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Preamble.- A New Look at the Project

4

The report that follows concerns Phase II of a special-purpose

-

project, Teaching .and Learning in Graduate Geography : (TLGG), the work

- * o

of which is now mneatly complete.1 _As_readers of the:report on Phase 12
# ’ '

- know, the project came into being when departments of gedgraphy on five

’ -
-

university campuses-entered into a new cooperative relationship with
© ] \
the Association'of American Geographers, to demonstrate ways for in-
ﬁ -
corporating teaching preparation into the programs of -graduate students.

r

By»the time formal organization for the first year had been completed

a sixth department had been added . .
+ y‘
The second year (Phase II) stafted with sixteen departments par- +

ticipating, and ended with two more reporting the beginnings of the sort
of activity that the project had been encouraging. So, as the project
ended its primary period of producing serviceb for local -programs and

moved into a time of evaluation (Phase 11I), 1t could poift to a total

of nearly twenty departments that_ugre’venturing into teacaing preparation

as a. departmental responsibility_ All were doctoral departments, repre-

t

-genting about one—third of such departments in the Uhited States.
From the vantage point of’ l979 perhaps largely because of the
-~ £ . L
vicissitudes of tenure and promotion among departmental faculties in

) the meantime, bne, can recognize the centrality of a particular aspiration i

X

w” ™
- PR ~ i

1Officially, in the records of 1ts sponsoring agency, the project is,
called "Teacher Development in Ph.D. Programs, in Geography (Natfonal |
Science Faundation Project GZ- 2816) .

«

] » & .
2Preparing ,Others to Profeqs' A Trial Year, Director's Report ol
Phase .I of Teaching and Learning in Craduate Geography, by William D.
Pattison and Leslie Dee: Fink (washington, D C.3 Association of American‘
Geographers, 1974). .
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in-the life of the project: <¢hat departmentg generally would accept-

Y

-
- ’

i&to/cheir hormal working lagenda the provision of teaching co?:ultancy , - - e
for théir ;raduate stuééhtg. In practical terms, the object was to

, secur; recogpition of¢£he.£ole bf teaching consultant within regular
faculty ranks. 'ﬁfst of what t§é project's leadership did comes into .
focus when this object is fully appreciated.

" The persons who imparted the main driviﬁg force to the project ‘ '\

were ggographe;s at h?me in this role.’ The typical }epresqntative was - .
either the directof or co—direct;r of some local program. Thé group

that drafted the original plan for the project as well as the steering

committee that took general charge later had' a membership in which per-

sons of this interest predominated. Finally, théy were thg geogréghers
referred to in one of the four statements ofgoals for TLGG: ‘"to_create
and maintain a commuﬁiéation network ligkiﬁg geographers skillea and
interested in preparing others in the teaching/le;rning arts."
] ) The consultants brought together by the preject, 1973-75, largely
shared a conception of teaching which, though not really noéel, was
innovational for their departments: thh of the intra-project litgrature
«  that was generated then wasldevoted to exposition of this view,. but I
do not believ; that ;ny of it approached, i; clarity and simplicity,
_ the analysis gontained gn a study from Britain that has ‘come tb hand

in recent months. In it, teachers are distinguished on a dimensgion

. ranging from transmission to interpretation, "as described in the folloy-

.
-

ing table3:

_ 3From N. Bennett, Teaching Styles and Pupil Progress (London:

Open Books, 1976), as repeated in David E. Hunt, "Teacher Centers as
Persons-in-Relation,"” Chapter 5 of Sharon Feinan (ed.), Teacher Centers,
What Place in Education? (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago, Center for Poliédy
Study, 1978). v

irc s )




THE TRANSHISSIOV TEACHEK/ . e THE INTERPRETATION TEACHER. . e
g .
: ~"“‘(IT’B‘II‘eV‘es‘knowledge to -— - —*(14»Believesfknouledge,to . L
exist in'‘the form of pub- exist in the knower's
1ic disciplines which in- ability to organize
clude content and crite— ) thought and ‘action ) ’
,* ria of performance . - .
- (2) Values the learner's per- ' (2) Values the learnér's com—
* s~  cformances insofar ‘as they mitment to interpreting
‘ " conform to the criteria reality, so that criteria
= of the discipline ) arise as much from the _—

learner as from the teacher

P

3) Perceives the teacher's * (3) Perceives the teacher's

’ task to be the evaluation task to be the setting up
and qorrection of the of a dialogue in which the
‘ - . learner's performance, learner can reshape his’
o according to criteria”of knowledge through intef-
T which he is the guardian action ng others , '
ﬁ , . (4) Perceives the, learner as (4) Perceives the jearner as,
_an uniformed acolyte for already possgssing sys- \ "
‘ "whom access to knowledge tematic an3§$elevant .
. will be.difficult since knowledge, and the means
. he must qualify himself . of reshaping that knowl- . s
- . through tests of appro- edge )
priate perf%rmance . o .

Teacﬁing consultancy, as pursued in most of the 1oca1 programs,’

»

and as reinforced through the national activities of TLGG tended strong- -
‘ly taward the "interpretation teacher positiog//rp .

S .
‘ _ , Looking back, one can see a willingness ‘of the National Science

-

4

ﬂFoundation and the Association of American Geographers to honor the tr

‘full range from the "transmission" to the "interprétation" positionms.
- In the long deveLppmental process of the High School Geography Project, ' .
in the 1960‘s, during which the NSF reviewed and approved successive a3
* ;proposals ‘amd the AAG maintained general oversight, a movement occurred
in the thinking of the project directorate toward the ’interpretation r
| point of’ yiew., Concurrently, the Commission onméoligge Geography, .

through dependent upon the same two organizations for sponsodship and

.o - '3
’& ’ ) administratioh, was stabiliaing\upon the "transmlssion" outlook, in ;

.
i - ’
. .

] ' S *
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keeping with prevalent valucs of\the geographic profession. The shift

within thHe high school projegt took place as that organizjtion field-
tested the instructional materials it had produced (in 67 schools across
the bnited States); changing them more and.more so as to engage student
interest. The college commission became increasingly settled upong its

* . §
position as it confined itself more and more to commissioning papers

which were to bring advanced'thought from the profession inte the college

.
classroom.

- P

My own understanding of TLGG, expressed in a short speech early’

<

in its history, was that its teaching—and—learning ideology represented

T

a respopse to a.new attitude toward authority in American society. .
/ .

T’ quoted these words from Amitai Etzioni: "The style of authority
YLhich served well an industrializing and moralistic nation are increasingly

ineffective in an age of rising concern with consumption, leisure, =~ .

growing tolerance toward personal diversities and‘%eviation, and swelling

demand for 'public goods' (ranging from college education to de ollution) ot

It seemed to me. that the geographers in our midst who we‘ feeling most

impelled toward teaching consultancy were at the same time reacting to

b’evidences of this rising mood as encountered among college students. ’

~

I still hold to this understanding *To. close the present preamble,

>

1 suggest that TLGG owed to the ferment identified by Etzion# the.oppor- -

-

tunity it was given to work for its special goal—-the establishment of -
=3 .

tedching consultantships in graduate departments of geography. The de-

partments themselves were willing to try out teaching consultantships

-

partly because of demands, variously voiced on their'campuses,J for better

.

g

, “pmitai Etzioni, "For Authority.' New Style," Social Education,
October, 1973, pp. 546-547. . e e
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teaching; partly because of challenges to academic authority from some

of their own graduate students, partly because teaching posts in junior

ferent" (that is, less academically oriented) college stuﬁent, and (2)

‘of learning."

or community colleges-where the\need to’make concessions to students

was believed to be most' pressing-—-appeared to lie in the future for many"

. . e
of their students; and partly because of a feeling that, given a general

increase in public accountability, their graduatés would "look good"
in comparison with those from gempeting departments if téachiﬂg,p:eparation

were on their recogdé. If only for emphasis, I note separately (1)

frustrations arising from the appearance in increasing numbers of a "dif-

-

. / -~ :
the anxieties aroused where class enrollments had fallen. <

Why did the AAG lend its prestige to the effort? I believe that
this happened thanks to a convict{ion among some members of its leader-

-

ship that a profession such as geography, with its economic base located

in citizen education at the lower collegé(level, must explore ways of . .
responding to the chaoging state of American society. They were atting

out of a feeling of reSponsibility‘for the good bf the ptofessitﬂ. Fur-
theEJ'they were extenditg into the mid—l9?0'é AAG support for the 'inter-
pretation” ideology aSrexpressed\S?rlier in a project often referred-to

as "the road shows. nd This remarkable initiative, which had attracted

the assistance of the U.S. Office of Educationm, had attempted to lead
pg%fesgprs charged with te;ching introductory college geography courses
into a greater awargness'of, and a greatef readiness to dovsomething about,

- 4

"Jearning theory, teaching strategies, learning environments, agd‘evaluation

-

Next--and last--why did the National Science Foundation sponsor »

-

SOffio@I title:: "The'Improvement of College Instructiéh."
] A

. -
L
8’ o
. .
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. TLCG? For the Foundation, the justification could only have been a )

beliet thif”dofng—sonwouid—forward—the—intetes{so£—science_in_Americagxii\
That organization had been able to determine the dependa;ility and manage-
nent capacity of the Zf% as an agent'for the geoéraphic profession through
'eariier projects. Also, tnrough them and through eéperience in supporting

H

' geographers by research.grants; the NSF had™been able to confimm ‘that-——

L4

the quality and orientation of thought in contemporary American geography
entitled the field to be taken very sefiously for its scientific content.

What remained was to persuade the Foundation--or more exactly its educational

directorate--that teaching consultancy at the‘graduate level, tied to the
"interpretation view of teaching, deserved assistance at public expense.

My suggestion is that the Foundation félt encourdged by the TLGG
strategy of aiming at doctoral departments.. The Foundation had been long
wed’ to the proposition that "the best minds in any particular discipline
. must be put to work [for educational purposes]."6 Assuming that these minds’

were most likely to be found in graduate departments, then the prospect
for linking them to an inprovement-of—teaching effort would be increased.

In addition, éost effectiveness argued for the choice of these departments,

=
since they were known to function as the principal dissemination centers

n/
for new ways of doing things in their field.

3

In conclusion, the experience of the NSF with the educational pro-

-

jects of many fields of science, at many levels of schooling, had exposed
»
it to the realities of American popular attitudes and had accustomed it

to the necessity for respecting the "interpretation” view. TLGG was ac- {
¢

'cepted for support as an enterprise incorporating that view into an al—

i
ternative philosophy %e Ph D. education.

LI P
[

6Fram JFerome Brumer, The Process of Education. (New York: Random House,
1960).

Q ‘ ' M
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Chapter 1. Introduétion to Phase II . -

. .

. ‘ .

‘general membership of the cohpdnity.of American geographers a 4\:ibanyone

The present.accdunt is addressed primarily to future«directors‘éf
v, , . . .
in-department teaching preparation programs and to future organizers
of nationél projegts of the. TLGG type; but it'is also addréggégffb the
I . ’ .

1

”~

éurious about what happens when an academic collectivity, defined™ by field

of knowledge and by nationalit&, tries to face up to its-own teaching
- £
beliefs and practices as a practical problem. . )

To bring all readers into the spirit of'TLGE,‘as felt by the leaders
of the project at the time of making plans for Phase II, the propSEhi

fwur that phase:ié‘}eprdduced below--in a draft form considerably briefer

Y

than Phe final submission.'

The present request for renewal arises from the recognition,
based upon project experience to ate, that if the intended
_outcomes of the Teaching and Learping in Graduate Geography
Project are to be achieved, three tines of action must be pur-
sued: )

* (1) Follow-through on the first-year activities of cur-
) rently gponsored programs, Although evidence
of progress toward institutionalization has
come: from all of the programs, permanent adoption
remains in doubt. To bring institutionaliza*tion
within reach, a carefully planned, -adaptive second
year of development is proposed. .

(2) Increase in the number of sponsored programs. Although
the precedents established by the programs are
highly promising, they now appear unlikely to be suf-
ficient in themselves to create a multiplier effect.

* To:get (a national movement going, the judicious

-

extension of 'sponsorship td additional programs
is proposéd. v ,

- < ~

(3) Development of a national leadership corps for the
continued promotjon .of TLGG aims. It has become H
—— evident that the principal agents in the six pyesent
' programg have great potential for service as exemplars
“and missionaries. To exploit,and augment this po- )
tential, three developmental conferences are pro- .
posed, The gonferences are to serve not only as: 3

\

: . 10



- learnihg opportunities for participating programs,
but al as settings for the cdnsolidation of a .leader-

ship cgrps that will be preparetto carry forward
. the pyopagation of TLGG principles after the project
tself has come to an end.- "

Projecf Purposes and Objectives
The objectives for the first year'of the TLGG project were

stated in the proposal titled 'Teacher Develcpment in Ph.D.
Programs in Geography.' Briefly, those objectives were

; (1) To irfkrease and improve the population of teachers
at the college and university levels.

o (2) To initiate an array of developmentally conceived,

. self-sustaining programs in the teaching/learning
arts for doctoral students. ' Lt
(3) To create and maintain a communications network
linking geographers skilled and interested in pre-
~ paring others ‘in the teaching/learning arts. ,

(4) To develop principled knowledge germane to tHe prepar-
ation of teachers foré?;gher education. ) T

The overarching goal of the TLGG project continues to be the
development of ldoctoral students who will apply their problem .
solving and research skills to teaching and learning.in college
classrooms. This goal stems from a belief system which was
enunciated by the group that\originated TLGG and which is
gshared by the TLGG Steering Committee: '

(1) Geographic learning is a legitimate subject for
scientific inquiry and may be subjected to scientific ’
analysis. ‘

[y

.

(2) The professional education of a college teacher is
a process of personal.development and derives from
self-awareness of .the teacher iprhis teaching role.
) - :
(3) Programmatic and institutional changes derive from
behavioral change. .
~\' j; , .
The objectives for .the second year of TLGG (1974-75)--1.e.,
the year of concern in this propasal--are essentially the same
as those stated for the first year (1973-74). However, those
objectives can now be reformulated and in several cases im-

. proved and put into operation. The specific gbjectiv’es of

TLGG' during 1974-75 are

1.0 Increased and improved populatf&h.(l973—74 objeetive).

, ~

P
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-

During 1973-74 aﬁproximagely'fifty,doctoral students
and fourteen faculty were directly involved in TLGG-
sponsoréd activities.

-

1.2

2.0

2.1

" gram.

"(1974-75 objective

Increase thg number of doctoral student; ﬁ;rtibipating '
“fn TLGG activities ‘to 200 (1974-75 objective).

By targeting funds on specific'neeqé as, well ‘as by

- utilizing local resources more ef fectively, JLGG

hopes to improve its cost-effectiveness and reach
a larger number: of doctoral studeqts_withouﬁ a pro-
portional jingrease in the budget request.- \

Enphasize \the participation of faculty in TLGQ.activi—
ties (1974775 objectived: ¢ TR

It is clearer -now that ‘the faculty in the departménts

‘sponsoring the projects’are a key to attainment of

TLGG's goals. Therefore, greater efforts will be
made to involve more faculty in more intensive,ways
in the activities of TLGG, e.g., attending workshops
and conferences and working as-TLGG staff. d

An array of training programé (1973-74 objective).

Five experimental projects were funded in 1973-74.~ -
All five are currently operational and mre believed
to be successful. Four of the project;§§:pe to
continue their efforts next year at @ re ced funding-
level. Lo y

7

fupded  in 1973-74 (1974-75 objective).

w

Secure_institutionalization of experimental programs

All five projects are moving toward complete local:
support of their programs. However, agge.funds are
pecessary to ‘bridge the gap' between exXternal funding
of an experimental prograp an internal funding

of an integral part doctohal preparation pro-

Establish a new s

Proposals for inauguration of teacher-training com-

" ponents in doctoral programs have been received:
. from twelve doctoral granting departments. 1f these

3.0

- awarding '43.47% of the Ph.D.'s.

departments are combined with-the first five,.TLGG
would influence 34.67% of the geography departments

4

1 o v
A communicatiens network (1973-74 objective). o \

" An information efchange system and a regularized dis~

-
»

12
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: 17 ‘seminate 1deds develofed if TLGG to individuals * ' -
RS . R ‘and departments outside the TLGG project (1974-75 v
> ' ) object%ye). NG M .

Hany-of‘the.activitiéé and products of

experimental .
—_ o projects tan be.generalized beyond those projects. 5
. * In addition, the disseminatidh process will sypport

L)

« and amplify';be communications network conceph. . Lea@eré.kf'
_ship at such workshops/cenferences will come argely '
" from local experimental projects. ’

4.0 Develop printipleq knowledge (1973-74 objebtgve). I

- Aside from.some attention to the literature on training

- . college teacHers, little attention was giﬁ%n to at-
ot taining this dbjective. This is not surprising since

te » the data base is to be the experimental prbjects
. vhich only began in Fall 1973; it is only now that
. J . our experience is becoming sufficient tof’raqt ’ .

- gome, generalizations: . o .

