -, . - *
- 29 ‘As you Iook back upon the year spent in Experuenced Teacher Fellowshnp ‘Program, ~how
: . chh do you feel it.added to your mfe”ectuol‘growlr ? - [
.o 8 9 . _ Very greatly . S N f ) B ' _
: .28.9  Greatly ‘L. s R ’ ot
, ©55.6 Moderately i o . R t v
44 Little . . S
. .0 Very little ok, U ' SO ’ . e
2.2 NOresponse L - \ . '
i - :
30" As you look bock upon the yeor spent in E>5per|ence& Teacher Fe'llowshnp Progrom _how
W " much de you feel itxadded to your skill.asa teacher?. - .
’ 8.9  Very greotly R ‘ :
24.4 T Greor}y =T T -, S N
’ 5 Moderotely j B N . . . ' )
! Little oo R ’ 7 ‘ . e
B 4.4 T Very little < o ~
Z Mo regponse *.* - ‘ . L . :
P '31. Would yob list be|ow the sm@e element of the Experneqced Teccher Fe||owsh'np Program thal‘
= was most impressive, innovative, or exciting . / C.
. - ._ - , 4
, ¢ ‘ »
32. Wéuld you list below the smgle element of the Experienced Teocher Fellowship Progrom
~ that was most dnscomcgung, depressing, or ineffective.” ' A .
— - : e — -t -
A . . \ ‘7' . . . . . H
4 . ' . 4+ ' T~
. ‘g" . | N . T * »
2 4 N ; )
. . ° . ] . N ’
. , . . . . . v
s * L' ' r .\
’ . : ag
: )
- ) ' ] .
N . [ ’ Y : .
' -85- )
; <591 |
) s 4 ~ . . ‘ | .
. * 4 4 :

. e
.




PR 3 . - .
, .
: A . . ’ . : i
.t o . . . . .
. . - .
| .- ' Q;.j - . ’ . .
. .

33 . How closely Yid the content and emphasus of the Progrom comcnde with yow expec‘tottons"

. . ) - . . "g
57.8 . Very closely - e £ .
40.0. Moderotely closely : L v
2.2 Not too closely N . - . IO
.0 Nqt at all . L C T 7 . % .
- . . A j - . | .
Please explain' . B S . S 0 ' . , e
R * . . - v . . ‘.' ’ - . < . "'“ * “
‘4 é you were tg, begin again, what specific changes would you suggest3 o ‘Vr
- ~ g L]
. . S L., NN
il i ‘ . : . ’
ST A — — d
%35, Did the students work hard during mf‘f\ oL r ., s,
* o . - K . ‘ . .
oL v b . T ' ..
13.3  Yes, toohard - - : o] ,4
844" Yes & ° A o - . D e
2.2 No ¥ _ ‘ AP A T
1 0 Uncertcm : . . - . : ’
—_—- o , rO .o . : : |
T Pfeofse comment ﬁt,your answer . - Y ' ' PR 7 . ’ j
. . - : A - ."— e ﬂ: 1

36 .~ How closely do you feel the participants selected for your Exper’enced Teocher Fellowshtp

" Program fit in w:th the type and objectives’ of your Inshtuhon" f - .
. . . ; R ‘. \ | 2 ; . ’ ., -
44 .4 Ver.y closely ) . Co T toa o S
3 A fewexceptions ' i L ) A :
: 27 A nymber of exceptions ) & . e 0 a f -
.. .0 Hordly fitatall . . o v
-37. Did yQur fxperienced Teacher Fe”owshrp ram staff conduct reguiar staff meetings
/y or discussions as the year progressed ? -, ; - ‘
. e K A . o2 . '_ R
© 75.6° Yes ' " R " o R '

200 No ,
4.4 ‘No_response
-

* —
’ -
Y ‘e o
S
) .
. ?
¢ .
- - v AR ¥
2 !
*
.
&




3 ’ . \
' . N ‘ ’ . Y ’ A} ' :‘ ' ) ' . " . . (.
° * 38. How did you find your feaching assignment 7 l _ S A
4.4  Unbelievébly heavy - - *. , S ,
= 40,0, Quite heavy g ? , - ; o P
. 42.2, . * About right , 3 s . g |
-~ . 4.4%  Quite light * S o ]
.0 Very light — 0 L . J o
. 8.9 . No r@sponse o - ‘ - B . .
- ~ -, Plegse-desetibe your 'dssignrr}ent (classroom hog@/efc.) - . ‘ )

¢ 4
- . F v . { - . ] .
— ] . s
k. LR AR . — _,.*‘7 T . PrY T - \ 3
. -— 4 s ;. - ¥ £ PR,

> - -

- - = - - p
3 / pe 3
39’ Were there oytside lecturers or speokers invited tofparhcnpote in the Expenencec} Teaaler r,
Fellowship Program? . P IR T
’ . - Y o s
88.9 YeS £ '3 . . N ) - — P . ) .
. 8.9 No ) LAY . * : P
2.2 o response v - -
4 ¢ - . - ‘e
T c - - : S .
lf}es, e they effective? 3 & : ' Y ‘ .
’ 57.8 . | Very effective - L ' . \ . L )
i Shu Y S 4 . . B v . ‘
- ‘3 Y . Somewhgt effective , ’ . , '
.0 Not very effective - . . . S <Lt
2.2 " Not effective at all ' o ' : A L 7 '
¢ -8.9, Ne response I © g ] o P “. - p
’ 40 Were there sagmfncam adqustments in the- prbgram ofter the acbdemuc year began? = - . g .
.t . 3 -, . . t \. ‘ -
: 2.2 fﬂwere were major revisions and adjustments . . T
Lo 28.9 - There were significant revisions and ad ustments } N .
* 511 There wese slight revisions and adjysf . > ,
" 17. ~There were e ential sions; tmanfs _ *- . ’ -
- ‘ .8 } re were essentia l<n§revs| ;) :a.lui ens o o
. . "‘ R % - . . . *
" Please.’describe efly the changesdr d s s T .. o
. P e-d crib brl y c nges T d|us s;_ e
- - — —— = \' R j - - : ~
"' 41. In your opinion, .has the fact-that- Exper:enced Teacher Fe||0wshop Program parhcnpcnts IR
. . studced and .worked asa gr0up,resu|fed«|n more sohsfdcrory results"
o iy e ‘ R R
o 77.8B - Yes, use of group restlted in greatly enhonced learping - o - ’ ¢
5 O Peghaps group effect vﬁs noticeable’ S oL o
. 2.2 Doubfful group effect Mas not very useful.in ehhoncmg |eermng v b '
1 0 No, group effect dud not ;omrnbute fo !eornmg . - ' T
P ‘ ,1 » ' .
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- TER e Y 2 -
SHE

. 42*4 you asi: tec}cher feel challenged by }he group of Experlenced Te0cher‘Fe||ows,° :

. .

