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This report is one of a series presenting the results of studies of
NDEA Title XI and Arts and Humanities Foundation institute programs and
selected institute-associated activities conducted in 1966 by the Consor~
tium of Professional Associations for the Study of Special Teacher Im-
provement Programs (CONPASS) for the U.S. Office of Education under
Contract No. OEC2-6-001005-1005 and four subcontracts.

The Consortium was formed in May 1966 by the five assoctations
which assessed the 19656 Title XI institute program — the American His~
torical Association, the Association of American Geographers, the
Department of Audiovisv~l Instruction (NEA), the International Reading
Association, and the Mode .n Language Association of America. Invitations
to membership were subseuently extended to, and accepted by, the Ameri-
can Economic Association, the American Industrial Arts Association, and
the American Political Science Association, Four members at large pro-
vide liaison with the arts and humanities, psychological tests and measure-
ment, educational psychology, and teacher education specialists.

The objectivez of CONPASS are to: provide a coordinated assess-
ment of the effectiveness and impacts of institutes and other types of spe-
cial teacher training programs; propose means of improving such programs;
and provide a medium for dialogue among the professional associations and
leading scholars of the several subject content disciplines and fields rep-
resented on its Board. These reports constitute a portion of the program
developed to fulfill those objectives. It is hoped that they will prove useful
to educators in general as well as to directors and prospective directors
of institutes, officers of the U.S. Office of Education, and legislators and
administrative officials of the Federal and States’ Governments in their
joint efforts to improve the quality of American education at all levels.

We take this opportunity to thank the consultants who conducted the
studies and authored these reports fortheir diligentand conscientious per-
formance of complex and exacting assignments.

’

rman ‘Wi%liam H. Wake, DirBctor -

Kef\eth W. Mildenberger
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, PREFACE

Title XI of the National Defense Education Act was extended ip Novem-
ber 1965 “to include teachers and supervisors of teachers of economios,
civics and industrial arts.” Early in 1966 the Office of Education invited
eleven universities to subinit applications for economics institutes during
the summer of 1966. Five of these applications were approved and institutes
were held at Rutgers University, Carnegie Institute of Technology, Kansas
State University, the University of Michigan, and the State University of
Iowa.

The 175 participants in the institutes were involved in a variety of
programs. The 37 teachers at Rutgers concentrated on labor-management
problems, while 29 business education instructors at Kansas State were en-
rolled in two intermediate economic theory courses. The Iowa program was
originally aimed at 40 teachers of the social problems course, and the Uni-
versity of Michigan hoped to reach40 supervisors and directors of economic
education programs. Twenty-four of the 27 participants at Carnegie Tech
were involved in the preparation of economic education material for the
DEEP Program (Developmental Economic Education Program) sponsored
by the Joint Council on Economic Education.

All of the institutes, regardless of their program,used a combiaation
of lectures, guest speakers and study groups topresent a theoretical frame-
work for the arulysis of economic problems. Ineach case, part of the time
was allccated to educational techniques and materials.

THE OBSERVATION TEAM

At the request of the U.S. Office of Education, the Association of
American Geographers established a Consortium composed of representa-
tives of the disciplines involved in the National Defense Education Act. The
Consortium was given the task of evaluating the various institute programs.
Professor Robert L. Darcy of Ohio University and Professor Jim E. Reese
of the University of Oklahoma were asked to visit the 1966 Summer Insti-
tutes and prepare a report for the Consortium. Professor Darcy visited
Rutgers and Carnegie Tech, while Professor Reese ‘bserved lowa, Michi-
gan, and Kansas State. In each case, the observer was given complete co-
operation and was treated with every possible consideration. Lectures and
class sessions were audited and materials prepared by the participants were
examined. All of the participants were asked to fill out a short question-
naire prepared and distributed by the Office of Education.

The two observers spent two days ina writing conference late in Aug-
ust and met againforone daywitha currioulum specialist, Dr. Philmore B.
Wass, Professor of Education, University of Connecticut, late in September.
Because all of the institute directors were experienced in the field of eco-
nomic education and were selected because of this background, an evalua-
tion in the usual sense was unnecessary. Therefore, the visitors looked for
hints on procedures and methods which mightbeuseful to future directors.
Notes were also made on the ideas oractivities which were not sucoessful.
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THE 1966 NDEA ADVANCED STUDY
INSTITUTES IN ECONOMICS

PART1
NEEDS AND OBJECTIVES

In economics, as in all disciplines, there is now a need for more and
better instructors at both the secondary and elementary levels. For many
years, however, the shortage of properly trained economics teachers was
not serious because few schools included economics courses in their cur-~
riculum. This situation began to change shortly after World War II and by
the mid 1950’s there was a growing demand for m..;e courses in economics
at the secondary level and a gradual realization ot a need for better han-
dling of the economic content in related social studies programs. Today,
almost all major school systems offer an ecoromics course a3 a high school
elective and an ever-increasing number are stressing economics through-
out the entire curriculum K through 12, Similar attention is being given to
the economic content of other courses.

Unfortunately, this growing emphasis on economics and economic
problems finds the economics training of the secondary and elementary
teachers woefully inadequate. Unlike English and history, where most of
tho instructors have considerable preparation in their subject area, most
economic courses are taught by people with little or no formal training in
the discipline. This lack of preparation has been documented many times
and needs no further elaboration here. The problem is compounded by the
fact that courses in such areas as social problems, civies, and even his~
tory, now stress the economic aspects of the material under consideration.
Needless to say, the level of interpretation and analysis in these subjeots
also leaves much to be desired.

It must also be recognized that many economic problems are highly
controversial and that any discussion of these issues may evoke an emo- i
tional rather than a rational reaction on the part of parents and of the ‘
general public. Contending economic interest groups have been known to :
complain bitterly about the brand of economics taught by teachers and to
teachers. Thus at any moment, the economics instructor at any level or in
any teaching situation may be subject to intense pressures from either the
extreme right or the extreme left. In most institutions the balance of the
program prevents such criticism, but in one case, a particular economic
group felt that it was not adequately represented on the program. The in-
stitutes as a whole made little or no effort to prepare the participants for
such attacks or fo teach them how to defend themselves as objective and
impartial.