L > .t .
Ta : 4.1 Prepare a report deriving from the collective ex— -
.. . perience of the'éx:érimental projects which rindicates . Y
: <# come of the tentative findings of TLGG (1974-75-
A : objective). ’ . : o '
s N - ' i
= 7  ¢¥In a sense TLGG is-a reasoned inquiry into the L . (
question of preparing college teachers. Obviously . .
' . the answer to that question is not yet known and it - T -
<. 1is unlikely that ‘the question will ever e answered
definitively. Nonetheless, gome ideas appedr more - .
worthy of discugsion than others and some scattered
] . evidence is beginning to develop., An assemblage, ’
Y - coliation, and interpr tation of TLGG's experience
e : could provide launch points for new experiments . .
e ) and a basis for serious discussion and debate.

. The strategy of TLGG in its opening year has been to develop -
a system of qpmmunicagion_and\sugport for developmental pro- C
grams in five doctoral departments, the purpose of which.in i f @
L . all cases has been' to prepare prospective professors for
teaching. They are ’ ' ‘ *

University of California, Berkeley ,
Training through gui@gd“planning‘and presiptation, .

by doctoral students, of experimental coufses. ‘ " .
Clark University . ' . .
. Training through practiépm experience with under- : ’
’ | graduate teacher trainees, and through conduct of: -
) undergraduate proseminars., e R e
University of Colorado . . T

Training at seyeral levels in geograbhiq education
as a_special'field. ‘Geographic education laboratory
- gerves as logistical center. R ‘

b

AE.
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- . ] ' . ‘ » . . * . X . - {
L) / '
o . University of Illinois, Champaign-Urbana ' .
- , Training through selécted dpprentice activities. g
c. . Emphasis on response to feedback from current trial-
( ¢ O teaching and on individualization of ‘teaching projects. °

University of Iowa ..
Training organized progressfvely over a 4-year ‘period.

' " @raduated responsibilities to lead, in final year, &
< 8 - -
_ to deg}ﬁ% and teaching of a course. . e

~———

. . & sixth (non-funded) program, at the University of California,
. . , Los Angeles, has oggnatéd gs,A pilot, having had a one-year's
head start. It is exploring original approgehes to a_tri-
level training-design. o

»

The reneygl4igguest (in the same draft form) went on .to speak of & \ -

[} - i

eleven new programs, at
Columbia-University oL .

Proposes trial teaching in a variety of ‘colleges,

New York Metro area. Txaining-faculty ‘from Columbia,

.,  Barmard, and Teachers College. .
Rutgers University ) .
- - Proposes link-up with Graduate School of Education. .

v : " Plans for workshop as resource center for graduate
students and faculty. ’

. University of Maryland ,
. ' Already offering a "prog%essiun system'' similar to -
Iowa's. Special seminariand monitoring to be added.

e - 7 SUNY-Buffalo ~ ‘ roo .-
: Proposes workshop featuring teachers of recognized-

excellence. To cooperate with 5 other departments

Dg%s® on campus with teqeching preparation programg.

“Michigan State University -

N % Seminar already required of all TA's, open to all , ) ~
.<graduate students. Proposgs expansion of program L
- for assessing teaching effectiveness. i
. Indiana University - \
Propases program to-be réquired of Ph.D.'s intending
to teach. Plans for close coordination with campus=
wide program for IA's (equals TA's). ) 7 s
Indiana State University ' -
- : Proposes assignment of geography graduate stud®Cs o

to seminar on college teaghing, Science Teaching |
. Center. Emphasizes collegial relations between )
: , student tea and "regular" faculty. ' . .
: . University of Okl a , ,
Buflds on recognition of geography education as special ‘e
. . field (of Colorado), and ofi informal faculty sym- R '
> *  ‘posium on teaching. Proposes link-up with Center for . ¥
) ’ Studies in Higher Education. 1 .

. Oregon State University , ' .
P . To continue seminar required of all TA's. Plans for
. - |- expanded use of university's Instructional Resources

- Center, and for déyelopment of*student-managed colleguium.

Q * <
' -
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When the NationalIScience Foundation acted on the request (in a .

later, finished formi, funding for®local activities was granted only
X A X

’

to the progrgns cdntinuijf from TLGG's first year, but provision was Pade

for access by all to.the national conferemces, and to the services of

A 7 [

tﬁé“éentral office of the project. At ‘this point, Columbia University
had to decide against participation. . - \
Phase II opened, July 1 1974, with a strengthened sense of continuity,

since many of the new programs, in common with those already banded

together in‘%LGG, could be traced baéﬁito an earlier project (cited in

the Preamble, above) that had concentrated upon -the quality of teaching .

“in introductory college geography courses,
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I Chapter 2.‘ The Conferences: Where and When ¢

* v * ‘ "

Y i d ' &

The three developmental conferences planned for Phase II were fo

¢

assist~TLGG in Vg cryétallizing‘djs goals as a national project, wh%le
RPN reinfqg?ing the goals of eaeh—local program. Each conference, by

expectatibn, was to highlight a problem: the first, that of establishing

N r
objectives for training programs, the second that of working out or-
ganizational feasyrgg\ronsonant with departmental and institutional

purposes* the third, that ‘of assemblfng the pkills and exercising the -

7

stratégies required for getting a program under way. The meetings, as
" L 4
b actua;iylhﬁﬁd, were—-— « . T ;o

Conference I :
. Place: : University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
L Time: -August 15-16, 1974

-

. . Conference 2 Coo : .
L ‘ *  Plac Sheraton-Biltmore Hotel, Atlanta. Georgia
- X Times _January:30-February 2, 1975 0 :
! : P \ . .

)
> > .

. Conference 3
, “Place: University of Chicago, Center for Continuing Education
- Time: September 26-28, 1975 .

) .
- ' n

Maiély in reapohae to the judgment of the local program directors,

~

attention, to ‘the three identified problems'was distributed across all

of the meetings. ~
> &

Readers of the report on|Pbase 1 will recall that national con-

w®

fefences (not to mention other centrally organized activifies) were in-
L) ¥ .~

aving served two purposés: (1) structuring the TLGG system,

and (2) making the system go. In the following two chapters the same

s
<

.
LA
- ¥
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Chapter 3. Structuring the National System

¢

L)

Inspection of the minutes,for the Phase I1 conferences mdkes it

" apparent that the attempt to sustain structure in the national consortium
. J
was reducibie for the most part, as in Phase I, to acts of defining,

‘regulating, ahd -planning. Accordingly, suggestions are made under these

‘s -

headings below. ' o ) .

‘.Defining h B

.

Running through the minutes like variatioms on a musical theme
PR F 4 .

are signs of concern over the confirmation of an ideology. I believe

now, as the,Préamble Says, that this concern amounted to a search for

, an adequate statement of the "inte‘pretatign:\view of teaching. My own

-

best summary, in conference, was given in the words "teaching as re-

sponsibility to the 1earner" (Minutes, app. C, P. 3) % The expressions

\u.

of others (and of myself, earlier) are of interest, and not hard®'to find.

.

1t may be théous, but on the phance that it is nét, I offer this

»

observation: the conferences were conducted generally speaking, as
models of the "inserpretation” approach. One can, in fact, find point-
N

by-point correspondence between entries under ¥The Interpretation Teacher"

in the Preamble and conference events reflecting TLGG policy. Consider,

)

if you will, the peer learning that initiated Conference 1° and that was’

L

a feature of all meetings; the open Steering Committee session of Con-

’

' ference 2; the acceptance extended to-graduate students as members of

-

| 7
+ the conferences; and the responsiveness shown at all meetings to the prefer-

ences and preconceptions of conference.participants.
p—

~

Intertwined with these ventures toward ideological definition were
LY

attempts to~solidify a social definition of what we were about, centering

-

»

*
The utes from all three conferences are included in Volume I1
of this repolit as appendices A, B, and C respectively. y

Cwp

17
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.

- on the role of teaching consultant. Although the conferences may npt *
. p -

EY .

exami-

have brought the role into a tight ﬁocus,ﬂtﬁey br ught'it u

¢ . .
! pation from many angles. Of at least equal importan e conferences
. ¢ * .

~

’ providéﬂ‘stfong social support for those occuﬁying'the role. When John'
, . , .

Ball passed his judgment on the "real value" of TLGG (Min:, App. B, |
. . . & .

p 33). he certainly had this support in mind.
A‘//A ) Regulating . ' ‘ s -

~A reading of the description of the Steering Cormittee's responsi-

v ‘ - .
? . bilities under "Regulating' in Preparing Others to Profess tells one
y b - - .
what continued to occur in Phase II. It also allows the reader to

appreciaie oné particularly prominené item in the conference proceedings.
This is the effort made to sécure adoption of standard criteria by the

several programs, while not challenging their locally authenticated
%u
diversity: In Conference 1 this was tried in the session led by Frank

Koen1 in the evaluative observaiion of teaching (Min., Abp, A, pp. 7-10).

)

\Zﬁe hope here waé&that a single-set of guidelines would be ratified by
the TLGG programs. At was'not.

© At the same conference, the chairman of the Steering Committee

-

announced, "Base line data——informatidn on each student at the start

-

of training--wIil be necessary, if the success of TLGG is to be measured.”
He added three reasons for this convict::n (Min., App. A, p. 15).  After

little more than an hour, howevﬁt; th ittee had set aside its aspir-—

T

lFrank Koen was eSpeciall;\attractive to this group because of his
involvement in a study of programs training college teachers. Frank
Koen and Stanford C. Ericksen, An Analysis of the Specific Features
Which Characterize the more Successful Programs for the Recruitment and
Training of College Teachers (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Center for Research
on Learning :and Teaching, The University of Michigan, 1967).




oo -16- /£

v
-

ation to obtain such data, at least on a strictly standardized foém
. (Min., App. A, P- i7). Essentially, we werk persuadeﬁ that other means
for getting at the effects of the programs would be more appropriate-—
- - ’ .
and feasible. ..
(
‘In the remaining conferences, special staff members,- roughly com-
parable to Koen in standing, were presented,. far more as. consdltants

. ]
J to teaching consultants than as authorities for teaching consultants

to follow. In the same conferences, one observes the drive toward
\ . - . _ ‘
evaluation taking an altered course. 'At the end of Conference 2, I

Al

i&;ak of ~the necessity for "finding out [5omehow] what has been hap-

pening to.graouate students involved in the project" (Min., App. B, p.

[ ' .

-

terms on.the findings of myself and Dee’ Fink from site visits and mailed

questionnaires (Min., App. C,App. 3-6). The work of both of us during A
' ' v

¢

. . that interim is represented in Part Three of the present report.

planning ¢ .

.

The reSponsibility oﬁ looking ahead for the gystem as a whole,

:fell to the Steerlng Committee, with special 1nitiative being taken,
' 7/

_ as. %efore~ by one member, Salvatore Natoli, the Educational Affairs

. Director of the AAG However, a share-out of spearheading with\others
& P

-

d\ . was more apparent than in Phase I. -
) . Phase III wag/planned as a tlpz/?z: (1) evaluation apd (2) d&87 '
semination. fio one was firmer in hié concept{on of TLGG as a project

P

‘ “ that Egg_ t evaluative activity than the chairmdn of the Steering Committee,

Gary Manson. It was his "evaluation—mindedness" (see "Introdiuction

g

!
a to Phase II, " above) against which’ later accomnlishments could be readily

checked. ‘As we, of the Steering ‘Committee had entered Phase II, our
. - . . » . ' <\ ) ' J

[

33). By the time of the thlgd conference, I am able to report in general -
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attention went especially to assessment for the first of those goals,
. f"an improved population of teachers." It was Manson whg-occupied the

) most forward position in urging the dévelopment of base line data fox.

+

’ .
7 -. ', this purpose. .. . : . '

In the months that ensued, plans matured for what came to be called

'\j the Foilow-Up Study (the evaluation part of Phase III) A design emerged
. p s

that owed a great deal ko the detérmination of Manson and to the guidancé

of Natoli, but most of all to the growing confidence and resourcefulness

“

of Dee Fink. Preliminaries to the gollow—Up Study--referred éoﬁunder

"Regulating"--already reflected Fink's ideas; the proposal for Phase
. s - . f" ¢
III were attributable mainly to him. _ - ) .

The dissemination part of Phase III, as planned, perhaps should

have been tezmed Clearinghouse and Consultation Service. In any event,

it was an established functidn of the project, now proposed for a period
A -
+ when none of the programs would any 1onger have the benefit of external

‘funding, and when calls to come together for special assemblages werg

not going to be issued. The planners of thds contiﬁ%ation

;ere chiefly Natoli and Fink. ln the minutes ofﬁthe conferences,’¢ﬁe
J finds general support and approval for their pl7@s where "the ideal of

a network" comes under discussion (Min., App A, pi 18) where .a desire

. I -

to maintain and promote the growth of this.particular group" is expressed
(Min., App. B, P- 34), and where the possibility of “a communications

..
center" is raised (Min., App. C, p. 2).

St
.
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conferences could help to "make the system go" only in the sense of

N
v -18- . .o, ,
v - [
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Chapter 4. Making the National System Go

y «
.

Perhaps this assurance is in order. the'national leadership of

'TLGG was never under the illusion xhat anything done at that level couqd

substitute for or rivﬁl in importance what the local programs were accomp- -

liqhink The central foice realized for example, that the national

. b

‘facilitating Qr supporting local opetations. During the conferen&;s of

’

Phase II two opportunities for rendering support were consciously pursued:

(1) promoting interaction among tHe .programs, and (2) fostering interaction

\
between the programs and representatives of contemporary educational -

thought. . The following paragraphs are grouped andlpeaded accordingly.

34

~ N - - )
. . . o
- 2

Ihteraction Among the Programs ] . . < ’
- * g ‘ . L}

Anyone attending the conferences.could,not help but be convinced

that the delegations from the campuses, espebially“yalued hearing from

their counterparts. Much of the cross-p%ogram‘conmunication occurred

outside the scheduled sessions--over meals, during- breaks, and at other,

times. The organized transmissions took place either in talks to the
»

assembly as a whole ~with lestions) or in sessions for small- group

conversations, Of the former, probably the most productive were the times
< - “‘

B reserved #n Conference 1 for directors of the first generation of TLGG

‘programs to talk about their experiences (a) with beginning-of-the-year

/ .
“or&entations;' and- (b) with seminars on teaching(Min., App. A ,PP- 2-7, :

and 13-14); .but coéntent of'inportance was delivered also in the 3-5 - !
- - ¢ ~ 1.

+ * . N -

. .
. minute free-style summaries from new progranms, given in all conferences.

]

(Min., App. B, PP. 10-12; Min., App: B, )pp..4—7' Min., App. c, pp. 6-9).

The smallrgroup conVersations, ‘tending not to be particularly s 3

prominen; in the conference minutes, probably- ranked ahead of the . -

3
.

3 B ) . .
. ‘ L y

a
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planning sessigns in gzoula::§y. Two of these special interest get-

togethers were on points of program organization--one on finding non-

conventional teaching opportunities for students, during their years of

graduate study (Min., “App. .B, P. 9), the other on fahping out-of-depart-

ment resources for an in—departnent program (Min., App. B, PP. 11-12).

Another session (Min., App. C,-PP. 23-24) brought into the open a question ! y

&

that struck some directors as increasingly relevant: Can teaching prepar-

-

ation be conducted as communicatihn pre?aration, so as to expand the range

ot assistance to include students aiming at careers outside academia?

Yet another session, begun at one conference and resumed at the next, ;E
reflected a continuing Curiositytabout‘the experience often in observing

[

and analyzing the classroom teaching done by graduate students: (Min.,

- N

App. Q; pp. 10-11; Min., dpp= C, -p. 26). . ¥ E N A

Of all of the interests expressed throygh the selection of topics
for small-group discusgion, the most intensely‘felt appears to have been
a curiosity about the acceptance and security of teaching consultancy,
with the distinguishing values, in pther departments. An inspiring
statement from one director, in which He spoke of a change of attitudes
in his department, hadopened the year (Min., App. A, P. 1D “but one
got the impression, as the year went on, of teaching consultants con- ' -
tinuiqg to wofR in emotional isolation, for the most part. hffinite

anxiety was shown in sesgions on”"re—ofientiughfaculty" in Conference ‘

2 (Min., App: B, pp. 9-10), and 'on "in%olving other faculty" in Conference
“ e '

3 (Min., App. C, p. 25), vhile a tone of calculations if not confidence, Te

'was most evident in a Conference'3 sesion on "institutionaiizing" programsg

s ) ) l. - " ﬁ
(Min., App. C, pp. 24- 25)

L]

In a special case of small—group discussion, the rogagation of
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teaching consultancy wis paramount. A pre=axranged workshop ‘for .

1

. "representatives of new teaching preparation programs' (Min.; : ; 3
p N r . ( n‘) App. C,
PP 13-21kzﬁat the end of the Yyear, was probably the occasion of more } \

. . gharing of concentrated, digested experience than occurred in any other

, session.

Interaction between the Programs_and Representatives .t
4 . of Contemporary Educational Thought '

. Nowhere was the commitment of the TLGG leadership to the "{nter-

pretationﬁ\view of teaching (recall Preamble, above) more pronounced L
]

than in the general policy pursued in inviting expert'advisors to the

conferences. To bring in experts at all was to greatly enlarge our®
. ~

efforts at strengthening the corps of geographer-non—teaching consultants

-
* )

through infusiogs_%f contemporary educational thought.. In Phasé I,

the flow of items had been channeled almost exclusively through sélecteJ

mailings (see Appendix D of Preparing Others to Profess); now, although . !

