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-~ Preface . - ..
: %

‘ .
’ . ’ I

X o : Thns‘reporf is bosed on a sfudy conducfed by the Consorhum of Professrona_l,, .
« - " Associations for the Study of Special Teacher Improvemenf Pr09roms (CONPASS] for the
U.s. Offlce of Education. .

Y

The Consortium was formed ih May, 1966, by the American Historical Association,
the Association of American Geogrophers the Deporfmenf of Audiovisual Iristruction
“(NEA), the Thternational Reading Assocmhon -and the Modern Language Assocncmon of
Americg. Invitations were later ext¢ndedto, and occepfed by; the American Economic> ,
Association, the American Industrial Arts Assocuohon .and the American Political Science
Association. Four members at Iarge provide liaison wufh the. arts and humanities, psychological
tests and measurement, educational psychology, and teacher education specialists.

L4

1\

' The objectives of,CONPASS are to provide a coordinated-assessment of the
effectiveness and impaets of institutes and other specialsteacher-training programs; to
propose.means of improving such programs; and to'provide a medium for dialdgue among

" the professional associations'and leading scholarf of the several sub|ecf content disciplines
v *and fields represented on its Bogrd. In the past the Consortium has conduoted studies of
summer institutes in individual dlsmplmes it'is presently sponsoring on extensive study of

) * the impact of summer-institutes |n‘f0ur disciplines upon participants in the A?sfﬁufes. . L

. v ’ ..
< The ‘presenf’study of fhe Experlenced Teacher Fellowship Program was contracted by

T CONPASS to Clark Univeriity, to be conducted under the supervision of the Coasortium
Board- The research was initiated by Professors Crockett and Bentley, Professor Laird

. participated in the ono|y5|s of the results and in the w (Mn of the report. The resqggch -

_staff spent four days in a writing conference in July, 4967, with Drs. John Thompson,
- Sau! Cohen, William Engbretson, Richard Longaker, and Mr. John Cogan; gt this copference,
*. the-results were studied in-detail and the outling of the present report was formulated.
Preliminary drafts'of the report were examined by the members of the writing coqference.ond
T by the Executive Commuffee of the Consorhum’ the final version of the report has benefnffed
exfenswely from their comments. .~ :

«

) Thls edition of the report has been prepareq in chober 1967 fOr advance curcula.ho’\‘

A Ioter bound edmon will be issued by the Consortium Office. .

-
- ~
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N e |. Introductior v ‘ '
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3

, The Experienced Teacher Fellowsh;p Programis a unique-.and |mog|nof|ve vénture :
lts ultimate objective, and that of two other, closely related’programs, Ns to improve
. the qualtfy of educohon in the nation's elemenfory and secondory schools. The three
programs pursue this objective in two ways: by assisting selected, potentiqlly influential
- teachers to pursue full-time graduaté education in spécially plonned courses of study;-
and by fostering and strengthening an increased concern fouthe training of teachers. The
Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program sponsors épecmf programs that provide financial -
support for graduate studies to teachers with field’experience. A second program, Yhe °
Prospectivé Teacher Fellowship Program, supports, similar kinds of programs for individuals
who have no teaching experience buf who expect to.become elementary or secondary
—school teachers. TheMthird program, the Inshfuhqnol Assistance Grant Program, awards
financial grants to strengthen the graduate programs for teacher preparation’in .
v institutions that have already been awarded either an Expenenced or'a Prospective Teacher '
Fetlowship Program. The present report summarizes a pre||m|nory study of the Expgrienced
* Teacher Fellowshnp PrOQrom

L
.

A. _The Development of the Experienced Teacher Fellowshnﬁ\Progrom

The history of the ExTFP belies the genemlnzohon fhat governmentol programs
develop slowly. It was authorized under Title V, Part ¢ of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Guidelines for the program were distributed in fwo letters, dated Decembgr 27, ]965,-
and Janyary 10, 1964. The deadline for mailing completed prOposcls was January 20;
panel of, con5u|fonfs read, gvaluated, and rated the proposals in the period from Jonuory 24
' to 26; and the announcement of awards wag made in .Fekruary, barely two months of ter the ,
First guu{elme was sent out. The first sfudlnfs began rhenr sfudy in June, ]966

DeSpnfe the speed with which the program was mounted almost, 1,000 pr0poso|s
were submitted for the academic yeor 1966~67 . Fifty of these proposals were-funded
‘ enablmg just over a thousand gxperiented teachers, from all parts of the country and represénting
' dnverse dlSClpImes to spend a year (ina few programs, two years) in ful Ftime graduate study .

In its underlying ossumpnons the conception of the ExJEP was broad and inclusive.. .

In the guidelines, no limits were suggested as to the ramge ggauB'ect matter that would
be supported; no premium was placed on either innovation or traditionalism in educational
procedures, and thefe was no attempt to spécify in detail the structure that the groducﬂe
programs should adopt . - There was, however, the assumption thet graduaté educatien is

. most effective when the courses a student tokgs are related to one another in a meaningful -
fashion. The guidelines for ExTFP pr0poso|s incorporated fhus ossumphon by semng three
restrnchqns on ourhors of proposgls:

.
- ..

. “ - *
, Firsf evidence was required of more than perfunctory cooperation between subject-
matter and teacher-education speck?llsfs All proposals were required to demonstrate that
a suitakle faculty could be arranged for, composed of members of "teacher education” and

- . » . R . A
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"non~teachers éduccrhon -departments Furfher bofh fhe ‘chairman br deo for fr subsfantive . b
_ aspectof the program and.the dhairman or dean for teacher educohon were requfred to sngrr
¢ \J
the' propqsol bfefor\e t was submlffed , S . \[ “
%\ Second, institutipns ‘were required to adopt an en bloc récedure by Yesigning B

a progrom fof the entire group of fifteen to thirty fellows Jrathér, than Ieovmg ﬂ\e mdlvnduol\
fellows "fo the mercy of the catalogue’s cafeteria- like- -offerigs, so often unsuited to the: . -
needs of experienced personnel." Thé en bloc mode of orgonlzohon was also ta prowde "\
greater visibility of the progrant on the campus as wellas increased opporfum{y er\ fellows

to proflf from |nferochon with fhelr peers and from formal msh;uchon by their profe\s,ors

edacation ond the local school,district of systém . This was™fostered /n port by fhe req
ment that fellows be selected jointly by their home educational system and by the collelye b
or university concerned. $chooladministrators were required to recommend applicants, \
and applicants were expected to return to the school systems from which they gome. 4n *
addition, in order to confront the realities of teaching in schools, cooperation was encourcged

between colleges and Jocal school sysfems fg,pr‘gv;de a meomngfu| practicum experience y
... for the porhmponfs . . . : . o . .
RS The fiftygprograms thay were funded were held in forty=seven different colleges and ’ O

universities. Programs were £onducted in 17 different disciplines, ranging from general fields -
" of education (elementary educohon teaching fhe disadvdhtaged, and counseling and gtudonce)
. ‘through the traditional liberal arts disciplines, and nﬁ|ud|ng specialized areas such as’ 4
health educohon the school library, énd educationd| media. The fellows were drawn from
every part of the country and from schools which served every ecenomicx level; their educcflonol
assignments ronged from pre.school to F’gh school . « : .

'
~ . - *
/ . . Wt . - L [}
] ‘ .ot
. .

o

S——")

B. Evallation of the Experienced Teacher Fellowship Progrdm I o Py

-

—_— ’

1. Three Projected Evalugtion Studies . : ’ .
5 . .

Just as the ExTEP was p|onned and.instituted with consiJerob-le speed, so, also, were the
procedures for studying, the program's effectiveness. Barely three months Iopsed befween , .
fhe»formohon of a research team-and completion of data collection for the present report. .
During that time, a pldn has taken foym which foresees a sene((; three related mveshgohons

.+ of the effec‘hveness of the ExTFP: a questionnaire study of re3ponses to the first year's . ‘\’*}
program; 'during the second year, ‘a field investigation of the pperation'df the ExTFP in three ;
different institutions; and, in the third year, another study of the entire set of institutions : \

. then involved in the ExTFP. Each successive investigation will build on the results obtained ' .
by_those preceding'. oo~ ’ ' ‘ ‘ o to . '
Y The first of these studies;, based on queshonnocres and visits by teams fo selected
programs, will be described at length below. The intensivetpilot study of three individual
programs will be carried out during-the ocodemnc year 1967-68; it will involve repeated

mfervéuews with porhmpcnrs and faculty in each institution and the pernodrc odmmnsfrohon
’ . . N . S - . . ) . .

v. N
-2~ -~ . , © .
. i ' .
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the 50 rnshfuh ans.

KY

+ > -+

of questionnaires and other fests. The exte sive body of information that wnII be ebtained -
wn|| p@rmlt an ocqumnfonce in dephh with the aperation of these hhrf@ instityti ogs, _mokmg ~

the fellows, the faculty, ‘ond the mshfuhon.

n impartont aspect of this second study will
be interviews with the fellows offer they -have'r

urned to their home schaols in 1968-69 .~

The thitd investigotion, ®be $nitfoted during the\academic ygor\l9,68-69 “will be on 7
ex.tenswe sfudy of oli the Expenenced Teocher Fel owshlp Progrems then in Operohon, o«

) 2 The Pracedures Used in fhi.Pre'senf Investigation / " :
) ~—’ / . &

The present report r rests upon twa kinds of dota: reypanses ta queshonrﬁlres .
that were odministered ta the Individuals who wete octuollpinvalved in thetpragram, onJ ;
repart{by teams of evoluoforg who visited 31 of the 50 programs. , - * -

' “ - Al
'Fou} questiannaires were consfructed for administration\to thase involved'in the ‘ .
. programs. Each questionnaire borrowed heovnl from thase used\in earlier studbes of oo

summer institutes, One questionnaire, ‘contdining some 60 differ n.f«rtems was. odmmnstred
to -the, fellaws ot ‘he mshfuho’ns tQey ‘attended, ~under conditions
Completed questionnaires were obfomed from 940 of the l 004 fellows, representing 49 of J

~ " '

length to the student quesnonnalre was then m0|led to every full- t.kme faculty member
ond ta five mandomly- selecfe&port\ faculty members on egch compus.\ Completed -
questionnaires ware obfcnned from ]B@Culfy members, in 47 dnffer,nf institotions.

. - 4 ]

. the odministration of khe,progrom Of the 50 dtrecfors 45 refurned thse quesh nnairés .. .

in time for.onolysns in the presenf repart . ] \
‘. . i \ M »
The fourth questionnaire, intended to ossess the impact of the progrom upon the ) '
existing teacher-education pracedures ot the institutians, was sent to the direttar 6F teacher
educqtion on edth compus. Respo{mse to fhas questionnaire was spatty; for this reasan, these,

replies whl not be discussed in detail in thns report. - S .
-~ .- )
. P .y

_ . T - . SRR

LAY

’ ]Queshonnmres were nof)recelyed from the progrom in Sacial Studies ot the\Umversny .

of Minnesota. . P . :
> . - Y v - Y

‘ 10, - 7
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The evblua,ho‘h teams, which visited 31 of the 50" programs, normally consisted of '
“ three persons: a specialist in the subject matter of*the institute, a specialist in teacher 't -
educatiqg, and a teaches experrenced in the relevant subject ‘matter s Some 8% membegrs
"of these evaluation teams met in early April with the, research team, members of CONPASS, and
‘representatives from the Office of Educgtion for'a dlscu55|0n of the ev\:luohon rating scale
* nd of the procedure that was to be followed in the evaluation visit. They thén spent two -
days on the campuses to which they wdre assigned, meeting with faculty, sfudents, and )
adminisratars, visiting classes, and reviewing the general operation of the programs. ° - oo
. Subsequently, each tearn member individually completed a Visitors Evaluation Form, -
containing 24 different iteis. For each.item, #he evaluator rated the progiam on & 7-poin.f ' -

scale, Qnd then was asked to provide o written analysis of that ospe&t of the program's S

operation in explanation of his rating. In addition fo the individuolureports, the feam .
_'meTnbers submitted a combined evaluation on each ifem of the evaluaticn form;, thls last \
. - réport represented the consensus of .all the team members. -« - ' , o 3 /

. . . . . v
: L ’ . o : ) ' T T
) VAN > .
. - - - 14
o . s - s
. - 4 . » ' > .
. -\ . . ) . |
‘ ES . "

- . S . ¥ Lo
. ) . ) T . - ’ A
° B t v . \ . '
4 . 1 v
~ ’ ° 4 i- .
- . '
- . i < y
- ' 4 s -
E : - ) A J
% r . R
Y AT Y r ' - ¢ b}
. - » ‘ [}
~ .. .’ .
nx - . g~ R .
» 'R , . 4 .
- . - ’ *+
v . hd .
- ' ) , -
- \ L ’
[ ’ o ' ',
. - N
¢ ¢ ' '
. ' ; -~
“" \ . o ' <
J . ‘ ’ . 4 '
-~ i I ) °
]Becouse' ofdlffudulhes in scheduhng members of evaluation teom!fhree institutions '
were V}ted by teams of only two members; at two institutions, the team contained four  * B .
members, - . v . e
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. " 1I. An Overview of he RBsults / . ) UJRVRNA .
.‘ . e ‘ . " ‘ ) . - ) o ‘ . ; _.g“ R - R
) In the followung-chOﬁ;rs a &fonred repor.t will be mode of the re5u|fs of, H’N.é sbudy : ’
The ptrrpose of the présent c pfer i§ fg pomt 0uf'fhe hlghhghfs of these resulfs C -
L, “ .-Q . ’ a - - .
"+ .For the mqst port ‘Fellows who!.r‘ook part in the Pr‘ogrom were. relatively young . . .

L3

* teachers, but experienced’ anes; Theu*ublh:y andsmotivation, apparently, was extremely
" .high; according to' prog‘rpﬁ‘dure tox.ss{.nd foc_Tfymembers the félHows were at Jeast equal,*_ =
if not superior;—h quoljfyund&méhvohon to 'tHe regular gradoate students at'the jnstitutions .+
concerned:. The educational attainments and experiente of faculty meibers suggests. that - .

‘the average teacher in the Program, also, was more than adequately, qualified. Thus, ‘the:

gréat majority of the fifty programs possessed- the \tw&p incipal qualifications for an effective - . >

academic program:. an oble hnghly motivated ;fudenf B,ody ond’o copoble concerned toculfy ’

L . “ . .« e - .