W T T TR T T e e T T T R

Finally, any economic¢ education program must take into account the
existence of the Joint Council on Economic Educationand its approximately
50 State and Local Councils. The Joint Council on Economic Education is
the only organization of its kind officially recognized by the American
Economic Association and the major economic research organigations.
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Under the terms of its charter, the Joint C il must have on its board
of trustees professional educators, and must include representatives of
all the major economic interests such as dgriculture, labor, business,
finance, banking, and government. :

Therefore, one of the major tasks in the field of economic education
is to work out a division of labor between the NDEA Institutes and the ac~
tivities of the Joint Council and its affiliates. With proper planning and
coordination, the Office of Education and the Joint Council ¢ould strengthen
and supplement each other, but without such coordination there is likely
to be duplication and wasted effort.

PART II
INSTITUTE PERSONNEL

At first glance it might seem unnecessary to stress the importance
of staff in an educational endeavor, but in some instances problems have
detracted from the success of the institute.

The Director

In our opinion, the importance of the director cannot be overem-
phasized. It is the director that gives the time, the spirit and, to a large
extent, determines the success or failure of an institute. Indeed, the 1966
experience indicates that almost any kind of type of program will sucoeed
when properly directed. In one 1966 iastitute some of the staff deficiencies
were overcome by the personality and drive of the director. In another in-
stance, the director was able to compensate for a relatively narrow pro-

gram by personailly linking the program to the wicer economic issues of
the day.

The high rating received by all of the 1966 institutes is undoubtedly
due in large part to the Tact-that-all five-directors had a broad background
of experience in economic education, activities and programs. In one or
two instances, however, the institute suffered from the fact that the direc-
tor was unable to devote full time to the institute activities because he had
other responsibilities. In three of the five institutes the director was a
member of the instructional staff and carried a major part of the instruo-~
tional load. In each instance the participants considered the director an
outstanding instruotor and many participants expressed a wish that the
director could undertake an even larger share of the instruction.

Instructors

On the whole the participants gave the instructional staff a high rating
but to the observers the quality and performance of the instructional staff
seemed rather uneven. In one or two instances, instructional problems de-
tracted from the sucoess of the institute. In other instances, inexperience,
failure to make adequate preparation or the lack of real interest in the
welfare of the participants hampered the instructional performance. In
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some cases professionally qualified instructors had difficulty adjusting
their material and presentation to the level and needs of the participants.

The typical instructional pattern involved at least two economists
and one specialist in education or curriculum development. Considerable
use was made of spot or part-time instructors who dealt with specific topics
or problems, but the extent of this use varied greatly from place to place.
In some instances the permanent or full-time instructional staff attended
all meetings, but in other programs. the staff attended only those sessions
for which they were personally responsible.

Some directors indicated that it was difficult to recruit full-time staff

economists becaw ~ the work load and the pay were out of line when com-
pared to the pay and work load for summer teaching or consulting,

g@rical and Administrative Staff

All of the institutes had a full-time secretary and several had full-
time assistant directors. The number of clerical and administrative as-
sistants, usually graduate students, varied considerably. In one or two
instances, the non-instructional staff was 80 small that instructors and
even the director himself were involved in manual chores and leg work.

Guest Speakers and Visiting Lecturers

Here again, the performance seemed highly uneven. Judging from the
reaction of the participants, some of these speakers gave truly outstanding
and inspiring presentations while in other cases, the participants felt that
the lecture was a waste of time. The unsuccessful performances seemed
to be due to a variety of causes ranging from a lack of preparation to a
failure to understand the needs and background of the participants. In most
instances, the visiting speakers were not completely briefed on their role
and on the material already presented, As a result there was some over-
lap and duplication. In a few instances, the speakers apparently failed to
understand their role and presented lectures that were not particularly
pertinent to the content of the program,

Since these institutes were operating during the 1966 airline strike
some of the scheduled lecturers did not appear because they were unable
to secure transportation. In one instance avery important visiting lecturer
was forced to cancel a tentative agreement to appear because of conflicts
elsewheve. -

PART 11
CONTENT

Economists have not as yet been able to gettle upon a generally ac-
cepted “content® for an introductory or elementary course in economics.
This diversity of opinion was reflected in the ingtitute programs. Some
instruotors advocate the problems approach in the belief that an analysis

-3-
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of specific problems will ultimately involve all the major principles or
laws. To some extent Rutgers was an example of this approach. On the
other hand, the Kansas State program was based on the assumption that
business education teachers needed an intermediate course in micro and
macro economic theory. The other three institutes were somewhere be-
tween these two poles. At lowa, for example, three weeks were devoted
to principles and taree weeks to problems.

Another issue is ooverage. Should the limited time avaii ble to the
institute be used to probe in depth, or should the goal be a broad, general
coverage? In this regard most of the irstitutes were compromises but the
pattern, if any, was in the direction of breadth rather than depth of cover-
age. It might also %e noted that in some irstances the frequent use of sub-
ject matter specialists tended to disrupt the continuity of presentation.

In general the participants felt that the contentwas satisfactory in all
of the institutes and the observers have come to believe that there is no one
best way to structure an institute. It is interesting to note that the partici-
pants did not seem to be disturbed by the length of the institutes which
ranged from six to eight weeks.

In some instances participants expressed a desire for more exposui@
to different points of view or schools of thought. In this connection the
question of balance arises again. Is it more desirable to use the academic
wpproach, with emphasis on objective analysis, or should the participants
be exposed to the more emotional atmosphere of debate and controversy?

Finally, in at least one instance, the participants were greatly con-
cerned over their grades and at times seemed to forget the real objective
of the institute.

PART IV
TRANSFER

As indicated earlier, all of the institutes made a definite attemp* to
provide a means for the transfer of the content material to the cle~yro.m
situation. In each case there was aneducationinstructor or instructors and
a portion of the time was set aside for the preparation of classroom ma-
terials. Irone instance the partioipants were askedtc outline the procedures
and methods they planned to use in their classes. In most cases, however,
participants prepared defipite units to show how they wotld present content
material to their own students. Thesematerials wereavailable to the other
participants and in at least one instance the individual materials were col
lected, reproduced and each participant given a copy of all the units.

The education instructor usually supervised this work, but in one
instituze the individual delivered his unit before the group and was criti-
cized by his colleagues as well as his content instrictors. In another in-
stance, the participant’s unit had to be approved by his content instructor.

There seemed to be no agreement among the participants as to the
exact balance between content material and time devoted to educational

4=
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techniques. As a rough generalization, the more experienced teacher pre-
ferred more content material and less educational material, while the

aration of units, and some said they thought more examinations and testing
would be preferable. One of the directors pointed out, however, that meny
of the units prepared by the older, experienced teachers were quite inade~
quate from a content point of view.