—

we continued the mailings-—as will be described later--we made proponents

of relevant schools of thought directly available for first-hand exﬁositioq_

an% response to questions. In all cases, Wwe thought of our guests aS
I 4

people who would be‘proceediné from "interpretation” premises.
While they may héve‘occupied a common ground: our guests took up
’ .markedly different positions upon it.’ The counsel they offered sor ted

out ag follows: R . .

y -

= . . Behaviorist advice. Based upon‘a cthéption of learning as -

. response to stimuli from the envirodmenﬁ. Tendss to emphasize
' the importance of rewards in teaching, and to encourage closely
- administered education, broken down ;nto-limited,learning tasks. ,
Qur invited sources were-- s :

S Frank Koen,.well known for his work with the Center for
Research on Learning_apd'xgdéhing, University of Michigan,
especially for his-studiég of prescrvice trajning of college
teachers. +* _

-
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. . Ben A, Green, physicist active in campaigning for adoption
. —of Personalized System of Instruction (PSI) in collegiate
K - , education, beginning with his introduction of the system .
at MIT, in 1969. _ ) ‘ A /
. - _

. Cognitive-theory advice. Based fupon a-conception learning as
] organization of mental events ( gnitions). Tends to stress
"hypothesis-making and inventivesiess on the part of the learner,
_and to encourage teaching that aims to help students build '
. cogﬂit{zé structures. Our invited source was—-—

. "

: (\ Richard Suchman, widely quoted among edycators for his ’
“model ‘for the analysis of inquiry," a construct described
. _ in successive issues of The Instructor, from August 1966
.o - to July 1967.

o Hulmanistic, ego-concerned aaéice. Based uponga conception of 7
Jearning as growth, or progressive change in the direction of N
. self-fulfillment and increased watrant for self-confidence. !
Asks tite educator to pay close attention to, and to respect
the judgments of, the learner. Encourages teaching that is
consciously undirtaken as participation in the lives of students.
- Our invited sources were-- :

-

5

Joseph Katz, psychiatrically trained comméntator on American
college education. A recognized authority frofr the time. .
of publications of "personality and Interpemsonal Relations

in the College Classroom," in N. Sanford fed:), The American  x
College (N.Y.: Wiley agg Sons, 1962).

4 Ann Salyard, former campus-wide coordinator of teaching
assistant programs U.C.L.A.S Author. of "An Approach to
* . Preparing Teaching Assistants for College and University .
Teaching."
'Y ~ AN

The advice was sought with particular objectives in mind, the

v

distribution of which across the conferences can be rather easily recog-

nized.

For a more analytic understanding of the teaching role

We looked especially to Koen for help here, asking him

_ to take charge of a workshop in Conference 1 (Min., App. A,

= pp. 7-10). Notice his focus on teaching as overt behavior .
‘game, p. 9). It would be difficult to argue that anything
approaching equal time was provided, durihg . the three con-
ferences, for expression of the other two psychological

: v gchools of thought, although the minutes do show that they

found a hearing. '

For a more analytic understanding of student experience

. We turned to Suchman for leadership in tﬁée regard
ERIC. - N |
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‘ ) setting him up for a workshop in Copferénce 2 (Min., App.
L ' B, pp. 23-28). ‘Statding in evident contrast with his

cognitive=theory approach were: the behaviorist#assumptions
' of Ben Green as brought out earlier-in the same conference
’ _ (Min., &pp. B, pp. 15-22), and tHe-humanistic stance
. of one of our directors, Duane Knos. Knos can be followed
' through the minutes of all three conferences as inde-
pendent, deeply convinced interpreter of learning ex-
perience.

+ " Toward better-informed advocacy of ehe reorganization of teaching

Throughput its life, TLGG stood gﬂé "breaking the cake

of custom", with respect to teaching of specific al-

) ternatives to conventional ways and means, two directioms

AN of encourdgement were repeatedly inddcated as most practis
cable: (1) simulations, including ad hoc role playing, -
and (2) patterned independent study, especially as rep-
resented by Personalized Systems of Instruction (PSI).

- We went into Phase II feeling :that a ghance to become
directly acquainted with PSI was owed to the program ° -
directors, and in the Conference 2, courtesy of Ben Green, )

* it was provided (Min., App. B, pp. 13-22), The behaviorist
" foundation of PSI came fully to ljight during his workshop.-

For a deepened appreciation of teaching consultancy

»

LY

Probably it was my reading of the significance of teaching
consultancy--based upon my own experience--that accounted,
- more than anything else, for the appearance of this
objective among the conference goals. of Phase II. Taking
a\persons-in—relatlon view of what teaching consultancy
is, I was inclined increasingly to wonder whether our
TLGG corps of "geographic educators," including myself,
mikht not need the sort of sensitiza iom lto our respon- '
sibilities that Ann Salyard' s{exampfe premisad. Her ..
. workshop, which came in Conference 3, brought us the
. humanism of a thoughtful, experienced amateur (Min., App.
B, pp. 11-16). )
Toward a better understanding of tradition and change in teachi*g
environments

To return to a refrain in these pages, the program

directors as a whole needed, as a.matter of survival,

and sought for, as a matter of principle, changes in

the prevailing value systems of their departments. A

service we ttded to oﬁfer throughout the life of -the

project, tZYZid this eénd, was assistance in conceptualizing
", ' graduate departments of geography as teaching environments,

with particular reference to tradition,and change. 1In

the conferences of Phase 1I, we reserved the closing

"educational thought session'" for Joseph Katz, on

invitation to speak to this point (App. C, pp. 27-33).

~  He responded by«speaking, "in his way, to all of the ob-
jectives listed here, although close listening was required .

ERIC 25 .
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7

to realize that he did.

The chofce'ot Katz symbolized an aéteﬁténce_by-TLGG'of the humgn-
istic, ego—centered philOSOphy that had'castuLeonard Lansky in a leading

-

role in the project preceding it (see Preamble,'above,*for citation of y
z - ’},{; K f’R - - *
the proiect titled "The Improvement of College Geography Instruction.)

To end- this report on the national cqnferences, I recommend that the . ‘L
( ~

reader go back to Conference 1, where Stanford Eriksen of the Center LT

A -

a orop-in guést—-has his séy (Min., App. A, PP. 16—17$: whethé} the o
minutes 'succeed in»pommunicating;therfact or not, Eriksenfs style of .
advice meshed with the thinking of the program directors, taken as a
group, more effEctivekz than that of any of the invited guests. He
spoke as a "problem ariented" analyst of learning conditions if American
higher education,l without primary commitment either to the Lansky-

Katz approach, or to the positions stamped by behaviorism, or to the -

interpretations controlled by cognitive theory. p

{4
!

. lSee Eriksen's Motivation for Learning: A Guide for the Teacher of
the YoungﬁAdult (Ann Arbor, Mich: Univ. of Michigan Press, }QJAQi\
egpecially pp. 18-23, ,

4




. .
" IR} N . - -
. 8 . y . :

. ¢ . . . . .
oo e
- M 4 ! 4 < : ) ‘ ' ’ »

v

- Chapter 5. Supplemeniti the Conferences: Productions | -
. * of the Central Office : '

» ‘

\ . . .
) To appreciate the conferénces- is to go far toward :an ﬁnderstqnding

-

of TLGG at the national level, but not all of the way. Knowledge of . T -
. ‘ ) .. .

. ' what the central office of ‘the projéct was préducing during the phase’

P

. . . —— _
is also required. In most respects, the production story is that of

P a e .
L. Dee Fink_(Associate Director) as author, finder, and disseminator.

AN

. p < ?“‘ { . ’ . ’
- Structuring-the System < . -
¢ Y -

Looking across the now-familiar array of basic structuring activities—-

'dgfining, regulating, and plannigge—one can recognize the firg} as the

one to which. an especially interesting piece of writing pertained. It
‘ ’ - }

‘was Fink's "Approaches to Teaching," an essay in which he drew anew

the gzﬁtrast between the cbnveﬁtionaliy approved position of the
"transmission teacher™ and the project-favared position of the "inter-
- pretation tedcher.”" He opened by saying,

One of the primary goals of the’TLGG Project is "am improved
.. “population of teachers at theé college and graduate levels." . .
Te This is partially achieved by giving graduate students the TE ks
' - opportunity to teach ahd thereby .improve their teaching . ¢ . )
skills prior t6 their employment as full-time teachers. But
becoming a better teacher requires more than getting a ""head .
start" in the practicing art of teaching: I% also means being i
more-’able to- conceive of better ways of teaching, and being
- able to select and use the kihd of teaching most appropriate
( s - for specific situations. ' P )
He then brought his readers J;rian;s on the "interpretation' view and
R T ' g.’ o , ’ . , e

practice un%?r1four-%itles (modified by me for the present report):

' A

Media mode.  Largely determined by the capabilitiles of radio, -
TV, and remote-terminal computer. In a principal version, = .
the teacher--seen as a subfect matter specialist--cooperates
~ with an instructional specialist and an informational special- -
“a . ist {someone who knows where _to get ‘data, films, still pictures,
, and other educational.software). The teacher decides what
needs to be taught, evaluates material for learning difficulty,
. and relates fhe content of the course to that of 8ther courses.
Mode recommended by & recent Carnegie Commission..

>
.
A}
. ¢

1 . ) o Lt
,' \) . ’ﬁ;t"‘ ~ -~ ¢
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Management-of-learning modé, Tehcher becomes manager of a
process defiped by its aim of maximizing student performance.
Close attention given to strategically administered rewards, .t
and to step-by-step progiession. Examples are often said to . )

be "individually paced" and- "'mastery oriented." Includes ) B
. programmed learning, audiovisual tutorial systéms, and some
types of coqspter assisted instruction. Best known illustra-
tion: Personalized.System of Instruction (PSI).¢

Inquiry-into-inquiry mode. I1lustrated by Joseph Schwab's
_ classroom use of original papers in science, selected as "in- ' -
stances of good enquirers yielding scientific knowledge worth
_ possessing.” ypically, based on discussion--in a situation
." .where teachér and student become cooperating and communicating
pursuers of#a common problem: the meaning of the inquiry

at hand.

. Learner~attending mode. The teacher becomes facilitator of
naturally occurring procésses. For Carl Rogers, relianpce is
to be placed upon the presumed self-actualizing tendency of
students; for Herbert Thelen, on what are believed to be (a)
the guest for personal autonomy and captaincy of self, (b)
the tendency of groups to develop a social order, and (c)

a desire for action to ifiprove relations with the social and
natural environments. . ) h

The four variants were Hescribed‘aéainst the backgraund of the discourse ' “~

. mode (read, the mode appropriate to the "eransmission teacher"), for

A\l

which Jacques Bgfqun was madespokesman.
The thinking in this essay (which was distr%buted by mail throughout

ghe TLGG network) grew out of extended discussions between my8elf and

. Fink. Our talks, in-turn; were prométed by a memorandum of Auguse

1973, written pr;mafily Sy Herbert Thelen ahd circulated among théapducation

, faculties at the.University of Chicago. Fink's four variants tally Y

against the categories of advice attributed to our guests at the Phase v

II conferences as follows:
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At the Conferences . Ia Fink's Paper

v

@ Media mode

- Behaviorist advice ‘ -
Management-of-learning mode

-

Cognitive-theory advice .| 'Inqu\iry-into-inqniry mode .

Humanistic, ego-concerned . Learner-attending mode
. 77y advice . ' endiil

e’

® -

. Making the System Go " _ ) . ’ .

-~ .

As the months of Phase II passed, respohsibility for Central Office

action to help "make the system gg' fell largely: to Fink. What he did,, ,
. S, :

i <
. with more than one cooperator, can be summarjzed under the three sub-

headings that have become standard, in TLGG reporting. Under eg#h, where

Pl

reference ‘,is made to the IOI (Internally Originated Item) Series or to’ - .
the EOI (Externally Originated Item) Series, Fink's rold as finder is to

be assumed. The complete roster of titles for the two series appears
[ ) . N .

in Appendix D and Appendix E. o

: -
. Interaction among the programs. An item from Indiana University

on a university-—wide program for graduate student teachers (EOL #20) and

w*

. one from the University of Waterloo on a departmental retreat for grad-

uate students (IOI #14) were isolated contributions coming early and late
¢ - :
in the period. The primar"j? locus of cumulative production was Colorado.’

-~

Near the start came David Hill's synopsis of University Teacher as Artist - . .

(101 #11), followed by materials fxom and about the Colorado workshop ’
(101 #12). Later came news from a Colorado seminar on geographic education .

(Io1 # 15); a simulation (101 016), and scales for the evaluation of

institutions (IOI #18). The stream--with which a mail¥ng from the University of

o .y ‘ ] . .
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;bolbrado at Colorado Springs on teaching philosophies (IOI #17) ought

;b,%esassociatedr~conéinued into Phase IIL. \v‘\

Intéraction between the prégrams and the disciplinary’ community. : - ;

.
v

% .
For this SQ§i§°f interfacing, the use of -the item-q;iling service was

&

' limiéed to two inbound pieces: the gauntlet-casting article by George

. Dury (EOI #19) that se;vea to warn program directoré in general of the-
-.apprehensivénessfthat beﬁavioriSCic advocacy can arouse within the pro-

' feséoriate; and, of a countering tendency, an article and letter from two
. t<young'professors (EOI # 24) on their favorable experience with the mastery-

- . leéarning model. .

-
e

» Fink made a major contribution—-with expert technical assistance--

. " by carrying out an {nvestigation-by-questionnaire, .the full, results of

’

-

which were sent direct%y to geography departments, an abbreviated accouht

", " going into the Professional Geographer. Released under the title "The e
g . . .
- { _Importance of Teaching in the Appointment and Promotion of Academie SR .

. .. . - ot rS .
Geographers," his report digested the responsesof more than 350 chair-

. . : . 5 . -
persons to queries that could be reduced, ultimately, to the¢se questions:
LY /'

@) What 1is the importance of various dimensions of teaching

competence? —
(2) What ig the importance of various types of evidence of ) .
St + teaching competence? - )
¥

e (3) Wh;E\is the relative importance of teaching vis-a-vis
L research and administrative work in appointment-and pro-
Y motion decisions? Has this changed in the last five _ ~
, .~ years? If so, in what way and for.what reason? VN

i

S, (4) What is the relative 'likelihood of five hypothetical
. candidates being offered appointmentsjfnd‘promotidhs
o

33

« in your department? .

(5) What other special characteristics ar f particular

jnterest to your department?

- ' .

- . R . )
The questioning proéesé@itseIf was developed as a way of inducing de- °*

‘o ‘ partment heads to take part in an agpréciative analysis of teaching. ‘ s
V- . . .

- .
- N Y )
. <
30 , ST
. " . . . .
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L (Fink got cooperation from 71%Z of his addressees). Responses were

L ‘expected to help TLGG program directors judge the market for the kind

e . cf Pn.D. they were helping to train. Fink ¢ nld say, at the end, "There

‘ wae a, very‘strong preference Jexpressed] by nearly ail tynes of de- -

s

partments for the candidate who had a backﬁround of research, feaching

experience with positive student evaluatiops, and a record’ of partici-
Q

pation in a formq}iteacher preparation program. .

"\ " If buiiéing confidence among academic geographers in the role of

the teaching consultant was a high-ranking obligation of the Central *

- M 1y

Officé, as I believe it was, then another of Fink's initiatives deserves..

emphasis: an effort to help geographers think clearly about a demand L

~

being plaeced upon themselves and their departments by almost all

university adminietrationsffor paper evidence of vhat students think

of their coursed. This effort reached a climax at the nat;onal AAG :
Meeting’of‘l§75, when Fink and two especially well qualified TLGG.pro4 v

gram directors--Alan Backler from Indiana and Janice Monk from Illindis--
.« * . ') ‘

- . - preseated a8 workshop for all interested AAG Members on constructing,

administering and interpreting student evaluation forms. The workshop

was given with modifications at the 1976 sessions of the’ International’

L4

Gebgraph;cal Union in Leningred, the U.S.S.R.

Interaction between our programs and the world of educational

4

thought. The titles of items #20 to #40 in the EOL Series represent

receipts from the world of the educator during Phase II (the remainder
. extending the intake into Phase III). Their significance is easily SR
< 'stated. First, some mailings were made as back-up for voices of pro—- -

.fessional education heard at the conferences. (See ncs. 22, 27, 28, 31

L d

and 39. For confirmation. that the intent was not always promotional,

[} - .

2
.

ERIC . N 3 : :
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L4 ! .
notice the title of #31.) Second, some were meant to lend perspective

. . on the kind_of préject in which we were engaged. (Se%/ggsk 21, 23, 25,'

- . v

29, 33 and 38. Notice #25, fo;_its identification of a learner-centered

v

"reform movement to which, one musj,grant, we belonged.) Third, some ° ' ‘

wd

aimed at a lafger‘perspectivg. (See_#30 on the pro essoriate, #31 , )
M . (A =Y
' on the graduate student, and'nos. 35 and 37 on university positions . L
- " . ‘

relative to teaching.) Finally, one item (#36) conveyed how-to-do-

it aids : o

. . - In partial return, Fink committed himself to the authorship of

an article oﬁ TLGG's experiences in Educational Horizons. ‘He 929—

pleted it early in Phase III, for publication in the issue of that

3
magazine for Winter, 1976-77.

7~ . / \'1
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* * preamble. Getting to the Root of a' Problem

. ' ..

.
™ v
H [ 7

Wherever TLGG went, as a sponsor of programs, it had been invited.