- . ' s .
1 33. 3 Very much sé& chollenged R RS o ;
'55.6 Quite challenged o R . .
N 4 4 Not challenged very much ik Lo . N\ 'Y
' .0 "'Nof challenged-at all | o N ‘
3 7 No resporise. e . . ) o
. Please comment .- o ) £ ‘
' i Co k — . i
. 7 ~ +- ——r—" é}— 4 - )
* Dld y0u feeJ fhréafened at'all by the group of Experlenced Teac]'\er FeJlows" g
& 1 . L / v R ll,‘g — . I [ 4 .
& 0. ~ Very much fhreatened o . ;
e .0 the threatgned ‘ w 5
15.6 . Not threatefed very much ™~y
- 82.2°  Not threatened at all g - -y - .
.2.2 No response . A ) S
o . : Ze ' .
’ [ g -~ ;
. Please comment '
— - . ¢ T T v i
44, " Hos'the Experienced. Teocher Fellov’shlp Program in which you have parhmpated been -
- ’ lmog«nohve ond mnovofnve" . '
: -
222 ~Unusually imqgincﬁve dnd innovative . - ) .
62.2 Quite imaginative and innovative o - =
1.1 Not very imaginative and innovative
- .0 Not at all imaginat qnd innovative
_4 4 _N ;sponse f : .. .
- ey .
i Please describd what you beliéve to be ‘thé’most umcgmatsve or innovative aspecfs of the )
' Expenenced Teactier Féllowship Program - i
45 Was an effort made to utilize the enperiencé and background of the participants to
enhance the larning and develop the progrom'> .
88.9  VYes e ® :
4 _ No . ¢ : ) T
6.7 Uncertain - ' o
:\ . Please’ comment _ i L L
R — SR — ———
- <
- » L. . ,
 —~ . . 34 -
PR 4 .
L) -88- 4 .
. ‘ ”




46, Was &ny effort made by the staff to modify the Expenenced Teacher Fellowship Progrom o
to take advantage of the experignce and bockground of the porhc:pants9 (
2.2 Yes o | | - )
26.7 No- i ¢ ... -
8.9, Uncertain. o IR ) o, ’ i
2 2"'—"'!' N [ . * . o ! » a s }
. __No resporise . 4 . o ) o
, C ' ‘ E
Please desc‘ribe any modification CL S ‘ #
47. How adequote were the several qspe%cfs of the ExperLenced Tea;erTellowshnp PrOQchm’> o
: ~ T _ Was Not No .
' Excellent Good  “Fair . Péor Avcnlabie _“Response -
s - S r v )
(@) Library , 60.0 - 24 .4 13.3 - 2.2 0o .0
(b) Classrooms - " 40.0 40.0 -17.8 2.2 .0 ¢ .0
(c) Educatiomal media e 311 533 133 -.0 0 2.2 .
(d) Field trips © 73101 . 28.9 1.1 g§.9 133 6.7
(e) Staff meetings 200 422 200 44 133 - .0
(f) Graduate assistant help J 17.8 5.6 2 2.2 400 - 3.2
- . I e - - S T
48. Was there a feeling of group solidarity among ‘barticipants in the‘ProQ.rom‘?( - o,
66.7 Yes, there was a strong feeling of group solidarity ‘
26.7 __ There was considerable.feeling of group solidarity , X
6.7 There wos some, but not mych, feeling of solidarity : o .
.0~ There was no feeling of solidarity at all . '
- N\ -
49. *How would you rate the overall morale “of the participants? - )
378 Nery bigh | L i '
42.2 Pretty high d : . 3 .
_1__7__._3__- Abaut average - ) N S AR
__2__2: Pretty fow - . e
.0 Very low ° .1 X * '
— i . R
e ‘ . —_—
- * .
. » ¢ )
- . RS
e s . ‘
®», ] ¢ ‘ ' i‘ ' i v ‘
. ) :
t , "
) > c« 4 4 - )
\ - 35 , < R
- - w‘89—‘ 2 &» v .s
v —~— . ’ ¢
‘ ’ - ! ‘ ; ‘ 4 1 A 4
1 \ ’ -




i . ' v,
9 s . . - ¢ . . - .
Y ' - ' T . ..
. o . v . 3 . . - . . \ . , .
50. Did the participants?eem ger_iuinely interested in the sﬁbieg matter of the. Program®. , =, "
- - ' < . K4 " . a S
Qeflmteiy yes ~ . T v \\} N oo b
M—Fq the most part, yes N P T ’ s ’ - .
.0 For the most part, no = S ] ooyt
.0 sAdmost confpletely no . D R ’ § :;f; PR
‘51*. pr well do you think the participants understood the objectives o purposes of the = 3' .
- Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program before theyeor began? e mo
: . « . ’ - R . N 4 - v . i )
- .20 0 Vey.well - . ' ' . ) Y
' 6.4_ 4 -Pregf)' well . SN . : .3 i - T , 1
15. 6___ Not™ very well « . R s . -
0 Notwellotgll S ‘ c . :
G Was not aware of any obj echves or puUrposes . o7, = . = ’
— "z Y ©P1 purp e -
s . N . Tooe N j
How ‘were these purposes and objectiyes comqunicoted to them'? . Y '
. . Y o - E . . i
‘t_ P’y . 2 7‘*& : * };
N . )
~ o 52. How would you describe the cooperahon fhot you recelved'from other academic de tments .
. of the Umversnfy" s - - R
v 2 ¢ . ' X .
,40.00 Unu5uo|-|y good . * " T . .
. 51.1 - Quite good B - o o ,
- 4477 Quite poor N » . S
2.2 Unusually poor = - & _ e
2.2 - No response . - - o o ‘ _ LT
’ 53. Is the director of the teacher-education on youi campus aware of the Operohn of the Experuenced ,
Teacher Fellowshrp Program on ypur compus° . o P ‘ !,‘
L8 : .
_'_Very much involved . . - - t -,
_Quife ifvo|ved 5 T RSN L me . . R
Not very in’volve‘ N i Lt St e
“Not at all involV - . . A ) —_
No-response - . 7 L C o ' ‘
. .t D N . s s
; . vt
) , . v o ' . e '\ -
< . . -
o ] .
’ ; 'Y . . - 1 3 . ¢
~ - . - . - . ', I )
‘ * ) " o - -
' : S ) . . . .
- 96° “ -
-‘ o * . . ‘ ..'4
. . .
T . : '3
_90_ ‘ Y N - .
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54, 1< he invrived in’the operation of the Experienced Teacher Fellowshjp Program on your .

‘. * cy? - . . . ‘ . .

: ' . : . s b . . T,
) " 8.9 Very much inyolved i a ., » . o, ey
©17.8 Quite involved” ' ’
: 5T_l - Not very-involved * ‘ .
29__(_)___ Not involved at all - "y P . . ) .
s 2.2 No response - | R s . : . i

¢ L}

» 55, In your 0p4n|on hos the Expenenced Teacher Fe”OWSI’\Ip Progrom had an impact on the on-

gomg teacher educatian § program in , your msjltuhon'? - . Cs v -

[}
. N v

‘ - 0,‘ i ’ ’ b ) ’ - | ’
24.4 . A very great impact - ’

2_3‘7____3 Some impact , Lo ,

o 13. 3—_-“— Uncertain - - . . s .
756 Little impact S ' , ' o .

O

™ Prochcallyno fmpact atoll - -

6.7

-
. *
relahonshlp between the Expenenced Teacher Fellowshlp Pr09rom and\the cooperating B
school systems. (Include such items as selection, wpervusnon, integration of seminars, .
‘de\(eIOpmenf of proger ond courses. ) Ly e . -
- T N - - . ~/ . - . i
. “' - 4
+ . > ) T
\ : ”~ ¢ . * -
57. Did you, ‘in addition to your duties as d:recfor, teach'courses in the Expenenced Teacher
« _ Fellowship Program° . o N . T
. 4 ’ , : ’ N
. 8" .Yes ° . ’ :
17.8 No . e ‘ ’
4.4 No response ‘ S . : ' .

Please describe S : ] ' )




Fellowship Progrom ?

.

1M Yes ‘

Y. 88.97 "N¢

. — e e =

*If yes, would yéu comment

S

hd ~ M N >
. -
* -

- 58. Dld you have a difficult. time recrumng staff members for the Experienced Teacher

!

. 1.

-t

o : .

- 4 =
.y AT

59. Please give the number of students who began the program but did not finish. - *

.
~ .