There seemed to be a general feeling among the participants that
much of the education work was a repetitionof the education courses which
the participants had already taken. Most of them expressed a desire for
more instruction in the use of new teaching devices and techniques. Indeed,
one of the grave weaknesses of the 1966 programs was a general failure
to make the best use of films and visual aids. In most instances little at~
tention was paid to the development of new teaching techniques or devices.
Their fatlures may have been due to the late start of the institutes and to
the fac::atl that the directors did not have time to accumulate the necessary
materials.

The use of field trips varied greatly. In one case the director felt

that field trips detracted from the program. Others considered them an
integral part of the instruotion. The reactionofthe partioipants was mixed,

The Master Teacher Concept

In at least three instances the observerwas asked by the participants
if it would not be possible to have more demonstration of teaching tech-
niques. The phrase “master teacher” was used over and ove 2, The feeling
was that the participants would like to see some outstanding person per-
form in the classroom or show them the techniques, material and prooe-
dures o use on a particular topic. In this connection one of the directors
pointed out that a teaching performance depended uponthe personality of the
instructor and that a teaching technique used by one individual might be
quite unsuccessful for another.

One institute did make an attempt touse the “master teacher.” In this
instance the participants were divided into groups underan outstanding high
school teacher who was employed as a staff member for the express pur-
pose of showing how the subject matter could be taught in the classroom.
One serious criticism arose from the fa‘:;emat the participants rather re-
sented being instructed by their peers. Thé reception of this device would
undoubtedly have been muchbetter if the “master teacher® had been a mem-
ber of a college faculty.

PART V
ORGANIZATION

In many ways the organization of the institutes was a re.lection of
the director's personality. Thus on one hand an institute might be
structured and tightly organized, while at the other extreme a sort of
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wheeling, highly flexible program would be encountered. In all instances,
however, there were certain issues or problems which had to be solved
one way or the other.

Finance

Several of the institute directors found themselves in financial diffi-
culty from the outset. in a few ingtances the pay of the participants was
delayed gor several days. In other cases unexpected expenses arose which
could not be met from institute funds. Several of the directors pointed out
that in the future directors should carefully examine all of the finanoial
aspects of their p . One of the majordifficultica stemmed from con-
flicts between university regulations and Office of Educationprocedures as
set forth in the contract governing the grant, It wouid almost appear that
gome of the university financial officials failed to read the contract or else
did not take it seriously at the time of the signing.

Committee Structure

All of the institutes used some method of self-evaluation. In some
instances, the Evaluation Committee was composed entirely of partioi-
pants and in other cases the committee was a mixture of staff and partici-
pants. All of the participants in all institutes were required to fill out the
questionnaire designed by the Office ot Education and the Bureau of the
Budget. In addition, some of the institutes usedquestionnaires of their own

design.

In one institute, participant committees were set up to handle such
things as recreation, materials, and other houskeeping chores. In this par-
ticular institute a Steering Committee acted as a liaison between the par-
ticipants and the director. Complaints from the participants came to the
Steering Committee and the members disoussed the situation with the di-
rector. Suggestion and question boxes were also available. It might be
noted that in this case tie program and procedures were changed on sev-
eral oncasions. To use aspecific example, twolectures on agriculture were
added at the request of the participants.

The structure of some of the other institutes was less formal but all
tried to secure feed-back by one device or another.

Study Groups

All of the institutes made some provisionfor dividing the participants
into smaller study groups. In one instance, the institute was divided into
four study groups with a staff member or #den mother” in charge of each
group. These groups met regularly andwere used for a variety of purposes.
‘Vhen time permitted, visiting lecturers or speakers attended these small
group meetings and took part in the discuasions.

In other institutes the composition of the groups depended upon the
activity in question. Ou one occasion the participants might be divided on

11




the basis of their teaching experience; again the division might be based
upon the subject matter taught or on the basis of the amount of training
in economics.

Some participants seemed to feel that more time should be spent in

small group sessions where the individual bad a greater chance to parti-
inaw!

Division of Time

The institutes varied greatly in the amount of time allocated to vari-
ous activities and also in the rigidity of the allocation. In one instance the
program could be changed very quickly and easily by a simple anpounce-
ment from the director. In another institute the allocation was more formal
and rarely changed,

There was no unanimity of opinion among the participants on the al-
location of time, In the same institute some migit feel that more free time
was needed for study while others would say they had all the free time
needed. In some of the institutes there seemed to be a feeling of pressure
toward the end of the institute. Here the participants felt that the need to
complete units or projects interfered to some extent with their ability to
obt:!:n maximum benefits from visiting lecturers or eventhe regular class
work.,

PART VI
FOLLOW-UP

It goes without saying that the success of any institute depends upon
its effect upon the teaching practices of the participants. Since the insti-
fute grants did not provide funds for follow-up activities, this aspect of
the program was very weak. In one instance, the director by virtue of his
position with an Economic Education Council planned to visit the majority
of the participants and to observe them in their classroom situation. An~
other director was considering the possibility of holdinga one-day confer-
ence in the fall for the participants inthe immediate vicinity. For the most
part, however, the direotor had to depend on faith and hope.

PART VII
PARTICIPANTS

All of the institutes experienced some difficulty in recruiting., Appli-~
cations were not as numerous as had been anticipated and the quality was
not always as high as had been expeoted, In the four institutes reporting,
only 335 applications were compluted for the 146 openings. The failure to
gecure an adequate number of qualified applicants may have been due to
the lateness of the announcements and a general lack of publicity. On the
other hand, some of the National Science Foundation Institutes in Economics
reported the same difficulty even though their announcements were made

early.
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As a consequence of this situation there was a lack of homogeneity -

among the participants in all institutes. The institute originally designed
for social problems teachers included teachers of history, economics, and
some supervisors. As might be expected, they also varied greatly in the
amount of training in economics. Both participants and staff agreed that a
more homogeneous group wouldbe desirable. Inparticular the new teachers
and those with little preparation in economics felt themselves tobe at &
disadvantage. The disadvantage may not have been as great as the partici-
pants thought, but it was a psychological handicap. As a practical matter,
the diversity in training, experience and subject matter made it very dif-
fioult for the instructors and students to find a common meeting ground.