‘ The reader 1 recall that the numbér of. invitationms accepted from
doctoral,departﬁents was at first five, went to six ls Phase I opened,

rose to seventeen as plans wére completed for Phase II, and settled at

gixteen after a withdrawal (By Columbia). In every case, the department
issuing the invitation wanted access to the give-and-take of TLGG be-

. cause of an existing or contemplated program on the arts of teaching,

“  for a "home group" of graduate.students. Sometimes, it must be admitted,

a department may have been moved to join or to stay inm the TLQG consortium

7
as much out of a wish to tell othets-about its-program as to improve

"it, but whether this was so or not, a sense of anomaly could always

be detected, sooner or later: the consortium was aiming to do something
<

which the department had not been created to do. R

To get at the root of the problem, we must go back to the time~— |
~ « N ' E/
late-in fhe nineteenth century--of the rise of an ideal, called "the .

. university g;ea" by William Raiaey Harper, first president of m§ own
university, the University of Chicago. Wherever it became an active f//
organizing princ%Ple,,whetber in a new cooberatio;, such as Chicago |
or Johns Hopkins, or ;n an old 3ne, sqph a; Hg;vard or Michigan>‘th€ ideal .

was proﬁulgated through declarations of the primacy of "regearch,"

"the advancement of knowledge," or "{nvestigation." Its adoption, says

a recent author (Charles Wegener, in his Liberal Education and the Modern '

University, 1978), ' , ) ' .

ounted to a revolution in institutional structure, in pro- s
fessional function, and in curricular and educational cdonternt d . *
and activity. It remolded the actuality of an institution
of learning and education; it gave new meaning to the. ""pro-
fessor%ate“; it.removed the limitations on subjects and subject ‘ A/

Q . .
. ;

34
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} 5 y e 'matters whiéh Had characterized schools, colleges, and uni-
: versities; and; inevitably, it imposed.new requirements, new i
activities, new options, and new problems. . . . :
- - ” ' 0 - .
By 1900, fourteen institutions had banded together in adherence to . ’
4

,/ 'the university idea," 0 found -the Association of Aﬁerican Universities.
To continue with Chicago, uneasine$s over the readiness of degree
holders to teach came early, finding expression in a paper of 1908

presented before the Association of Doctors of Philosophy' €of that ' . >

- ?
university).l Observing that "the various departments’. >, are now .

in the habit of looking to teaching as the field in'bhich they expect )
. * . 3 3
_to locate their graduate students, when they shall have completed their
¢ a’ . .: . * .
courses,” and adding, that this was true "whether these graduates are - <

.

from the Master's or the Doctor's [Program],” the author took a position ' g
& . v . . *

in favor of preparatory work in the philosophy of education and_in

114

"the pedagogy of the—special subjects.” He granted, however, that
therjfwere strong differences of opinion on the entire matter, and he
concluded by affirming a poinjion which "the university idea! could ",

not yield: a belief that "the research spirit and the ability .to do -

¥ L . ;
resdarch . . . constitute one of _the{?trongestifactors in good teaching

r

ability."
, t It seems to)me that this. author (who was with the School of Education)

came close to recognizing a standard of excellence in teaching which R

" derives from "the university idea," and which must be considered if the. ad

-

issle of teaching preparation during the years of graduate education i§‘

E
-

to be faced realistically. As expressed by a committée on teaching . - '
- -, . A 1 N
at Chicago in my own time, it runms,

i : z bl

Lo.u. Caldwell, "The Relation of the Doctorate to Téaching," Uni Uni- .

- veraity of ‘Chicago Magazine, Vol. 1 (1898), o s8-64. . .
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R There is an excellence of teaching that comes only from.those. .
2 whose teaching is gontinually informed by, transformed, by, o
their own unresting attempts to push the limits” of what is >
. known. , What they teach-is;npt a<subject matter shaped by
L others and consignsd to them as teachers. They are themselves
the makers and ShapeEs in the prgcess by which their subject
" ig always in motiop. ] ‘ s :

The reminder I take from this passage is that, where "th§R¥nivérsity,~

idea" prevails, an extraordinary culture develops in which powerful -

models--professors who are "makers and shapers' of subject'matter--
are dominant figures. Within this culture, students are under

great and continuing iqducement;to aim at becoming similar people.

Paying attention to them as teaching models becomes "the thing to do,"
o N - . N

while any special program for teaching preparation tends to seem di-

versionary. Under these condiéions,(ﬁqleration pf’or.allowance'for special

teaching preparation can develop; but, unless unusual measures are taken,

it will be coneeived of in é spirit of noblesse oblige, as being suited

only to académiciags for whom éubjecé matter is "shaped by others and -

.

consigned to them as teachers."

» ‘ )
of the sixteen idstitutioms represented on the rolls: of TLGG in ~

\

- r _ . B
Phase II, all were inheritors," in sotte degree, of the é?eat*univer- v -
§ - 4 -

sity revolution of.the'late nineteenth century. Accordingly, their

departments of geography ﬁ}eéénted, to” some extent, difficulties in--
N " .

herent in the culture just now described. . .

LI . N »

N ) 5 Beyond the bounds of accomod/ati;_'ari were departments which, t@gh
a relat%vely wéll idforéed aBoué TLGG,  felt prevented by a dif- |

- ference in values fro@ joining ui. Whether or not the departmeht

at the University of Visconsié—Madiéph is itself a case in point,

a professor from ;hgré who had attended a maké;ready meeting for -,

., * ., N . '
Phase 1 came away expressing alarm over his perception of us,
. ! e . - . ¢ —
Y .
-7 2Report ¢f Committee on Tpaching,tThe Uniyersity of Chicago Record,

June 15, 1973~ c _ .

N

-
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’ _ seeing in our general position a threat.to his university principles. p

He was G H, Dury, who went into print todeclarefor himself and others ) ,

O -

NS

the ideal of "firing the imagination ‘of our students [to do research],

and to report having been "deeply depressed" at our meeting, especially

over the behaviorist advice of Frank Koen (already a source of advice,

L [y p
even before TLGG started). ''We cannot program inspirationg protested

" Dury, believing that we stood for programmed instructiap. It is not

.
Y . .

certain that an appreciation.of the full breadth of our view--an "in-

-~

terpretation" conception that sees teaching as responsibility to the

r

N 1eamer--—wou$ave made him much more receptive to our efforts. ) -

My experience at the Univer91ty ‘of Chicago, where the geography

td

faculty has much in common with Dury, suggests that fuller explanation

—— LY

of our ideology would nof have been very persuasive. My.ventures in -

.teaching consultancy at Chicago, which have always been informed by

the Minterpretation" view, never attractedfgnough support to make me
“feel warranted in urging affiliation with TLGG. (In saying this, I
A ) - . o

am ignoring the fact that -the méinstay,of the* typical TLGG progranm,

a population of teaching assistants, ig’ migsing--by design--from the
. . o . ‘.

Chicago system.) - R - . ' AR .o

w N a R - 5
- .

C e Although, s I would have'iﬁ,nour mission for the self-conscious
* & - . -
- cultiyation of the teaching arts was in content.on with 'the university

N ’

idea" on all. TLGG campuses, local situatioms diffe;ed greatly. Definite

v contrasts were at least implied in the‘pages of Preparing Others to
* B * & - .
+ Profess, for the departments enrolled in Phase I. To be explicit ' 4 ~

' about differences now, in preparation for hearing from the logal directors

of Phase II I offer my Surmise that we were dealing with three variants_

,

ouaghe American university department. In Variant I, represented by

at least six departments, from- among which I point particularly to \ \ v
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.

Berkeley; the values of "the university idea" were most clearly dis-

I

played; the image of the scholar-teacher was preeminent; and the primacy
of theoretical orientations was assumed. In Variant 2, regresented

ky'aboug_the same number of departmenté, strong traditions of public

service, sometimes traceable to land-grant origins, raised the relative -
importance of applied research and tended to set a tone of state and

regional consciousness and accountability. As an excellent examﬁie,

~

I pointﬁio Iowa. In Variant 3, represented pe}haps §01ely by ghe de-

' 14
/%artment at Clark, .a broad responsiveness to contemporary social;

« political and economic problems brought into prominence more of an‘

action research than an applied research style, and tended to favor,.
i

too, ‘the personal element in departmental dl:coufse.

—

» >

In arriving at the variants, I have workeg from a typology in

Joseph Axelrod, The University Teacher as Artist (Chapter 12), where -

.fhese fiine typés of teaching institution are dist{hguished:

1) SociotechniCalrfnstitutes (6) Regional pvt. universities .
(2) Major research universities (7) Pvt. lib. art colleges -
- (3) Regional public universities (8) Pvt. mmuni colleges : *
(4) Comprehensive state colleges (9) Priva junior*colleges
(5) Sihgle—purpose specialized .
q colleges
[4

As 1 read Axelrod's criteria, our project was confined ‘to types (2),

¢

e

4

(3), and €6). _ o .
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: Chapter 1. Programs and Departments
By now, the.programs are familiar to the reader, having been
introduced near the opeming of Part One oOf the present report, and
' havihg been heard from repeatedly through thei}'?epresentat;!es at
N the three national conferences. Still, much remains to;--rfa d, The
purpose of Part Two is, figuratively speaking, to take* he reader home
with the directors, aiming to d!!b lessons from their experiences as
they strove to bring about improvements under conditions peculiar to
their settings. Principally, the sources upon which conclusions in
the following chapters rest are the accounts ‘given by the directors
themselves, as found in Appendix F and Appendix G. .
\
- By way of re-introduction, the programs are grouped bgiow according
to the departments with which they were associated. The departments
are differentiated in keeping with the scheme presented in the“preceding
———— . sgection, partially on the basis of first-hand observation (by Dee Fink
and myself). )
Variant 1 (image of the scholar-teacher : .
preeminent; general atmosphere severely . .
“challenging to TLGG-type ventures) . ) /
The departments frem the original set that seemed most clearly
~ to qualify-were those at Berkeley and UCLA Illinois either
here or under Variant 2. -
Departments from the added set: Michigan, Rutgers, fand Penn
State. Indiana either here or under Variant 2.
«  Variant 2 (strong traditions of public service ) .
and state accountability relatively favorable ' -
to TLGG) o
, . . e
From the priginal set, I point to Colorado and Iowa, while :
granting that Iowa might be judged by some~to belong under
Variant lL . . -
. From the agdded set: Oklahoma, ‘Maryland, Michigan State, Oregon o
v State;, and Indiana State. '
Q - L




. o.‘ l.’: \ k . 57 ‘ W

L ] ‘ J
. Variant 3 (broad responsiveness to social ‘
. igsues: sensitivity to student attitudes
favorable to TLGG intéentions)
! The single case, in my opiﬁién, was the department'at Clark. i
‘ . . ) . ) ‘
I submit for the reader's consideration that much concerning how
X M - . L [y v
_* - our programs fared can be understood if the outlook and method of the
, local TLGG Teadership are seen as interacting with the values and practices ™

of the-host departments. In the chapters that follow, this interaction

N 3
] .
is reviewed. :

&
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. Chapter 2. AltérnatiVe Master Frame °
- i

vy . . . -
o . i » "

‘ We edtered*Phase II greatly chastened {n what had been an article
AP ‘o .

- "of faith or hope when the project began: that TLGG programs would

-+ “foster educational research, that they would be suffused with curiosity

» . ’

° , about the educational~process, and that they would operate within the ' :
recognized master fréﬁigﬁf geogfaphic education. Our réason for expecting .

\ - ’ .t
|
less after the .trial year was the experience of that year, especially

at Lolorado, where the attempt to organize TLGG activity within the

‘frame of education had been mos t resolutely pursued,. FqégColorado s

retreat.from its-originak position, see_Preparing Others to Prgfess,

pp. 19-20. \“, e : : ~
» ™ .

. ‘ Whether or not we realized it, our original expectations probably
" - / N .ot
‘ represented a response to "the university idea," as,translated_into the
>, . functions of ?cademic departmentsa One can recognize w1thout great- - S —
r

&

Q/y/ difficulty, in the planning discussions for TLGG, a desire to strengthen,
" through the project, a research-ba Specialization that would perhaps

hold its own vis-a~vis other specializations. Teachingeconsultancy, .
’ .- - N - 3. v ./" . v
. as idealized by us, was to be regularly taken up by a research-active
partieipant in our special field. By the time Phase I had ended it had

beccme evident that, while we- were failing to come to terms with unft=— - - -7 —

)

-

i” versity life via the geographic education frame, we were in process of

- .
.

adapting to it through another,,not of our cboosing.

Y A The alternative frame was that, of teaching assistantship (the TA . .

. - L R ) i
. systeﬁ). To understand it, one is obliged, ultimately, to take account
L \‘ " ‘&,

“? of an instituﬁional,fact more deeply rooted\en uniVersity,history than

- the commitment to resgarch.. "What is special about the ﬁniversity asks

Joseph Axelrod. His answer: It is the only institution in our society .
N . T ’

o | - . . ‘ Q ‘ : L
SRR T A%

o




iy

e 3

» [N A
L] » 4 -~

. .authorized to award academic degrees "(University Teacher as Artist

b, p, 149). This right dating back to university beginnings in EurOpe,

A

necessarily carries with it the obligation to effer instruction. In

. ' . .twentieth century America,.partly becayse of the: claim on professional,
’ A - ' 4 -
time made by research-and partly because of the inordinate massing of

. , . : ~
young people onto'campuses as university students, an_—é@junct faculty

P
has been required to meet teaching demands. It consists of graduate -
™

students in ‘the role of teaching assistants, the dutiEs of which range

from little more than clerical support for a professor s teaching to .o

- A

"outright substitution for him as a teacher.
< ‘o ’ N ’ M ‘

In dhase 1I, acceptance of TLGG's attachment to teaching assistant-

-

ship was almost universal. For a notion of how expansive the control
over a program by the concerns of teacting assistantship could be, I

recommend the end-of-year réport from Berkeley (Appendix F, frogram 1).

-

There and.elsewhere, a principal effect on TLGG's provision of teaching .
. F] .

consultancy was curtailment in range of attention. 'As Fink pointed out

- _in the donference ending Phase II, teaching consultancy can spread over:

”

(1) c0ntact skilis, for classroom interaction T \\\\

-

(2) pre-active skills, for gourse design, and

-

(3) pro~active skills, for thought'and action on curriculum questionms. .

‘

[ o .

,mwciiiuisii,xhecfgcus 4in Phase-II, in fact, was on classroom interaction, and on !

instructional materials for the facilitation of it.

Within this linitation,-the directors succeeded generally, T belieie,
in/asserting a principle absolutely edsential to TLGG: that an analytic,
scholarly contemplation of teaching is worth attempting. They represented

/

. ’ , <, . :
a point of view different from that which necessarily prevailed in their
L)

departments;, a consultant's as against a practioner's approach and appre-

-d’: \ .ciation. For them it made sense .to study teaching. For~nost.of them, that

¥
l"

.
Y. ®
+ .

) s 42 " \
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study probably oceurred within the frame of geographic education. But they .
L N

gree to work with people not thinking in that frame. .

: were ready in varying de
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L. . ; Chapter 3. On the Seminar
s oot . ) . 7 ; -
. N . -
- 14

- In the typical department.of Phasge I, a seminar on teaching had been

R held. It was the social center for maintenance of that focussed analytic

.

. cohsideration of teaching which, to, repeat, was absolutely essential to

Ve . \ o *

true TLGGOparticipation. In Phase II, a seminar was mounted in Iess‘than
half of the p‘rams. By reading the reports with an. eye to these instances, oL

and to the substitutions made for seminars, apd to the reasoning of dir-

" ectors about seminars, puch may be learned about the programs as a whole.

»w

In the“reports froﬁ Variant 1 departments (as classified by me at real N

risk of challénge), the TLGG—type seminar was nowhere secure. For systemati-
X - Py u ¢’ - ’ b )
‘ .
cally develo ed approaches to seminar presentation by TLGG directors in.
s 7/
. asuch departmeqts, I recommend the accountSvfrom Iltinois and Indiana (App. \J/c%
- %

z:F, Program 4 App. G, Proggam 1y. Neither, despite evidence of thoughtful,

~

R B,

#sttentive leadership, leaves-with the reader a sense of survivability.- .- <

. Y .
Ihe E%nn State report ends with a note on ''strong student and faculty

>
LY

resistance to formal seminans or classes on teaching methods" (App. G,

~Prog. 8). ﬂ"fUCLA the seminar has been suspended for a year; at Berkeley, y
sessions called seminars have'been expanded to run the whole year--but they
are 4 srpdent—managed enterprise (App.. F, Prog. 1). At Michigan, ‘excellent

. 9 ‘ ~
N materials, precisely suited to the institution——the studigs\produced by

-

e — v

'

@Michigan's Center for Research on Learning_and Teaching--are the seminar's
& grist, but the director's reluctance'to make a year—end report gﬁggests an
- T underlying tentativepess (App. G, Prog. 4) .At Rutgers, the seminar is

found to be operating energetically and very much in the main 1ine of TLGG e

-'intent, yet in isolation from the faculty (App. G, Prog. 9). T

T, * \
In reports fraom the 'Variant 1 departments are to'be found arresting’
ks - " . . .