. .The extent to whlch,«athe Pronm $ pofe‘nhol effechveness was reohzed and fhe . )
! generol correla’ tes of- effechveness may.convemenfly be summarized by six broad generalizations;
for the specnflc resolts on yhich these generolnzohbns are bosed the reader should consuli ’
the body of the report. . ‘ ' 4

[ L] ;
/ . .
. *

o 1. The 'reacfi'on to fhe Pr
and evoluo:tion:feamﬁos 0vérwhél}vm' Fovoroble - - - * ] %
"‘-’( b ’ .t 1Y
As a genem.Lrule the £xtent of a source's enfhusmsm about fhe Prerom vorled
. with fhaf source's degrae of professnonol investment im it: directors' Tgsponses were usvally more
favorgble than those by fatulty members, faculty members were more favoreble than fellows,
and felllows more favorable“than evaluators. But-this general rule held within a context
of over-alt favorableness toward the program. Spécific évidence of themndespreod . ‘

- approval that.was ggnerated may be faund throughout ‘the results. Thesextent of this . - '
upprovol may be iltustrated by the foci; that, 82% of the fellows reported that their owa * T
prggrom was either us{;olly stimulating @nd interesting-or stimulating gnd” mfereshng fhr0ugh0uf
Responses by faculty members and program directors’ to the identTeal item wére ever more "
.favorable. Similarly, the majority of tespondents .in each of the four roles == directors,

“faculty members, fellows, arfd eva vatdps -- reporfed that the Rrogram had clearly mét the
educational needs of the’ fellows‘ Even\the few evaluatign teams which were tharply critical -
of an individual progiam took care Yo commént f0vorob|y on the over-oll _concept of the ExTFP. ~

A \ -

here was, of course, .a considerable variation omong Nastitutions in the evaluatjons
that werei!cen ved: 3Jome progmmg.were given ex‘tremély high sGFings, a few received
relatively low evaluations. " It must be sfressed again, ‘howevér," that this.variation fook L

E [SER ~

% place around-an average value that was very fovoroble indeed. ' *. . L=
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2.. T‘Fnere was a hcgh degree of sohdcnty morale amofkfeliaws in the average -
X prog?om the level of solidarity and morale correlated pogfhvefwn% judgments of effectivepqss . .

g : 3
. E4 .
_ Agcnn there whs con5|demb|e vancmo? iq the level moralé aitd solidarity that ' -
_+ characterizéT The dlfferent-msntufmns neverfheless, the average program recenyed hngh ' ' -
ratings on morale and solidarity from dtrectors faculty membets, fellows, and evaluators alike. - N

Beyond this,-there weré' cpsistent positive correlations between estimates of soljdarity and !
» ' morale and judgments of the effectiveness of individual programs: programs where moralé

and solidarity were high also received high ratings on effectiveness and partictpant-satisfaction; n

when marale cnd ’sohdonfy were 1ow, s0 wege ratings™of sahsfcchon ond’ effectiveness. -

I.

"
.

-
N 0

7 3. The ‘amount of wérk ass:gned was heavx, and inversely 4'elcfed to effe;weness ) \
-» and nsfccnon. . e . MR - . ‘ .
s . Of the 31 evcl‘uonon team, none said the- fellows work Ioo/ )
.21 said’it was in some degree too heovy,,of 940 fellows, only 6 sanM loa f oo ,
and 440 said it was "too heavy to allow complefion of assignments and i pendent wor g
Of particular ioterestywos the inverse relahonshlp between fellows' and evaluaters' ' "
|udgments on this queshon nd the various ‘measures of scmsfocfron and effechveness s ~ .
“institutions where the amount of work required was judged to be mordmﬂtely“h:gb were
consnstently ranked as relcmvely ineffective, [t sheuld be noted that this relationship held ' .
for the absolute amount of work that was required, not for the amounY of compeiv‘veness that was
fostexed between fellows. In the average program, fellows reported a fairly large amount
of canpehhon with-one anothet; however., these latter ratings did not relate consnstently '
either, fo |udgments of the over-all work load, or to ratings of effechveness‘and satisfaction, Y
_ . ;
4. *Respondents in.different réles disagreed as to wherér fhe'\programs built on the
extensive backgrounds of fellows; judgments by fellows and eva]uofors on this .question , |,
correhated posvaLwn‘h measires of effechveness. D ‘ '

Fl

. v ‘ ’ ﬁ »
+Almost all of ‘fhe program directors and* a_large majority of the chu]t eporfed . »

that the curriculum at their institution utilized and b ilt'upon the expenenceéf the fellows;
most of the evaluatien teams mdncated the reverse; answers by the fellaw®. to- this question were /
intermediate, but more sifilar to'the faculty's than to & evaluators'. Despite theur
" disagreement in the level af which they felt the fellows’ experience was utjlized, eycluahoq
_teams and fellows agreed in-the¥r rgnkings of msmuhons on their achievément of this goat,
_Furthermore, those, programs whlch according to fellows and evaluators, managed somehow
to build upon the fellows' experiency received more favorcble ratings on program effechveness .

than those which did nof. L 4 : .. ‘W
. \;-_ . ‘s tV . ;5’

'S5, Respdndents in dnfferenf roles dlsagreed as to the extenf of cooMahon umong
progr(‘ams and the amount of irnowvation in the programs; departmental cooperation, but

.. not innovation was. gorifcfed wiNT progrem effechveness. s :
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. of the staff far the response to the_Program of the fefjows as a group. P R

*'cooperatibnramong different departments was good, that the Program had confiderable; ~ _
effects on teacher-education procedures, and that it contributed to the plans for development

. ofythe department and institution con¢erned. Evaluation téams did not make such favorable
judgments$ Although' in some institutions eyaluaters said that the Program had affected

" interdepartmental cooperation, teacher training,\or dep@titmental development, in as many
other ins#ttutions evaluators felt that it had little effecflon-such policies. It seemmylikely”

. that the evaluators' judgments were somewhag.closer to “reality than those of thé-dfrectors .
and facultyi-thdt within the few months of the Program's pperation it had effected few, if any,

.*’ull‘y s bs@antigf-'chqngés in the struckure of most of the host institutions.. [t i\sﬁv th

nofing, hewever, that ther¢’ was a positive correlation between’judgments of progfhm

effectivEness on the one hafd and, on the other, reports by evaluators'and by fellows of .

effective: interdepartmentat:cooperation. | - [ : * Z '

i

W

/

v .
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As with judgments of effects upon host nstitutions, program directors and facolty .

, members were much more Iiléely than evaluatows to réport that theurogroms contained
“imaginative-innovadions. Again it is likely that the evaluators' jugyments were more

objective thar those by the. other two groups, and that as many programs introduced few
" educational innovations as introduced many.’ It is noteworth that evaluator estimates of
- the extent of innovations was uncorrelated with judgments of program-effectiveness.

B T A -
I .. Asadequate o summary as any of the effects of the Program 0pon the host institytion:
can be given by quoting from an interim regort on this project, written in May, 1967:

g The Programs appear to hdve been least effective in ov¢rcomi;£
"the traditional patterns of organization ig oolleges and universities. :
Thus, the most common gemplaints [by evaluation teams | dealt with -
the sirmilarity of these programs to traditional undergraduate and RS
graduate education, the jmposition of & common body of required
. courses upon altparticipants, the failure to adjust the curriculum to
L the needs of individual students, the absefice’ of true collaboration
between different departments of the same institution, or the unconcern Ly
All of these complaints are gommonly voiced throughout higher education & 4"
in America; they are’not unique to th& Experiericed Teachers Fedlowship ~*

. -, Program. It is significant that a considerdble number of institutions

were adjudged to provide for their fellows’an unusual and rewarding - -
educational experience, some by folloWing traditional educational )
_ ' patterng, other by breaking with tradition and estahlishihg novel and - ' L.
A _exciting educational progedures. R S

- 6. The program director has an extremély important role in determining the
egectiveness of individual programs. '

A partial ‘enumeration of the functions that a program*diregtor performs,yields a list
of impressive length. He should be directly inyolved in deciding upon the course content and
the mode of organization of the program, he must make sure that the formal courses and b

-7-

\ - - - .
- N
- . e M -
¢ .
.o “ . ’ . .
i . - B . -
. .
: ' . 3 3 . fr .
- . . -~ L -
B . R

Y

-,
e Ty

e




s . . i
the swpplemenfol octjvmes are coordmafed must arrange for the presence of whatever
cational materials are é?q‘u”ed must encourage informal exchanges among £éllows and.
befween fellows-dndystaff, must try to mediate in disputes that may develop among ’ i

participants, .must ascertain the fellows' and the foculfy s views and criticisms of the-program
.and its effectiveness, must decide whether changes.in procedures or content are required, and,
when the decision is affirmative, must determine what changes to make in the program . * -
and how to make them. Ln a program whose success relies in good part upon the . . ’
establishment of high esprit de corps among participants and upon the group's performance -

— en bloc, .the fuffillment of these func¥ons can be tritjcally |mporfonf There are doubtless

some glograms which«run smoothly from beginning to €nd,_never requiring the medigfing

. influerice of a skillfub administrator. In the typical msfﬁ:mon however, at some time

durmg the year crises grise, interests conflict, difficulties occur which require effective ) *
“administrgtjve action. " At such times it is essential that the program director possess the .

ability e time} and especially, the institutional power to respond efrechvely to the'demands .

of fhe sit f@n ~ ‘ . S

- = -

‘ L)
. g
< .
, :
.




-

— ‘ v , . % . 5 R , . I S '.b
C S ML -The Populofion ar the Prograins  _ ,

. .o _ \‘\ - N v oo, /
+. - 'We have olreody remorked fFat the ExTFP embrcc d a wudé gonety of of’f ings.
Progroms ‘varied not @nly in the type of 4nsfituhons that were involwkd, in the geigrcphnc P
region whiegg the institutichs were located, in the choroctenshcs of fellows they 'enrolled .
and in the subject magter that they offered; beyond. this, fhey@;ffe\Gd remarkably in the
*dcgogncol strategy that they adopted: sgme werg innovativé, othgrs traditional; some

ove for compefmveness among fellows, other 50ughf a non-m titive atmosphere;
some established informal gglationships between fellows and faculty, others maintained
formal relationships. Thetp rams and R individuals’ involved in them differed in these
weneral ways and in o]l.ofher ways.in whith-pedple differ. Our purpose in this section
of the report is to summarize s of #he characterisfics of the fellows, the focuh‘y, and
the programs. In succeeding®éctions, we shall discuss reactions to these programs, and
shall look for variables that correlated-with their effectiveness. It may.sometimes appear
that the differences among programs are obscured in the course of this analysis, that diversity
is reduted-to umformnfy If so, the reader shoyld bear in rftl that we are seeking for
whofev;'r underlymg con;tonCyo there may be beMth the: remarkq\ble surFoce diversity.

L]

1

\

A . Characteristics of the Porhcnponfs . - ]
\ h ’ ) 9.
* 1. Personal Characteristics*~ ™
. a .

. In certain of their personal characteristics fhe group of fellows was ot enhrely
representative of feochers as a whole. Men made up 51% of the group, no doubt a higher.
proporflon than optains omdng teachers in general . In addition, the group was relatively young,
with 79%.being younger than 40 oqd 28% younger than 30. DeSpnfe their rek five youth, the
participants were not mexperrenced in teaching. Nmefy-fwo'percenf report d three or "
more years of expeneﬁ‘ce in educélon 59% had six or more years of experierice; however,
only 24% had ten or more years'of experience. The participants' experience ponneg all

levels of .elementary and secondary education: 32% had been principally invqlved at the
" high school level, 21% at the junior high schpol level, 45% Qf the elementor)’ level, and :
'2.6% in preschool or kmdergdrten?feochmg ‘ '

AN

\

in the subject matter areas of their respechve programs, for. sixty-one percent fjad worked as

"specialists" in their greas for |e,ss~tF\on 3 years, while only 28%6. reporfed taking as many
as 30 seméster hours &f undergraduate credit in their specialty =} ‘the presumied pquivglent L
of an undergroduofe mo|or Seventy percenf had fakenfewer han 10 hous of roiuofe

Two thirds had never offend;-d on N A summer institute ar similar training p

only a tenth had attended fore than one such §rogram. - N '
. ' . ' ‘ . . .
N - . & . - C. N ' o' .
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) It is noteworthy that only 3% of the participants had held administrafive jobs Pl .
hoen they entered, the program. OF those not in gdministrative positiony, 55% said they
robably" or “definitely " would'not go*into full-time educational odmnmsfrotwn, while
only 6% said-they definitely expected to do so, Upon completion of the program, these
fellows will doubtless be in a favored position on the promotional ladder of their home ’ .
_school systems;. their apparent relugctance to move into administrative positions bespeaks a
strong.commitment to elassroom teaching. It will be important t6 examine, in future years,

the actual career patterns of these fellows. . ) s
. 2. Charocteristics of Fellows" Home Communities and Schools ’

Y
1

Fellows were distributed occordmg to the size of the communities they came from
in numbers Toughly proportional to the distribution in the population as a whole. Thirty-
three percent were from comnfunities with ‘less than 2, 500 residents, 40% from fowris or

cities with populations between 2,500 and 100,000, \ 16% from cities between 100,000 ° Ny
and 500, 000 population, and 19% from cities of ovel 500,000. Only 14% of the fellows &
ldenhfued their school system as being in a suburb or sotelllte city. o '

-
s

At least ste participants came from each®part of the country. The Western ond
Midwestern states-were - somewhat over-represented, with 24% qnd 33%, respéctively
. -of all participants; 23% of thesfellows werefrom the North Aflantic’ states, about e N
: same proportion as in the population at large; ;-the Southeastern, South Centrad, and

¥ Southwesfern stdtes were somewhof under-represented compnsmg only 19% of the totel.
. . As t6 school enroliment, there were fellows from schools wifh fewer fhon 200 stidents,

. others from schools “with over 2,000, and still others in every category intermediate between -
. “'these dikremes. -&; . .. C L

. - - . N gy

Most g,ommonly, ‘fellows reported that their students came from families of middle
income. Families with low but steady income were reported next most frequently, and either —
wealthy families o those in poverty were reportedly o small minority of the ¢lientele of most>
fellows' schools. Sixty-eight percent reported that the pupils in their home schools weré -
"all or mdstly white!; the remgmder reported that their pupils were predomxggntly Spanish-
speokmg, lndnon, Negro, or a combination of two or more ethnic grQups. Only about 15% of
the school-age children in America are nonwhite; therefore, it appeats that the proportion -
. of teachers in the EXTFP who came from clossrooms with substantial numbers of nonw'te ) -

children was somewhat greater than in the natior-as a whole. Since five of the 50 progro)/ns * N -
were for teéachers &f the dlsa'dvonfogi, such an outcome is not surpnsmg

o1 .

v [ » R . , r
. 3.. Ability and Interests of Fellows . DN . T ..
4 N - -
.. - Noinformation is available concerning the fellowswerformnce on standardized ., - .
‘. tests of abilfty. ‘However, there were items on each of the queshonncures which requested v T
3 g4 a4
. ‘ . (
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Mellows, faculty, and directors to estimatesthe fellows' ability. By all three sets of judgments,

— the fellows came off extremely well. Thus, 83% of the fellows said that the participants'
obilify'wos above average and 95% reported that fellows seemed genvinely interested jrr -

+ - the subject matter, L . , L T " o
The faculty and directors were asked to compare the ability of the ExTFP fellows

with that of their institution's regular graduate students, The results of thete comparisons' -
are sdpmarized in Yable 1. It is clear that the fellows were viewed very favorably by both
sources, with.program directors being cansistently more favorable than the faculty. Note that
more than half the faculty, and directors reported that fellows were more industrious, moré
serious, and had greater initiative than their régular graduate students; nearly as much )
preference was given to fellows over gradudte students in their commitment to the discipline . ..,
+and their ability to communicate. The faculty thought that the two groups were about , .
gqual in intellectual ability, while directors favored the fellows; similarly, the faculty '

* rated graduate students somewhat higher than fellows in knowledge of the discipline, while
directors'ratings were the reverse: Considering that graduate students constitute a very
select:grbup for comparison, these results provide an extremely favorable picture of the

, fellows' capacities, - . p ) T i

’

i . r/ .
» . .