In some institutes commuters were a problem. Commuters usually
left early to avoid traffic problems and in some cases wexe not available
for evening sessions. There was also doubt as to the amount of time the
sommuters were able to devote to institute studies after they reached their
homes. In one place thére was resentment occasioned by the faot that a
few of the participants were allowed to commute, while others were not.
Although the commuters were granted this permission by the director for
valid reasons, the reasons could not always be revealed. In general it
seemed that the institutes with little or no commuting were better or-
ganized and bad a higher morale than those which permitted the practice.

The presence or absence of families also occasioned some difficulty.
Partioipants who left their families at homedidnot appreciate the fact that
other participants elected to bring their families. Itwas felt that the pres-
ence of the family detracted from the participant’'s work.

In general, however, the participants seemedto appreciate the oppor-
tunity to improve themselves and with very few exceptions overall morale
was high.

PART VIII
PHYSICAL ARRANGEMENTS AND FACILITIES

The fact that the grants were not made until late in the spring made
it difficult for the directors to secure adequate physical facilities. In one
instarice, the institute was unable to secure an air-conditioned building for
classes and living quarters, and, as might be expected, the summer was one
of the hottest and muggiest on record. In another instance, the air-condi~-
tioning proved rather unreliable. Inother instances, make-shift classrooms
had to be used. Both observers felt that some of the seating arrangements
left much to be desired. There was also some complaint among the parti~-
cipants about housing arrangements for the families of participants. A few
ingitc:.hed concern over the inadequacy of recreational facilities and oppor-
tunities.

Both observers felt that there was considerable room for improve-
ment in this area. Whether right or wrong, the participarts expect first-
class housing, meals, classrooms and air-conditioning.
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PART IX
OBSERVERS' EVALUATION

Both observers felt that the five institutes were sucoessful. While all
had weak points, it wasclear that the overall teaching effectiveness of most
of the participants would be improved by their experience. Perhaps the most
general oriticism of all the institutes would be their failure to produce any-
thing reaily new or novel either in ocontent or teaching techniques. The
presentation of content and educational techniques were both remarkably
conventional and at times a bit drab. Certainly more thought and effort
needs to be given to the introduction of new, fresh ideas and to the whole
concept of innovation.

In four of the five institutes standardized tests developed by the Joint
Council on Economic Education in cooperationwith the American Economic
Assoociation were given on a pre- and post-test basis. Two separate tests
were used and the resulis were as follows: Institute A used two sets of
tests. On one test its mean increased from 89.48 to 44.56, and the standard
deviation was reduced from 6.00 to 38.69. Onthe other test, Institute A par-
ticipants inoreased their meanfrom 40.86 to 45.00 and reduced the standard
deviation from 5.5 to 4.1,

Institute B on one test increased its mean from 40 to 44 and on the
other test participants in Institute B increased their mean from 39 to 44.

Institute C found that 87 percent of the participants showed marked
improvement. Only 10 failed to gain. On the post-test 50 percent were in
the 95th percentile as compared to 12 percent on the pre-test. Two thirds
on the post-test were above the 90th percentile.

Institute D did not use the tests.

Ingtitute E on the one test increased its mean from 40.075 to 44.575
a gain of 4.5. On the pre-test only 2 participants scored 47 or better, but
on the post-test 16 reached this level. On the pre-~test 16 scored below 40,
while on the post-test only 4 were below.

While many economists have some reservations about the use of these
particular tests, the inoreased scores probably do indicate some increase
in economic knowledge. Conversations with the participants seem to bear
out this observation,

Commau! should again be made on the generally high morale of all

participants and on the rapport which all of the directors were able to es-
tablish with most of the participants.

PART X
PARTICIPANTS’ EVALUATION

Tahulation of Participant Responses

Following is a tabulation of responses by the 175 teachers who suc-
cessfully completed the five NDEA Economics Institutes conducted during
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used by institutes in all the subject areas, not just economics, and was ol-
ficially approved by the U.S. Office of Education and the Bureau of the

Budget.

Participants were asked first of all to evaluate a total of 18 items
concerning various aspects of the institutes by checking the appropriate
box in a five-level rating scale: “Outstanding.” “Good,” “Fair,” “Mar-
ginal,” and “Poor.” In addition, they were asked to evaluate eight items
with respect to the relative time apportioned to the activities during the
insi.tutes, indicating whether the allocated time was “Not Enough,” “About
Right,” “Too Much.” Finally, the teachexrs were asked to write their com-
ments and suggestion for five other items.

In order to simplify the tabulation, quantitative values were assigned
by the observers to the verbal judgments on the basis of five points for
“Outstanding,” four points for “Good,” three points for “Fair,” two points
for “Marginal,” and one point for “Poor.” Inaddition to the composite rat-
ing score (i.e., an average coveringall five institutes and weighted accord~
ing to the number of participants in each institute) the summary also
indicates the number of top ratings (5 “Outstanding”) and the number of
low ratings (2 “Marginal” or 1 “Poor”) fur exch item.

L
|
|
|
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the summer of 1966. The questionnaire was a standardized instrument
1

|

TABLE I-A
Composite Tabulation

(Responses to standard questionnaire by 175 teachers in five institutes)

No. of No. of

1. Success of the institutes in imparting Average High Low
knowledge and skills in the area of: Rating Ratings  Ratings

a. Content in economios 4.3 76 2
b. Identification of economic content
essential to effective instruction 4.0 41 5
¢. Improved instructional methodology 3.6 20 21
d. Improved instructional media 3.6 24 19
e. Curriculum improvement and/or
innovations 3.7 a7
r 2, Overall quality of:
a. Presentations by institute faculty 4.3 86
t b. Presentations by guest speakers 4.0 46
¢. Ccnduot of workshops, laboratories,
stidios, seminars, eto. 3.6 21
t d. Choice of field trips 3.1 46
e. Conduoct of field trips 3.2 49
!
E
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TABLE I-A (Continued)

No. of No. of
3. Quality of the facilities and physical Average High Low

arrangements relat've to: Rating Ratings  Ratings

a. Tibrary 4.2 80 8
b. Laboratories, workshops, et. 3.6 26 25
¢. Instructional equipment 3.7 24 13
d. Independent study 3.8 42 14
e. Group study 3.6 20 20
f. Living accommodations 8.3 22 av
g. Recreation 3.5 24 16

4. Effectiveness of the institutes in helping
to improve teacher competencies 4.3 65 6

TABLE I-B

Composite Tabulation

(Responses to standard questionnaire by 175 teachers in five institutes)