-observations.' First, Alah Backler, .at Indiana, advances the conclusion

h ’
- . , L]

4

-7 éﬁi . . - ',4!1 '
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that a viable TiGG—type seminar must be allowey to play a part in "control

;’~ over graduate student teaching assignments.”" "What is 'required,"-he goes

on to say, "is a creative system which provides students with a variety
[}

E of teaching expe;iences [according to] the diverse needs of students at

BN . ¢ 1

differenc stages, of development.' One can only lament that no TLGG leader,

T acting on this view, was ever able to win the right to exercise this con-

v tTOl. - " - ’ ’

Second, to\draw again. from the Variant 1 reports, Bri el Holcomb

reminds her .readers of -what must occur, if the TLGG-type seminar\{s to

w

achieve adjusfment to the Variant 1 academic style: some degree of research

-

payoff. She says of her own trial rum, "It led to no original research

into ways of learning/teaching. . . . The instructor learned relatively
g little. ' This was disappointing as I usually 1earn.? lot from teaching
¢ <~ graduate seminars." ™~
4

Given. the conditions stated earlier, Variant 2 departments should

e have been more receptive than Variant 1 departments to the idea of teacher .
_preparation as trzining, and so, should have‘producéh a different pattern ,

of reaction to the seminar question. The expectation is ‘that, if a seminar

’ e '
//were instituted at . 1t would have been marked by a workshop atmosphere’

and procedure. By my interpretation of the reports‘from Michigan State

(App. G, Prog. 5) and Indiana State (dpp. G, Prog. 2), 'this anticipaﬂion’
e e

was borne out. It may have been at Oregon State, too (App. G, Prog 7

———

on that question I leave the reader to jusdge.
' By expectation; based upon}the training premise, the'seminars‘héld o . .
" ear%ie; at Colorado and £OWa, ié Phase I, would have sbown’a~priparily ™
Ve ~ workshop chaéacte; The fact is that at Colorado_ (as at Illinois) a deli~ \

berate attempt had been made to deal with essentiarry schblarly functions

.

-
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; C e
. ‘conception of the seminar in workshop terms.

'iduri g Phase I, consisting oP’the first 14 weeks experience of these gradu-

‘ate

-
-
-

v

¢ . © ’
Q:d\Sith workshop functions in separate courses; and at Ibwa, the workshop

b

cast was not entirely clear. Boweveg, in.Phage 1I, Colorado did go over’

‘
~a

entirely to a workshop format--as a stugent-run enterprise, and at Iowa,

the seminar was suspended for the year in favor of training—oriented indi-

4 ..
-

vidual conferences (App. }};Progs. 3 and 5). . .

-

. P . »
As to Oklahoma and Maryland, two Variant 2 departments which made

their entry at the opening of Phase TI, the first was mot ready, it seems '

fair to say, to make a decisidn en the seminar question‘ the second had

-

decided, at the time of applying for inclusion in TLGG, and the, determination

~

wasg negative. Having narroﬁed thd presumably eliglble clientele to new

teaching ‘assistants, the responsible committee at Maryland said 'on o -

two grounds: insyfficient number of students, and a "disinclination to

~

clearly identify the qliestion of college teaching as a.distinct area of

concern" (App. G, }rog. 3).

"

I see in this disincliffation ‘at Maryland the impact-ef’"the upiversity
-t ! .
idea," again.» In*honesty, the effect seems to have been felt throughout

. the Variant 2 group, further clouding the distinction betgyeén the variants.

v 4 , . :

Even so, it,seems to me that the issue of seminar adoption and the prospects
. . , ,

- for seminar survival, in Varianf 2 departments,'generally turned upon a

..\ - .
Under Variant 3 conditions .(1f.my characterizations are correct);

v

__the seminar question should .be expected to arise as one of choosing an >

appropriate social means, for ,exploring teaching as a personal act.  The
, .
seminar would present itself as a particular form,of communal experience. )

Our ariant 3 department, Clark had a seminar or seminar-like entity going -

¢ R

P

- - -

udents known as "the TEGG participants" (Preparing Others to Profess, .

o

[
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" App.-A, Interp. Paper from clark). "The TLGG participants" sustained their
. ,

identity during succeeding episoées of Phase I.

In Phase II, however, no communal experience took shape at Clark that
could be construed ag a seminar on teaching. The teason, I‘believe, is '
thht the (modest amount af) financial'assistance which "the TLGG parti-
cipants" of Phase I had had in common was not,to be had during Phase II. Do
Duane Knos, bontinuing‘as local TLGG directot, and very.activegin the national
tonferences, allowed local TLGG awareness to lapse. He was trying--1

surmise--to give ggidance, without TLGG attribution, to the whole of the

* Clark department as, a learning community. (I owe this belief largely to

{
a talk with Robert dees, a professor in that department, but also to the

a

matter in Appendix F, for Program 2.) He was, as consultant encouraging
a consciousness of each individual's "structuring of knowing, a sense of .
the process of coming to know,-and a sense of the problem of what may be'

(Prep. Others, App. A, Interp. Paper for Clark). Beyond that, he was under-

-, rd

taking to'export, through the national confergnces, hié model of community

development.
* k k k k %
An afterword of seminars: as a scanning of the appendices will reveal,
in two departments what could be called a conditions-of-professorship
seminar was held. At Oregon State, the seminar "The Geographer as University
Professor" was co-extensive with the lécal TLGG program; .at I1linois,
YEducation and the University,‘ a discussion course in the ﬁepartment of ’ o1
Geography that had antedated TLGG by more than a decade, continued and became-- . '
by friendly association--a part of it. In both Seminars, adaptation to '

H

locally relevant versions of “the university {dea" was clear, while incor-

-

poration of major tenets bf the TLGG ideology remained open to qyestiJB.‘%‘ -
2

> -

. . o 47" ‘ s




Chapter 4. Issues for the Chair

In the reports froﬁ the programs,,ohe rarely hears from the admini-.
.strative head of the department concerned--the chair, to apply a term

novw in use at my university. However, basic issues presented to occupants

of that position are .often mentioned or implied _ What general conclusions

can be drawn and recognitions arrived at about TLGG at the local level )
when programs are reviewed in relation to the chair? In answer, I bring ‘ﬁ

, to your attention the issues of allocation and identification.

>

Each program required, sooner or later, &epartmental dec}sions on

allocation. The earliest of these usually wasg‘WHb3.on the faculty, is

" to take charge? On this point, I am reminded of Joseph Katz's advice, {

given at our final national conference, that the best choice is a resi-

- dent. faculty member of considerable seniority, well established as scholar
! 4

or scientist, who 1§ recognized for his own teaching excellence (recall
the "makers and shapers“ g% earlier mention). The facte is that TLGG was
not. organized aroynd this sort of Individual. For the chair; with few - ]

. exceptions, the allocation decision took the fog@ of approving or dis- _

e

approving a TLGG program]as proposed by one of his faculty members. The

typital proposer was someone like myself, a learner-oriented person not
€ T o .
particularly distinguished. as geographic scholar or scientist. The most

—— - difficult approvals ma& have gone to program leaders.at the assistant
¢ - - e T

- professor level, where .: .~ ’ career advanecement would have been at’

greatest risk. After the close of Phase II, the leaders at Illinois and
7/ . »

p)
,

Indfana, both of whom were at this stage and both of whom expended great

effort on behalf of TLGGe’failed~to achleve . advancement to

. ’ .
. tenure. For such intimations -of this fate as might be discoverable, the .

)

reader 1s referred t4 Appendix F, Program 4 and Appendik,G, Program 1.
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B Another allocation decision ultimately coming to the chair for :
e ) disposition had to do"with course credit. To approve credit for a TLGG

course ‘was often the test of whether a department was ready to give legiti-
macy tg'activifies which--to say it'again--were anomolous for ‘an academitc
’ department dndervﬂzhe university idea." A report holding special interest
: in this regard is Indiana State's (App. G, Prog 2). }he*next step, for
some departments, was whether to reguire such a course. ”Forﬁsome'indi-/
, cation of conditions that led evéntually to approval of requirementi for
new TA's, see the Berkeley report (App. F, Prog. 1); for a look-in at
. y .
\ conditions leading away from approval, see the Iowa report, especially
the last page (App. F,.Prog. 5). E‘. '

A last allocation decision (which, like the others, might best be
regarded as a whole-faculty determination with the chair taking the lead)
pertained, as it happened to only two departments; but ‘on principle these

- two—--Berkeley and Colorado—-were of major importance, because they were
the sites of strong, organized student initiative. The departmental i;sue
that both programs raised’was whether a TA-ship (whole or partial) should

(4 , -
be.subtracted from the total available to the department, for assignment

4

to the teaching consultancy functions of the local TLGG. To judge by

the reports from these departments (App. F, Progs. 1 and 3), a favorable
decision--which did occur in both--was believed to symbplize program

SO acceptance, or "institutionalization," for the period to follow Pbase,
. ), g

. oIIo . * ' . * ! ’ ~
K piece of social wisdom: that had guided the strategies'of TLGG at

.

the national level from the heginning wag: for our mission ‘to be accomp-

r f 7 ) - ,
lished most of the chairs must-at least be friendly to our ideals. WherQ
. - CE o
o b ever possible, national planning reached out directly to the chairs--as,'

P o
. Tara (A

in recommendations for the makerup of the teams from doc}or%% deﬁgrtheﬁ{s :

L4

- -
% ’ 3
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that attended the two-day confe%ences?of 1971-72. These were the sessions ' .
out of which the general design for TLGG and the original proposats*for

- participation in TLGG camev Once the project had been launched I went
before the assembled chairs of American graduate departments (April 1973),

giving a brief address that,enéed with an appeal for their support of '

- .
€ hd

. ; - 3
An issue before the chairs--in intensity varying with the degree of

-

campaign." _— <

*

their involvement with us--was how deeply they were to commit themselves

- -

to, "our campaign.' Whether or not I was able to articulate our intentions
then-as I do now, we were inviting them from the start to get squarely

-
behind our effort to establish teaching consultancies as a normal com-

‘ £

ponent of graduate debartment organization, and furthermofe to back up

the advocac; by TLGG-type consultants of the "ipterpretation" view of
teaching That 1is, we wanted‘them to support the kind of teaching"[that .

assumes] the teacher s task to be the setting up of a dialogue in which

~ -

the learner can reshgpe hi® khowledge through interaction with others.”

-~

At the end of Phase I, when six-departments were in the TLGG con-
sortium, five of the six chairsprobably accepted the principle of in-

house consultancy by a* facuI%y member (exception Berkeley); of these,

.
* 13

1 see three as at least having been,sympathetic tg’ the "interpretation” .

’

position, and of these, one as fully committed to it. Of the two, un- ~

sympathetic chairs, one was, ‘I now'BEfieve, in outright ideological

.o -

-

opposition.

~

L
H

The attitude for the fiftéen departments that maintafned TLGG pro- . fé’
grams through to the ena of Phase 1I seems to me to have stood thus,

proceediug by eliminatiOn

£ PO . , 3

. 4
(1) Two chair3 were inta; gitdation requiring Exlusion from this

ERIC - | 50 . S
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(3)b

o

review. One-had led his pepartment,intd an arrangement where-—

by consultdncy occurred outside (App. G, Prog, 2); another

had collaborated in creating a program that, for all its value

otherwise, did not center upon consultancy (App. G, Prog. 7.
’ .

Of. the remaining thirteen, all but one chair--and his department—-

were apparently favorably disposed toward the. didea of teaching

consultancy, soméhow assigned within the faculty. The ex-

ception was Penn State (App. G, Prog. 8%. (I see-the chair

at Berkeley as having joined the majority, by the time that

Phase II was well.under way.)

av )

0f the twelve chairs accepting this much, all but three or o
so, by my surmise, were at least willing to continue to lis-

ten to the "fnterpretation” position, .but probably none

totally endorsed it. (The one entirely committed head--at

Colorado—-had come to the end of his term of office.)

-

. s
One could hardly call this a triumph. ‘

-/

5
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Chapter 5., Some Successes

~

’ Yet there were successes, Fiz)poting them, nothing could be more

appropriate than a return to’the four objectives in the original proposal - ‘

for the project, mailed to the National Science-Foundation in the summer

of 1972:

- (1) an improved population of teachers at college and graduate . .
levels, ’

{2) an array of developmentally conceived, self-sustaining pro—
. grams in the teaching/learning arts for doctoral students,
(3) a leadership corps. of geographers skilled in preparing others
id the teaching/learning arts, and
(4) principled knowledge germane to the preparation of teachers . i
in higher education. )

What can be said now about the contribution‘of the local programs toward

these ends?

1 -

R Y

Improved population. From a total of about 170 graduate students

who could be called, by a standard we retrospectively adopted (see Part '
Three, below), participants in the programs, 29 were later selected
% .

\ for our Follow-Up Study, an evaluat'ive monitoring of 100 new college

¢ I

. teachers for the years 1976-78, I must defer to Dee Fink, in a’report
still to come, for judgments on the relatIQe effectiveness of those

TLGG alumnae--bearing in mind that they were evaluaced primarily on

the basis of ‘opiniohnaires distributed among theif‘students.' In the ' ——

meantime, I cautiously convey my conclusion that in two repects the Phase

[ * < 1

II departments '"produced a better crop" of teachers than would have been
Y * P

issuing from the same departments without the programs:

* L)




Q;' l.. ° “ 50 -
S o

¢ .
4 * ~
.
‘ h > M } .

4 \

(a) An expanded conception of teaching. .Returns from the
local director’s (App. F and App. C) give definite asgur-

¢ ance that the participants were enabled to go beyond the

-~ 8cope of locab conventions, in chbosing how to teach.

(b) An increased ability to evaluate learning The returns
1 suggest what other sources seem tqQ me to confirm that
' the typical TLGG participant made gains in understanding ,
and applying principles of evaluation, far beyond what
he otherwise would have acquired. '

Al
v
. . . N

) (}T// - Array of Programs. We came - to the end or Phase II with uneven and

-

. even undertdin success under this heading. However, we could point to
. - b .

kY

two closely related accomplishments. First, we affected positively

the TA system in many places, leaving behind us, I believe, a greater .

capability for systematic thinking about teaching, and a greater willing-
¥
ness to respect graduate students as a source of initiative and.inno-

. vation. Second,-we left an array of teaching c6nsultantships, mos€of

.
.

which oved their direction of develophent to the TLGG affiliation. The

variety was great, being well worth the time for study by anyone wanting‘

to institute teaching consultancies in higher -education in the future,

.

'Leadership corps. The hope bghind.these words,~originally, was

that six or more of our program directors would emerge as recognized
experts, whose he1p would. be sought by geography departments wishing to

. set up teachiné'preparation programs or to adopt Other hew approaches

"the teaching problem. I must say at this much later ‘date (while .

. acknowledging that during_thelmonzhs_ofwkhase:iI~Ju1ian‘of“UCKA and Hill

of Colorado, for example, did perform in this role), that TLGG would be

far more apprOpriately thought of as having produced a veteranslcorp_,

made up of all of the directors, each with a story to tell. We must face
the fact that the issue of~prbmotion to indefirite tenure eventually
' Ve | ¢

became an issue in which several of these people were loSers. My sober
3 . ’ - == | .
1
|

|
1 + —— |

N

.

*
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. ‘ 1 . . ’
suggestion is that anyone wishing to take advantage of the Yguctess" , ).
. ‘

of TLGG reating a rich reservoir of reportgble experience.try to

- from both survivors.and non-survivors.
N -

[

Principled knowledge. Modesty is called for, in any claim that

the TLGG progréms developed "principled knowledge," but the experience
»

gained in Phase II, as in Phasé I, did yield structured refilections
/ s

that one would not want to_ deny some figpt.to this titie, I submit

all of the reports. from the programs to the reader's judgment, i; this
_connection, recomménding especiallﬁ?the returns from ona (App. F,.Prog.
5) aﬁd yichigad State (App. G, Prog. 5). The reader should be alérted,
too, to a ﬁaper by +the di;gctof'at Michigan State, 'Current Trenﬂs in the
Undergraduate Géography Curriculuﬁ." Gary Manson brought together, in
this piéce! thinking that was undoubtedly important to h;m in his Phase

+ 1II work.  (For further information, one might write éowﬁim.)

6 ~
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Preamble. Listening to the . learner -

- ‘ T .
., « ‘
T AA practice that was encouraged wherever the influence of TLGG

« -

: 3
@ched wag that of teachers trying to learn about the student;s en-

led with them-their expectations, prior experiences, values and pur- .

-
~

oses. I see in the encouragement given by us a confirmation of the

"idterpretation ‘view of teaching, and an affirmation of’ which-TLGG— ,
‘ v
type teaching consultancies should encourage, in turn 1 see in it,

too, something necessitated by . TLGG's advocacy of teachingas responsibility

to-the learner.
e - " .

Imagine, if you will, a chain of teaching. At one end is the ideal

e

cellege teacher, who makes a‘hahit’of learning about the thoughts and

. feelings of his students thin the limits of practifality), as de-

’ - ®
scribed sin the closing pages of Dee Fink's Listening to the Learner.