" Table . Comparifons of Fellows with Typical Graduate Students;Made by Faculty ond/
PR . Progtam Directors ' . . ’

. , .
N , . : .
Variable  Source of + "~ ... . Percent' Who Rated Barticipants
. Rating - . Better . Equal ©+ - |+ Worse
' —< 7 . B g
, Infellectual | Faculty .5 . 24 46 i . 28 : .
1 ability Directors o . 29 36 J3 s
‘:L' ) = 4 )
.4 I;lduszi0usr;ess F;CUlt.y o 60 . ’ "33 2 )
= Directots ~ 65 B B 0
I 1 s S, ‘ PR . <
Seriousness | Faculty . . 66 : .27 3
+ . .- | Direetors. 7 | - 67 1 29 : 0
. - L ' 4 T / e - m
' ‘ o R ’ .
] Commitment Faaulty { 4 1 34 14
- -go discipline | -Birectors . 67 , .| 20 ’ 9
"\, |Knowledge,, | Faculty - g 25 - 38. %
S ,?f discipline Directors 134 ' - 38° ' .
) . : -
Ability t& | Facylty ' - 4. - 45 13
communicate Directors 43, _ 44 ] 9
e - —— : — :
> llnitiative’ ‘| Faculty .| 753 &> . 40 4
' 4 Directors 64 + 2/ 4 , 4
o i T : L\_ . . >

- - T
. Vsinee non-respondents are not included in this fobé, the percentages in each row do
not total , 100. A : g .
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It is of interest, as wetl, fo examine whof the fellows considered to be their greatest
problem before enrollmg in the ExTFP They reported as follows:

: 2.3%, Using effechve teaching methods. s o ~/ ,
20%. 20%. _ Knowledge of the subject matter - ' ~ '
’]6% Motlvohng sfudents . . ’ R y / . Yy
, etermining- what is most importdot to feoch - : . cee LT
) 12% . Handling students of low ability ‘ R . ' : ’
) 6% _6% _ Knowledga of appropriate matgrials -' : LA T :
3% Enqoﬁugmg ond strmulahng gnffed students. = - e S ST '

V4 . t PR M ror !

One derrves f'rom thes‘e dofo.o picture of a young, ené:gehc, ser10us, mdusfn0us
groupeof teachers, with consrderoble experience and g strong commitmient fo their work .
" The communities that the fellows were, drawn from seem to be approximately represgntative
of the nation as a whole except, p}/kops that the South was syme.w'hat under-represented
" and that s&hools with suBﬁtanhol ndmbers, of nonwhlfe‘ students: were. somewhat OVeT-represenfed .
The fatt that fellows we re latively- untromed' in the’ sf)eéroh,,zed sub|eci -mdtter ‘of their :
programs, combined wi their intellectual thfy and théir si\rcerrty of purpose; suggests i
that they were espeqoﬂy I|'ke“)f fo benefu.frgm fherr.g‘roduu‘te work v, .

“ .t .ty . L ,‘ N ° oo
. o e o B ’
B Choracternstrcs of the - Focul?y NPT AT SN ¢, - ‘-

“The educotaonal -and professronul bQCkngljnd *foculry members in the‘ - :
¢ ‘was |mpresswé +Severnty= fhree percent heJd either the Ph'D . or the ‘Edw D:. de/gfee .
80% hodﬂoughf at the college re-vel fsr\ ee or moré xeurs, 60% ?or six™or more ‘years, c‘hd . N

*+  25% for more than Té‘yeors +In additicn, 37%, hod hught forat least a )‘ar in eidmenfgry " .
s¢hool and 5% had o year or mor.e of gxpenence'at the se’cbndory Jevel... Thys, mony of v
the faculty were acquainted at first Hond with the. educot'i'opol svt#lfygs fmm w |cb the . * 3
partrcrpants came and for whrch fhey ‘were bemg ermed T - . . ¢
- I (.

1]

Two sets' of qu@sh«ons beor oh "rF:ue o.hfy of inst(uc‘h,on at the dlff rent qnstrfuhbﬁs, '
" one set from the’ evoluoh9n teapns, ‘the. ogzr fram the'fellows. When osked to comeenf on
Yhe qualifications of the feochmg staff,’ 28 of'Yhe. 3], eyoldohon feoms rgted then on the .
"qualified" side of the contindum, fwo p,loced"jlenr rdfmg’s, or the nydpornt and only one
team rated the s(off as slrghfly Unquhfjed &t - " . . o . .

\~,\-

. 5

The' fe”ows rohngs of the.fhcuhy,ore srmPIar to those fbcf would be. glven by
college students in‘a ceurse, thdt was somewhqf beMer r‘non ovérgge Thus; OVer two- .
f‘nrds of the fellows ratéd #he quolrfy of lectuces as' goed orexeellent; 56% gave the same ' . .
evalyation to seminars and strugtured discussions. " The great majority of fellows said that, , "
the- |ec1'ures were seldom of ‘never over their hedds' (a response which might, in focf be | A
either posmve ofnegative), that the, msfrugfdrs did’not’ toik doWn to-them, and that the -
lectures dealt with xarious approaches. to the subject.. However,” 41% belreved thqt lectures’

! .were someﬂmes or usually dominated by detorl or unrelofed' foc.ts ond ] shght majority

. . hd ' <
¥
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{51%) reported that e faculty had little or no knowledge.of the practical problems of

school teachers, It should be noted that this last opinion does not wholly squdre with'the., | . -

faculty.members! reports of their own background in elementary and secondary school -

teaching. ' - .7 - Coe O .
. / vy -
. ot . M . . . ' hd L8 ‘o c v

// - ln.sum,:.the instrugtors at the various institutions seem to have been quife \é;ell
qualified. Reactions of felfows to the teaghing were mixed,. although’on the positive. .
side, The response to lectores and ‘seminars was quite positive; on the other hand, there
was some feeling -- based, .perhaps, on.the‘acadentic nature of most programs'and an the *
fellows'-concern about the material's applicability in the classroom - that not enough © | ..
gttention was given to the "practical" problems of teachers. el .

. ., -C. Characteristics of the,Programs e 4 T o, . ’ v
. . » B _ B ’ . . J

. . e . . . : ’ »
oL The guidelines for proposals for the ExTFP empho!ized‘en bloc programming, .
coopgrafion betweén educotion and subject-matter-departments, and attention to the special
4 chardcter and experiencg of the participants; thede requirements demanded of pregram planners
! a typ& of co-ordinatiomthat may not hove been in gffect at many instftutions 7 Although
" the guidelines specifically stated. that educationalAnnovdtion was not a requigement LT
_ + for proposals, in fact the proposals whi¢h were funded were novel and extremely diverse.
— It is this diversity which is most characteristic: of the gfoup of programs as a whole. Of the = .
.o 50 programs, the lorgest number whose titles were approximately similar #s four, and there v
e . seem to be 24 different kinds of programs indicated by the titles alane. Actually, except .- )
.for the structurol uniformities called for by the guidelines, there was little similarity between .
: -any two programs on more than a few dimensions- The dimensions along which programs
" ~Aaried may gonvenienfly be divided intq two classes, «(1) organizational ond situotional w £
charocteristics and (2) goals ond rationdde. . ¥ ‘ s ‘

' . [ -

., 4 .
. . \/ K s » A !

. Organizgiionol ond,si'fda.tian;zl chorocfe;isfi_c_s_.’ The vast majority (84%) of the
~  programs were sifuated, geographically, in one of three areas, the Midwest (38%), + N
. West (25%) orNortheast (21%)." The remaining 16% of the programs were scatfered across °

PR

. fhe Southeast, South Centrad, and Southwest regions. ’ : .

*

The progroms ranged in size from § to 25 participants, with 25 the most common
number (34%), followed by 20 (28%) and 15 (20%). Only two proﬁ?ms had a participant
group of 5 or fewer. The guidelines specifiea there should be cooperation bejween education '
and subject matter departments, bt in every case ohe department bore primary responsibility
as "home" for the program. The programs were approximately.equally divided in their.
locations, with 2#programs based in education departments and 21 based in other departments. -

.
. N
= L)
A .
. " * . . ¢
L 4 »

»

10ne réason for the novelty and diversity omong the 50 programs that 'were'ocfuolly
." funded may be that the advisory panels used innovation and diversity os criteria in deciding |
‘which proposals to recommend far approvgl or disapproval, even though thesé criteria
*  'wete not specifically set forth in the guidelines. -

. .
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- —“bloc" of courses rdennccyar each participant, and often very differept from any courses -

t latitude was‘permitted to institutions in the actual functioning of the programs .
'For lnstance magpry awarded an;MA deg?ee at fhé completion of the program others o
-provided the" pOSSlbllll’)’ of 6n MA uporycon\plehon of some further work; ‘and some mgde -
'« ' no provision for an advanced degree at all. Among those awarding 'an-MA degree, some

_required a thesis, most-did not. Whe chéices of teaching rechmques were related to the goals

D of ‘rhj programs, but’ agarn there were great variations among programs with apparently o
simildr goals.

_and educate feéehers in existing areas such as History or Mafhemahcs, provided a meny of
conventjonal coyrses frofm which parflcnpanfs selected, much as in-a conventiongl MA program.
Others, parhcularly those programs which reportedly rhey were training for a "new" kind ’

. of funchon, such as miéra cohsultant or teacher of the disadvantaged, provided & real

@hf elsewWe ifistitstion.. Seminars, workshops and prachca were in general more

cammén in the lat rograms thas in convenhonal graduefe sequences. '

-~

ﬂs to-the §oals’ whrc*programs pursued, their diversity, has already been menhoned.

Seme progfams, parhcularly those whase- -purpese seemed to be to upgrade .

L] [ I

‘rograms ‘ranged from fairly conventional, though certalnly important, attempts to upgrade S

the cBntent, knowledge -and technlques of teachers of English, History, or Geography
to the creation of a "unique petson in the educational setting” such as & centralized media
specialist or an educational systems analyst, ‘There were five programs fo train teachers of

different dnsadvaoﬁged groaps,-mcludmg rural Alaskan lndrans, Texas Mexican- Amencons,
and Harlem Negroes. Do % PR .

. -
.
R .orn

- In18 programs the principal emphasls was on secondary sEhool teachers, in ‘17 the
“ emphasis was'at the primary level, and at least four covered both levels. In addition Micre
wereal0 programs for the’ training of coordmafmg or advnsory personnel, sichs guldance
counselors, medYa specmlnsf\and sqhool librarians: . ‘ :
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i . IV. A Profile of Reactions to the Program

.
)

,

This, section of the rgport will consider reactions to the Program by fellows,
faculty. meimbers, directors, and evaluators. It begins with the degree of satisfaction that .
was expressed, then proceeds to various judgments of the Program’s effectiveness. A
discussion then.follows of how and whefher the various programs implemented the three
requirements regarding program’ structure that were spelled out in the guidelines: the
importance of an en bloc approach| the necessity for subject-matter and teacher education
departments to work closely with each other, and the requirement that relationships be
established with the local school systems. Finally, we will discuss What might be called |
the "strategy of operation" adopted by the differentprograms, including the extent to
~vihich the programs made use of the extensive expérience of the feHows, the amount of
competitiveness that was fostered among felldws, their work load, the extent.of faculty
involvement in the program, and the amount of innovation in the curriculum.

A. Satisfaction and Effecfivene‘ss . ' v i
. . . . J
It is not easy to differentiate between a persof's satisfaction with an educatiopal’
program and his judgments of its effectiveness. Presumably, the two kinds of responses
should vary with one another -- indeed,” we shall see in the next section that they co-

vary to a remarkable extent; nevertheless, the distincjon seems-worthwhile, for satisfaction

with a program refers fo one's overall emotional responte; a program is judged to be effective

or jneffective according to whether it achieves the goal¥the respopdent expects of it.

Thus; a program-might conceivaffly be effective without ne€essarily producing’ high levels of

satisfaction among the participants, and vice versa.. We consi®® first, the extent of
satisfaction with the ExTFP, then judgments of its effectiveness.: ' ~ R

. 1. Satisfaction With the Progtam - XS «, ' .

‘ &

-~ . Two questions which appear to reflect satisfaction with the ExTFP were included

in substantially the same form in the questionnaires given to the fellows, to the faculty,
and to the directors. One of these deals directly with reactions to the Program: '
’ " ‘ . ’

N 1

Which of the following alternatives best describes your reaction to the
Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program?

" It was a stimulating and interesting experience throughout.

It was only occasignally stimulating and interesting.
It was seldom or never stimulating and i sting .

[

, A comparison of the responses of the three groups is given in/Table 2. Clearly,
‘the reaction in every group was overwhelmingly favorable, with faculty members somewha't

more favorable than fellows, and directors the most-favoyable of all. It should be unctgr- {

&
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lined that omong even the least enthusiastic group, the fellows in the progrom 82% reponed

. ‘ £y

interesting fhroughobf

o
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Tobfe 2. Ratings, by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of How Sfimulating and Interesting
‘ ﬁey Found the Program

e

<

-

Source

Percent Saying ExJFP Was Stimulating and Interesting

y -

Th rOUJghouf

Usually

Occusionally,

Seldom or Never,

-

Faculty

42

46

\
°

[Directors

38

T

that the ExTFP wds either usually stimulating and interesting f stimulating and R

, o 50 ] , ,

F ellows

The second item that may be considered a measure of satisfaction osked faculty
fellows for a comparison of the Program with a typical eight-week summer institute ;
Faculty members and-directors who hgd taught in sych programs, but not those who had not,
were asked to compare the ExTFP-with NDEA or NSF academic year or summer institutes.,
Since felldws had earlier reported whgther they had ever attended such institutes, it was

possible to divide them into two groups: those with and those without prior institute:

experience.

in Toble 3.

The four sets of comparisons of Yhe ExTFP with offier institutes are presenfed

[}

4

»

Again; it is evident that the respogse fo the ExTFP was overwhelmmgly fovoroble .
On this item, the fellows were more likely the other two groups to view the ExTFP
as superior to other instifutes, and those who had not taken part in such institutes were
somewhat more favorable than those who'had. Again, the directors showed somewhat
_greater approval of the ExTFP than did the faculty. Of greater importance than these
mfer—group domparisons, however; is the fact that only a tiny fraction. of fhe respondents
_»_inany group felt that other kinds of institutes were’ superior to the E"I:FP.
. /

- - / . . / 3
. N » .