Please Lomment on the students who &robped out. - . C
” = A i . - : - . 4
’ '
GENERAL COMM‘ENTS ‘ , o . e

Therefore in the space below we welcome

your individual comments on the Program onﬁts effecfs’ g : o
L4
-~ ) ' .
. . - , » ‘ “~
Pl . .
~ v i
* \ @0 * )
w . N
.. v - ~7 -
) ?
- . v .‘ ( , - I 4 ’
= s * ~ ‘ .
' . } * S -
- \
~ - * , ’ LS
3 .- , . o s
’ - ¢ ) .
» »
- . . L]
- L 1 - . . !
h} v ‘ ) - ' *
) - . .
4 »
R
2 . -
: a
. g . ‘ ‘
/ ) : . .
; ‘ , . 38
t
. ] . ' /
—- . - . ) ‘ N ] . ‘—
-92-. o 3 oo .
g ) | SRR

L * g \

- ' ’
Only a few aspects of your experience as director of the Experienced Teacher Pellowship Program *
can be examined in a questionnaire of this sort.
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Appendix E. Experienced Teachey Fellowship Program Evaluation Teams!
~ L] N .
Lo . ‘ ' - - - ~

y, MATH AND SCIENCE =~ - S

‘_E_cilbdin Coliege Richmond, Indiana

SA - '*HarpchK Hughes,, Chalrmon Depa.rtment of Physncs
L _ Indiana-State University, Tegre Haute, Indiana 47809 . X 7 - |
TE - Ralph Lefler, Department of Physics

Purdue Wniversity, Lofoyette lndlono 47906

“ . ™
. MT- Robert N. White, Science Deporfmenh.Head
., ~ " « Clorksyille 3r.iHigh School, Clarksville, Indiana 47131
oo . - e

-’

L}
Florida State 'Um'vefsity, Tallahassee, Florida
N : ar . B R
SA - *Houston T. Karnes, Math Dept., Louisiana Stfate .University . '
Baton Rouge, LOuis'ibnc 70803 ' e T,
l . —
}\ -
-
© . ~TE- William McKillip, . Professor of Mcfh Educahon 1218 Boldwnn Hall
- College of Edugahon Umversnty of Georgla Athens, Gebrgla 30401
T TMT - Mrs, Agnes Rlckey, Supervisor of Mathematics . - ‘ .
- -7 .County Board of Public Instruction, Miamj, Florida ) )
Michigan State Uni.\(ersity, East Lonsi;‘n’g, Michigon. t K I
’ " ' ‘ h * A )
+ SA - Richord E. Hodges, Djirector, Elementary Teacher Educahon Program _
Graduate School of Education, Um?«?‘lty of Chicago . ’ , L
. 5835 5. Kimbark Avenue Chicago Hlinois 60637 < o
/ ! < . s . p) ; .
JE - *W||||om Eller, School pf Educatlon “State Umversnty B » “
- Buffalo, New York 142M ‘ . Coe : " .
- - v s -
MT - Margaret Wittrig, Board of Educcmon anory Consultant * .
) 346 Second Avenué,-S. W., Cedar ROpIdS, lowa 52404 . N "
#* ‘ ’ .

—_ R . . >

]The followmg obbrevnanons are used to |denhfy the professional roles of

team members: ] . '/ AN
. " . ' e \
SA- Subject Area Specm?g ' ,‘ ) .. ‘ ' “.
TE.‘- Teacher Education pecialist ¥ . .

* MT - Magter Teacher or other Supervn;ory -Person

v

o -Teum Coordmotor

» ’ \

99 - | o




" -
[} ’

HISTORY, : - b
" —_— X . , . - . c-b" . . ' )

Eg{r_mg_g_ie.lnititute‘of'Te_cEmology, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania . 1’/‘ _ ‘ .
"SA - *John M. Thompson, Department of History

University of |ﬁdiana, Bloomington, Indiana
TE/- Howard Reinstra, Department of History .~ .
- Calvm College, Grond ROpldi, Michigan 49506 <

MT - Zeb Wright, Program Specnohst Social Studnes
West Virginiq State Dept. of Education, State Cop'tal Building
Charleston, West Vsrglma 25305

~

- Ilinois Stote University, J\lormgl’, Ninois .~
SA -* *Gilbert Fite, Department of History ! S .
University of Oklahomo Norman, Okloho;na ol ’
“TE - Howard Reinstra (as listed above under.Carnegie Tech.) *
MT - Gary Baker, Committee on'the Study of History ° ‘0
' Newberry Libary, Chicago, Illinois T
" University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas _ ¢
§ B - - ’ j - - ‘ .
SA -~V Burlie Brown, Tulane University ) - T -
New Orleans, Lovisiana , o ‘ ' )
. { .
" TE - Rmhmd Brown Chairman, Committee on nthe Study of History . ’
Newberry Library, Chlcogo Hlinois L, ‘q\',
MT - James Londmg, Instructor in GebgroPhy, Elston Jr/Sr High- School .
Detroit at Sprmg -Street, Michigan City, Indlona 46360 * .
SOCIAL STUDIES . . : : .
— “ ‘ )
Syracuse University, Syracuse, l'\levyAY'ﬁlg R b
. s - N . .
SA ~—*Sayl B . Cohen, Director, Graduate School of Gography
Clark Umversny, Woreester, Massachusetts 01610
‘sodor Starr, Hlstory Department City University of New York

Queens College, Kissene Blvd., Flushing,” New York 11367 .

MT - Vf’hilf;i Woodru'f'f, Westport Pyblic Schools, Wes"f;\aort, Comnecticut =
, . . ‘.r L - - ot

.,.' .'- ‘l’ }10‘0"' » ‘t 5 .

Al .
. . ’




ENGUSH - - SR

—— ey i

Umversnty of IllanIo, Urlxmo lll|n0|s

'
- . . M . 5 y 3 '

SA - *Norman C. Stogeberg, Professor of Engllsh . o
lowa State College, Cedar Falls_ lowa, -
TE - Dean William Jenking, School of Education ' ' ‘ _ :
. Umversny of WISCOHSIR Mllwouk.ee Wlsconsm R ‘ R

MT - Mrs Esther Willjams, Chblrmon English Depcrté'nent . ’ -
’ Wllmmgto# ngh School 300 Rlchordson Place, Wilmington, Ohlo 45]77 " 4 .

Uni.versny of Nebraska, Lincoln; Ne_b?aska . . , ‘ R "' , ~.
—SA - Richard Braddock, Cobrdinator, Rhetori¢ Progrgm S
_ University o'fylowa, lowa City, lowa 52240 L R e

Vd LR ' Co. ‘
1 . R +

TE - *Norman C. Stageberg (as listed above und-::r U. of IHineis)

"N\
MT - Mrs. Esther Williams (as listed above under U’ of lllinols) -~
"READING - . S
_Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana . -
SA_.-‘ Nathan Blount, Research and Developmént Center E Y ‘ |
" 7 1404 Regent Street, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 53706 ' .- "
TE - *Naomi Chase, Assoc. Professor of Eduootion,/ Elementory.Deportment v
Burton Hall, School of Education, University of Minnesota, . . T
R Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455; ' . ’ .
' MT - Mery Huber, Reading Teacher, Terre Haute Publlc Schools . /
‘ ‘1101 S. 13th Street)y Terre Haute, lndlana ' N
Sonoma State College R‘ohnert Park, Colifornla .
. \ ) : ' .
SA - *Carl M”ller Associage Professor’ of Education, Bakersfield Center ’ / ’
“of Fresno Sfecle College 4021 Mt Veron Avenue, Bokersf;eld Callforma 93306
: \
-/ TE-~- JordanB. Utsey, Associate Professor of Education, School of Educohon ' ) .
University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon 94703 ) .
- ) . . .
" MT - Mlllord Black, Corriculum Consultant, Los Angeles Cit)‘l Schools . .
- » 450 Grand Avénue, Los Angeles, California | ;o , < L
’ /’ T . R t s . ¢ . *
7 - 1o o
' . =95 : , .
o - . [4 L
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v TEACHqu OF THE DISADVANTAGED
-_*_‘ e 7 j . " —
\ " - Umversnk_FAlasko College, Raska &)_' ' "
"+ - SA- Richard.P. Longaker, Nmrtmentpf Polmcol Séience | . )
Umversny of Ca1|forn|o Los Angeles, Callforma 9.0024 .
. b TE - *Math Tcippe, School of Education, Umvers:ty of"Mcch:gon Q . .
\ T Ann Arbor, Michigan . ’ ,
- , o - : .
MT - Gfetta Pruitt, Principal, Garfield Publlc School ) o ,
. e Posadeno School System, Pusadena California - . " .
g . 1linois 'J'eachers Co]leg'e’,. Chicog'o-North, Chicogo, Ill'mois '
. SA - *Matt Trip;pe (see obc;ve under U. of'Alaska)
‘ TE- E. BOyd ‘Shannon {Pasadena College) (Temp 1250 Fourth Street, S. W.
Woshmgton D C. ) L \ 4
‘MT - Marjorie Mayo, Prmcnpal Abraham meoln School ¢
L ! ] Kankakee [1linois 60901 . - Lo "
. . . L3 .ﬁ ‘
' ) Temple UniversitL Philadelphio Pa.,
\ . .
SA - *Walter Crockett, Department of Psychology . - ) a
) Clark University, Worcester, Massachusetts 01610, .o
TE - "Roy EdelfeFF‘Assocmre Secrefory, Naho‘hol Committee ‘on Teacher ’ )
’ ) Education and Professional Standards, 120 Sixteenth Sfreet N we Tt
) . . Woshlngton D. C 20036 . : - R

. »

T MT - Mrs, Jean Kunz, Director of Nursery School/Kmd,ergorten College of Educatlom

-

'+ University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742

R A , , ' y \ Co

Ny Texas Western College 'El Paso, , Texas L SRy
. .., —— . - N ').