He builds what. he learns into his plans.for a given course; he keeps : ‘ ‘o
channels open during.the coqﬁse,‘changing his procedures according to
¥

L' . s
_signals received; and he reviews at_the. end of the ¢ourse not only test
. . * . c W

’ . '
results but,also studént opinion, in evaluating what he has dome.
< . ' .ﬂ '.
Next in the chain came the pEofessors.yho, during his student =
T

‘ (3 . R X . .
. days—iﬁ:i graduate department, had set a good example for him. Then comes g

the teaching‘consultant also resident in the graduaté‘dep%gﬂﬁent who

~ Fd
by example and guidance hj?)been partially responsible for the open,y
consultative practices of the profession, and who could be credited with ’

< N ' B

direct influence on grad-student teachers, such as“%he one who went on

to become "the ideal college teacher." Finally, in the chain, comes a
‘ i

. » projéct with: the ideology of TLGG, a" special-purpose organization which,

o

1L. Dee Fink, Listening to the Learner, Research Paoer No. 184

(Chicago: The Mniversity of Chicago, Department of Geography, 1977),
pp. 137-143,

ERIC oo .. 56
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by intervening in the normal course of affairs had aided in.the.’in-

- stallation of teaching consuita@cies with an orientation to learning

-
[y

. | about students.

Wf&%in TLGG, the most important early precedents for listening to-
. ' ) ,
the learner were set by local program directors. During Phase I, the . e

Clark group developed its exploration model for teaching preparation

-

} " on the foundation of continuous mutual consultation; at the other L

A

‘extreme in organizational theory, the management model at “Colorado

was brought to the end of its trial year by seven hours of interviewing,

.- . “ .

in which the director sought evidences of.program effectiveness. Some~-
where between the two in theory of organization, UCLA and Berkeley . ’Hg.

both soﬁnded out the "market" among local graduate students through

s

a series of written propositions to which responses were made. (For oo ¢

-

. a Phase II descendant, see the Rutgers report in App: G, Prog. 9.) . " -

- At the national level of TLGG, we tried hard from the beginning T @ ‘
. @ ; .

to stay true to the 1is€ening—€b—the—lg§rner principle by keeping in ' RN

touch with andcadapting to the experiences of the program direcﬁors, , :

but not until Phase II-was well. advanced——and plans for the Follow—Up

Study-had been formulated——didlﬁe realize that the TLGG ideology would

not be adequately served if we failed to guarantee that the voice of

5

- v

the graduate students would be heard. We began then to 100K* forward
3

.

to a Phase II accounting that would represent three points of vigw,a
! L] . » v
those of the mational organizers, the local directors, and the studentr
. [ P4
. ' - { . .- .
¢lients. o ,S N . ., et N

rl

So, with the consent and cooperation of the program‘directors, Dee '

"Fink and I mapped out on-site visits for Apfi}'and May of 1975.2 By

. .0

! the time of departure, we had came to think of ourselves.’ds bearers of L
. . . , ‘

] v L4

-
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- if only for the duration of the visitation period. 1 went to Colorado,
‘. - UCLA, and Berkeley, Fink to Maryland, Rutgers, Clark, Michigan, Michigan -

State, Indiana, Illinois and Iowa. Our principal object was to conduct?

N Y}
.w : L3

. .interviews with the student-clients.
) The report that follows is attributable pri%arily to the inter- '

i views. In the first two chapters, the TLGG’ population as’'a whole is®

“ introduced In the next ‘three chapters, the student—clients have their

- . —1

say; interview results are transmitted and interpreted‘ In each of |

e ¥

" the- last tvc chapters, a delayed appreciation pertaining. to the student: -
PO 2 1. 2, »
, [ . . P P
N t . - . T

-y clients is 'given an outlet. . ’ g
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. " Chapter One. Background: Information from the \ -
T . " Directors About the Students -
For the Autumn 1975 conference of TLGG--the. one thdt-brought program . bt

B % -3 a " »
. representatives together for a Final exchange and intake of ideas--the .

Agsociate Director, Dee Fink, was ready with the re;ord_reproduced here

, as Table 1, his figures having‘cgpe from the Prograﬁ Fact Sheets that -

L . '

the local directors had prepared. He was ready, téo, with this summary:

Information from the directors indicates thaé&thgre were slightly -
. over 700 graduate students in residence at the sixteen de- -
. =partmgnts.n‘quthag,oyeriba}f qg_;hese‘weqe Ph.D. students,
of whom apprdximately 950, Vere' serving a& teacting asdigtamts, a5 e
90 for the first time. These figurqs represent the student o )
population from whicB the TLGG participants came.

N
2

g o

P

v

About '220 students--approximately 30% of the residené'gradua;e“émudent«
, population——wére active par;ibipaﬁts in- . che TLGG programs- .. At
, - . Ad
- . this point, Fink supplied informgtion on the meaning of "active participant."

- -

k]

Bis minimum requirements were—-—
. 1 | .
: L=
. Seminar participation ’ . y .
. Criterion applied to the,cases of Berkeley, Oregon
State, Michigan, Michigan ‘State, SUNY-Buffalo, .
Rutgers, Indiana State, Indiana :
» - - N
Participatiop either in seﬁinaf or im another activity
. deemed significant o N :
Criterion applied to cases®of Clark and Illinois '
' = Y

Participation in a i&ni‘fiéant non-seminar activity

- . . Criterion applied to cafks of UCLA, Iowa, and_Colorado
(where no seminar was of fered, Phase II)

3 , o
rs

. .

. Adding to this$provision of basic information, he said ‘that an indeter-

miﬁagérummer of students were continiiing from Phase I (1973-74). He
B 1)

v » [

then went on thus: B '
Nearly all new teaching assistants (89%) were participants

. . in some activity of the local teaching development program.

. Six departments required new JA's to participate,- either in

- an orientation program or in a seminar on teachinig ‘and learning.

4 T In several other departments, TA's were enc?uraged to participate

.o *
Q .

6 '
O “\_ o~ dt

v~

=
()
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.. . ) . w TABLE 1 '
" - - STATISTICS FROM TLGG .PROGRAM FACT SHEETS
T : S - < PERCENT
SCHOOL** STUDENTS IN | TEACHING | STUDENTS IN TEACHING FACULTY TIME
RESIDENCE | ASSISTANTS | PREPARATION PROGRAMS SPENT ON TLGG
MA Ph.D. New | Total ﬁéyff New TA's Old TA's Other | Actual ' Optimal
Illinois 22 23 20| 20 14 10 4 7 {1 . 25 33
* Berkeley - 47 20 17- 7+ 10 - 5 10 20
R 18 8 . {
Iova- ‘ 3) 22, 5| 11 4 4 7,6 15 15
/‘/ ‘ "
Colorado - |38 25 26} 30 14 13 15 /3 10 © 50
~ - i} s —— o R L " . e " o oA —
Y -~ - = CAe - E s F G- ’ - .
Oregon St. 37 23 24 14 6* 6. - 19 5 10
Michigan 14 23 10 |4.62 .50 1 8 2 15 . 30
. / )
Oklahoma 11 28 R - - -
’ ’ 10- 20~
Michigan St. |36 36 23| 35 10 9 0 1 1 . 25
Penn State [15 13 8| 17 6 0, . - - 5 25
SUNY-Buffado | 20 6 7] ‘ox.ox | o . 3% 1 20 20 -
Maryland’ 19 s 6 v - 4 4 - 5 T
' I “ 25-
Rutgers . 30 17 20 6. 3 2 3 10 12 P
Indiana St. | 28 12 15| 8 4 " 3 > 0 15 15
- Y . - *
Indiana 17 9 10| 22 6 6 © 4 A 15 25
7 . » :
TOTAL 280 300 194 200 76 69 51 55 . ‘

AN

*At SUNY-Buffalo there are 9 graduate assistants and 4 research assistants.

{

1) .
- No information was received from Clark or UCLA. .

‘ ' © 61
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. by the chairman of the department. - However, new TA's only 5 K
constituted about one-third (35%) of all participants. Another .t
third (32%) were older TA's, and another third (33%) were not ) )

,TA's at all, ’

- o / )

‘At the preseant, ¢riting, Fink joins me in recommending that the reader .
»

~ .
go directly to the Fact Sheets, for ap introduction to our student popu-

e 2

lation (Appendix H). ‘'We recommeﬁd no less strongly the List of Activities

(Appgggix L). . - . T

‘. :
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Chapter Two. Backgrourd: Information from the Student Questionnaires - *- "

‘. L]

1 1 ‘ : : s )
3 .
By the.end of Phase IT, Fink was ready with a five—part'digést =

(reproduced hére as Table-2) of what 127 of 220 participants had said
"about themselvés,-on a questionnaire. (For the questionnaire itself,
- ,

see Appendix J.) = . - T "
]

To establish basic relationships, %ink added these observatioms:

The proportion of MA and Ph.D. students was ~about the same’as N
for the graduate student population as a whole. Approximately
35% were in their first year of graduate study at their current

. university, 33% in their second year, 21% in their third year,
and 10% had been there 4 years or motre. Looking in the other
direction, 27% expected to complete their graduate studies at .
the end of the current academic year (1975), 35% by 1976, 20% - =
by 1977, apd 197 sgmetime"after 1978. Thus, parttcipation.did -
not seem to be disﬁroporcioﬁately.concentrated in the beginning,
middle, or end of.the-graduate programs. R

When read with some care, Table 2 fully repays the time réquired.

{ .
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| ’ ’ Table:2: Summary of Responses: Studeng Quescionnaire’ ©or N
¢ II. Nature of Teaching Assistant Experience

(For meaning of codes see belew)

, - /
: ‘I Advising/Ind. ' o 1 Procedural Cen.
Schools Interaction Creativglr Implementing |Miscellaneous ocedura A
noné Al* A2 A3 CL C2 cC3| 11 12 13| M1 M2 M3 | Pl P2 P3 P4 | res
1 \ - o 4 ’ - - . o
Colorado 2 3 2. 3). 1 2 - 8 1 2 1 3 11,2 - - A -
’;,g - ~ . s .
UCLA .6 T R S R AT R S T S
Oregon State. 06 - - -1 - -3 3 -t -—-1 1}.2 21 1{. - 3
‘ b . N . 3
Michigan 1 1 - =l - - ald o2 =t - - =l e - =y -
: Michigan State: 111 o -l3 - -l 5 -1 = =-|'s - - ¥} -
Clatk : 1 6 - 1l 273 2| & 6 - - - -] 8. - - "=}~
Illinois : p 1 1 -7 3 2fmo9 -1 - -fts 4 102
~ < - SUNY-Buffalo 1 {1 - -}- - -0 - 1 = -"= == = - “=4{° TS
3 , 14 ‘ ; ‘ —~—
Rutgdrs ) 3 . - |- - -1 1 -1 1 -} 2 =~ = =/ -
-Berkeley - . sl = 3 1l - - <|le 2 |- - -3 - - a|-
: ) .
' Indiana State 6 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - -, - - - - -
1y . AP 4 « ' ;
Indiana i\, - - - 6 - - - 8 1 - _ - I D S - - -
Towa N R T T I T T L T A e T
v, - ~ " ) v
Totals 35 |12 7 11)18 9 7|6 35 27\ 7 9 2}33 6 3 6]1
Category Totals =~ |35 .30, | 34, 102 - 18 . BT R I
Al = help students with field project ) 1] .= lead discussion group’ 1.- Grading exams, &”papers
.Y feedback for students/office. hours . 12 f give lecture, class presentation. P2 = Organizing class schedulea
A3 = tutoring (help people work “with computer) I3 = field -trips e & activities
Cl = prepare examinati ML - Advise other TA' © P3 - Papervork ‘ 65
‘ - a xaminations . - Advise other 8 . -
. C2 = devise lab exercises k - : M2_= Taught own course ° ¢ P4 = Audio-visual (screen films)
2 €3 = discuss with faculty.about course- M3 = Team taught . y - - 3
e - . s ., 2 Lo - S = 5“ .




‘Table 2: Summary of Responses: Student Questionnaire

I. Prior Teaching Experience

!

Kind Level of Responsibility* Length of Time

Elem/ Coll/ Coll/Univ Non- ] ] i
Sec.. Univ.TA other than Acad |'PT DE DP FR AL none | 1-2X 2+X 1 Sem 1 Yr. 2 Yrs.
Schoolg¥* ' as TA i '

3+ Yrs.:

Oregon St. (10 of 25)*¥* 2
Michigan (5 of'9) 1
Mich. St. (9 of 10) , 3
Clark (10 of 12) 1
o

1

1 1 - 5 1. - 1
1 . 1 ¢ 1 -
- 1

~

I11inois (15 of 17)
UCLA (10 of 11)
SUNY-Buffalo (2 of 4)
Rutgers (6 of 13)
Berkeley (14 of 17)
Indiana St. (7 of 7)

Indfana (8 of -11) £\
lowa (15 of 16) © * ~ 10
Colorado (16 of 21)) 8

(]

R

6
4
3
5
8
6
1
3
5
4

.
s

LN VW W uoeo & & P W

fe)
o
W U W NN W LW NN

[ aad
[ aad

t

Total (127 of 173) 25 64

o
O
o
o

*Codes for Level of Responsibility: . .°

PT = Practice teaching ‘ ) .
DE = Designing an educational expeftfemce
DP = handling discrete part-of a course (eg., guest lecture, 1 field trip)
FT = Full responsibility . ’
Al = Advising individuals or groups of individuals

*RNo information was available for tabulation from: Oklahoma, Penn State, and Maryland.

#x*The first number in parentheses refers to the number of questionnaires received from grad?ate students;
the second indicates the total number of TLGG participants listed in the program director's report.

- Lo




%

L4

«
3

'A R q . » ~ -
T e b e %4
Table 2: Summary ofaRespo?ses; " Student Questionnaire % Gf . ¥:
. III. S‘tatt.xs as;Graduate Student o *
- 3 . .
a. Full-Time b. Non-academic job . f IV. Years in graduate program at’
Student " concurrent w/ program Current University
: . o« participation . IR
Schools Yes No Yes “™Wio. missing . . 1 . 2 "3 4t
Colorado 14 2 115 - . 7 5 4§ -
% R , . . » — ‘\‘e . . «
UCLA : - 1 6 1 1~
OREGON STATE: - 3 5 1 -
Michigan ' - oy 2 1 ' 2 ® =~
Michigan State -, . 8 1 - -

’ P
Clark ¥ - 1 5 2 2
T1linois C- 4 6 2 3

Y
SUNY-Buffalo 2 - - 2 - - - 2 .-
o 1
Rutgers N 5 1 - 4 2 4 - -, 1 @ 1

- - L]

Berkeley 12 W2 4 10 - . -~ 5 1 7 1

‘ s . ~
Indiana State 7 - - 7 - ’ 2 2 3 S

[ “ .
Indiana. - 8 - - 8 - ) 5 3 - -
" Towa 11 4 - 715 - “2° 7 1°..1 " 5
- — . N — — .o AN y A
*Total 117 9 11 114 ¢ 2 c 45 42 ' +26 13 .
[ . . R Py . ‘ 4
= . . . J B
- % -
: & % - - y

£9
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Table 2: Summary of Responses: .Student Questionnaire |

Courses as part of Teaching

H

N

VII. Teaching Preparation Activities )

'VI.
Preparation Program: - other than courses
P - ‘
B % TLGG Other .
Sch::;ols Szeminars Courses Learning about Preparing -
: nonel 1 course 1+ co.| Geog. Educ: Teach/Learn for a course Téaching Other none
“ . . -
_ Oregon State 2 e 8 2 - S - . - 2 - . 8
N ¢ __'_5 . .
"Michigan. 1 4 - - - 1 - - - 4
4
. .
Michigan State - 9 ., - ’ - - 1 - - - 8
Clark 2 5 1 4 "1 <9, 1 2 2 1
— 4 ‘ \
I1linéis 3 10 - -3 4 7 ) -3 8 6 3
UCLA - 7 - 3 ERRE L2 2 - 2 5
- . .
SUNY-Buffalo - 2 - - - - - / 1 - 1
Rutgers 1 5 - 1 - 2 - .- - 4
Berkeley - 11 2 - - 3 3 6 107 4
. . N .
Indiana State - 7 - - 1 - 1l - - N - 6
Indiana - . -8 - - 1 2 1 3 - 5
_Towa’ 4, 10 - 1 1 12 - 2 2 1
»
Colorado 5 10 - 7. - |- 4 2 6 7 8
Total « 19 i 96 3 19 14 44 12 30 29 58
L0
® 71



Plans for after Leaving Grad Study

e Teach in Employment
. College

in Business

Table 2: Summary of Résponsés:

P

.

Career Plans

Expected Date of .Completion of Studies

L)

Student Questionnaire ’

. Schools of Upiy. or Industry - Other 1975 1976 1977 ° 1978 1979 missi;g * unsure
drégon State 8 \Z 2 4 ; 2 - - - -
 Michigan 5 1 -] 2 1 - e 1 - 1 -
s Michigan State 6 4 R 4 3 - - 1 -
Clark Tf - 10 - - 1 6 12 1 - - -
| Tilinois .- 9 7 \ 2 5 2 4 2 1 1 -
. ucta 9 - 2 2 2 6 ) - - 1 - L1
. SUNY-Buffalo ) 1. 1 - - L2 - - - - -
R;tgers . ~5 2 - 2- 1 ) 1 - - - 2
Berkeley 12 3 - 4 2 4 2 - 2 .-
: Indiana State 5 5 R I 2 2 - - - 2
- Indiana 4 3 3 4 1 1 - 1 1 -
alova "1 13 3 3 7 6 " 1 D~- - -
Colorado 14 2 "4 11 6 2 -, = 3 -
Total 89, 47 18 34 / 44 25 7 3 9 5
4
" - - 73
. ) . ‘

7 99



Chapter 3. Thé Interviews

- Typically, the student who filled out a questionnaire also sat down

with one of us for an interview (see Appendix K,'List of_Questidnnairé

-

| Respondents® where incidence of interviewing is indicated). The total
number of student interviews was ninety-two.