&

L3

1 - l ' . ~

—
" Nt iust be emphasized that these judgments are almost certainly expresuons of
satisfaction with the ExTFP instead of a true reflection of the relative effectiveness of that .
Program and other institutes. Many factors were involved in thesegesponses: fellows in the

ExTFP Mitn;ffed a full year or, longer to that program; their stipends were larger than

’

those paidin the summer institutes and they extended over a full year instead of eight weeks;
many of th P fellows were recenvmg advanced degyées or credit toward such degrees.

In shorf ExTFP fellows and staff were compormg a presgn valued experience to a distant onel
" their comparlsons can hardly be considered unbiased judgménts of effectiveness; as expressions

of satisfaction, however, the results are impressive. . . .

.
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— #4  Table 3. Comparisons by Fo'y, Directors, ,‘0"‘1 Fellows of ExTFP ant'Other Institutes_ :

!
-

- . . \ . _
= ¥ T R - Percemt of Group in Each Response Category
N | “ . } ExTFP  |ExTFP About the: - " Institute Institute ‘
) , "| Superior | Somewhat | Same Somewhat | Superior
Source -y ) B Better -, o Better -
< A C ¢
[Faculty with dnstitute - T - ; / i ' ~ ) .
Expetience (N=57) 28% - {21% v |}37% - . 9% 5 -1 .
L I , . 1
Directors with Institute, { . | ¢ U CH ‘
Experience (N=21) 52% 19% ‘9% 5%, N 5% 1 -
? . '.* : - . / : I . . . o
‘el lows wi‘thoul" |ns!’ifute © __‘4 y . . ) '
Experience (N9486)! 80% | 13%" ©5% L 1% ] 1% |
3 . I N K ’. 4 )
Fellowspwith Institute . e - g | RV '
+ [Experience (N:?’HZ) ) 65% o 18%'/‘” 8% . 6% ; 2%
r . y \3 -— ! M — . - - . -
. 4 :
A.number of respohdents omitted this item; the fofols on whnch fhe respopses -
, are bcsed are those who actually reSponded . A ‘ﬂk .
2. Judgments of Mogram:Effectiveness’ ' >
0 . , ‘ ‘

Unfortunately, -the questionnaire method does nogprovide a fully sohsfo@,fory means
of determining the effectiveness -of an educational program.=Sdbjective ratings can
* provide, at best, :mperfect estimates of what a studedt Has*learned from a set of material.
or of how well hls new knowledge will be applied when he returps to his earlier role.
Whether a student has profited a little or a grmf deal from a program should: be assessed
by comparing whgt he knows at the program's end with what he krew at its beginning;
simjlarly, whether he will apply what he has learned can'be determined adequately - )
only by observing his performance on his home grounds. Nevertheless, in the absence of
more reliable measures of progrem effectiveness, the subjective ratings that are . :
obtained in questionnaires are considerably better than no estimates of effectiveness ot ol .
Especially when the respondents are experienced judges of ,the effectiveness of educational
tograms -~ and suchis cerjainly the case in the présent study -~ one can expect their
lplnes to the questionnaire to relate positively, if imperfectly, to more, objective meagures
. of program effectiveness. With the mgfenol at hand, we.have no choice but to use
questionnaire ratings of effectiveness. We cannot estimate the degree to which these
ratings correspond to the "true" effectiveness of ‘the different programs; nevertheless,
we can reasonably assume that there is considerable validity in t‘hese judgments.,
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There was only gne’ queshon relcmng to effecnveness’whlch osked for*opprOxlmp,ter
: the same kind of judgment from Taculty, directors, fellaws, and evaluators. The form the
queshon pqok varied considerably from one queshonnonre to anotHer. In the foculty ond
ector questionnaires, Jrespondents were asked: " "In your oplmon were the educational
needs of the Parhcupanfs met by the program?!' Fellows were first asked fo' check,
+  from among seven different teaching problems, the one that had conceined them most,
before they enrolled in the ExTP‘P In the next item they were asked: "To what
: extent did the progrdm this year meet thqt problem?" Finatly, evaluation teams were °
asked to rafé, on a seven-point scale,” whether the program seemed to meet the needs
of the porhcuponfs °Responses of the four groups to these items ore presenfed in Table 4.

'

¢

o : M ) . . - . .

y Table 4. Esfimofes'by l:'oc:ulfy, Direcfors,. FéIJows‘,‘.o,nd Evaluetors of \yh'efher the )

’ ' EXTFP Met Fellows' Needs . P -
\ I — Were the educdtional needs ofPorhcnpon?s sthet? .
N ) Definitely Probably | doubt it Not atall .
o Jraculty 4% - | 4% | 4% - 0%
iDirecfors‘ g 67% 31% - . 1% * 0% a
. - To what extent d|d fhe,progrom meet (your ma Lor}eochmg)
1, » problem? '
. + To a great, To o moderate} To a sl'ight Not at all
‘ : degree degree degree . '
R R \\ ‘ C I .
WFelloWs 35% 39% 21% - 6%
4
Did fhiprogmm seem to meet the .needs of-participants?
o’ L Welll Neutral Po’orly
Evaluators f& 51% ) 2% - ' 16% \

7

It is evident thot the directors and foculty were both”COnfiagnf thot the fellows'
educational needs had been.met, with the directors, once more, somewhot more positive «
than the faculty, The confidence of these two groups in the effectiveness of the: Program
/is further revealed by their responses to two other questions. When asked whether -
¢ :  the ExTFP resulted in th# participants becoming better teachers, 72%, of the faculty replied
"yes" andh 24% were uncertain (presumobly for lack of direct observotion of the fellows'
+ 'teaching); the corresponding proportions for directors were 80% and 13%. Similarly,
92% of the faculty and 100% of the directors reported, in another item, that the overoll
" program was either valuable or very valuable for the patticipanis. A
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,lt may be seen in Tobl’e 4 tho\\74% of the fellows neported tho,t the progrﬂm, _
~had met their, major problem to &t least a moderate degree. While this is a substanfial "y - »
‘majority, it also leaves one fellow in four feeling that'his major teaching problem was « x
met to only a slight degree{(21%) or not at all (6%). This outcome should, not be fakén -
as evidence that one fourth of sthe fellows thought the progrom was ineffective. . . ¢
- It seems more likely that thé ExTFP was not specifieally dirécted at the major teaching
problem of many of the fellows. For example, the major p%blem of 28%’ of the fellows ¥
Jwas either motivating studénts or handling students of low ability; it is dopbtful that most "

~

5 pr09rams focused their instruction on‘those fOpu:; A related,item on the fellows' queshonncure -

‘asked them how" useful the program had been in pfparing them to handle theiy own
teaching situations. Seventy-nine percent reported tha't it had been either moderately -
or extremely useful; 18% said it hc‘been somewhof useful ond only- 3% cclled the pr09rom
not usefplat all. ., o . ‘
IJ - * ' v i

From Table 4, it appears that evaluators were. somewhot Iess impressed with the . °
effectiveness of the programs than were the othér three groups. Just over half of the
eyaluation teams said the. institutions they visited had:met porhcn,pants needs well, while-
five teams said these needs were less than adequately met. "These | 1¥t-five teams of
evaluaters remarkell on the similarity of the programs they visited to ?ggular undergraduate
and graduate training, and also on the lack of adequate practicum’experience, A much ‘
more favorable view of the programs was expressed in evaluators' judgments of whether -
the fellows would be able to apply what they had learned when they returned te their
schools. Twenty=threé of the 31 teams reporfed 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 leatned. Several teams remarked
that their judgments were less favorable than they might have been because they feared
that traditionalist or mong§-conscious school systems might resist the introduction of
some of the materigl the fellows would bring back with them from their year of training.-
A final indication of evajuators' views of the effectiveness of the Program comes from an’
analysts of the, general comments they wrote at the end of the evaluators form . ‘These -
comments revéaled a clear acceptance, by all evaluators, of the general value of the” —
ExTFP. Even those few evaluation teams which, expressed rather extreme criticism of
the institutions they visited felt that the fellows had'profited in some c{égree from their
year of study; their criticisms frequently, stemmed from the convictign that substantially
more could. have been accomplished had the program been conducted.differe}tly. '

=

v,

»

; ’*
In summary, it is clear that there was general satisfaction with: the Progrom and
widespegad agreement that it was an effective educational venture. It should not be
surprising thot the directors, faculty, end fellows expressed approval of the Pragram.
When one devotes a full year to a project, there develops conssderable internal pressure’
to view that pr0|ect favorably .. Despite this built-in bias, the ‘overwhelming favorableness’
of the opinions given by these fhree sources strongly sypports the conclusion that the
ExTFP"Wwas a satisfying experlence for fellows and staff alike. The evaluatibn teams
had no personal involvement in the outcome of their evaluation. ' They were specifically .
assigned a critical role, and they measured the programs against high standards of success.
Their generally positive evaluations provide further evidence of the program's effectiveness.
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y B". Strustural Aspects of the Programs '
- DRubtless bezause of the lack of specifiéity in the guidelines, there’was considerable
variation in the pgttern of organization adopted by different institutions in implementing
the ExTFP. Since only.a limited number of items dealt with such questions,” many of- *
. these difffrences in program structure went unrecorded. Only Mree structural aspects
" of-the programs will be dealt with here, all of them specifically, discussed in the guidelines
for proposals: the utilization of therén bloe approach, the relationship among teacher--
". ®dycation and content departments,.and the pattérn of relationship with local school systems ..
. . . “ . 9 b4

.
3

1. The en bl_o_c_:‘A.ppr-oad:, G®up Solidarity, and Morale . .

Only one quesfion deoh:speca'ficall)} with whether the en bloc approach was
adopted by the various.institutions; this was an item in the Misitors Evaluation Form which
said "Unlike conventional graduate’ pré::g}ams, thi§Pxperienced Teacher Fellowship Prografn. . |
is based upon a block.or group program.approach. Theé intent is to use the group to
enhance learnigg by building morale and esprit de corpsgy Has this been successful 2"

- Evaluators' responses make it clear Mgt the en bloc approach was, indeed,
successful: 12 evaluation teams reported that the approach was. extremely successful and
13 others ratédshe approach as successful, but not etremely so. Only three teams said

. 'that the approach was in some degree unsuccessful .

s
-

‘ ) ~ ’ ’ - 4 . .l . . . M
.. 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 solidorif} among participants.
uirr‘t_hg_}irogrgm; in addition, respondents were asked, to.rate the overall morale of the
participants. . The responses of the ‘three groups are presented in Table 5.

- -

. R .
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Table 5. Ratings by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of Group Solidarity and Morale . 2

Nu

.

»

. e Was there'a feeling of group solidarity ? i ”
[ A Percent Answering =~ . t . .
Source Strong - Considerable] * Some " None . ~
FOCU“’yo ’ .53 ¢ 38. ‘ ‘|5 T ]b‘\\ )
. . o . L o ] 4 i
‘JD_ir’ecrbrs N B 67 27 I AN 0.
' ' » :
- it N AR . .
IFeIIows . 46 ! 138 - . 14 o] Y
- % ) ., Z w R
, - . b. How would you rate fellows' morale? =" .- - - .
- s ) = f
. o . \ ] rett **" | Average, Low and .
S gvoﬁ’ce . H?ng ﬁlighy : veras V:ry.' ow ~
) ’ —w— s 1 o = N - ~ - g 1ﬁ. L4
; tocul‘fy S - 23 51 ' ..
' . B o~ ' ' , S
,loire tors’ 38 - &2 , . 2
N . . . . >
Feltows .~} 7 22 38 - -] 27 10t .
- T 220- 3 o

-
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<=z *By evefy measure, so‘ndonfy and morole were high. Again, the directors'

estimates of both variables weresomewhat higher than those by the faculty, and the
-facultf's edtimates were h;gher than those by the fellows; but even among the fellows, only.1%
said there wtis :no feeling ‘of solidarsty ond only 10% reported that the group's morale *

- was below average . |t should be mentioned that there was Zonsiderable homogeneity

within:groups of fellows in their judgments of solidarity. That is, teports of relatively

low sohdorlfy were concentrated in particular.institutions; they were not made by ‘ (
social isolates scattered among a number of programs¥but probably reflected, msfeod .

a real lack of sg/donty ina few of fhe programs. . . ,

#

- 2. Cog)erotiori between Deparfmenfs .-

- o 3

B It wn|| be recalled-that the.guidelines for the ExTFP specifically calledfor cooperohon
befween subject-mafter and teacher-education departments in conducting the program.
. Three questions, one each from the fellows, the.directors, and ,:he evaluators queshonnanres, j
osked whefher such c00percmon was achieved. ‘ ,
- . ' \
In sopie institutions, such cooperation apparently did not extend much beyond .
consultationson the initial application. When asked whether the director of teacher- '
~aducation-was involved inte operation of the ExTFP, only 26% of the program dnrecfors)
replied that he was either quite involved or very much involved;: just.over half said he
was not very involved, ond another 20% reported that he was not involved at all.
This question, of/course asked only about the, director of teacher edu\'ohon not whether
there was cooperation with dthers in less&r positions in the teacher-education hierarchy.
In facs, when they were asked to describe the cooperation they received from other
academic departments, 91% of 'thg directors said it was either quite good or ynusually .
good. This suggests that some éolloboronon must have taken place between teacher-
education and subject-matter deporfmenfs or. at least that the directors thought so.
Evaluators! reports indicate that mferdepor?.enfol cpoperation varied widely from one '
institution to another. While only one evaluation team reported very close cooperation
between the two, depcrfmenfs another 12 placed their ratings at the cooperative side of
‘tHe ‘continuum. On the'other hatid, 15 of the evaluators' fidgments were on the: ‘uncooperative
“side; in five of these institusions evoluofoss said there was no coopetation at all between’

feocher-educohon and subject-matter depcn*henfs s . .

Responses, by fellows show much the same picture as those by evaluators. Etghfy-four
percenf~of the fellows' reported that their instruction involved more than one academic
department. Exactly half of these, 42% of the total group, said the material was coordinated
either quite well or extremgly.well; the other half, again 42% of the total group, said the
.material was eithér not coordinated too well or was not coordinated at all. We should
‘recoghize, howgver, that this question does not bear directly on‘the point at issug, for the
second depgrtment whiéh the fellows had in mind need not have been the deporfmenf of -
teacher education. .One other item on the participants' quéstionnaire had at least a v
tangential bearing on fhus question. In respense to a question about the relative emphasis .,
on subject matter'and teaching methods, the majority of fellows, 64% said that the bplance |

was about right, 28% reported that there was too much emphosns on sub|ecf matter, and
only 3% reported foo much emphasis on feochmg methods .

1
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| 3. Cooperation with Local School Sysfe% ) .