Evaluation of relative proportion of
institute time devoted to: Not Enough About Right Too Much

1. Leotures 16 136 (78%) 24 (14%)
2. Audiovisual presentations 42 (24%) 127 (78%) 5

3. Participation sessions (workshops,
seminars, laboratories, etc.} 53 (32%) 104 (62%) 11

4. Field trips 45 (25%) 108 (87%)

o
6. Individual study periods 43 (25%) 123 (72%) 4
6. Free time 43 (26%) 124 (72%) 6
7. Presentations on ecomonic
oontent 42 (236%) 127 (716%) 1
8. Presentations on instruc-
tional methodology 63 (37%) 838 (49%) 24 (14%)

is of “High and “Low" Rat
1g

To note the arszas of special strength or success in the institutes,
we identified items for which the average rating was 4.0 or higher (“good”
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to “outstana'ng”) and also 20 percent or more of the participants gave the
highest possible rating (“5” — “outstanding”). These areareas in which the
1966 institutes were especially good in the judgment of the teachers who
participated:

1. success in imparting knowledge and skills in economics

2. identification of economic content that is essential to effective
teaching

quality of presentations by institute faculty
quality of presentations by guest speakers
quality of library facilities

overall effectiveness of the institute in helping to improve teacher
competence.

U

A high 4.3 average, or about one-third of the way between “good” and
“gutstanding” was given to the success of the institute in imparting content
knowledge and skills, and overall effectiveness of the institute in improv-
ing competencies of the teachers. (Interestingly, the range of average rat-
ings on this item among the five institutes was only three-tenths of a point,
from 4.1 to 4.4). Exceptionally high ratings of 4.5 (the mid-point between
“good” and “outstanding®) or higher were given to individual institutes for:

1. presentations by institute faculty

2. presentations by guest speakers

3. choice and conduct of field trips

4, quality and physical arrangements of library facilities

In one institute the faculty got a rating of 4.9.

In looking for areas of possible weakness, or trouble spots, we noted
the items for which the average combined rating for the five institutes was
below 4.0 (that is, below “good”) and 10 percent or more of the participants
gave the item a low rating —2 (“marginal®) or 1 (“poor”). Future institutes
would do well to note these areasandattempt to avoid the problems identi~
fied by the 1966 participants. The items that received low ratings were:

1. success in imparting knowledge and skills needed to improve
ingtructional methedology

2. success in imparting knowledge and skills needed to improve
instructional media

(More than one-third of the 175 participants felt that not enough time wss
devoted to presenting information on improved instructional methods and
media, and participants felt generally that the institutes were not very
successful in helping them to improve imstructional methodology and in-
structional media,) Other items with low ratings were the quality of fac-
cilities and physical arrangements for workshop sessions, laboratories,
group study and living acoommodations. (Lack of effective air~-conditioning
was a major complaint at some institutes.) The overall rating for living
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accommodations was pulled down by one institute where nearly half of the
participants judged the accommodations to be “marginal” or “poor.”

Viewing the institutes as a group, then, there was no general pattern
of serious complaints by participants. No item gotan average rating below
3.0 (“fair®) in the composite tabulations. On the other hand, low ratings
were given to individual institutes on several items, namely:

1. choice and conduct of field trips (not enough and/or not effec-
tively related to economic concepts and principles)

2. physical facilities and arrangements (lack of air-conditioning,
inadequate furniture, classrooms and rooms for workshops, etc.)

3. unsatisfactory living accommodations (hot, expensive, etc.)

With respeoct to the length of the institute, most participants seemed
to approve of five or six weeks. (Although the participants were asked to
comment on the overall length of the particular institute in which they were
enrolled — these varied from five to eight weeks — fewer than half made a
clear respunse. Of these 60 percent felt the time was about right, 20 per-
cent felt the time was too short and 20 percent felt it was too long. This
general pattern of response was found in each of the five institutes, ra-
gardless of its particular length.) As to the relative proportions of ttine
devoted to various activities in the institute:

1. 37 percent felt that not enough time was given to instructional
methodology and media (though 14 percent felt there was too much
time in these)

2. 29 percent felt that there wasn’t enough time devoted to partici-
pant sessions such as seminars, laboratories, ete.

A substantial majority of teachers felt that the relative amount of time de~
voted to lectures, audiovisual presentations, and presentations of informa-~
tion in the subject area (economics) was about right.

PART XI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following conclusions and recommendations represent the view
of the observers and reflect four sets of information and experience: (a)
questionnaires and interviews with the 175 teachers who participated in the
1966 institutes; (b) observations made by the cbservers during personal
visitations to the five 1966 institutes; (c) interviews with the institute di-
rectors and staff during and after the visitations; (d) number of years of
personal participation in economic education programs for teachers ina
variety of oapacities including directing summer workshops and serving
as full-time faculty and as guest lecturers in workshops and institutes.

The opinions expressed are intended to help in the planning and im-
plementation of future institutes,

-18-
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1. The Crucial Human Factox

The success or failure of an institute depends to a great extent on the
girector - his professional competence, his' personality, ingenuity, and
exibility.

An institute director should:
a. know the subject
b. be an effective teacher

¢. be familiar with the problems and procedures of the American
educational system, both at the administrative and classroom
levels

d. be dedicated to the improvement of education and the feasibility
and desirability of teaching economics in the schools

e. have a genuine respect for the classroom teacher as a profes-
sional and as an adult person

f. know how to conduct an educational program based on mutual
respect and cooperation between faculty and teacher-partici~

pants

The demands that are placed on the director are heavy and require
his full-time attention and effort. Every endeavor should be made to free
him of other responsibilities, epabling him better to deal with matters of
policy, program, and personnel. It was noted that one aspect often under~
estimated by directors was the realistic allotment of time (and the conse~
quent budget allocations) for planning, consultation, and preparation of
reports.

While it is highly desirable that the director participate personally
in the instruotional program, he should not attempt to bear the primary
burden as instructor in the institute. A suggested rough guideline for the
director’s instructionsl responsibility is one hour a day, preferably the
first session in the moraing.

It is important to the participants that channels of communication be
maintained with the director, eithex personally or through an effective
liaison, and the director demonstrate his responsiveness to the partici-
pants when suggestions or criticisms are made. There is a direct corre~
lation between the morale of the partibipants and the regard in which they
hold the director. Thie, in turn, reflects to a great extent the director’s
attitude toward the participants.