To provide general guidance--and to assure comparability between
-

his interviews and mine--Fink prepared the notes reproduced here as Table

7 3. Rarely if ever did an interview proceed item by item, as in the notes,

* E

'but in all interviews we watched for content pertaining to the topics
s

; listed. Probaﬁly in all cases the order of interview conformed at least |

to the three main parts of the notes. These we summarized, in our re-

. hearsals, as (1) sense of self and situation, (2) definition of the ex-

b

perience, and (3) sense ofﬂxéiue and need.
At.thg sites, we took into account the existence of ro}e difference

among the s;;dent participants. In one groﬁp were'students who were simply

being,helped (the program clients); and in another those who, while 'per-

haps also being helped, were Faking some responsibility for the running

of the program. We approached the latter group with an expectation of

bias in favor of the program, but also with -an anticipation of greater

-

awareness of what was ''going on." "~

+For better umderstanding of local conditions, we conducted interview-

explorations with the program directors, with departmental chairs,

and whenever possible with other facult§ and students. , ' ¥
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o - < ' . ?
) ) ) ° Table 3. - . )
y

Notes for Interviews with Graduate Students’

¢ .

I. Reasons for participation?non—pérticipatiOn (and prior history)

- gense of jpb competition? . ’ ' Ny
- anticipation of teaching in lower levels of higher educatii}?
- prompted by concern for present role.of TA or future role
beginning professor?
- anticipate/prefer skill orientation of ideas/perspective
orientation? ’ . -,
! - time commitment?
’

II. Structure and quality of the experience o ,

- role in the program (leader or receiver)
- did y8u experience value conflict within yourself--leading, .
perhaps to re-orientation between TPP orientation and the
demands of your doctoral research program? ’
- distribution of attention:
handling classroom situations Y
presentational skill, ’
course design
curriculum £
~ perspective: did it deal with teaching as a personal, .
sotial, or cross-cultural activity/encounter? .
‘ - did you d&velop a sense of alternmatives?
= - did you get acquainted with yourse teaching?
’ - what problems encountered? . B ’ .

¥,
III. Assessment of anticipated value ' .

~ do you think teaching will be more psychically satisfying
to you as a result of the teaching preparation program? ()
- do you think you are better prepared to deal with problems/
challenges which you anticipate as a result of the TPP?

¥
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Chapter 4. Responses in Review (Fink Mgmorandum)

When the graduate students were interviewed about effe:;7,of the
programs on their development as teachers, they often reﬁg;ﬂ@d to two

larger conteX events. The first was made up of teaching experiences

prior to graduate school and/or outside the graduate department of their ‘
» current enrollment. Over half (55%) had. had such experiences. However,

only “half of these (i.e.,.roughly 25% of all responding graduate students)
o

had ever had full responsibility for teaching a ceurse.

s

The other larger context was the whole graduate learning program.
People felt there were a lot of informal activities that occur as a matter
. éf course in grsduateuschool that at least have the potential for helping
" one de;slop as’a teacher. ' These include such thisgs as being a TA,
;aving discussioss with a TA supervisor or other faculty about teaching,
- having discussions with other graduate TA's, and observing others

(regular professors, TA's) teach. Unﬁprtunatsly thése activities were

often mechinical or superficial in character. The discussions, for e§pmb1e,l s

were focussed more ‘often on questions like '"What shall we do in class
~ Monday morning?" than on questionms like "What are the ways of motivating
different kinds of'stsZﬁE;S?" or "How can I, with my particular personality, :

o
lead a more effectivsf‘iscussion?" Nonétheless, these activities were.

’

still significant for two reasons. First, some people were fortunate

enough to have discussions and/or teaching responsibilities that did deal
- )

with more fundamental'problems of teaching. Second, @%e informal activities -

frequently providedoa basis of thought and experienceﬂwhicﬁ the'fo}mal ,iég
- . . v, é 3 -
A : 2 B

activities could then build upon.

The formal program usually consisted of an orientatfon program, a
' T




\ geminar, and/or a prac;IZum (see Appepdix L). However, when looked
at more closely, these three cémponeq}s can}?e seen as "packages" of )

more basic activities. The té@le below lists eight basic acfivities

’ . . .

and their general fun(tions in programs on teaching.

4 :

PO - .

‘k * Table 4. Eight Basic Activities and Their General Function. L
- .. v ¢ v
Activity . * Function
' 1
- 1\1.. On-the-Job Teaching _ -1 - . , .
2. Mini-teaching, micro-teaching N ' o
P .
3. Developing plans and mater- rovides experiente . .
© ials fpr a course _

4., Diagnosis of one's teaching —j ’

by an' observer Provides feedback f
5. Observing oneself teach —
6. Observing others teach ' ::] Provides models

7. Readings and talks about -
teaching and learning

8. . Discussions on teachiny
and learning

Develops one's conceptuali- . -
zation of the act of '
teaching

I came away from the interviews belig¥ing ihat, at a minimum, there should
be at least one dctivity for each of the four general functions to support

the development of graduate students as teachers. Further comments can be
- made about each of these eight activities. - " )
On—the—Job Teaching ' “ P

’

The several departments varied a great deal in the degree to which .
opportunities for relatively sutonomous teaching act;vities'were available ° =

s ‘- for graduate students. Students in a few departments had the full axrray

of teé@hing opportunities from being & tightly superviséa TA to being able
h »

b ' ! : ?
. to tgqch a course with essentially full independence. Students in other
e departments might be able to teach their, oWn section of a large course, .

but found it more difficulc to' offéer a course of their own. Thus, while .

' f

;
s
7
. et
; .
£
¢ ;
. . ;
" e
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' .t

A

" most students in most departments had had some form of teaching experience,
. only a minority had been abls to teach under fairly autonomous conditionms. .
Everyone felt that the experience itself--at whatever level--was

& /

a very important part of‘their development as a teacher. However, the re-

flection on and analysis of the event which is necessary to make it a

a

1earning experience, occurred ,in different ways and with different reac-

tions. In some/cases, the students did:the reflecting by themselves,

-

in others with a particular professor, and in still others there was a
. group discussion of individual experiences with the professor and other

graduate students. Each of th& three ways was preferred by some students,

the preference seeming to depend upon how the student viewed the.relative

-

- competence of' the professor and other graduate students in undertaking

~

this sort of analysis.

Mini-Teaching, Micro)—TsZchitg

In scattered instances, students had found opportunities to make .

. ~
.

- . isolated presentations or to take responsibility for isolated class ¢
' gegsions. Their reaction, given these limitaticns, was much like that
described above for longer teaching stints.. In a few departmemts pro-

:

vision was made for the sort of brief, pretended classroom episode common-

1y known aslmicro—teaching. It was employed at Illinois both in the
) pre-term orientation program and in thé seminar during the regular school 9 :
year. Presentationsofafew minutes' duration were madegcritiqued by

observers, and re-done. Students there and elsewhere seemed to find this

activity most useful when they were trying qpt a new form of:teaching, - -
3

or one with which they anticipated or had had some difficulty. In general,

< - gtudent® had a reserved attitude toward‘micro-teachtng (1f they were c

“\\ acquainted with it at all),(poking upon it as téd limited and/or tqo

» . . '§

G - .
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artificial. y .

- ? o .
' _Developing Plans and Materials - . ( -
| In a majority of the programs,-participating graduate students pre-
pared plans and materials, sometimes fo} a whole course. Frequently

the preparations were applicable to a course with which the student was
immediately assoc;g;ed. In interviews, it was appareni that some studenc§
were inclined to see this as busywork; but most héld a positive view,
sé?ing that they felt it familiarized them with an important part‘of

the teaching prbcess. This was an activity which students frequently

valued for expected;usefulness later on, when they would have become:

faculty members.

Diagnosis by an Obseryer
- !

Contrary to the expectations held when TLGG was founded, classroom
visitation was not w%dely adopted. In only one éepartment did it occur
on an extended an¢ regular basis. The visitors were professors. In
that case, acceptance by students was general. (It should be added that

the prevailing view of teaching in thatedepartment tended toward a satis- - '

=

faction with "sesteiipracticggi“aﬂ;against an interest in self-fulfilling
opportunities.)\ In the few -other departments where visitation took place,
there'was an evident desire to reduce the threat which student-instructors
were expected to feel. 1In one case, senior graduate students-rather than

brofessors did the visiting, for this reason. In generdi, interviews

suggested that the concern over a feeling of threat was warranted.

-

{(Pattison's addendum: My conclusion was that student-instructors

o e

were most accepting of observation and most open“to ensuing comment et

where conditions of fellowship existed. The exchange of visits among

*

e - - 78
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students at Berkeley, in the Spring quarter, 1975, seemed to confirm

- .this.) N

. Observing Oneself Teach . Ty

Three programs: utilized videotape equipment .to allow students to

\‘ K
ing. The gsual practice was to allow students

observe themselves teach
”
B 4

the optién of viewing'the‘playbacélby themselves, with a professor, with
some special observer, or with a group of other graduate students in-a
TLGG seminar. Most students said that they found this activity quite
valuable, some speaking of surprise, even shock, at their appearance 3
while adding that this seemed to them to be gflearning“stimulus_in it-
. self. A few students thought that the videotape viewingjwas "interesting,"
but thét they had not learned much from it.
'(Patt;son's addendum: My interview result;——for two more video—
using programs--were close to Fink's. * My thinking, though, goes on to
«the conclusion that videotaping revealed w;th peculiar empﬁhsis the
limitations within which our programs ope?hted generally. We did not
havé among our teaching consultants anyone——so'far as I know--who was
qualified to deal with video playback as self-confrontation, atd to make‘
the judgments indicated iEiﬁPe following analysis:*
It is a novel, powerfui source of information about those
aspects of the self which are perceived by others but not
by the self. : -
This informatipn, if {t is bad news about the self, is dis-
‘organizing, at least temporarily. Its disruptive effects may .
be most apparent for strong people who are open and trusting.
The treatment “"takes," and they reveal their disorganization

by decrements in behavior. Those who are more "closed" and
defensive probably benefit less in the long run, but appear

. ' = s -
o ~
*From Fuller and Manning, "Self-Confrontation Reviewed: A Concep-

tualization of Video Playback in Teacher Educationm," Review of Educational
Research, Vol. 43, No. & (Fall 1973), pp. 469-528. Quotation from p. 51l.

’
/
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-

to be more poised and less disogganized than those who benefit,
more. Assessing the effects of confrontation may thus be - =
difficult. ) ok

Those who are vulnerable and without capacity to change can
. be damaged. It is possible that the true potential of this Lo
‘treatment has never been completely tapped bécause immediate
effects are so powerful that the helper senses the potential
- .for harm and either tries to protect the person from its im- ‘e
pact by a task orientation (as in microteaching), or else
fails to follow through to the in vivo situation (as in psy- -
chotherapy).

Elsewhere in their article, the authors of this passage summarize the
obje¥t of self-confrontation as increased realism, satisfaction, and
competence. Who among us was able to act decisively toward any one of

these ends, in the sense intended? I believe no one.)

= a
2

.

Observing Otheﬁé Teach-

We went into TLGG assuming that although graduate students have -
abundant opportunit§ to observe professors teach, they are not usually

.role-free enough to pay effeftive attaintion to the way the professor

. B \‘
is teaching. Perhapseall program directots shared this assumption, ‘but
- - ¥ I\

only a few believed sufficiently Ih\ife value of detached, critical
observation-—and were freed suf ficiently for arrangement-making--to
act on {t.- In one version, students were’ sent out tb the<classes of

. professors who had -a reputation for beiné good in particular forms of
! ' ‘{*“3‘,".

" teaching (e.g., inquiry, lectures, discu%gion). In another, a Iideo=s- e

H
. tape of a professor was made--perhaps for the same reason--and then ' -

~

viewed and analyzed by .students in the TLGG seminar. Interviews re-

fiected greater “satisfaction with the latter method, the key difference

o abparently having been the opportunity. /for follow-up group discussion,
: ) )

(Phqyison's addendum: Although I had arranged for 'this acqivity, N

.~
[

K ~in both versions—-;y’v\wit'h discussion inclﬁdeé- in both--wheén conduc.ting . T »
r . . e B

a- TLGG-type semin r at Chicago, it-was not until the present interview

. 4 L

-
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“

L ) _occuts without detachqd, ‘eritical observation. I am left with,the
- o ‘

T belief that modelling, strictly construed 5 a phenomenon suitable for
. ‘ U ) » *
. poét—TLGG thought‘and action--in Mme future project.) . -

. % ) .
. . Readings and Talks o , ’ ' ‘
4 * 3 ) ’ —t .
y Readings and talks about learning and teaching were found wherever -
. - , .

the seminar was constructed around a seminar or workshop. The purpose
(

g was to introdu%articipating graduate students to the #ducational ideas

>

of other geogréphers and educators. Topics, which either the pPogram

-

. director or the majority pf the students themselves feil_t/ould be of
- value, included formulﬁting behav1oral objectives, evaluation, class- -

.
v

<t ‘Foom management, educational philosophy, diff@.rent approaches to teaching

' ' 12
(e.g~, PSI, inquiry), te’aching techniques (e.g., rlectures,%.scussmns,. ) =
- field work CAI, AVT) . . @
s ALY L | .
. S Nearly all of the students had a positive response -to this kind!of
: <y o - ! N . L
] 5 . . ) e o 3
J resource, in principle. fiighest ratings tended to go to sources that | e
. pro_duced.gffects on current teachirg activities. Co@ﬁ.{nts were mainly
[S {
'~ directed toward particular‘selec'tions of topic, sometimes because the .
& . eopic.was not new to the individual,. somet ime’d’ because of a.lack of ™~ .
4 - ’ ' ‘o ’ ) v . - 4 - L.
* {mmediat licability. i )
- . ° - . 3 .

(Pattison
’ . s .

addendum:, We re-learnéd, through interviews, that general
'/9‘ are not £or everyone, arid that definité

a, Or "philosophical" readidg

“ @ | pacing is required to r;’éCh thdse&-who are.reachable'. For them, there v o
S ','_fS a l‘ight time, to hich the tg,aching consultant must be" sensitive.§ - ,e
. 4 )
ad e‘ A read'ing bel°“gi“g in a class by ieself wab Carl Bogers Treedom to ¥ b o
, X R freedom TO o
-Learn. - This book -which sfts the éame ultimate goal foi schooling in , ' ot

0 .Q\ n 1 \

general (up to and th‘rough graduate 8é¢hool! ) as for’ psychothél{apy——the truly
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vl ' : , . .
K autonomous ind‘;idual—-played,a part in the lives of several of my . n N
5 " 4 ¢
. interviewees. Rogers had been' able to inspire them-with aSpirations

. . $ - ®
congenial to TLGG ideology.) . ' .

* N .. v .
Discussion §essiog~ . . ' - . .
’ . . - Qq R

Discussions of teaching aqd leafning, organized in some manner,
., ® : ..
occurred in all’programs. él‘f‘ten thez were conducted in a seminar

or workshop framegalmost all pre~te -i'_v
) ’ ~ * : .
them; some lay outside the cg}endar of scheduled events. %
i 4
. A few St“dffts were bothered by the "bull-session" character of j!;
. -t ‘»

12

entation agendas included

~

the discussions. These students felt there was a need for more direction . .

) . '
- * .
and more -control by the professor. Others, including some in the same ¥ -

-

. discussion grOups, ‘put - high value on this kind of segsion. First, i€

*
often hel'ed them wdth a conceptual or practical pfoblem they were working, ’
¢ L ' .
\ -
and second it allowed than to find out what problems othé% graduate X& e .

[N

.

swdents were b ving and how they dealt with them KO . 2

One special effect to which the discussions were often” a-cbntributing

.

‘o . factor was social. The TLGG seminar or some other séet of discussions A~_

i N seemed to serve as the nucleus for devé&oping closer and more cooperative”
: g social ties withln departments. Interviews from more than one depart— ot

ment that was just starting a TLGG program produced comments on the, dﬁf—

; ferenceaietween graduage students the year befdre and in the current o x)
/o - .
: 'year. In the typical pre—TLGG situation, students had been competitive

[ 4

. ‘with one another to the point of ‘not sharing ideas and reading mategfials. '
I1terviews strongly indicated that TLGG—sponsored discussion worked * .

' toward a climate of cooperativeness at least among the pal‘/icipants~ T ,.-~ T

- : M ~ '

. , \
The desire of most directors to avoid creatin%9? sub-group of students "o o

* ) . g . '.A . e
kpown as the "TLGB group," believing that. development as . teachers - ) s’

Y
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l : LN
should be the concern of all graduate/studenés, pr€sumably fostered

i this climatic change, but nothing conclusive on thissg!Lre could be

.

gained from interviewing.
-ery

* * * * * *

-

" What kind of overall judgements can be made about the responses

of the graduate students to the programs? Roughly 60%. of the students

N

~

interviewed made strong positive statements about theif development as
teachers as a result of participatjon in their program. Twenty percent . °

!. . ‘ 3
m‘ﬂe mild positive statements, 5% felt it made no major contribution,

and 15% gefE”not clgar"about its effect, - — -~ —m—— - - : -

-

« - ] .’ : B
N - . .