~ Only one question deolt with this topic: evaluators.were asked to report how
extensive the relationships were between colleges and universities and cooperating‘school
districts. Again, there-were great differences from one institutiondo another: fourteen
institutions were rated on the low end of this continuum, 12 at the high end, and five at ) 4
the midpoint. In theﬁal_uotors' written comments about thg-programs, some of the most
caustic had to do with the, lack of practicum experiences-a¥ailable tS fellows in those
institutf®ns without relationships to cooperafive schgbl systems.

Tp summarize, the en bloc approach seems to have been effective in most of the
- instityfions that participated in the ExTFP; it was accompanied by a high degree of
~ - solidarity in most of the groups, wnd by reports of high morale among the fellows. In the .
matter of cooperation between teacher-education and subject-matter deporfments, the
program does not come off so well: in some institutions there was,substantial gooperation 2
of this sort, in others there was little or none. The same wide range held true for the: -
extent of cooperation between the participating fﬁsfifgtigns and local school systems.

C. Operating Strategies .
4 - b4
- Iy ’
Even when programs have the same formal structure, there may be extensive differences
_in their mode of operaticn along a variety of dimensions. For example, grajuate programs
-, in American universities are known to differ in the degree of compgtitiveness that they ' .
foster among graduate students; it would be expected thatExTFP programs would also vary
in this regord. Similarly, giversities, and by extensjon the ExTFP programs, differ widely L2
in the extent of faculty involvement with students and in faculty commitment to instruction.

Beyond this, the nafure of the ExTFP suggests fhat there are other®time iond”
along whith Variation may be expected. The experience of teaching for ,nﬁé‘r of
years has provided each fellow in the Pfogram with o degree of specializ idn in hjs field,

_+- anawarenes$ of the problems thot are involved in teoching his subject, and an intellectial
and emotional maturity ‘that set him apart from the typical graduate and undergraduate

" student: His response to the program of courses that is offered should depend, in considerable

&
.

part, on whether and how that program builds upon and utilizes his extensive experience.  ~ A
We turn now to a discussjon of differences amang institutions in these aspects. -
' - LY 4
1.. Utilization of Fellows' Background /
U ization g . )

.

All four sources -- fellows, faculty, directors, and evaluators -- were asked, in
' - one woy or another, whether they'felt the program had taken advantage of the rich experience’
agdaprior Rr'epc;rgfion'of the fellows. Although these questions were phrased differently

L

o Tor different populotions, the four sets of responses hove been grouped -so that they are .
- roughly comparable; they ore presented in Toble 6« '
A N -
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Table 6. Judgments quWbe.ther-Progron!s Buil

/ -

-

»

st

g . . o
t Upon Fellows' Experience and Prepardtion

1

Q
o -

o : -2t .- Pércentjof Each Group Respondihg .
Source . - A=Yer ‘ Uncerfain ~ No
ke ‘ ¢ ¢ <
[Faculty.ad - : 6} 23 6
., b » ' * :
. - E * 4’
=~ [Directors . 89 7‘%2 -4 .
G- o .
. [Fellows 63 - 24 12
© ewliatoss /0 T 16 S 82 (r/
A ‘ ‘# - .
i .o . Nn the faculty and diréctors questionnaires, the alternatives fo?re;ppndents. )
‘ to check were "Yes," "Uncertain, " and "No." Fellows who said that the progrom .

usually.or célnsis'tér)tl); built on_their backgrounds have been s¢ored as replying "Yes, "
those who said it rarely®¥id so are scored as*"Uncertain, " and those who said it was
. ynconcerned for their background are scared as saying "No." Evaluators' responses
are recorded as "Yes, " "Uncertain, “ or "No" occg;d‘ing fo whether their judgments
were on the positive side of thé midpoint, at the midpoint, or on the negative side.
v ) .

Clearly there was a considerable difference among sources in their judgments -
of whether the programs, took account of fellows' backgroupds. Program directors were
most likely to.say that the programs had built on fellows' backgrounds; facu}ty members

s, and fellows were semewhat less certain, but the tlear majority of these two groups agreed-

- " with the directors that the program utilized the fellows' prior experience. Real disagreement

with these judgments was shown by the evaluaticn teams, over half of whom said that
thyinstitutions' they.visite) had not designed their programs to take account of fellows'’ »
experience. The comnlents of those teams that were critical, on these ggaunds, of the institutions
they visited were examined in-some detail . In an interim report, based‘ about half of these .
responses, comments by critical evaluation teams were summarized in a manner which '
holds true after-the remainder of the data have been collected:

»

. . Most ¢ nly, Evaluotois who were criﬁcoﬂ remarked that fellows
were treated likeffegular gréduate students, complete with the institution
* *of multiple-choice exqminations and competition for letter grades,

with the prescription of a fixed schedyle of courses, with little tajloring of .
individual programs to the needs of individual fellows, and with little
‘or no opportunity for, fellows to exchange ideas with one gnother about
-~ theirown experich_eé. In short, '.. .these institutions offered substantially
the same Kinds of Brograms they had always offered.
’ , &
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. Why the other three sdurces at those same institutions should so strongly drsogree
withgthe ievcrlu(:tors judgments remains uncleor Perhaps in their involvement with one
institution, they were unable to conceive of fheLronge of alternative policies that the
evaluators envrsroned #a consequence, policies that these sources thought were major *.
concess’ons to the fellows experience may have been viewed by evaluators as modest .
efforts, ‘gt best. That foculty members and program.directors actually did believe they
had uhhzed the fellows experience is made evrdent by their repli® to o question asking
whether their program was modified to take odvontoge of the experience ang background A
f participants. Sixty=two percenf of the drrectors and 36% of the faculty answered

Chis question offirmatively; 9% and 40% were uncerfcun and only 27% and 16% answered
Ilm ] . /‘ Iad

a - -

2. Competitiveness and Work Load " ' \

-~ " Our interest in drscussmg the extent of compehhveness and the size of fellows'

P

work load is not to determine whether*participants in the ExTFP worked or loafed, but

to see whether they thought they were overworked and how- intense was the compefmon among
fellows. Unfortunofely, the question that was asked of faculty members and directors .
appears to have been relevant to the first question, not to the second. It asked whether

the students worked hard during the yeor Eighty~four percent gf the program directors

. and 79% of the faculty replied "yes, " a Bare 13% and 15% respectively of the two groups

said "yes, too hard, " and the*remaining few reSpondenfsrwere uncerfain or reported that N

fellows had not worked hard. Inretrospect, these replies seem to refkect the respondents*
approval of fellows in'their programs more fhon their evalyation of the fellows' work load. ~

By contrast, fellows were about evgnly divided between the opinion that their
work load was obouf right (52% of the re%‘mdents) and the view that it was too heavy to .
allow completion of assignments and mdependent work (473). Ratings by the evaluator -

- teams also indicated that the work load in‘some schools was heavy: 10 of the 31 teams
reported that the werk 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 compehhveness 60% of
the fellows said that fhe level of _competition in their program wds either quite high or
extremely high, 3]% said it was about right, and only 8%,said it was either low or very low.
It should be mentioned that there was considerable homogeneity of judgments on these
items omong fellows in the same programs; thatis, in certain programs almost all of the
fellows sdid rhe work load was too heavy, in others, almost all sordyws about rrghf

-

-
- L]

‘s A cogent comment on these iudgmems is the remark that groduote education *
involves a great deal of work wherever it oecurs. Indeed, many~of the evalyation teams
who rated the work load as somewhat too heavy observed that such is the norm in graduate
school, and that after the program was ovet fellows might cherish their‘experience the
more for the fact that strenuous demands had been made of them. Nevertheless, it .
appeqrs that some institutions did require far more work than their fellows could produce,

thereby introdgcing severe emotional stress into the academic program.

w - .
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-« 3. Involvement of the Faculy

- . - L J

* Kssignment to teach in the ExTFP might hove‘*n accepted by @ foc(;lfy member

as simply anothe? unit.in his teaching load, requiring change in the kind of material
“bre presenfed, in the.way he presented it, or in fiis involvement with the students.
Alternatively;¥it might have been viewed as a special challenge which called for a
somewhat Wifferent orientation toward both the subject mattér and the students. The -
tone of the guidelines mbkes it clear that their intent is for the second attitude to be
dominanf among the staff of the ExTFP., There were no items in any questionnaire that dealt

14

directly with n1'2'e“9‘:|e of orientdtion of the faculty, but there were.a number that skirted it; |
ion ' ' i .
hY

now fo,those items.

T e ‘lé'aculvy members and prog'rom directogs were atked whether_they found the ExTFP
«a challenging and,satisfying expériences As may be seen in Table 7, ‘the mafority of both

"

[ 4

and Satisfying .

LY

|

-
-

’

Tobh‘lel 7 .+ Ratings 'bydeculfy and Directors.of Whefher‘the Progréu;n‘ Was Challenging

graups replied in tHe-offirryéti.vé to both questions. Program directors, once again, were
*somewhat more enthusiastic than ,tfé-fowhy . )

] ' a - How Challenging was the TxTFP? ‘
" |Source Extremely | Somewhat T Not Very Not at All
. 110 . \ X ’ < ' . -,
Focult : 47 ¢ 42 5. 0
I i Y -1, - 5 ,
Directors. Y )31 L0 0
T 5. How safisfying was the ExTFP? .
Source . Extrémely' Somewhat “Not Very. | Not at All
[Fachlty 57 .| 40 3 1
riréctsfs. ' 71 - 24 oy 0 "
. ' ' §] i

9

.

-3

e

The enthusiasm of the directors and faculty for teaching in the p;69r0m was
clea rly picked ‘up by the gi/o]uotion teams, far 22 of the 31 reported)that the directot
and staff ‘were challenged and stimulated by the program; only 8 gaye judgments that

_féll toward the opposite pole of the continuum. . )
po . Fellows were not €iked about whether the srof(wos challenged by the program, but

whéthqr they were accessible and helpful torstudents. Their responses weré overwhelmingly
favorable on both counts: 94%reported fhat the staff was either usually or always accessible,
* 95% said.it was either usually or always helpful . '

. s . < . 1
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Although os we hove seen, the foculty ond dlrecfors reporfed being chollenged ond
shmuloted by the Progrom; they were less likely to’ report that the Fx%enence offected

their own professuono ond imtellectual growth, As moy be-seen in Joble 8 only 41% of the .

"faculty said their professional development was furthered either " reatly" or "yery greatly"
by the experience; only-obout 30% soid it odded greotly or verférepfly to their intellectuol
. growth ond 1o their skill os teachggp. Agoin, directors were more gérterous in their
. estimates of how much, benefit.they,derived from the Progrom; 51% soid it-odded greotly
or very greatly to their professional gramwth, but only obout o third judged it had o (
comparoble effect on their inteilectuol growth or their skills os teachers. In eaah cose,
respondents' judgments of the benefits they derived from the progrom were less fovoroble
than their ratings of the challenge ond sotisfoction they feh it is not clear how much
weight should be given to these results. Perhaps the experlenced Univéfsity teocher does not
ordmanly profit in these ways, from his teaching experience. In ony cose, it is clear that
1A expWience may hovt been stimuloting ond chollengmg but was not viewed os educational.,
for the mo,onty of the stoff. - . ) N
. . , F

Toble 8 _Judgments by Faculty ond Directors of fhe Progrom s Effects on Theur Own

. Development -
— . N Percent Responding! ‘-
L e Very Moder- Very
Item . Source Greotly |GreotlyJotely |Little] Little
28. Add to profession Foculty Y 27 |35 |i141]5s
growth ond develop- Director 18 36 42 | 2 0
menf" :
29. Add 16 your intellectualFoculty 11 19 |40 |18 |7
growth ? Director ‘: 9 29 5 -}t 4 0o -
T e .
30. Add to your skill os  [Foculty j o -9 42 19 4
o teocher? « -|Director 9 "} 24 | 53° 4 . § 4 -~
- _J.._, - .

,

: l‘Percenfoges in eoch row do not total to 100 becouse non-respondents ore nor
included.
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4, De'portmentol.Ihnow:tiveness . . e o

It was not required that institutions-prepare thorqug‘hly mnovohve proposals in
.. order that their programs be funded under the ExTFP., Instead, subsfonholly trodmonal
. - proposals were examined imggompetitian with completely innovative ones; approval or -
1 disapproval for fundmg was not determined in terms of the program's novelty, but in terffis
of how effective it seemed likely to be in furthermg the educohon of e’xpenenced teachers.

e L , . .
In the viewof program directors, there was innovation in the great majority of
#tht institutions. OFf 42 directors who respanded to this |tem 32+eaid they had seen L
',, < imaginative teaching methods and. pfochces in their programs, 6 ware unsure, and only 4
reported that they had not seen such practices. As usual, [udgments by faculty mertibers
were less extreme: of (174 who responded to the item, 79 reported innovations, 22 wel

¢

- unsure, and 73 reported none. , ' \ .
- ¢ ™~ ’ . ’
. , " The evuluahon teams agreed more with the ﬁo‘ gho with the dlrectors
. 12 teams rated the, institutions they visited as being on the innovétive side of the midpoint, .

A

"12 ratings were on the nonmnovane side, and the remaining 7 were exactly at the
mldpomf None of the evaluator ratings fell in the mést extreme cafegories, those whnch
). éoted elfher a great deal of imagination and iffnovation or none at o||
In summary, there was dusogreMng sources im the extent to which they
"thought the programs had utilized the background and experience of their fellows; the  _
least enthusiastic source of ratings, the evaluators, ‘judged that there were move
. institutions which did not make sufficient use of the fellows' experience than there were
¢ which did. Apparently, there were systematic differences between institutions in “the
omourof work they assigned their students: »every jnstitution requured a considerable
amount of work, but some assigned an enormous amount . By all acgounts, the faculty
‘ was challenged and'stimulated by the program, ‘accessible and helpful to the fellows. Finally,
. it oppeors that programs were neither fhoroughly innovational Aor stodgily traditional .
A’ , ' -
5 Effects on lnsnfuhonal Developmenf ’
~ L7
- One of the benéfits the Program might have wroughl/ indeed,’ one of fhe effects
- that was envisioned initially, was a strengthening of ‘the parhclpahng institutions themselves, -
particulorly in thelr on-going teacher education ‘programs. , Obviously, changes in the
pattern of feacher education will have effects ypon the préparation and later performance of
those who are trained; therefore, it'is |mportan§ to determine whether the Program ‘actually

¢

e influenced educahonol patterns in fhe.host institutions. Impdrtant though this question may
be, it is uncertain whether it can bg answered adequately by the present study. These .
dnto were collected in the first year of the Program's operation, barely eight months .

. “ofter it was instituted . * Whatever effects it may ultimately have upon procedures for
teacher training, these effects are not likely to have taken place by the time these data
i ¢ were ¢ollected. Consequently, the donclusions we may draw about such effects must
: inevitably be tentative. , \ ‘ , o

M}
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" directors and the faculty, of the Program's "value fo the institution.