The director should have adequate administrative and clerical assist-
ance. It is desirable that he have one full-time administrative assistant
with the capability and authority to make all but major policy decisions;
and the institute should have a full-time secretary. Additional olerical as-
sistance will be needed from time to time.

It is strongly recommended that institute directors, because of their
special qualifications and the heavy responsibilities be compensated more
generously than has been the praotice in the past. In addition, professional
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recognition should be given for the service they perform as representatives
and leaders in the fields of economics and education.

In addition to the director and his administrative~clerical staff, there

* should normally be 2 minimum instructional staff or three or four full-time

people. Ordinarily two of these will be academic economists, and one or
two would be professional educationists — a teacher or supervisor from the
schools, or professor of education — professionals who are competent in
curriculum, methodology, and instructional media.

The type of instruction involved in a teacher institute is peculiarly
different from ordinary classroom instruction and requires an instructor
with the ability to understand the special needs and problems of profes-
sional teachers, who can communicate effectively with them, and command
their respect. Institute instructors should be able to demonstrate by their
own performance some of the principles and techniques of effective eco-
nomic education. A PhD degree from an outstanding graduate school and
research publications by themselves are not always the best indicators of
this type of ability.

Staff members should appreciate the objectives of the institute pro-
gram. An instructor who is unwilling to devote the necessary time, effort,
and energy could endanger the success of the institute. An NDEA Institute
should not be entered into merely for the “summer income” it provides.

If at all feasible, a pre-institute staff conference should be held to
assure that everyone is familiar with the pature and objectives of the pro-
gram and understands his own responsibilities. Great careshould be taken
to avoid unnecessary overlaping and guesswork, especially by part-time
staff and guest speakers. They should be informed about what material has
already been covered and what still needs tobe covered. Institute programs
can be seriously weakened by lack of integration and coordination,

Institute participants generally react favorably to more experienced,
senior faculty and regard them as appiopriate representatives of the spon-
soring institution. They are not likely to be satisfied with graduate assist-
ants and sub-professionals, either in economics or education, This is not
to say that young professors should not serve on institute faculties; in some
cases, younger people are the most enthusiastio, energetic, dedicated, and
effective instructors in the institute.

2. Purposes and Objectives

In order to provide the staffwitha sharp focus and operatiopal guide-
lines, and to inform prospective participants, the objeotives of the institute
program should be clearly defined and expressed. These should be realistic-
ally modest for a five or six week program. The design of the program,
seleotion of staff, speakers, and participants should be made with the ob-
jeotives in mind.

3. Institute Participants

Speoial care should be taken to select participants similar enough in
background and professional interest to assure that a one~track institute
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program will meet the needs of all the teachers enrolled. Elementary
school teachers with no previous training in economics, for example,
normally should not be mixed in the same institute with high school social
studies teachers who have completed 12 or 15 aours of college economics
and have been teaching a 12th grade economics course or problems of
democracy course with eight-week units in economics. Similarly, junior
high school history teachers, regardless of their previous training in eco-
nomics, should not normally be enrolled in an institute with senior high
business education teachers.

Participants morale, communication, cohesiveness, professional out-
look and activation are all likely to be better when the group is reasonably
homogeneous. In addition, the institute will generally be more effective if
the participants all live on the campus andwork together rather than com~
muting. There are certain offsetting advantages of a commuter type insti-
tute, however, such as the greater ease of bringing the participants together
for follow-up programs after the institute is completed. Local concitions
and the special objectives of the institute would be important factors in
deciding whether to have an on-campus requirement, or whether to permit
participants to live off-campus. Prolonged separation from families is
always a problem particularly in institutes that last more than five weeka.

Preference should be given to teachers who are in a special position
: to influence the school curriculum. Proof of teaching ability and leadership
- potential should perhaps be given more weight in selecting participants
: than degrees and grades received in college. Experience indicates that
there is no strong reason for age or sex to influence the selection of par-
: ticipants. Teachers who have attended NDEA Institutes ineconomics should
; not be disqualified from partioipating in future institutes that cover different
materials or similar materials at & more advanced level. Indeed, special
effort should be made to encourage suchteachers to participate in a second
institute in order to deepen their understanding of subject matter and
strengthen teaching competence and confidence in economics.

by ¢ i e

A relevant consideration is the fact that each teacher selected for
participation in an NDEA Institute is the object of an investment of $1,000
or more. While there is no simple way to compute cost-benefit ratios,
conscientious effort should be made to assure thatthe investment produces
demonstrable results in the schools.

Announcement of future institutes should be widely distributed at the
: earliest possible date. Ideally, every eligible teacher in the nation should
; be informed of opportunities for partioipation in economios institutes. De~
! tailed information concerning eligibility standards, program objectives,
and other pertinent details should be published prior to Jamuary 1 of the
: year in which the institute will be held.
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p ey ey

4. Physical Facilities and Arrangements
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Participant morale and the success of the entire institute can be
jeopardized by problems that are purely mechanical and logistical in na-
ture —~ the finest academic program can be undermined by poor housekeep~

ing,
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Great care should be taken to agsure that the host institution under-
stands its obligations to the teachers enrolled inthe institute. The partioi-
pants require suitable housing, meals, and recreation facilities at
reasonable prices; they need classrooms, workshops, study rovms, books,
and instructional equipment. In areas where summer temperatures reach
the 80’s and 90’s, classrooms should be air-conditioned, teachers should be
warned to expect discomfort from the heat,

Needless to say, arrangements and prices should be clearly under-
stood and agreed upon in advance. Because teachers enjoy and benefit from
informal contacts with guest spéakers and institute faculty, arrangements
should be made for the participants and staff to have their meals together
occasionally or on a regular basis.

8.  The Academic Program

The content of the institute program should be appropriate to achieve
the stated objectives of the particular institute. The observers feel, in gen-
eral, that a good rule to follow isto limit what is studied to a block of ma-
terial that might be regarded as “too modest® and then cover this in depth.
Proper balance between “theoretical” and “practical” material is something
that teachers look for. The program should include descoriptive informa-
tion, concepts and principles, and statistical analysis. An institute should
be more than an offering of traditional summer school courses. It must be
logically organized as a unit and carefully integrated and coordinated.
Teachers benefit greatly from (and also enjoy) participation sessions in
which they have an opportunity to think for themselves, solve problems,
and communicate their findings. An institute provides excellent opportuni-
ties for laboratory exercises. Generally there should be no more than 20-
25 hours per week of lectures or formal presentations.