SA - *.bcques Wilson,- Our Lody of the Loke College, 4115, W 24th Streef ’_" .
’ Son' Antomo Texas 78207 Lt

Q,\' . L ‘o )
.

S

JTE - Joseph Cardenos., St. Mory s Umversnty, San Antonio, Texas 78228' 3

. I

- - MT - MrsuHerImda Garcia, Edgmburg Pubhc’ Schoolﬁ, Edmburg, Texos .
’ Rnchord Gordon, School olﬂ@ucohon . ’:/ ‘ ! ,
Y A . Clark University,. Womester Massochusetts 01610 S , -
\ ‘ o . ’ ) ’ K \ . :' /./‘
. . :‘ ¢ / R . .1 O 2 k‘ ’ . v
. . . . hid . . "96"‘ « ¢ . . ".
e . , . . |
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COUNSELINGANDGUIDANCE o ' o

Umversnty of Moryland College/f-’ark Mary land

v

SA - Fredetick J. Gaudet, lslrecmr, Laboratory of Psychologlcol Studies
" Stevens Inshture/oboken New Jersey

i‘\\ » . T
« TE - *Jbseph Young, School of Education, Harvard University o
Cambndge Mossochusefts , ) ( ’ ‘
SO ~.
MT - Irving Zweilbelson, Semor Psychologist . ' o )
Cnty School District, New Ro\_helle New Vork 10810 . . A

TN
-~ 4

Umversnty of Missouri, Golumbia, M|550ur| :
.2 :

SA -- *Merle Ohl_sen Professor, Educational Psycbology, 188 Educahon Building

. - University of 1llinois,. Urbana, Illinois )

TE - Donu'd L. Molder Ph.D., Eastern |||inois Univé’rsify,‘Chorlesfon,‘ | Hinois

v 1

B ME" . David Whiteside, Du'e'ctor Pup|| Servnces, Arhngton Heights Publlc Schooiﬁ

. C |cago [inois _
.‘ / ' ; ) . * ) I . ‘
University of'Rochesrer Rocﬁesrer New York S
AN g A . . [
\ “SA - *Buford*S tefflre _Professor of Educaticn ‘ »ol .
‘ . Mlchlgan State University, East Lansing, Mlchngon 48824 -
jE - Goldie Ruth Koback, Professor of Education, City College of New York
i Convenf Avenue at 135th Street, New Y-ork New. York IGOSI
MT - George Leute, Guidance Counselor, Hoverford Townshlp Sr. igh.S'chool
*  Haverton, Pqnnsylv,anlo 19083 . . coe ¢ -
e cATioN B A
ELEMENTARY UCATION - | o
. F‘is1<‘Univers'_y, Noshvil'lé,'Tennessee . s e . .
. ! / . ’
SA - Twifey W. Barker DePorrment of Political S:i,ﬁnce ‘University of IIInnons -
.Chicago Circle, P. O. Box 4348, Chicago,1llinois 60680
. ( o : % * N ’
"TE - *Dean Jerome Sachs, lllinois Teachers Collég.e Y * -
. Ghncclgo—Norfh Chicago, |||mous ‘e
MT - \Lew15 J.. H||||ard Prmclpal Edisén Scﬁool . -,

521E Perkms Avdue Mt. Vernon IHinois 62468

-~ -

- - 97103
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Urﬂ'v.ersny of M‘_szour;, Kansos Cnx, MISSOUI’I ~

SA - Twiley W/. Barker (see obove under Fusk Unwersnty)

: . ; . -

TE - *Dean Jerome Sachs (see above under Flsk‘Unlversny) o \
MT - Lewis J. Hilliard (see above nnder Fisk Universif);) . IR
Téachers College, alvmblo Unlvex!snl, 'New York New Yerk -
) SA - Edward Bantel School of Education; Psychology Department T
Wayne Sfafe Unnversnty, Detrojt, Mlchlgon .
TE - *Roy Edelfelt (sée obove under Temple Umversity) .
MT = Mrs. Jedn Kunz (see above under Temple Univ'ersif.y).
" MODERN FOREIGN LANGUAGES : T o
@i!e_rsity of Indiana, Bloomington, indiana * '
SA - *Norman P. Sacks, Professor, Spanish and Portuguesd .
‘ University of Wisconsin, Mddison, Wisconsin 53706
TE - M;ss Marianne Ciotti, Candidate*for Ph.D. in Foreign Language Educatipn
1634 Neil Avenue, Rapm 433, Neil Hall, Ohio State University ¢
Columbus, Ohso 432]0 L 1
.MT - Anthony Grodlsnlk, Milwaukee Public Schools .
™, 5225 W. Vlict Sfreef Mﬂwaukee Wisconsin 53208

[

Unlvel'SIfX of Woshmgton, Seohje Woshmgfon

-

SA -FLwW Sfrothman Professor of German, Executive Head Department of
Modern European Languages, Stanférd Unwersnty, Sfonf% Calsfornlo
f
TE - *Joseph E Axelrod, Coordmctor Expenmentol Freshman Year Program
San Francisco, State College, 540 Powell Street
San Froncusco California 94108
MT- Helen Shelton; SupervusorFore@n Lunguage 'Progrom P. O. Box 527
State Offlce of Professmnal Instruction, Olympia, Woshlngton 9850]

v

- - - 98-

s
[



‘A'- Ronald Silverman, Professor of Art Education, Califernia Sro/e_CoIlege .

.
¢

-

. . / ' o . L . ). '_
éBlMHS_'_Q e T o /
. Arizona State University,, /Tempe, Arizona . . o '— r
. Sl A a ‘ ' '

5151 Stc;te College Los Angeles, Coliforr’ria 90032

- . ’ \‘v
TE - *erlram Engbretson School of Eaucohon Umve,rsrty of Denver e
’ Denver, Colorodo 802‘10 : , N\
, R r
MT Mrs. ‘Audrey Welch Supervisor of Art, Glendale Unified School System
4]1 East W~||son Avenue, Glendale California 91206 - ;o .
GEOGRAPHY : - ’
. M [ 4 . N L. * - - . \
Ohio State Uhiversity', Columbus Ohio
f_/ . .
SA - *Edwrn N Thomas, Research Djrector, Trensportohon Center .
Northwestern University, Evahsten, I1linois ' S
TE - Jewell Phelps Professor off Geography . -
GeOrge Peabody CoIIege ashville Terinessee 37203 ’ "
MT - Jomes Landing (see deforls under Umversrty of Kgnsos)
\
¥ Oregon College of Educaflon, Monmoul'h-|| Oregon! ‘
SA - *GeOrge H. Kakuichi, Deportment of Geogrophy, UnlverSII'y of Wo;hmgton »/
~Seattle, Washingten 98105 , o
TE - William Jones, Division of Educohon Colifornia State College at Hayward

25800° Hrllory Street, Hoyword California 94542

MT - Charles Moody, ConsuHant in Social Scrence and E‘xecuhve Secretaly SSSSC

and Coordinator of Rine Arts and Humanities Project, State Department of
" Education,” 721 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, Califarnia 92874/

] . -

EDUCATIONAL MEDIA - .