. |mpoct on the on—going t@cher-educctlon ptogrant,
. reloted issues involved in these items:

Thus there were three dlshnct

" OF the five itetns that dealt with this issue, two were globa‘l judgments, by, the

" One evaluator «
item asked about the Program's contribution to the plans of the Department, and two
ltems, from the evaluators and the directors, asked specificqlly about the Program's

if ~

value to the institution, contribution to department’
development, and impact on teacher education.

.
.

As was so ‘often the case, judgments on these questions varied remarkably from one

source to another (Table 9)." More than.three fourths of the faculty members and the directors -
reported that the Program was either "valuable" or, “very voIUobIe" to their institution.

i

~

-

On the other hond omong evaliation teains as many said the program’s contnbuhon

to depertmental development was slight or non-existentias said it was ‘moderate or greof

(36%, in each case).

effect on teacher

was relatively Iorg/e
teams were 16% a

ucation:

The same dwergence of opinion was found in judgments of the Program's -,
62%¢f the directors said its impact on teacher education

only 23% "said it was small; tHe correspondmg figures for evaluation

% .

»

*

.

»

Table 9. Judgmenf{by Faculty, Dlrectors, dnd Evdluators of rhe Progrom s Effects Upon
lostifutiona Development

[

( a. Percent saying Program’s value to mshtuhonr
Source -Great » Moderate Undecided STight None
Divectors 42, 44 9 - 2 0
Facdlty - 29 47 13 .5 1|
, = .b. Contribution to depo;tmentoT and institutional development

Evaluators 26 10 ©29 26 10-

. v — Y

: c. Impact on teacher education .
Directors - 24 38, 13, 16 7
Evaluators b 10 26 - 26 - 32

= — — *

. 170 make results from three qJestionndires comparable, responses to the \/‘isifors‘ :

Evaluation Form have been classified as follows: checks in either of the two most, favorable

categories are scored as judgments that the program had great effects; those i in the third most,

fovomble category are scoréd as reflectmg moderate effects; those in the cenfer category
are classified as "undecided"; and responies are consndered as.imputing slight effects or
none according to whether they fell in the third or in the two most unfavorable categories.

i
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! These differences in judgments by the different sources probably reflected a number
of fagtors. 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 is probably true, as well, that the different sources used different criteria
to assess the effects of the Program; what looked like a remarkable advarte in the context j
of a particular institution may have seemed triviod to an outside observer. Paradoxically,
spme of the disagreement in judgments may have occurred betause institutional changes
had been made before the’' ExTFP was undertaken: o few evaluation teams said the Program
had little impact on teacher educatjon because the existing procedures were advanced gnd
effective; directors at those institutions dttributed more influence ‘on teacher training to the”
Program than did the evaluators. '

One determinant of whether a change was effected in the host mstitution's teacher~
trainiMg practices was the division of the institution in which the ExTFP was located. All.
five of the institutions that evdluation teams rated above the midpoint on "impact on '
teacher education" were besed in education departments. Juligments by evaluation teams .
of the extent to which departmental and institutional development were affected showed the
‘same patterns: 7 of the 8 programs in which evaluation teams said the effects were greatest
were based in education departments. Not surprisingly,” then, educational changes were *
more likely when Departments ofducation were directly.responsible for the Program; p
stated somewhat differently, educational programs that were located in Liberal Arts
departments did not have immediate effects on the-policies of education departments .

. - ."’

D. General Summary of lmpéessipns of the ExTFP TR -
- . - o~
# is clearly evident from the results that have been reported in this section
that the sourgsé' evaluations of the ExTFP varied directly with their involvement in the
- program. Progrdm directors, who probably Had the most ot stake in the enterprise,-
were thoroughly eglhusiastic, not to say Pollyannaish, in their ratings. (Regular faculty
members and fel|oWR who were somewhat less personally involved than the directors, made
judgments that were a little less enthusiastic than, those of the directors. -Evaluation teams,
who spent only two days viewing the programs and who maintained calculated objectivity
- ¢ as the}ideol, were able to temper their enthusiasm with criticism.
- " . . -
Yet it is the burden’of this reportsthat all four soprces, including the évaluators,
produced predominantly favorable judgments of the progtam. Furthermore) the-responses
of those who were involved in the program are not to be discredited simpJy because of their
involvement . In all but a very few institutions, it appears, a group of highly qualified -
teachers were brought together with a group of intelligent;” hard working, experienced,”
. thoroughly committed students. When circumstances also promoted the-development of .
strong group solidarity and high morale among the fellows, o truly ‘impressive educational
experience probably occurred. Even when the social context was less than ideal, the”
.juxtaposition of a first-rate student body and a better-than-competent faculty doubtless

préduced educational effects that were considerably above the average. -
. ' . ' -

’
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’ . V. .Correlates of Bffectiveness and Satisfaction

)

We have seen that sohsfcchon with the ExTFP and judgments of its effactiveness
were bofh very positive. Nevertheless, there were consistent differences from one program ¢
to another in the extent of scmsfacnon of the various respondents and in the, ratings of
effechveness that they gave. Our purpose in this section is to examine the relationship
of other variables, | to judgments of effectiveness. and satisfaction. y -

. Two sources of ‘evidence -- one qua'htahve the other’quantitative -~ are used
in thns anglysis - ‘The qualitative material consists of comments by evaluafion teams about
the influence that program directors had upon the gffectiveness of the ExTFP. This chapfer
begins with a discussion of these comments. The quantitative material is made pp of
correlahons among responses to the various questionnaires; the analysis of this material_,
constifutes the bulk of the chapter. A detailed summary is presented at the end of the

. chapter; readers-who are unfomnM:r with correlational materials may find it helpful to -
' reod this summary before examnmng the cqrrelahon tables in defa:l. . .

A. The Role of the Dnrector in Program Ef

eness

- Apr

~ Analysns of the role of the progrash's director in the operation of- fhe ExTFP was

.

_not systéatically®uilt into the questionnaires and the evaluator's ratings. Nevertheless, v

eports from evalyation teams made it clear that the actions of the-director were frequently ’
crucial to the success or lack of success of individual programs. Once this became clear,
the written-comments of the evaluation teams were examined in detail to make whatever

. inferences yere | possible about shis toplc Analysis of these comments may be summarized

-

as follows:
[}

It is apparent from the reports of evaluation teams that the quality of directors

. had a major impact on the conduct of programs. In general, when the evdluators
_ commented on"the ability, dedication, enthusiasm, availability, and seriousness of

directors, they wlso rated the programs as effective and pyoductive. When comments
were- mode about the director's lack of status in the institution, when the directorship
changed between the time of. application and the time the program began, whén tension .
ruled betweeh the director and his staff, the program was characf‘erlzed as weak poorly
planned, poorly integrated, and unﬁoduchve ) . -
- o) .

- Becaus'{thére was no provisidn in the guidelines stipulating that the director
be given released time for his administrative duties, many directors lacked time to
gdrry out their duties and lacked funds for necessaty supporting work . In some cases,
the dnrector functioned as a coordmotor rather than an administrator, with neither the

.

’ - M -

Prgfessor William Engbretson carried out thns anoly5|s and drafted the summénzmg
“statement, ] . . . ~

L 4
*
/‘_ ~
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power nor the funds to cortduct the program as it had been represented in the proposul .
I sumy programs seemed to be most effective when the director was deeply involved.
in the prograi's goals and was able both ta devote sufficient time to administrative
.duties and to foster cooperation and respect from participants and faculty.

The frequency and urgency of ‘these comments suggesfs that ;peciol consideration

.should be given to this key role in future studles of the ExTFP and in the orgamzohon of -
individual progrdms. S . ' '
B Some Comments on Correlohoml ‘Methqie . N ‘ 'L ¥ . .

. . . R FY . I- . .

1 & The Nature of the Data

> f "

-To determine the relationships among variables, for every institution the arithmetic
mean was computed for the judgments made by each"kouroe on the items that were of
interest. This permitted institutions to be arrayed, for example, according to the average
degree of satisfaction_that the fellows gxpressed, according to the average facubty rating
of effectiveness, and so an for a substantial number of variables. Product-moment’
correlation coeff‘naents were then computed among these variables.

. el X

It should be obvious that two variables cannot be correlated with one another-
unless there is at least some variation,in the scores on each from one observation to “another.
,If all of the scares.on one item fall at>the identical point, then responses to that. item
connot possibly co-vary with responses to some ather item. On mariy 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 correlation matrices that are presentecr'?NhJs sectlon.

’ | (

There remoin? responses by foculfy a fellows at 47 institutions, and responses
by faculty, fellows, Gnd evaluators at *31 insthtutions which weré visited. It seemed
clear that our “interpretation of the results would be substantially strengthened by
. including a discussiom of the correlations of evaluators’ judgments with those made by
fellows and faculty members. Howeyer, correlations based only on the 31 programs
that were visited might, because they ignared 16 other institutions, yive a distorted picture
of the true pattern of relationships among variables. To make sure thay this was not the
case  two correlation matrices were computed, one based on responses by fgculty and
fellows in all 47 institutions, the -othegbased on responses by faculty, fellows, and .
evaluators in the 31 schools’ that were visited. A comparison of the correlohons ‘between
identical pairs of variabtes in the two matrices showed that very similar results ere obtained.
Therefore, only correlation coefficients based on the 31 progranps that were visited will be
vsed in the results that are reported below. With a set of 31 observations, a correlation
- of about .35 is required for the inference that it differs from zero by an amount greater
* than would be expected by chance. .

4
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- 2. |nterpreting the Correldtion Coefficients '

-« ° i

When two variables’ show a sizeable correlation, it is often tempting and sometimes
reasonable to conclude that they are.somehow causally related. . This temptation should
be indulged with caution, if at all; causal relationships cahnot be established by cor.elahoml
techniques. For example we sholl see that there*was a high positive correlation between
fellows' morale and ‘their judgments of Brog ctiveness: in programs where morale was
high,, fellows' judgments of effectiveness was hlgh when morale was low so were felows®
|udgments of effectiveness. "Clearly, however,.this does not méan. fhat high morale
produces an effective program. It is equally-likely that the causal chain goes the other way,
" that morale gges down when a program becomes ineffective or up as effectiveness improves.
It is alkso plousuble that the two variables mteract, so that some degrgfe of ineffectiveness [ -

depresses morale, which makes for even less effechvene{s decreasing morale still further. . . .
The point i$ that one should-be cautious in interpreting correlations. The results that will _ A
be reported below often seem to point toward ways by which programs can be iffproved; we
_ believe, in fact, that they offer suggestions for improvement. But these.suggestions must v
be examined mtelhgently, not accepted uncritically as-a consequence of an mpl@ssnyely large <
‘correlatign coefficient. _ : S ‘-
g o . ! L‘\
A final point must be made It has long been known that when judgments are '4
made on several variables, &ll of which have a desirablé and an undesirable pole, a .
built-in correlation is introduced. A respondent-who takes a favorable or unfavorable '

stance wnth{espect to some issue is likely to rate all of the subsidiary dspects of that
issue in a manner consistent with his ovef-all position. In particular, people who are -
favorable to the ExTFP as'a whole would 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 of correlation must be expected between any paiir of items from the same
questionnaire as a ‘simple functidh of -this bias. However, such a bias cannot be invoked

as an explanation when items from different questionnaires correlate with one dnother; when
two different sources agree in their ratings of«an institufion on some dimensions, the
bianpf enther source alone camot be invoked as an explanation.® For this reason, special
ajtentton must be given to the correlations between judgments tha were made by different ‘
sources .

L4
Ld

o ) o . "
C? Correlations Among Measures of,Effedllveness and Satisfaction

~

It has alreody become evident that faculty members fellows, and evaluators
all showedfavorable opinions of the effectiveness of the ExTFP. The question at hand
is whether an institution that was ranked high on one measure also received a high ranking
on another. For purposes of this presentation, measures of satisfaction and effectiveness _
will be combined in one correlation matrix owing to thé fact, as we shall see, that the
*two kinds of measures had very high correlations withone another

-
-
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Table 10 presents the pattern of correlations ameng eight measures of effettiveness
and.satisfaction. It is apparent that thete were consistently high positiye correlations .
among such ratings when they were given by the same source. Thus, the average correlation
among the faculty items was 4.55 and the average correlation among the three fellow
items was+.72. High correlations were ol;o'bl? ined between judgments by the fellows
' and those by evafuators, the average correlatio EI ing+.55. As to correlations between
faculty judgments and those by the other two sourtes, however, only faculty ratings of
whether the program met the fellows' educational needs correlated with all of the items
from the other sources:, In addition, faculty judgments of. whether the fellows would become
better teachers correlated with fellows' judgmenfs of effectiveness and satisfaction but
nof'with evaluators' judgments. Faculty members' own'reactions to the program and their
ratings of its value to the fellows did not correldte significantly with any of the ratinge T
of satisfaction and effectiveness thot fellows or evaluators made:

SR R . -
Table 10. Correlations among Measures of Effectiveness and Saii.sfocﬁog A
- ) v Faculty - . ] Fellows Ev;
Source + | Item 5 g 16 18 200 26 |23 24%31 |19
“|Faculty | 16. Reaction to ExTFP -- .43 .83°7.69_}.26 .31 .34 |.24
: 18. Did-fellows bécome beffer teacherd 43 -- .43 .62 |.43 .46 .55 | .14
. 20a. ExTFP valuable for fellows? .63 .43, -= .49 .02 .01 .47 |.12
- | 26. ExTFP méet fellowd needs? 69 .62 49 - |.41..58 .61 | .44 |
" |Fellows |23. ExTFP meef your major need? 26 .43 .02 .41 | -- 81 74 | .40
. 24. Reactien to ExTFP + |~ .31 .44 .01 .58 ].61 --..§] |-60
31, ExTFP_help your teaching ? .1 .34 .55 .17 'é] J4 .81 -- 1.65 4
. . 4 > :
, b g , . 7 A
Evaluator| 19. ExTFP meet fellows' needs? . | .24 .14 .12 ..44 | .40 160" .65 | --4
3 e’ . -

~ ‘ A ® . Y
The fact that the fellows' judgments of ef echveness correloted with those by

the evaluators and also with foculty members! esfimates of whether the ExTFP met the
fellows' educational negds is encouraging evidence of consustent rehobly-oscertamed differences

;t N "..'

betwaen programs in their effectfgeness. y the oth@r facUl‘ty measures of satisfaction
. » . s
and effectiveness did not also cofflate w H}ghe items from h‘re\\Hows and the evoluatOr
questionnaires is not immediately clear. -~
I . . . 'S - .
- . | .'
. , .‘
* » N .
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- % and three classes of variables:

5. . .

©

r\

The En-Bloc

‘ﬁ\«pproach, Solidarity, and Mora lew

- D. The Relationship Between Program Effectiveness and Program Structure

.
3
-

N . a,

%,
- fCorrelation dmong measures .

among the

-

Table 11.