It should be kept in mind that teachers are professionally~-oriented;
they want to know how they canuse economic information and understanding
in their own classrooms. Concrete examples and practical applications are
engential, Participants are also likely t> regard inmstitute instructors as
m.2de’s of teaching, to be emulatsd wich appropriate adaptations for the
schcoi classroom. Institute participants are perceptive and demanding: they
will insist on a high-qualily program. They bitterly resent being “talked
down to.” On the other hand, they ar2 frustrated and feel that everyone’s
time is being wasted when instructior is “over their heads® or irrelevant
to their professional interests.

Something can be said for including as a basic objective of the pro-
gram the development of a better overall understanding of how the U.S.
economy funotions — even though the institute may deal primarily with one
narrow field in the discipline of economics. Rarely will a high school
teacher ever have an opportunity to teach beyond the depth of a college
“Prinoiples® course in any particular area.

In planning the prooedures for teaching the selected content, consid-
eration should be given tousing moderntechniques, methodology, and media.
While the chalikboard oontinues as a useful classroom aid, there are also
available such media as overhead projectors for opaques and transparen-
cies, movies and filmstrips, charts, siides, eto. In this connection, a staff
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specialist in educational media ¢can make valuable contributions to the in-
stitute program. Teachers generally disapprove of a steady diet of lectures;
and they welcome innovations in instructional methodology and media that
they can use in their own classrooms. Reading assignments in textbooks
and other sources should be clearly identified, coordinated with presenta-
tions by the staff and guest speakers, and announced in advance of lectures
or discussions dealing with particular topics. Field trips can add a great
deal to the program if they are wisely chosen and related to important
economic concepts, principles, and facts. Except under unusual circum-
stances — nearness to a variety of excellent facilities and competent
speakers — it is doubtful that the number of field trips should exceed three
or four during the institute.

It is of greatest importance that participants inthe institute feel they
have a voice in the program, that the director and his staff are sensitive
to the needs and desires of the group. Whether it is a matter of going too
fast or too slow, over-scheduling of staff lectures and guest speakers, ne-
glecting the curriculum aspects, or whatever, the institute should pravide
some channels of communication for the participants to express their
thoughts and judgments on a continuing basis. One possibility is to have the
participants select a “Committee on Continuing Evaluation® or “Steering
Committee” or “Participants Committee® to meet regularly withthe direc-
for, or perhaps his administrative assistant, or some other appropriate
person, to assure that two-way communication is taking place throughout
the institute.

And finally, wherever poasible, appropriate university credit at the
graduate level should be provided ineconomios and/or education. Examina-
tions and other course requirements should be clearly explained in advance
and special effort should be made to avoid the usual student anxiety asso-
ciated with tests and grades. Ceremonial behavior with respect to tests
and grades should not be permitted to interferewith the educational objec-
tives and values of the institute.

6. Transfer and Translation

By “transfer and translation” we refer to the need to move the eco-
nomic understanding that the teaching acquires in the institute into the
school classroom and “translate” it or adapt it so that the economic con-
cepts, principles, information, and factual data will be understood by high
school and elementary school students and will have real meaning for them.
This is the real “payoff” for the institutes: how successful will the teachers
be in improving the quality of economic education in the schools.

Institutes should pay perticular attention totechniques and procedures
designed to help the teacher transfer and translate economics in the most
effective way. Staff economists and educators might demonstrate, for ex-
ample, how they could teach a concept or process ~ such as specialization
of labor and increused productivity — in a third-grade classroom; or teach
the basic rationale of compensatory fiscal policy to high school juniors.
Such demonstrations would not only help inocrease the econoraic competence
of the participants, but also would increase their confidence. Seeing how
it can be done is & way to demonstrate that it can he done.
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Identification of study materials and other economic education aids
will also help the teacher cope with his transfer and translation problems,
Suggested strategies for gaining support and cooperation from school ad-
ministrators, fellow teachers, and the community at large in efforts to ex-
pand and improve economic education Orogr:. ms would also be appreciated
by the participants. Provision for follow-up assistance and evaluation should
be made wherever possible, perhaps by coordinating the institute - even
at the initial planning stage — with the ongoing programs of such organiza-
tions as the National Joint Council on Economic Education, itg affiliated

State and Local Councils, and the growing number of University Centers for
Economic Education.

Final Note

The program of NDEA Summer Institutes offers great promise for
the field of economic education. In 1866, a total of 175 teachers on five
university campuses received the rough equivalent of six semester hours
of training in economios. In 1967, teacher enrollment in economics insti-
tutes may exceed 1,000. Over a period of just a few ycars, the national
impact on the teaching of economios in the schools can be dramatio!

There is a potential trouble spot, however, inthe form of a manpower
bottleneck. The number of fully qualified institute directors and staff mem-
bers may not be adequate to meet the needs of the program unless specific
measures are taken in the immediate future. To cope with the problem we
offer three suggestions:

1. We urge close cooperation between the Office of Education and the
universities and organizations in the field of economic education. These or-

personnel and can assist with special training programs to strengthen the
qualifications of economists and educators for conducting NDEA Institutes.
They can also assist in a variety of other ways: sponsoring the institute
coffee hours to promote faculty~-partioipant exchange of information and
ideas; helping plan and coordinate follow-up and implementation activities
in the participants’ respective school systems; providing books and eco~
nomic education materials for the institute itself and for post-institute
pLograms.

2. Stronger inducements will have to be provided to institute direc-
tors, either in the form of appropriate financial compensation (which is
presently marginal or inadequate) and/or in the form of the greater pro-
fessional recognition ~ perhaps through such organizations as the American
Economic Association and appropriate educational associations and tha re-~

spective universities — for the service they are providing to econonites and
to education.

3. The Office of Education should eatalish closer liaison with Uni-
versity administrators to assure that avoidable problems - of personnel
and facilities — are indeed avoided, and theuntversities lend their full sup-
port and encouragement to the sponsorship of NDEA Summer Institutes,
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APPENDIX

SELECTED RESPONSES FROM THE PARTICIPANTS QUESTIONNAIRES

(This is a representative list of comments made by the participants,
not a complete and comprehensive list.)

Table I Knowledge and Skills Imparted

Question: What other kinds of information should bave beenpresented dur-
ing this Institute?

Selected Responses:

1. More information should have been given on methodology.
2. More on visual aids and more material written for classroom use.