ChoP_mon College, Orange Colrfornro .

SA = * James W Brown’ Dewun of Groduote Studies ond‘Reseorch Son Jose
Sfo.te CoHege San Jose, Colrfornro

A

(Observer - Richard. P. Longaker) ’ oo

4 a

TE - Vegnon S. Gerlach, Associate Professor, Classroom Lecrrni.ng Laboratory
Arizona State Un'i\./ersity, Tempe, Arizona 85281

. » ’ ) _99_

‘ |
.
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MT - Robert Gerlettl DlrectOr, Dwrsron of Edueotronut Medra Los Angeies . B

. 'Ceunty Schools, 155 W. Washjngton'Blvd., Los Angeles, Cah&-ma 900]5
SCHOOL LIBRARY & - - o .‘J S |
O “ oL

C;olumbra }Jnrverslty, Newe ork New York . ¢ et o L

«
L

SA - Poul Mdsoner, Dean and Professor of Education, Umversrty of Plttsburgh
oo Plttsburgh Pennsylvanra 15213 .

\ . 2\
' TE = *Sara Fenwick, Groduote Library School . "~ }' .
University of Chrc090 Chrcago ﬂhnors o ' L
. — » : *

: . MT =" Mrs. Nancy Walker, 'Supervrsor, lerary-Sefwces, Anne Arundel Caunty Schools :) .
- . . .. N . - - - ’, > X
| et e
'y \ "HEALTH EDUCATION ~ o )

Unlversrty of Oregon Eugene Oregon

a\X

SA - W||||s J Baughman, Professor of Health Education, University of Alabamc

Unlver5|ty, Alabcma T . . 9
~ { ‘

TE- *J. W. Kistler, Head, Department Health and Physical Educahon

. . Louisiana Statq University - Bgton Rouge, Louisiana ) é T .
.. “MT - Michas] Flonagan Drreq\or, hmﬂh and Physical Educatlon Pennsylvania o \
: . State Deport:nent‘of Educatlon Harrisburg, Pennsylvanro " :
SCHOOL-PSYCHOLOGY P :
' T R M s . ) - . ' \’
A Rutgers - The State Universityt, New Brufswick, New Jerse‘)': ”
. ‘o SA - Fredegick J. Goudet )’ '
. \ TE- *Joseph Young ' ) See details under Unrversrty of Nnrylond
" ' MT - Irvmg Zwerlbelson.g )
'ELEMENTARY ADMINISTRATION
1 - . .
- ’ T University of Soushwestern Lowisiana, Lofoyette L0u|sranc| -/
- ; -
“w * SA - *David Beggs, School of Educatlon Ur:t‘::fy of. Indrano Bloommgton, lndran!
\
. / TE - \ﬁ?llrom McKr”rp (see deta.ils underoFlondo State University) *~ .
¥ i: . R
MT - Mrs. Agnes thkey (see detalls under ilprrda State Unrversnty) T < R
. -

s . -

... 108 -
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Appendlx/F Responses to Vlsrtqrs Evaluatnon Form]' R

L < * v ;. . . e kﬁ
+ Is the Expenenced- Teqcher Fellqwshup P.rogram hdvmg an |mpoct on the on-
gomg, teacher educatnon -program of th° institution? - ) e

. . . -t .
2 8 - 8 -+ - 8 .3 2 0 ,
-No . n\j o e ) 4 . . Very ..)
" Impact ' .0 ! Impressive
/ ' ’ ' A . lmpoc't '

4 - ' .
.

e

Genéral comments:s. Is there evndence that the Experlenced Teacher FeHowshnp Program
is strengthening teacher educahun ? How did you. .gather your information? Can you be

. spec:lflc'> .

¢

+
//'

[}

-

be important aspects of their programs.

0" ‘4‘

* .8

-

* [

‘- )

»
. *

-

"2 Al prOgrams, in their proposals, “maintained that imagination and |nn0vat|on would

~ . e

Is there such imagination and mnovgtlon in action'-’

-

0

N

No in-.;(—:ginatton
or innovation

“*

General comments:

¢
~

-
K/ .
»

-

»

-

Great deal of
lmagmotlon,

and innovation

»

What are the imaginative and innovative elements? Who was

fesponsrbE for them? Are they working? Are they opéerational and reproducnble'>
What is the single most mnovatlve aspect of the program? What is the least innovative?

-~
- . [

PR
(

Ly

»

)

Ly

.

+

3. Are subject mattes and teacher education departments working 1'ogether'>

S

.5 5

5

L

3

»

)

0 2

" Not at*

._" ll
Qi

5

General comments:

’
1
a

alternative.

oS

+

"

A
r

Vgry close
cob‘peration_

How are the subject matter and education departments cooperatmg
Tn_program development, seminar programs, course de}elopment etc.? Is the program
truly integrated? Should it be?

L

4

order to leave spage far extenswe corhinenf¥.

g

1t

-
v

..,

Nurmbers in the blanks indicate the number of evaluation teams who checked edch
In the actual Version of this foim, each question was on a different page in

T -

.




5 . . . . . . \ . L. ‘ s
&
* 4. All of the p;ograms mdlcate coopeth;on.wrth local and other school dleI’ICf‘S S s\
. - . How extensive are the relatlonshtps between colleges (and" umversmes) and cogperating.. - .
. school distriets? X - R . e
. . [ S - . . .
a . e - A S . S
st eogt ' . S PRSI .
. . —5 . * 5 ' - 5 ) : .5 - 1\ P 3 . 6 * '2 ¢ K] * r . k]
No - , e AL : 3 Very productive * -
- relatlonshrp S ~'“,- “N ,‘_!.é' N relationship '

\.-.'s .

General.r:.omments What 1s Hn!!p_bh;re;oj tbo,%‘oo;per-‘ﬂom'? What seems'to b.e the reasen : o,
. . for Tack of c00peratroﬂ~'2/ls there supeR?Tsion of tea<:hers'> lntegratrlm of seminars, ~ ' . .
oint prOgrqms'> : _ ) ~ . . . S

4 €y, ny ‘ - - . . .
. - L4 ¢ . . . s . . -
. g y e L . e

' 5. Did the mstltutlon receive a grant under the Instttutlonar‘Grants Prodram ?
'v » . : . l'° “y . e, - ‘ - - ‘ )
S e S22 Yes: . 9 No ce ,
' ”
_ Pletise discuss any inforrmation you hove that such funds were used b i improve and . »
. strengthen the normal ongo,mg teacher tragning program. . ST '

-

a » * ' ’ . .
. R -

6. How adequate were the institution's.faci}iti@® to the scope angd purpgses af the Program ?, .
. T .o i 3. -, T . N

o7 3 - e - 8. 3+ 2. 0 L .
) - Altbgether " " ~- . & Claarly '
wdequate .« ! o ) el + ~ inadequete

R . ’ - . N R . ‘-
- : N ' A

v ¢ . L M ‘ * ) - ) "

.

Gereral comments:  Were the classrooms,- library, educatibnal media, and ether .- .

facilities adequate to the Program? /- A .
— EEEREE . ' . . "

5 N . ) ' / ‘s A= ; H ‘ .
7 Sometlmes ,d program in opération.operates éubstantra]ly as if was envm0ned in. the

- pro_posal, sometimes there are majer deviations from the proposal, To what extent .

X did this Program conform to the outlmés of the pioposal 2 ) -~

N

" - : ‘ : - 3 ' l‘. ’
) 10 .- 8. 5. ° 2% 0. 0 .
Almost” . S !y Extreme - -
. " eXactly : ,<’ R - « . deviation
! . ] ' ] 4 <4 -..J T . 'r o L '
: * Geperal comments: Were the devratf‘ons, such as they were, sensible’and beneficial or

harmfuland ill-considered ? Or should there have' been greater fleXIbI“fy in the Program. - ],

' [ FJ . . s ‘. f , . . ‘. s
A .o N v T = ' N . - . N
.« - 10ne evaluation teams did _nagespond to thi'sj'tem. A , e '

- * . - N L ' - .
. . .

| 4

b

N . s . .
- y . ., A . .
b f . . . N B

' ’ , .;‘.10'8. ’ , “ K i "c
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. 3 ' - - i ,ﬁ,. . ) ' .
- . I . . L ‘ " ¢ ’ v, ’ "
<7 . P . ' 8 . 9 . . 3. "5 3 . j . .