- coefficients achie
6 was, then, remarkable greement between sourées as to, whucﬁ"programs were characterized

vof successful gchievement of th

¢

— . " noted tha the lowest correlation 4 E this table,
LA . b

v

Correlations among Measures-ofiSolidarity andMorcle

-

istical ugmf;cance

: ~ e

a

: morole -(2) relations among departments and institutions, and (3) thevrole of the d
o, . In each case, we first present the correlation cmong varlc'bles wuthm the set, then their
correlah&é wuth effectiveness. -~

and

Under this heading*we will consider the correlations between program_effectiveness
(1) achievement of the en bloc approach, 'solidont*
e

ctor.

1

We have already learned (a) that o generally
-~ high level of solidarity was achieved in all of the programs, but (b)
a conslstently higher level of morale than did others. Table 11 presentf the ¢orrelations

institutions had

All but one of th IO‘,.correlchon

by a very high degree of SO|ld0rl|’y and morale and which were not, "} should be

ﬁ’f/fe\&n! jgs of solidarity and morale.
y,g t? méan correlation,being :58. There.

.30, was hetween the evaludtors! ra.hng

loc approach and the facujty rating of stude

;1 morale.

.

-

£l

Source’

-3
a

S e v,
item

Faculty .
48 49

: Facuify

48, Student sohdarlty
49 .- StuJent morale

» .

"/g\ .7].-!':

-+

Fellows

v

47. Stident solidarity: |, *
49: Own morale "

S

&

{Evaluater

124 _Eg}l'(c::ccessfuj'

~
.

. . . )
[ . -

o .- ~. e

LN b. Relatipn of sdf:damy and morale to satisfaction and effectiversess. *Table’ 12
. preQenfs the correfations between measures of solidarity and morgle and those & satisfaction

even when

. e

and effectiveness o It is evident that-the majority of these correlations were-quite high?
mt‘mgs were cbtcmed from dnffergnt 50urces except that fellow and '
evaluatorratings<
effechveness ' ]’he

.
#

4
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ratings of effeativeness was+ .50, with fellows' ratings of efféctiveness, +.46, ;and with 1

‘  the evaluator rating of effectiveness, +.47. The average correllation of fellows' ratings of

: and an

' ableal2. CorreIcmOns of Solndar/y and Morale w:th Program Effechveness . .o
. “ : w ° - Faculty, = Fellows Ev. .
| Source | Item & - 6 18 200 26| 23 24 31 | 19
. -, D ; Bl , e ‘ — o . . °
;”’ - HFaqulfy 148 Student%li&arity o | 437 42-.25 ~.‘44' 35 .60 .58 .57 .
: 49. Stddent morale <} .62 .62-.62. .63"|.,.22 ,47 .51 | 37
L ey q -~ . o ] - X ; . . > -
. ‘JFeIIow,s “ }47., Student solidarity .27 ‘37‘ .2 2| 53,64 .55 44 j* - .
49, Own morale. = 30 .25°.227 .30 J3..57-.41 ) 407 - —
« . B »- o ' .-
:‘: . ) . ) y Lot . .~ ‘ . ~ j' . >
- Evaluator| 17 gEn bloc successful [ .28 .08 .[3 .21 9 51 .44 4
5 .9 ' -‘ Y B f - . \ )
' — ' < ¥ a. . v e ’jé . s'. ..~'\ -
JVLN ~ 2. Relahons cmong Deparl’menl’s and Institutions. - < - . ’, e .
,e . ¢ . : T ~ . : w
y = a. Correlations omong measures. Under ﬂwns headfndwill be consw]ered évaluat.pr .
: and féllow ratings of.coaperation’between, depcrtments, and eviliator judgments - '

.

» -
-

solidarity with their own ratings of effectiveness was +.47 , With the evaluator rating of

effectiveness, + .42, and with faculty ratings of efTechveness,.+ 28. .Finally, the evaluetOr
rating.of achievement of the en bloc -approach ¢
of effectiveness, had an average cortelation of 4
erage correlation of only +.18 with faculty ratings of-effectiveness.
the- co-gl factors that may. be ‘involvéd in these cérrelahons, it is clear thot ‘the achievement _,
of the en bloc approach-and of solidarity and morale was associgt
espec:a"y as viewed béfellows and evaluators..

lated + .71 with the evaluator measure
1 with fellows' measures of effectiveness,

Whatever

with progrem effeetiveness,,

- -

. . . of whether the-institutign had established relationships with the local schogh sysl’ems o e

lt will bé remembered that respbndents reperted great variability dmong programs in

R v ¢_that accordi
\ . departmenfy
. the institution and Iocal schqol systems.
oy LT . . .
’ ’ r\ - * = )
Te : . -
¥ ° . he
- vl
¢ ’ . gq .

higher I’h@

+.21.

fhe extent of coo;:erthon between subject-matter and teacherfeducdtion deportrhents, —

" and in the amount of cooperation with local school systéms. Table 13 presents the *

correlahons among the three.measures of ‘cooperation. None of these correlatiops is '
-This independenice of one set of responses from another revéals, fitst, -

o, evajuagprs! reports, whethemeubject-matter and teachér-education

erated had no bearing upon whether codperation was established between -

Second, the low correfation means that
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¥
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. ] de by fellows were elther-base& upon different
. criteria from those used by evaluatogiiifthal the ‘two groups used theircriteria differently .
n these judgme ‘

L)

.
[ ¢ . . .

S s, - , N K
Table 13. Corréllations among Measures of Departmental and Institutional Cooperationy .
. . . ] ‘ T, -
B -1 7 ] ‘Fellows - ~ Evaluator
- Souree  { ltem . T 3 &
, 5

‘fellows 38. Departments cooperate ~ 'H _["\C: .15 2

T § T
. N - ¢ . .

valuator| . 3. Departments cooperatg | \“.15 L. - .18
- ‘ ' 4. Caop. with local schaols 21 . .18 -
a ‘ R ' - Ve ‘ *
T ‘,‘ - ‘ ¢ b : ' -

b .Correlations of meagures- of cooperation with program effectiveness.

Despite the fack of correlation among. these measures of cooperation, we see in Table 14
that both Fellows' and evaluafors’ assessments of departmental cooperation were correlated
ugnnf:cqnthth ratings of effectwen‘mode by fellows and evaluators; howzae/ )

théy were consistently ufiderrelated wnth faculty ratings of program effectivene Thus,
although. the.fellows may have used different criteria from evaluators in judgigg departmental
cooperation, by either critérion, pro§fams that were rated as havmg a relohviy high

" degree of cooperation among departments were more likely than not fo be adjudged
effegtive. The degree of cooperation with local school systems, as reported by evaluators,
was substantially unrelated to any measures of effgctiveness. -~

i { PR .. . . 4
. L] . A v s ) ; ) e
‘©  Table 14. - Correlations of 'D_epqrtrﬁentol Cooperation with Program Effectiveness r~
~ ; T :‘ L. _ .
N A ‘ .- “ Faculty / Fellows JEv.
*a |Pource Item : T » 16 18 200 26 }.23 24 31I- 19

e

. N

ellows | 38. Departments cooperate . | .12 .21 -.11 .35 |.5% .70 .60 . .54

a3

e IEv.oluoto, 3. Departments cooperate -.04 -.\20 -’.12. .06 .40 .32 .47 44
: T 4. Coop. with local schools{-.10 -4 -.11 .27 |.14 .26. .31 .35
/\ . . ) )
o )
Cl “ ‘ ' . 7 -36~ . ’
a;.; - . . ' 4
p ST ) g ..
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"% The reader will recgll that the general topic of program strategy subsumed rotinés
of the utilization of fellavs' background, the amount of competitiveness and the work load,
the involvement of the faculty, ahd thg extent of innovation in the programs. The
correlation of each of these varigbles with effectiveness will be discussed in turn.

- o

Utilization of Fellows’ Background ‘

E. The Relationship Between Program Effectiveness and Program Strategy

° -

a .~ Cérrelation among measures. In their judgments of whether the rogrom's/

prganiza took into acegunt the extensive experience:of fetlows, gvaluafion teams
were diskntt from the o:h:bhree groups in saying that the majerity did not. Though
they disagreed with the fellBws in the extent to which they felt that fellows' backgrouwnds

i2ed, the evaluation teams clearly arrayed institutions on this variable in about
the same order as did the fellows, for the correlation between ratings from these two
sources was+.45. This correlation, in fact, was the largest correlation in the matrix
(Table 15); the only other significant correlation is that between fellows' judgments on this
voriable and faculty statements that the program was modified to take advantage of
fellows' experience. ' o

¢ -
-

\ -

Table 15. Correlations om'?s_lg Measures of Wh.efh‘er the Pr(ogron‘ls' Utilized Fellows' ‘ ,
Backgrounds, STy ’ Toe L
. . ,Y = . ‘FOC‘(‘Jﬁ,y_ Fellows Ev.
Source ftem e 45 4 | 42 - |16
- [Faculty 45 Effort to use experience . I 06 " |- .05 - _.‘22
~ 46. Modify prog - for expgriencs, iOf> ntT .38 ' .07 S
R
IFellows |42. Blild on experience *". .} :05 88 | " -- | .43
R N ’ ‘ "5, - N t ." /-\ ’ '
Evaluator} 16. Take c<.:ct').,cbjt;,‘qxpierienc:,f."e“n ¥ .22 ., .07 . 45 | -
. N . IS K - ' PR A
v * "r~‘na ~ (" * L= > : T O
' b, Correlations of utifization of participants’ backgrbunds with progrant
effectiveness and solidarityn _ As it skwn in Table 16, faculty judgments of whether the
program utilized fellows! experiences were not significantly related to any measure of
effectivengss; faculty statements that the program was modified to take advantage of ‘the
fellows' experience were gengrally relaved to the faculty's own, estimates of effectiveness,
T p R Lo - '
. - ¢ ) [ lq - . . - : - '
/
oo : ~
- -37- .
’ } = -
- - B . ‘ . - . B! -
- S 44 . (
ey ’ . . ” ‘a T‘g‘. *
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» \
“but not to those by fellows and by evaluators. On the other hand, eValuators' and'fellows'
|udgments~on this.same measure were significantly related to every feHow and evaluatdr
measure of efféctiveness and also to faculty judgments that the program met the educohonal -
needs of the fellows. We may conclude, then) that the programs whose organization built
best on the backgrounds of the fellows occordmg to the interpretation of the evaluators
gue fellows (and we do no¥know the- criteria on which these sources based thear mterpretohons)
were o| aa|udged to be nore effechve.\ . ’

- / 3

.t

-

Table 16. Coreelations of Utilization of Participarts’ Backgrounds and Program Effectiveness

_ - Faculty . Fellows T Ev.
- Sﬂrce ltem - ' . 16 20a - 26 18 23 . 24 31 19

-~

— -

Faculty | 45. Effort to use exp. -.19. .04 -.13%-.25 |-.22 -.06 -.10 | .06
. 46. Modify prog -forexp. | .54 .31 .53 .27 | 2 .21 .23 | .05
- E -3 o

<

-

. [Fellows 412_.% Build on experience - 27 .16 .51 .53 48 71 .76 | .47
| ) , . . . ‘

- [}

Evaluator| 16. Tokeacet.'of exp. 16 .04 .44 03 | .34 60 .60, | .70

-

‘ 1
- - - R ”

2. Compeﬂitivér‘&s pn’é Work Ldéad

; L
.a. Correlations omong measures. The carrelations reporfed in Table 17 lend -
+ “empirical support to our earlier conclusion that, thefaculty judgments about student, work
"load gepresented d positive statement about the fellows, not an objective assessment of
-the ambunt of wor y were required to do: every correlohon of the faculty judgments
‘on this item with those of fellows or evaluators was negative. On the other hand, fellews' o
judgments of their work load correfated positively and significantly with those of ‘the _
évaluators. It should be hoted, in addition,that neither of these last two measures -~ - ‘ )
fellows' and evaluators’ esti ‘of the work load -~ correiated significantly with fellows' - '
statements about the level of competitiveness in their programs; clearly, fellows could
believe they were overworked in either a co&e‘ﬂﬁ‘ve or a noh-competitive atmosphere.

[} ¢ . —

/
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“Table 17. C'orrel'ofioi\; among Measures of Cémpeﬁfivéness and Work loéd Y -
_ S - ' :
F T —, - _Faculty _Fellows Ev.
Source Item © 35 2 29 i 14
e [Faculty |33, Did students work hard -- -39 =31 |r-a2 |
o . i. . H * . i .
x - [Fellows }26. Work Lood o b -39 - .28 .54
Y 29. Level of compenmr" -.31 .28 -- -.01
o . ; . Y . 1]
Jb D Evaluator 14.. Work Load Y -2 -} .54 .01 -

4

b. Retationship of competitiveness and work load to p_ogrom effechvenessk
Further evidence for-our conclusion that faculty ratings of the amount of work the fetowsMid
actually represent favorable judgments of their performance is given M sow | of Table 18.
This measure correlated positively and slgmflconfly with every faculty rating of program
effectiveness and with fwgof the three effectiveness ratings made by fellows.

- -

. A different ppttern held for fellows‘, ratings of their work load. These judgments
showed a high negafive correlation with fellows' opinions that the program was stimulating
and interesting, and moderate negative correlations with the other ratings of program _
éffectiveness by the fellows and evaluators as well as with faculty judgments of whether
the program produced‘better teachers. _Evaluator ratings of work load #lso showed negative
correlations with fellow and evaluator ratings of effectiveness. As to the level of © *
competitiveness in the program, while the correlations of this measure with judgments of
effectiveness and'satisfaction were consistently negative, they barely achieved statistical
significance in only two cases. In short, programs in which fellows and evaluators reported
that the work load was excessive tended clso to be programs which received low marks, |
for effecnveness and satisfaction, buf ‘e program that was viewed as competitive was not

necessorl |y ineffective, _

13 7 A
“ = Ve

Table 184, Correlcf,io'ns of Competitiveness and Work Load with Program Effectiveness

B . . Faculty - . Fellows T Bv.,
Source | Itent , Y6 200 26 18 | 23 24 3} ¢
~ K .
* |Faculty | 35. Work hard? I e 3 2 22 51 46| 24
¢ Irellows | 26. Fellows' work load * | =-.34 .03 -.21 -.43 |-.35.-,72 -.30 | 32
' * | 29. . Competitiveness | -7 -.28 -.24 -.39 | .01 -.39 -.30 | .04

. -_—

Byaludtod 14. Fellows' work load | -.26 .08 -.30 -.26 '|-.24 -.44 -.35 |-.38

13
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‘3. Involvement of the Facully‘ . o

4

involvement in the ExTFP: two of these asked%he faculty whether tHé ExTFP had been »

challenging and satisfying, one asked evaluators if the faculty had been challenged an

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

&nd helpful. The correlahons among these measures, presented in Table 19 show that

almost the only significant correlations are between measures from the same questuonncure

Thus, institutes in which the faculfy ‘said they were challendbd were also those in‘which

the faculty found the teaching satisfying; schools in which fellows reported the fachlty were

accessible. were schools in which fellows said the faculty were helpful. The only siginificant
- correlation between items.from different questionnaires was between fellows' reports of

faculty helpfulness and evaluator ratings of faculty stimulation.

e . - ‘
St a. Correlations among reasures. ' There were five items that bore on the foculfyS

.