3. A oomplete review of basic prinoiples, showing how these principles
could be utilized in our teaching areas,

4. More opinions on controversial economic material that teachers
present to high school students.

5. More on curriculum improvement.

6. Presentations on basic economic problems and issues; additional
information on how to incorporate the institute material into high
school courses.

7. Demonstrations in teaching teohniques and educational media.

8. More demonstrations showing application of content to teaching
methodology.

9. More emphasis on history of economic thought and different eco-
nomic systems.

10. More instruction on how to teach practical issues that might affect
: us such as how to read the financial page.

11. More ideas for methods of teaching ard visual aids.

12, More discussions of current issues and projeotions into the future -
world wide and in the area of economic ideology.

13. Information pertinent to young people entering the economy as job -
holders.

A

14, Information on where and how to getnew material for teaching eco-
non.ics.

16. More demonstrations on how to teach aneconomic conocept in a high
school class room.
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16.

18.
19.

1
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
18.
14.

16.
16.

|
|
|

17.

I would have enjoyed a defense of other viewpoints and approaches
such as someone from the University of Chicago.

17. Something on the use and application of computers.

A demonstration of how to translate materials for high school use.

More material on how the economy is presently working with meas-
urement of success or lack of suocess.

Table 2 Presentation

Question: What changes would you recommend in presentation for the im-

provement of future institutes of this type?

Selected Responges:

More small group sessions for follow-up discussions.
Greater exchange of ideas between speakers and participants.
More high-powered guest speakers.

A field trip to a large farm or to a labor union headquarters.
Better correlation of topics to avoid needless repetition.

Less time spent on field trips and more time with economists.

Economists with years of experience should play a stronger role
than “doctoral candidate® economists.

Fewer guest speakers.

More small group discussion.

No lectures over one hour in length.

More seminars and small group presentations.
Cut out the field trips.

Use of overbead projector.

The day following the field trip should be left open for reading and
follow-up.

More use of visual aids by all speakers.
There was too much emphasis on the lecture method.

Economic concepts to be looked for on the field irips should bave
been discussed before the trip.

v
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18.
19,
20.
21.

22.

25.

28.

29,
30.

31.
32.
33.

More small seminar meetings.
Fewer guest speakers.
More practical experiences such as field trips.

Have the guest speakers present their text in advance and leave
their time open for questio: .

For the most part trained teachers should be used rather than guest
speakers not professionally prep: ‘ed to teach.

. Less overlap by the guest speakers.

More time for the institute faculty.

There should be more workshops and laboratories and more indi-
vidualized teaching,

More active role for the partictpants.
Instructors who can talk on our level of understanding.

I would recommend that guest speakers be more carefully screened
and instructed as to the nature of the material they are to present.

Bring the staff down and bring the guest speakers up.

Have no graduate students on the staff as instructors; no teachers
who are not at least Associate Professors.

Have more field trips.
More guest speakers.

Get instructors who are outstanding teachers aswell ag having out-
standing knowledge in their fields.

Table 3. Organization

Question: What changes would you recommend in organizaiion for the im-

provement of future institutes of this type?

Solected Responses:

More group dynamios.

2. A better library.

3. Classroom with adequate chalkboard space.
4.

1

More recreation and social gatherings for the institute participants.
=28~
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5.

9.
10.
11
12.
13.
14.

15.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

27.
28’

A better classrcom.

Should have fewer commuters; staying on campus would be more
productive.

Living accommodations were too expensive.

Dormitory accommedations could have been greatly improved.
Classrooms should be better ventilated.

Air-conditioning should be a must.

Perhaps a better organized social program.

Improved clagsrooms and instructional equipment.

A more complete library in the field of economics.

The rooms for small~group discussions should be air-conditioned
and clean.

Rooms most certainly should be air-conditioned.

Institute library should be opened on Saturday and Sunday.
Family housing should be provided.

More time for independent study.

Better facilities for recreation.

Reading tests for recommended and required reading should be
available before we hear lectures on the subject.

Better classroom facilities.

Do not insist that participants stay in dormitories; most dorms are
too hot in the summer.

Provide classrooms with desks or tables to write on without the
vision obstructed.

Make sure the sponsoring university cooperates inits responsibility
for providing facilities and equipment.

I suggest classes be held in a regular classroom, one with desks
and air-conditioned if pcasible.

Make arrangements for family housing.
Have desks so we don’t have to write on our 1aps.
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29. Give more outlines of basic materials so we don’t have to write
notes because then we miss somuch of the material in the lectures.

30. Put the institute requirements in writing.

Table 4. General

Instructions: If you bave other comments, observations, or recommenda-

tions that might contribute to the improvement of future in-
stitutes, please write in below.

Selected Responses:

1. Greater effort should be made to selectparticipants at a more homo-
geneous level of economics training and background.

2. Deal with some specific problems of high school teachers in the
teaching of economics.

3. Ifelt at times that we were being treated like children.

4. More small group discussions should be arranged so an exchange
of ideas can take place.

5. Please make sure the universities offer good living accommoda-
tions and proper classroom situations.

6. Be sure the quality of staff is .:igh — get outstanding economists.
7. Don't try to cover so much material.

8. I would like to have learned more specific ways to present this
material to elementary school pupils and teachers.

-]

. 1 would have enjoyed having more films that are centered around
the lectures.

10. The staff of the institute were the finest university teachers I have
ever encountered, but some of the guest lecturers were of poor
calibre.

11. Guest lecturers with personal experience, but little organization
and structure should not be used so much, They can be stimulating
if used sparingly, but they do lack the substance that a professional
teacher needs.

12. Teachers should be allowed to enroll iii NDEA Programs on a con-
tinuing basis; programs should be planned so as to be built on pre-
vious programs.

13. This was one of the few times in my life that I was treated as an
adult - the morale of the entire group was extremely high at all
times. I would like to highly commend the staff for their attitudes
toward us in their conduot of the institute,




14. The institute can serve as a model of organization and cooperation,
between participants and faculty.

15. The background of the participants was too varied as far as the
amount of previous work in economics is concerned.

16. The first week should be a “leveling® periodwirh intensive presen-
tation of material that we were assumed to know.

17. Beocause the background of the participants was so varied, I felt
that the institute was an up~hill battle for me; there was too much

mental anxiety.
18. There should be more high-quality guest speakers.

19. I would have liked a stronger “group® feeling and more informal
meetings with the group.

20, Institutes should provide graduate credits in economics and have
formal tests and course requirements.
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