L A ]

© 8. To what extenf dld the Program appear tol contrl&te to zhe plans Tor dévelopment o

of fhe Deparfment qnd the Inshtuhon"

oHora' T T < ] - Great

.

ofoll . ’ - oo o . _deal

v ‘

Generbl comments: How, specuf;colly, does this progrom fit mto the- lpng ronge
pEns for .dev—r0pmg the Department" ' _ . .

3
- ° ’ -
.

- M

oo ge, the direetor or the sfcff af the program been cholFenged by the Program'? ‘
. (Thns

Id. “be |nterprefe°d either as "stimulated” or "thredtened " or bof - Rlease
) mdicofe the difference below ) . SR -
« 1. g 6 i T2 7 s M
- Stimy]ote e .o R -7 : ?es .
not ot all - " ’ _ S . definitely
o - o, 3. D Y BT - R
", Threatened. D .. T e L . Notatall -
very much : ’ N
~ . Y e e ,~,

.. Drew them

General comments:* Would® “you® soy thaf the faculty members Kave grown professionally
, during fhe year? Or has it been a year of tredding. water? Is there any evidence that -
the staff has been threofened by the stu,denrs or resenff‘ul of thei ~

1 . .
2 L

- . - 1 * ? e *
- " B RN , ° ' et .\ .. '
10. Does their parfocnpohon in the Prégram seem o have d‘rawn the foculty together

as a group or to produce dlssenslon and division gmong them ? ) ]
E T
2 . 3 8~ .17 . 1. 0 0

P o
H Y B * Producdd *

I3

* together” ) ' . L K division' ‘

\ P - v e

General comments: In what respects have the staff been drawn together'? ln whot
fespects have they B‘een divided? . . - .

' Y ~ -
- . . . @ . '
‘ i - . .

e s "

¥ \

II : On the average how well quallfled were the staff members who tought in the Program
AR 8 " .2 . 1 ... " o0
Highly I A T T Substantially
qualified BN S a )\ " unqualified
A ] . g . e ‘. ., * . . l‘ . .

-

-

o




i, . . -~ -
| < .
. ~ . ¢ ’ v e . ‘ il ’ ' M 1 ) ‘
. 12, How much'variation in qudlity of the taff wos there.dround this average value ?
. .- -‘./ -5 LTV . 4 .2 5 2 , 1 3¢
Little ~ , i A . Great ,
, voriation . - T ) " variation
‘ v A ‘ L. -~ . -
w0 ‘. .uGeneral comments Feel f'nee to comment ot soe Iength on the quolnfncat:ons of the
' ~'-5!0th ‘\} P . '
'13 Was the fdcul.ty s Ioad too llght too heovx, or obout nght? (Note that this scale
e \", " yanges from foo |lght to too heavy ) - - . : ,
. N . . ‘ - ’ ' PO
N S N R A T Y
' T . . T , i - .
-~ Too light Cs About ° “* .+ Too heavy .
. ' ’ . - right ’ S . :
‘ 3 . N
s ~ General comments: : K T o
- . ’ \ :
' . .. 14, Howabout the work load of the participants?
: . e, * . ’ ‘ r I . . ~ ~ ) . )
: s 0 -0 0o -~ 10~ 12 - 6 3
v ¢ Tod light .. About , ' *Toq heavy
- . Lo - right - L3 ’ a
S ’ General commeats:” . Ce , B
. ] .. ’ i 't- . ’
( " 15. How effectively was the initial process of selecting participants carried out? ..
C 4 -~ 8 5 - 3. . 1 .- 0
R " . Extremely S - - - . -Generally
o« e S effect:ve N - ineffective
. 1 4
4 Genérol comments: How carefully was the selectwn procedure corned out ? - Was there
o - an attempt to find participants who would be uniquely suited to the Program?2 If so, -
. . - _gms thls attempt successful ? . o
s ;] R | " '
e : . . * ) .-
- L4 L
h ’ - ‘-
. ] . ) . | N
K .o - N r ..‘ 110 ‘e )
t ’ ’




’
. .
‘ .
v '
v .
. ‘e
. o

[ : .

16. Has the Program taken account of and odvézntage of the rich experience and prior .

' ’brepomt.ion of the experienced t%achers? :

-

S D TPTA AN 5 7 O 2
NOf . ! l., , . ) Yes
at all . |

- L
_ + definitely

General comments: -There is somg ‘information which indicates that several progrorﬁ?
have not, taken account of the experience of the participangs. Is this the case ? What

are the clus to this judgment? Were there changes made to remedy the situation? .
What-are the constructive features of the Program which copiﬁ:lize upon the ’
experience and preparation of the participants? - _ ’

? ,- : ) '

17. Unlike conventional graduate programs, the Experienced Teacher Fellowship
Program is based upon a block or group program approach. The intent 4s to use the group
to enhance rearning?y building morale and esprit de corps. Has this been sucqessful ?

#

1 B L 3 5 ' 8 12
~Not - ' , T ‘Extremely
at all ) ' _ L .~ = . successful
, . N . ! - ®

'~ General comments: In your opinion, has tHe'Prog'rarp'producéagreater benefits for

. “subject maffer teaching competence than thé conventional +ype of program? Has the w

gréup become widely separoted:frorq other graduate students? Has friction developed?

-— -

. ~

‘ - -
18. Were the relations df the Rdrficipants to regular’ graduate students in the

Department cordial or hostile ? » ) _— :
6 4 6 12 0 0O -.—- 0
. Cordial | , ‘ - - Hosfile

- . :

General comments: At what points did the relations between participants and graduate
students seem mqs&sfraihed? Least strained? Would you say that the strendth or
weakness of the ‘over-all graduate’ program contributed to or detracted from the

effectiveness of the Program?

Ly

. * -
‘ \ i
r . .
2 )
[ ) f/\f . ’
. , ]Three evaluation teams did not r'>|y to this item: N B
L] ’ : -

"

.

- ST -10s- : L '



. ) [ A

19. Did the Program seem to meet the needs of fhe pa'rticipdhfs? o . ’
e . . .. .
1 a6 -9 0. "2 "_ 3 -.° o -/ *

Extremely . L ST ‘. Veiy

well :’ | . o “ .- . ~ . :-' poorly ]

Gengral comments: In wigat respects wer€ the staff<and the Program most sensitive to the

« *f the participants? In what ways did the Program's structure cqnfllct wnth the = .
__— needs of the participants ? ) -

] N .
. ! % - w9 v
. ¢ * - .
) . ~ .

20. YHow well do you thmk the ygneral concepts of the spb;ect mdtter were communicated .
to the participants 2 . R A R -

12 - .10 - 4 .. 2 1 1.
”— . ) ’ C ) . «Very poorly
-~ . . 4 %g_ .
General comments: Pleose indicate those aspécts of the subject matter yau feel were .
espec:or éffechve and those that seemed least adequafely presente,d o

P ) . . B

* 21. How appropriate was the contint of the curriculum to the needs and abilities of

. the students ? , .
T . . - e . , . A "
2 . . 8 9 0 0. T
Very . . ‘ , ’ . . .+ Quite
) appropriate * I . L lnappropnafe

General comments: Was the ieve] of content too high for pomcnpgnts 2/ Too low?’
How much variability in level did there appear to be from time to time or from instructore¢
to mstructor" , . . "

. .
v - & N .. A

\\ . ia‘-’m1' e ) . e . . | "n

’

PR .