Table 19. Correlatibns ameng Measures’ of Focxlty Involvement .
-1 . - T Ft;ouh’y Fellows Ev. L
Source ltem e i 25 4la 41b Yo
IFacuity | 24. Was teaching challenging? | -- .56 19 .30 .33
25. Was teac ing satisfying? .56 -~ .10 .28 | .14
. . a - - : N - '
. .2 . -
elipws [41a. Were faculty accessible ? 19 .10 -- .87 .24
’ L 41b. Were faculty helpful ? .30 .28 .87 - 1 .4
rvalu'gor '9a. Was stoff challenged? 33 . 24 4 --
= . — o ' ‘

b. Correlations between facutty involvement and effectiveness. The pattern
of correlations between faculty involvement and effectiveness, presented in Table 20,

“is not easy to understand. One of the faculty measures, statements about whether the teaching
experience was satisfying, correlated with virtually every measutg of effectiveness.and
safisfaction -~ pgrhaps because it might, itself, be called a measure of satisfaction.

Evaluaters' judgments of whether the faculty, was challenged were correlated with fellow

" and evaluator, but not faculty, measures of fectiveness: Fellow ratings of the faculty's
helpfulness and accessibility correlated significantly only wuth their own judgments of
effectiveness.

) , ¢
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Table 20. Correlations of Faculty Involvement w.;rth Program Effectiveness

' . ‘ - ) . Meastres of Program Effectiveness
ol ' .} Faculty . |+ Fellows Ev.
‘o Source | ltem . . 16 200 26 18 23 24 31- |19
' Faculty |24. Teachingchall. N |42 .09 .31 .28 |26 .25 26 |.18
* 25. Teachingsatisf. 75 2% .55 .46 .31 .45 .50 °|.30
. - ‘ , . .
Fellows ]410.Fac. accessible <+.01 <.25 -.01 .23 |.58 .40 .29 .,]5‘
. 41b. Fac. halpful . 4 -0 7€ 38 .65 w66 .49 .32 )
' Evaluator] 9a. Fac. challenged - . 16 .01 .24 .08 |.44 .51 .45 |].68
- 4 ' - 3

e

4 . Innovativeness

. ) ¢

L7

Es we have seen, on the two measures of innovativeness, neither faculty members
nor eyaluators reported any appreciable dedree of innovation. Nor did measures of
innovation from the two seurces vorz jointly: the correlation between them was .10. .

On the other hand, as may be seen in Table 21, the faculty estimate of innovativeness -
wwas related to every measure of prograg effectiveness; the average correlation of this variable
[ - with faculty ratings of effeetiveness wos .55, with fellow ratings of effectiveness, ..48, and
with the evaluator rating of effecfiv‘e/n:sss, .38 (Table 21). Evaluator ratings of innovativeness,
on the other hand, were significantly related gnly to the evaluator measure of effectiveness =
and to faculty gdgments of whe‘her the felfows became better teachers as a reswlt of their
_experience. see, then, that by the evaluators' standards of immovation, our earlier
generalization holds up: programs-sould be effective whether they were extensively innovative
or subsfonfioﬂ)(‘f[odifionol . |t should be noted that 4his question asked faculty members
whether they had observed innovative teaching methods or pxctices; in view of this wording,
" their judgments may have reflected inventiveness in some one feacher's performance rather
than jnnovativeness in the over-all program. If so, the meaning of this variable's correlations
. .. 'with effectiveness is considerably different fromthe meaning that would be carried by a
correlation with innovativeness in the program itself. ' ‘

An alternative explanation of the correlation between these fo’cul ratings and
effectiveness is that the current popular emphasis on innovation in education has served
to make “"quality” and "innovtition" in some respects synonomous ‘for many peeple. Thus
many faculty members may haye feltthat if they i\udged their program to be successful,

. . ’if @wst have been inhovative, as well. ' '

\,.@\
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- Table 21. Correlations of Tnnovativeness with Progranf Effectivdhess
> ‘ z

-

L.
.. " Measures of Effectiveness .
. = , . + | Faculty Fellows . T Ev.
" [Source - fem ‘116 200 26 18 23 24 31 119
. : i _ )
g Foculty 2’. Innovativeness . .59 .41 .79 .48 .50 .42 .53 |.38
» R ‘\ 4
¢ : > oo ’
2  [Evaluatorf. 2. Innovativeness 1 .18 .01 .46 | -.14 .03 -- | .44
4 hd .
~¥ - ,
) ’ . .
. © ..5. Effects on in_stitutionol development " . . :

. ‘Correlations among measures. We have seen above-that the three sources
differed remarkably in their estimates of the Program's effect on institutional development .
* As might be expected, the pattern of correlatidhs between varidbles showed the same lack
of correspondence (Table 22): estimates by faculty members of the Program's value to the
) institution were uncorrelated with evaluators'«ratings of both effects on teacher training and
il effects on departmental deveIOpment. At the same time, the high correlation between the
two evaluators' judgments shows that institutions at wfnch evaluators felt changes were—

-

® made in methods of tgacher education also were judged to be institutions where departmental
B development was affected. This relationship, actuall is partly determined by the fact that
p p y is partly y
the "deportment" whose development was being offected; that is, “the home deportment of ’
the ‘program, was in half the cases the departmefit of education.
[4
) b . . s
L
Table 22. Correlations among Measures of Effects on Institutional Development
4 . ’ . _
- I5 . : B Faculty - | ~Evaluator
ource Item I , 20c ] 8
P *oculfy 120c. Value to institution ' b, - 16 .07 .
)
Evaluator . 1. Effects o'}eocher training ’ ‘ 16 = s 5/6 .
, Effects o#department, development | .07 .56 -
- »
. ‘ ., ° ! - [ ]

y b.. Correlations between institutional development and effectiveness. Table 23
presents the correlatrons, between measwres of institutional development and judgments of '
satisfoction and effectiveness. Global judgments by faculty members of the Program's -
value to the institution correlated positively with their.own ratings of satisfaction and of

. ' B ¥
‘ -
- 4
’ v P ¥
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progrom effectiveness, but were only minimally related to such rotm§s‘~by other sources.

Evaluator, judgments of the Program's effects upon the host institution showed low positive
relationships to their own and fellows' ratings of effectiveness, but were unrelated to such
ratings by faculty members. In short, it appears that a program could be effective in

R

© training students without, necessarily, serving as the |mpetUs for extensive chonges n

the pattern or organization at the host insitituion.

I

. - ;o .
Table 23. Carrelations of Effects on Institutional Develdpment with Program Effectiveness

’

0

a ] - Measures of Prggrom_Effectivéness
Faculty Fellows Ev.
ource Item . 16 20026 18 | 23: 24 31 19
aculty | 20c. Value to insti. .70 .47 .47 .63} .07 .41 .35 |.29
, . - - l - )
valuator| "1, Effects on teacher tr. .04 .10°.10 .20 }.29 .44 .37 }.35
8. Effects on dept. div. .14 .03 .07 .22 1.14 .27 ./3] .35

E. Summary: Correlates of Effectivenggs - ‘ : -

(=

> -y
*Detailed gomments should be mhw about two ‘aspects of thesg results. The first
has to do with the reliobility of judgments, with whether two judgments which seem, on

e surface, to be osking ‘the same question’do, in foct, correlate with one another; the
second is the consistent correlotes.of satisfoction ond effectiveness.

-

1. The reliability of the judgments . ‘
« ) ’ .
In generol, when o single source was asked more than one question on the same
topic or logicolly reloted ones, the responses'to those questions were positively correlated.

", Thas, foculty, fellow, or evaluator responses to one item showed generally high correlations
Y sp 9 y g

with responses by the same source to other items whose content was similor. For example,

institutions-whose faculty’ members:said the Program was stimulating and interesting throughout

were dfso the ones whose faculty said that the Program was of great value to the fellows,

" that ithelped the fellows become better teachers, and that it met fellows' educational needs.

. g

However, responses by different sources to items that were similor in content did
not always correlate significantly. Two sets of items -~ satisfaction and effectiveriess, ond
solidarity,and morale -- showed markéd consistency across all three sources; for each set of
items, the ratings that institutions received from faculty members paralleled those given by
fellows and also, to a lesser extent, those given by evaluation teams. On o number of
other factors, responses by faculty members were substantially uncorrelated with those of

- . ’
3 . -
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fellows and of ®valuators. However, the responses of fellows and those of evaluation
teams correlated virtually aeross the board -- in ratings.of satisfaction and effectiveness, of

solidarity and morale, of fellows' work load, of whether‘the fellows experience was uhlnzed
and of the extent of foculty involvement in the Program, response$ from these two sources
correlated significantly; only ifYjudgments of whether there was cooperation between different
departments were fellows' judgments and those by evaluators uncorrelated. For qpe set of

‘items =~ estimates of fellows' "work load -- faculty judgments were inversely related to-those

3

from the other- two sowcei_, probably because the question that was asked of faculty members
evoked judgments of the level of fellows' motivation instead of objective assessments of
their work load. In short, there was consistently high agreement between judgments
by fellows and those by evaluation teams; agreement between these two sources and the
faculty was largely restricted to two oreoi (a) satisfaction effectiveness and (b) solidarity
and morale. - ’

» N LN
It is interesting to speculate ob0ut the meaning of this differential pattern of
correlations. Since the three sources viewed the program from different perspectives, the
pattern of correlatians probably Yeflects such differences. It might be argued, first of all,
that whether a program was very effective orsrelatively ineffective, and whether its ~
fellows had very high or rglatively low morale could be determined by faculty and fellows
alike from evidence that is public and common. People discuss with one another how much
they have learmed and how well it was presented; there are indicators of group solidarity and
moral€ which almost any adult can see and identify. On the other hand, more subjective
criteria are called into play for judging whether and how much the fellows prior expenenc§
was utilized by the program)or how deeply the faculty was involved in the program.
Such questions ar pfObObl)eSS frequently discussed, the bases for decision about them
less commonly sh ied than the topics of effectiveness or group solidarity. If this is true,
judgments on these latter topics would be more likely to reflect thé biasing effect of the |udge s
social position. Jo be more ¥pecific, it seems likely that the faculty's institutional position
made it unlikely “that they would learn much about the fellows' past experience and its
relevance to the course material, or about fellows' judgments of whether the faculty was
invdlved in the program: In the absence of explicit information, the faculty was doubtless
likely to respond in a manner czlvlsfenf with their desire that flrelr own progrbm be rated
effective and "good." . N

— M —

These considerations would account for the lack of correlation between responses
of fellows and faculty on issudk of this second type, but not necessarily for the fact that
|,udg ents of evaluators paralleled those of the fellows instead of the faculty when the
latter sources disagreed. Perhaps their discussions with the fellows exposed evaluation teams
te information that was ngtavailable to the faculty; alternatively, perhaps evaluators
considered the facultyfo be more personally involved than fellows in the outcome of the
evulucmon, hence moke_likedy to be biased in their |udgmenfs : -

P
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« _ °  “Whether one of these éxplanations or some other one can account for the results,
of course, requires information that is not available in the present study . - Concarning the
reliability of judgments, we have seen that jodgments 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 evaluatdn teams
and fellows consistently agre® with each other, but not with the faculty, 6n other Lssues.

.

/

2. Correlates of satisfqction and effectiveness

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

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

teams to have been successful in achieving esprit de corps through the en bloc approach;

(b) were successful in thé view of Tellows and of evaluators in utilizing the previous experience’
" of the fellows; and (c) were adjudged by fellows and évaluaters not to have required an™
-altogether unrealistic amount of work.  ~ s ‘ ‘ N

The fact thot effectiveness and mordle went together is not surprising; it reaffirms

‘a long standing-c6mmon-sense generalization. It is interesting to note, however, that
effectiveness was correlated only with judgments by fellows and evaluators of whether the
fellows' backgrounds were utilized and of work load; judgments by faculty members on the
last two issues did not corrélate with the same judgments by the other two sources. This
suggests that the faculty and directors may often have been uninformed of the fellows' -
attitudes on these and other issues; indeed, spontaneous comments by evaluation teams
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 to& seldom able to contribute from their own Knowledge and experience *
to the educational program, and where the faculty-and director were unaware of these attitudes.
It seems likely that informgtion about fellows' attitudes might have induced the staff of
the programs either to change some part of their educational structure and content so as
to meet the fellows' objections, or to clarify for fellows and staff alike the redsons for -

_ retaining an existing system. These actions, in turn, would likely have made such programs
more enjoyable and effective. The obvious suggestion, then, is that some programs

.. might have been much more effective if the fellows' views on sensitive issues had been more
effectively communicated to the faculty and the director. Clearly, the primary responsibility
for ensuring that such communication takes place rests with the disector and his staff, 'not
with the fellows. LI

.

Although fellows and evaluators did not agree as to which programs had o’ great
deal of cooperation among departments and which did not, by either the evaluators' or
the fellows' criterion, programs.with such cooperation were more-effective than those withowt -
it. Similarly, although faculty members and evaloators did hot agree as to which host
institutions benefitted most from the Program, those institutions that either group judged-
to have benefitted most were rated as most effective. Two other kinds ofsquestions showed
inconsistent patterns of relationships with satisfaction and effectiven s./\Ratings by eagh
“source of the extent of faculty involvement in the program were cofri?:ted with effectiveness-
€ rated by that source but not as iated by the other sources. _— )
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Finally, there was a S|gn|f|conf correlation between faculty rotmgs of mnovohvenegs
and every measure of effectiveness -- institutions whose faculties were impfessed with <
the innovations that had been introduced through the Pr09rc|m were consigered fo be relatively
effective by faodlty, fellows, and evaluators alike; however, evaluator ratings of | .
innovativeness were only marginally correlated wnfh cffechveness as judged by evaluators
and ‘were uncorrelated with such.judgments by the other two sources We have suggested .

that faculty ratings of innovativeness may have reflected their own involvement in-the progrom .,

more than objective judgments of this phenomenon.’
We have afready gggnarked: that one should-not infer causation from correlation.’
Hopefully, fyture studies in this series will help further to clarify the factors that account for
-differences among institutions. ‘Qur caveat against confusing correlation-with caesation,
however, does not Opplx'to the relationshig between the director's behavior and program
effectiveness. .The experience of the evaluation teams strongly suggested-that an, energetic,
persuasiye director with institutional power commensurate to his responsibilities could play
a major role in assuring the effectiveness of the program. Conversely, a promising program
was somef‘imes rendered less effective by an inept director, one with insufficient time to give,
i$ duties,” or one denied the power to institute and carry through both genetal policies
ond the specmc procedures necessary to |mp|emenf those policies.
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