22 Have the participants k‘“ﬂﬁ&ned contoctfwnh their home school systemg this yeor"l

) ’ [ A . f
2 6 ' 5, - 10 3 3 o
. Yes, close i . eoN ’ . Almost no o
contact oo - , confact ' D NN

General comments: Hove participants operated substantially mdepende;tly of the ...

embershnfhr{, ‘

) schools they will-return to, or have they Mptained contacts and “Feellngs
- j¥ schools 2 } : J\

in their ho ' , S . ‘
- \. 2 /( v, e ) .
° :' . n. . - . ~ /') ) K——

. - [ ‘ . \I

’ 10ne team of evaluators did not reply tq this item,




o

t

23. Will the pdrticiponts be able to apply what they have learned when they return
to their schools next year? .o Lo

. N .
¥

. 4 g = - 1. 4
Definitely -
yes
General comments: What do parficipants expect the.r supervisors to demahd of them
next year ? Do fhey think they will be able to meet theirdemands? Do you think
they can meét the d2mands? - S : . "

- €

. :0,
. Probably
: ) ’ . not

\ - . 1] .

.

& -
24. Finall lease feel free to comment at length on the aipects of the Program that™
Yr P} ng P 9 .

you have not presented above . What was your over-all judgment of the Program and

its effectiveness ? . . . ’
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. Objectives of the Council; (2) Oridins of the Ccuncil; (3) The-

" Council®s Structure and Hﬁnbershlp. (u) Brief History of the Counc11-
-and (5) 'Present Activities of the 'council for Environmental
Education. The council's role is to serve. as a4 liaison between member

« . organizations to reduce duplication of effort and to function as an

information service for environmental education. The. coyncil feels
that environmental education should take an 1nterdlsc1p11nary :
approach so that teachers apd pupils, tegar&leec Of abality, are able
to benéﬁit from -the use of the eﬂ¢1ronnent as a medium for education,
.thus encoyraging the development of resgect and congern, for the .
quality of the env1ronlent. (MR) > ? .
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1. Aigs and Objectives of the Council
The Council was formed in-1968 to provide a much-
nFeded forum for the interchange of ideds and advice
- ot the promotion of environmental education, Its -
“formation has enabled representatives firom a large
number of organisations concerned w1th‘educatlon or
envireonmental managéement to meet together at regular
intérvals, Details of the Council"s membership are ot
given in Section 3. L .

3

) .
.

The Council's role is essentially that of a ltaison
body. It encourages communicatipn between member -
organisations and others so that duplication of effort ,
- can be avoided and the various bpdies working in this
important and rapldly expanding fie;d can benefit from
th® expgrience and advice of others. Individuals
intdrested or involved in environmental education tan
: often be helped by the Council's Secretariat in i'ts
* developing &ole as an Information Serwice for matters - - :
. relating\to environmental education. The Council
also initgites projects fsom t1me ‘to time to further
- thesa dims, . - :

d -

The Council 1§ registered at the Departinent of . - °
Eddqation and.Science ‘as an educational chatity and -
" exists on grants from the Department of the Environment,
. local education authorities and charitable bodies.r ‘

. .

2. The origins of the Council., °

In the years leading up to ‘he Edropean Conservation
Year (1970) three conferences on the theme,of ''The
Countryside in 1970" were held in this country,
These conferences enabled répresentatives of a wide
range. of organisations concerned with countr}side use
and managément to gather together to discuss the state
- of the British countrybide as it was likely to be in _
1970, At the second conference, recognition washgiven .
"to the vital role which educatio had to play in' -
promoting environmental awarenes} and consideration.
EKC
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The working party set up by the Duke of Ed1nburgh s .
Standing Committee for the "Countryside in 1970"
recomnended bhat a Couneil to coordinate information

on environmental educatiog should be set up, and in’ '
1968 the Council held its first meeting under the
chairmanship of Sir Jack Longland, ''The Countil's
remit covers England and Wales, a separate Committee.

for Scotland lraving bgen set up at the same time. "

Although its format1ondf6110wed ‘the. 'Countryside in

I970' Conferences, the Council's field of interdgt -is
not limited to the rural environment, as it recognises
that tHe urban and rural elements of the environment
“are 1nextr1cably linked and interdependent. Néither
does the Council gnvisage eavironmental education &s’ /
bging the prerogati¥e of .any one of the existing *
isciplines, It feels that an interdisciplinary +
approach should be "attempted where poskible,‘so that
the teaching profession as a holefagd all pupils,
regardless of academic ability, are able to benefit
from the usé of the environment as a' medium for education
and are thereby-encouraged to develop.respect and
concern for the quality of the environment, * .

The Council's gtructure and Meﬂiership

Over 50 national organisations, including local
guthority, teachers' and other profesS1ona1 organisations
and statutory authorities and voluntary bodied concerned:
with environmental management, are members of the
Council, and observers from the Department of Education
and Science, the Department of the Environment, the
Welsh Education Office and the ScRools Council also
attend meetings, A detailed chaxt of the Council's
membership is given at the end of this 1eqflet. '

'

. The full Council meets once a year, and members- are
kept informed pf proQTess by a Né&sletter ('REED"
see pubLicatiogs 1ist)awhich bs issped three times

] 1 .
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-
‘a year. In' addition to the annu§l meétlng of thg )

. Céuncil which has in recent years incorporated an y .
Open.Meetlng/dlscu331on session with. invited spbakers,
the Council is able to organise, bonferenees whlch
fllow fuller discussion of partlcular problems.’, -

[ . .
! P Vs

. - X . , N s ' [
Much of Ehe~woiﬁgof the Cduncil is initiatéd by its two -
' sub-committees, - These' are composed of reprgséntatives
from selected membér organisat1ons and are concernea *

with Education. and Reésources respectlvely 'Meetlngs

. » of these tcommittees often result in' fruitful co-,
bperation between member* organisations which helps to

' avoid mlsunéerstandlngs ‘between the varlous'Lnterest

groups. , Each sub-Committee is efnpowered.to set up
Working Parties, composed of members ‘of the Committee .
and other co-opted individuals, to study particular oot
problems and make recommendations 6n their solutiogs., b
Subjects 1q\est1gaxed by Working Parties of this kind
1nc1udé the™use of _maps in env1ronmentar education, -
fﬁclud1qg_g_9blems aris1ng-from the payment of

' royalties and copyright diffitulties; ways in which ‘

.

teachers and youth leaders can be made more aware of
their responsibllities when leading'patties of ffeld-l
worKers; the career prospects of those who wish to .
f;nd a job 1n cbnservation/environmental managementy -
and the provision of examinations in environmental
education at school. level, "includigg an assessment of
the environmental conedﬂt.of traditional subject '
syllabuses.

.

) The Council's Executive Cotmittee, composed of- 1ts ! -~
officers and the Chairmen,and elected representatives T
of ithe Committees, meets at intervals to qversee
the general runni&g of the Counc11 and the Secretarlat.

." N - . » Ny
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Membership of the Couqqf&'is opén to any national organ-
isation with*an-interest in environmental education,
provided the application for membership is approved by
the EerBtive Committee, . Thef§ are no membership fees)
but eath member organisation is expected to finance the )
activities of its elected represemtative(s)., There. A
is no individual membership df the Council, although --(
any interested&}ndividua} mdy sulseribe to, the Council's
publicatigns, - ' e ! .

. ' ‘ . i ' . : .

4. Brief History.of the'Council -
— — ‘
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z the}._iondon'}{eadquarters of the Nationa/l Council of 7
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Ini;iall§ the CBuncil operated on é’pqgely‘voluntary !
bé%is, with minor expenses being met by the organisations.
concerned, * Mr Philip Oswald, then Head of the Nature
Consérvancy,'s Education Advisory Section,; was the R
Acting Secretary to the Council for its first fwo years

and was: responsible for carrying qut a substantial
mailing to schools and colleges during European.Conser-
vgtion Year., Daring ECY %pe~Couﬁcil was successful in
,obtaining a three yedr grant from the Ernest Cook Trust

“Eor'the ‘establishment of a'Secretqgiag, and in September

1970, Mr C L Mellowes, formerly Directog of Education

for Northumberland, was appointed.as part-time Secretary
-with Mr David Withrington as his Administrative Asiis- )
tant, The Secretariat was housed i a small office in

Soeidl Service, . !

- .
' l' B . . ‘ (. . Cot
The Council was registered with the Department of
. Edu-atich and Science as an educational charféy, and®
. the Secretariat entered ¥nto negotiations with the . . e

Carnegie UK Trugt which' resulted in.a generous grant
over three yearé&beipg given to the Countil, This
provided funds for the appointment of a second adminis-
. trative assistant, and two graduates, Carql Johnson, BSc, *
and chqui.Sm}th, BSc,- were appointed in December 1971,
following the resignation of Mr Withrington,.to carry

dut the day-to-day work of the Secretariat, d too

O ork on the three projects, undertaken with help of

.
.
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.this grant., ‘Ihese eventually resulted in, the publi- )
cation of DELTA, tHe revised version of the Directory
of Centres, and Advice on the Production of a Resource
" 6uide for Qutdoor Studies, and in the sett1ng up of
the Codncil's information serv1ce. .
~  In. April 1973, following. the death of Mr Mellowes, .
: / féormer HMI John Pullen was appointed as Secretary. 'Mr
' Pug}en was largely respgnsible for initiating a -« ’
successful appeal which secured support for ‘the ,
Council's work from a number of educatiom authorities.
throughcut England and Wales™ It ‘s hoped that this
pport will continue in the future so that the Counc11
n e;pand its.activities. ;
In August 1973, the Council's Secretariat moved 1its ;
offices to thte School of Edugation at Reading University, ///
a move brought about by a desire to strengthen 1links .
with educationists and, through the School of Education's
Advanced Diploma Co fse in Environmental Studies in
. Education, with experienced teathers interésted in
envirohmental/education. Although formal links with
N . the University exist - Professor Yilson of the School '
of Education is a member ‘of the Council's Egecutivg
Committee, and Tessa Davey, Course Tutor of the .
- Advanced Diploma €ourse (since replaced by Dr. C. ﬂ
Gayford), was appointed as-Special Consultant the -
Coumcil .- the Council still ,retains finangial 1depen-

ence and 1ts char1tab1e status.
\

¢ ‘ Soon after the move to Reading, Mr Pulleéd rettred from

. his official position with . the Council, altbough he
maintained an interest in the Council's work until his
death in 1977. Carol Johnson (now Mrs Carol Hemsworth)-
wag promoted to the post of full-time Secretary,

~

= ». Jacqui Smith became Administretive ‘Assistant,’ and.h w
o part-time secretarial assistant was employed to help
.with the Wwork load. .

3 N [}
In Séptember 1975, Sir Jack Longland retired from his
osition @s Chairman of the Council, and Patrick °

» * ‘ ’ N
’ . i - .
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. The Department of the Envimpnment gave recognition” to .

-5, Present Activities

-common with many othér organisations in this field,

IToxt Provided by ERI

v - .

W Shallard (ex-Chief Education Officgr for Bedfordshire) j‘"
AR S

was.elected as the new Chairmah., At .the’.same time,

Lord Sandford agreed to become President of the Counci¥, -~

— N % o~

the, importance of the Council's work in"1976, in ‘the-

form of ieg}ant to match the contributions frém Jocal  ~ /

authoritMes, Shortly aftet this, Mrs Hemsworth left -

the Council, and Miss Smith took her place as Secretary. /
. \ . ¢

'
~ * ~~

The third-project funded by the Carnegie UK Trust
involved the provision of informatfon and matertalks

for teachers and youth leaders .who wish’ to egbark '
upon environmental studies projegts. The'CoubciL;‘in

receives a great deal of correspondénce from indi-
viduals -and insfjtutiofls, bgfh from the UK and’ abgroad, ' -
“interested in some aspect of envVironmental education, ’
In its central pdsition as/the coordinating body fom
so.many organisations invalved in environmental ;
education, thé Council and its Secrgtariat aré well
placed to act ag a clearing héuse for enquiries
relating to envirodmerital educatipng channelling .
enquirers to appropriate contaéts.and resources and =
providing a starting point Por visitors to. this country

10 wish to gain' an overall picture of .environmental

educationsin the‘UK, L . . -

Using éoney'provided By .the Carnegie UK Trust and the *
grants from Local Education Authorities and the Depart- ° -
ment of ghe Envitonment, .the Secretariat has produced
several nformation leaflets (see publications”Iist)
and in, Januaty 1974 started a monthly Newsheet giving
brief details of publications, courses, events and

“services relating to environmenial education, The ///

Newsheet is available on subscriptidh,’ and‘is also .
‘circulated to all schools, ¢olleges qpﬂ tentres covergd‘




by those Local Education Authorities whlch are grantr
. aiding the Coungil. The Counc®l's quarterly Newslettér
'REED' is pow a?so availabe on subscription to any
interested individual as well as being sent free-to the
Chief Education Officers pf contributing LEAs and to
. Atiq 80+ members of the Council and its Committees,

.

The Councll also arranges canferences on tppics of <.

0 1mportance in Env1ronmenta1 Eaucatlom, or to improve

.liaison, as with a recent series of. conferences for

Inférmation Officers of env1ronmenta1 organisations,

' It is also hoped to arrange’ regiohal conferences in
conJunctlbn w h,ethﬁ% organisatiens, N

PrSY

- J . *

b The WOrking artles set-up by the Council's Coqézktees
-are also actlve in producing 1nformat1on.and publications,
A Working arty on Careers for Envirpnmentalists has

. recently produced a ‘valuable bookle outlinging career
' possibilities -for those interested in working.in this
field, . : 7 -
,r . - s
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. -, A chért show1ng,membersh1 of the Council forrEnv1ron—

d me‘tal Educatlon is given overleaf,, :
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* ORGANISATIONS .
CONCRRNED WITH ‘LAND USE .

—

“+ (LOCAL AUTHORITIES]"

Association of County Councils, 4
Associatipn of Education Committees

Association of Metropold tan Authorities
Inner London Education Authority
Welsh Joint Education Committee

'
*
“

ports |
ouncil

& ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

STATUTORY
ORGANISATIONS

* Coynhtryside Cdmmission
Forestry Commission
Nature Conservancy.

' Council

E K i
.

s

PROFESSIONAL

ORGANISATIONS

Institute of Biology
Museums As3ociation
Royal Institute of
Chartered Surveyors
. Royal Town Planning -
Institute

By

Professional Institut-

ions Counci} for
Conse}vation

’

.

s
1

CHARITABLE ORGANISATIONS
& VOLUNTARY BODIES

Association of Agriculture
Bfitish. Asaociation for the
Advancement of Science "y
Conservation Society -
nity Service Volunteers
Council for Nature .

Council for Urban Studies Centres

Council for Visual Education
Field Studies Council
Inland Waterways A.ssociction
I,U.C.N.
National’ Federatipn of

Women's Institutes
Natonal Trust
Royal Soclety for the Protection®

of Birds . oL
Society for the Promotion of

- Ngture Relerves ,
Town & Country Planning’

-

By

~ Associationh ’

(Young People and the Environ-
ment Group) - ° )
Yosth Hostels Association




Association of Polytechnic Teachers

Assn, of Teachers in Collgges

B " and:Depattments of Educatiom
Assn, of Tedchers #n Technical

Institutions '

Cottmi t tee &DVIce-Chancellors '

and Principals

. *.  Independent Schools Association -

Jbint Four
» + National Association of’ Head
. .T‘éachers . [
Natio'nal Association of :
. “ Schoolmasters »
. Nationali,Institute of W

Education
* . National Union of Audents

ERIC

a .

- 1

- Education

Asdn, of Agricultural

Educatfon Staffs
Geographical Association
Ndtional Association for '

Environmgptal EQucatgon

* Society for Environmental' #

Educagion .

National Union of Teachers . . »
L 2 - /, < * ‘.
. . NOTE ~
L ' Bracketed orgqnisstions haye *
x - obsqrver status only, . :
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