Those who did respond positively usually mentioned one or both of 5 -

the following effects. First, they felt the program had given them a

better sense of themselves as teach\ez’l‘hey devéloped a sense of how

well they handled themselves in from !groups, of .what they had to
(/’fll//offer students intellectually, of what resources they did (or did not)
’F'«'
have as teachers, and perhaps even more important, what they did 'not do

well as teachers. This latter realization eigher ied to a desire for ' R B

improvement in certain areas, or to a conscious decision to avoid certain

-

'teachiﬁg act1vities (e.g., lecturing ot leading discussipns). Second,

many students felt they now had a bejter awareness of alterﬁative ways ‘ :

P ) - i‘ EK " ‘:
/;:;oﬁ/teachipg ' This, when-it. happened, *gave them freedom to explore teaching

¥
approaches other than the conventienal lecture-textbook methol (e g.,

2 . £ . # . S
the :[nquir)" approach, pguebn&i?ed wtems of instructi%‘[PSIl, simu- :
"4'7 ' LB » . N . ’ "
2 1ation games, etc.):‘ L g . ’
" . ' ' e ‘ ’ r
a , Y - ' : \

One disgrppapt condition shouid perhaps be mentioned again here.
ar” P NS

. - . L . d
. 4/) - niﬁgough_;he programs'ugre u$j§lly, by agno;ncement, aimed at preparing '. J:>”’f‘fJ |

-

" 3raduate studénts for, ﬂheﬁfull-tiqe teaching ‘they would d aftér éraduate N
\” 5 . N ‘ (X I : ‘:?J“' H ‘: Lo - ‘“ 1 } r ' . i ,
4 , o~ s, v .f R . . . . ’ .
LI \ . " v 'v'? t 8-4. . . ~
B L L B g 3 - e . Ce e 0 ’
Y ., RAE -, 4 )':l ‘:’ o . ' o . '
. ,:~ _"' . 'm‘ . -%‘ {f , t . R .. , .

N
A - -
M) -’._,,, é . o . o -,
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) . gchool, there was always some tpnsiéd between this goal and ®oncern for -
i the preseni teaching done by graduate students dn graduate school as -

4 [

'3
teaching aséigtants. In fact, the participating graduate students in
* nearly all departments valued the programs primarily for a positive effect o

t . .
on their teaching in graduate school. This was especially true in-the

* »
programs like the one at,Illingis, where the seminar alternated between
. - : ‘ ‘
discussions of general education questions and discussions of particular
. ' ~ ] .
. A -
. problems encountered by the graduate students ds teaching assistants. °’ Lot .
. ’ .. v.
» g XJ 4 % ‘s * . ' °
. v, : ' : , v,
. . . . .

. 3

) ¢ [ ’ ’

- A} &5 ¢

) - d ' .
v . s Y
T, . - ¢
N ‘ & . N
. - ’. ’ "\ ' — )
b ’ . Y o ,(;
Lt a 6 -
\ - 4 . \ i
. 7 . I

- \ - ) o
. o .. ‘// L
» . o ~ . ‘x .
"’ . N ‘ . )
-é--
a2 »
. . “ . ’ . -
-’ . . \
! : . . s - .
L L4 - 'u .
a
) v ) O '
‘” w ’ . %" - ) i ' ¢
o o N/ N \
. - e . G e
\ . \ .L" R s ) D . e . ‘
’ Q ! , ,t“ i . ‘_,_. 85". ‘ - é.
e b S s ' : . * ) - i .
LG g /' £ v ' - " .
7'1.(“ -~ . . l?; . ' . ‘ . i \ 'g




A\

Sy AT

. 78 , .
. b 7

] ) 0w -7 & ' .
v . . ’ ’ .

Chapter Five. Anticipations Arising from the Responses
(Pattison Memorandum)

a

‘ . ' o
Being able to point back to my additions to the Fink memorandumo
(Chapter 4), and to assure the reader that vhere amendmehts by me are P
lacking,my conclusions from interv;ew were like.his; I propose taking
o begin, the present report has been colored through-

\,

out by my interview xperience.' Not until I had been.an on-campus visi- -

up other matters.

tor did i?begin to appreciate the” role of teaching consuﬁﬂgnt for the ) s
. ) ¢

qualities that I have tried to portray in preceding paragraphs. 4nd,
although a sense Qf &he anomaly of the TLGG entérprise in relation to

"the university idea" had always been with me, not until my visits did

the significance to our enterprise of var1ants on the idea’ begin to

< {
register upon me. Further effects of the visits are to be found in the . ‘

s

> .

chapter recognizing thd%the TA system had achieved dominance in.Phase II,

" Ideas‘for the latter

«©
began to:take form as I interviewed department heads during the trip.

’

anﬁ in the chapter titled "Issues for the ‘Chair.

ing now to something néw, I ask you to listen as I speak of two
, L . .
pages of therfuture ‘derived ma1nly from the interviews. In what I have to

¢ »
»

[ ]
ay, I will'be assuming that a continued; concerted interest in helping

graduate stuJents understand and ably engage in teaching 1is worthwhile. " .

I will be ignoring the dramatic.shrinkage in opportunities for an academic ) ;
career that hag- begun to affect American geography at about’ the time

’ “ )
TLGG was founded (and that rendered TLGG, in’the eyes of some, therefore

o

ahachronistic'frqm “the start). 1 will,also be ignoring a proposal for

project that ueuld ideally, have followed upon thé heéels of JTEGG: =+ et o

’

Titled "Geographic lnstrnctional Development and Curricular Renewal

“in HigherAKducation,' that project would have addressed itself tD geography
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Ac,cfepcing a Diffference: The More Intellectual Path -
= -

The idea may be traceable to my interview with a student at - 4 LT
.- % : - ‘.
Berkeley, for whom a visiting professor, Fred Lukermann, had Been "an i, . R

" absolute ipspiration to teaching," In any eve‘nt, I think of my talk ’ v e

with-hgr now a8 I suggest that some academic departinent, at some time . .' .
the future, place itr its curriculum a cour.se on teaching as a humane - . ; .9" "':, "

s udy, and that the course be open onl}'z'to students_of a.#ery high leveL' ' : A \\

' of cademic achievement. fam prepared .to venture- tthat there is an\ ‘w 4

B

intellectual threshold above which a student s consciousness must be, - . ¥

- iland - — e e ey -

o 4 ST
to ,permit adequate reflection on the teaching of a profound}y/ﬂ-\“u'ghtful ¢ -
. .~ ’ . I3

professor; and that, given such a professor aMd sufficiently qualif{ed o
students, study of the professor's tedching can take plade as education - ' oo e s
_ in the humanities. ’ TR . Co o

I have in mind an order of knowledge and appreciation that is're— .o
o flected in the following dec‘.aration by a champion of lite'i'ary studies: ' re S,
and liberaltarts educat:l.on'l ) T R " .o
8 What we' cherdish above “all is human, greatness. We look te” . : _ - - ’ .
that greatness to ingtruct us and inspj.re, to give us models 4 i3 L S,
of taste aMd feeling, to show us what life is like-and fo .- e 2 .
. .teach us to enjoy d e‘ldure it. The obvious\expressi-on of -+ ~ - 5
that greatness are grand ideas and imaginative- construéts, . ’_' T
works of mind and imagination, and these, of course, -are the S e
primary .objects of humane study. - . ’

. . . s 1 i ’ P )
y .8 4 - P

In the teaching of soxge professors are elements of greatness. Let us’ 3 " : s

P - J .
P e r

N .
give qualifiedﬁ;ients a’ chance to learn a uttt:eachir?g fron themxs S .
< -l . ./:‘

In such a course-—to which ‘a TLGG—type co sultgﬂt might be a T e

W™ S

» B - . ﬁ’ . .

. part\x—pg{haps two ‘or’ mor'é éxemﬁlér—pfdfes'fot‘s X‘hould “be i’ne ge. .’&;-,a C PR e amF .
. \ , i ' i .‘ . . ) -/

# . . . . K o ‘ =

- " What Shall We Defend? Essays and Addresses by.: DenHam Sutclif?j,) _ T
. edited and with- Introduction by Harley Henry (C%cago Univ.' of Chicago o . ~°f -
. Press. 1973), pp. x-xi. . . . ' - / -
| | . T A
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professor vould—-as Lukermann did--talk about his teaching, and he ¢

“would take for granted the students acquaintance with the basic content
- a of . the teay'(g (typically, they would already have studied under him). .
' ’ éy intent,’the'pr'ogessor would feel free to reveal his pride in and evem_

* - his love for what he does. I imagine, in this setting, the capture of

w

somel of the values that were once scheduled for cultivation in the

R . Geograph.y in Liberal Education Project (early 1960's), and that were over-

,; ;‘- | . %idden, 1 believe, when that enterprisygav‘é way to the Commission of . v .
S College Geographyxf B )

.'c;_ S f . To amplif}x bit, a course of this saft would be organized around
3 ', - -::he image/of professor as creator, consisten_tﬁu_ith the prdfessorial

o . . r -

o S x ¢

L . 1{5
N L4 character ation tha;t one can find behind-a suggestion made in recent

'by Robey t- Kelley, historian and chairman of the academic senate,

Californid, ‘Santa Barbara. Il had to do with course

N PR
| w R . .
ST -evaluafion‘.s\.,frdm' students. He ,'s_aid,2 -, .
s . : r » . .
’ : . B . - .
. {le must complete the system. We need to learn from the
5, e ," o " professors themselves what they set out to do in their -
o T coursis-—what were, their’ 6b3ectives——and how, in their view,
’ . ‘things® worked out. This will completely change the basis _
: $upon whieh, until now, wel have beeg evaluating teaching. —
. What ‘we want. most of all to know dis something about the ’ ]
¥ ality of the person s'm‘lnd . T o a
' 7 : &
Coming back, in cqnclusion, to our, TLGG participatant‘.‘s, I wish to -
- & - acknowledge that. in the small, dompany of- students who distinguished them- :
’ selves f:‘om others by wsuming,fesponsibilities of leadetrship, one-- Y
PERERY VN [
. Keith Julian of flmc--was obviously at ‘home in a liberal arts frame of ]
, ‘ )‘ . - \\/ Tt !
L7 refeﬁnge Perhap,g already. vgth only limited teaching experience, , S
’ /,', . - / ) t 4
7 :.,,,,/ . “he as in a posif:ion to inspire others through seminar—discussion of
¥, Lt ,K{' 5.0, " . -\ . - ' . i
i ",’:' . o i - tewe boand )
o %ee issué of March lt l9]ﬁ of Chronicle of Higher Education I

C ‘(’ ” o quof.dng, ‘from 2 secondary,source, DEA News (Division of Educaticnal
1A , —
) Affairg. gr{xef Po;;tical Sgi\:\j%n .) Winter 1975 p. 2.

- -t

.
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his art. At the least, I bélieve, he would already ha&e been able to

(7 write ah essay on his teaching thit would have shown "a quality of mind"

*

worthy of gemeral attention.

Accepfing a Difference:f The Less IﬁEeliectual'Paﬁh

v

Perhaps what T will be repaftiﬁg'nexc Was necessitated by the
A .
) position I have fﬁstaggg divulged, However that may be, at the end of

— o > -

my interviewiﬁggbr more -accurately ég-the end of Phase 11, I found myself
taking with new seriousness. this étatement, made before the inception of
TLGG by the director of the Institute of Social Science, Yale Uni‘{ersity:l
Our. college faculties, the federél government and the foun- *° ’}1
-~ ~-- - —-dations*have all in-reeent years put great emphasis upon in-

creasing the supply of Ph.D.'s and have made much of the need
for additional college teachers. Much of this energy ‘has

been misplaced. We need a[more rational distribution of edu- - > :
. - cational effort. There isfa place in all disciplines for
people of great competencd in research wWhatever their capacity \

to teach. And for othets who have competence in research A
and teaching and will be involved in both. Those who may.

. reasonably aspire to such careers are the appropriate can-
didates for admission to Ph.D. programs.- ’

For those who by inclination and competence may be good ex-
) positors and critics, we need few training programs ang’ de-
! - grees, and we need a recogpitioﬁ by the colleges and accre-
diting agéhcies .not of #the equivalence but rather of the need,
. for persons of different talents.. The Ph.D. degree is a ’ .,
e research degree appropriate for those who ¥ill devete their
’ . caregrs to research and others who. will devote‘their careers,
//} ‘. tosa combination of teaching ard research. But there is a
' ' 14rge need for. college teachers which can'be satisfied by
. people with other degrees.... It does not follov that all -
schools, should be engaged in training both types of people.
. . There may be good reasons for specialization between schools.
~Some §chdbls may .emphasize research degrees and others teaching
—degrees. Tgpse schools that have sufficient resources may

« ’ 4 wish to offer both.... I shsﬁect we should expect considgrable $
specialization between institutions ‘in their degree programs.
. ’ -4 ‘ Yo . . .
x A consciousness of thesgeneral distinction mage here was discoverable

. P
P

’,: H ae )

- L3chn Rerry Miller, ,"The Relationship Between-Undergraduate and
Craduate Institution," paper presented at Natignal Conference on Higher

Education, Amprican Associatien'for Higher'Edﬁca;ioq, Chicago, March LA
) 1970 (mimeographed). » . S ' -
» ! ‘ s ‘ - , ' v

g9 ¢ .

A _ » Bd . ’
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——
in the‘dep§%CMents‘; vigited, and may have been so in all of the depart-_

? - ' R
ments affiliated under TLGG, but our project did not encourage or focus t

attention upon the image oélf&ifﬁsifher as "good expositor and critit" ' -
(a conception probably equivalent with the "transmission'" view of the % 'Y
teacher, and probably best pursued through concentration on the discourse

moge). I am ready to suggest that another projecé——wiih or without '

emphasis on a separate degree--take off from this paragraph.

o

The project, as I see it, would commit-itself to procedufés—thqj:are';? s
! D N r -

more-definitely and consistently of a training character than were those

of; TLGG. Proj'ept efforts would- be organized aroin® the role of teaching
ol et )

rgégsul;ant._7Arrangements would normally be made for selective cooper-
ation vigh the on-campus College of Education. A higher level of capa-
bility in behavioral science than that ﬁgzﬁsiling.in the TLGG prograﬁs ’ QQ\

R L

would be required.

N
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. . Chapter 6. An Almost-Overlooked Antecederit : ' \ _

K]

Not until now, at the time of completing my Phase II accounting,

have I arrived at a focus on two facts of student experience, both of

which may be tangential to the "history proper" of TLGG, yet both of . .
L} - \ /
\ : .

which appear to hold importance for a readership wishing to draw lessons

from what happened to us. The first is the fact that in two departments

g ' 3
the“decision to affiliate wisb TLGG, was preceded by a period of exper1-

mental service by undergraduates as teaching interns. "

H
[4

We learn from the report from Pennsylvania Stateebéppendix G) that

[

, ot t
when five graduate students tletre had become co-instructors or team
. [" 4 ’
‘teachers in a specia} class--prior to TLGG entry--""each instructor had

geen assigned an [undergraduate] intern to provide feedback oh teaching, ¢

to help with laboratory work and discussions, and to ufidertake special

projects related to the course.”" (The repcrt adds that faculty super-

vision was in effect, and that "

some classroom observation of the graduate

A\

instructors” took place). Undergraduate internship had already been:in-

stituted in other courses, it seems; it was the allocation of inte{:s

to graduate instructors that'was nev.

Rt submit for future checking the postulate that when graduate

. stydents, as ‘teachers, were paired with undergraduate assistants to whom

N [}

responsibility £or "feedback of teaching" had been assigned, a new era

in the quality of classroom experience began for both. Inquiry is recom—

- ' mended Into just how the presumably very active period of discussion

-~

and reflection surrounding this grad-undergrad pairing led to Penn State's
interest in TLG?. - - ' —

¢ . -

At ‘Colorado, undergrads were serving as teaching interns, leading e

‘ | ‘C | \J '

Pd a

e
\

<

we
@

E .%ﬂtﬂéamsw‘ ot?
o)
o
LN
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subgroups in an introductory class taught by A. DaVid Hill at the same time (1972)
that Hill was helping to shape the credo of TLGG itself, on the one hand,
,) and persuading his fellow faculty of the appropriateness of TLGG affili-

s

- ation, on the other. When I arrived at Colorado as aminterviewer, three

1., ye’rs later, the incidence of undergraduate internship had Spread but
my interviewiné strongly suggested that although at one time it may have

served to focus reflection and discussion on teaching//fhis was not cur-

8 5
5 . .
rently the case. Notwithstanding, the relative vitality and insight- . .
fulness of my undergraduate interviewees was impressive; I was left with
) ~ . ,
: the feeling that the department would do well to consider a recentering

of teaching consciousness upon them.

g . t

| . U

-

32



. - L}
- Chapter 7. An Independence-Seeking Outcome .
. , ’ \

{
N, Y

N\ ‘ .

;ﬁé"second fact is that students—-some_students-—in our consortium

T of programs took action toward creation of a movement with aims mirroring

hat

N~ those of TLGG. This is the chronology of that effort:

e February, 1974 ' ) ¢
’ — At the mil-year national conference of Phase I, the grad-
T yate students at Colorado to whom TLGG coordinating re- . .
- pponsibilities had been assigned expressed an interest in. 7
< -organizing a "clearinghouse and network' center" for students
of like orientation across the country. - T

@

~

- . April, 1974 .
‘ Convened by a Colorado student, student representatives
. . from the TLGG campuses of Phase I met in open session, at
I the annual AAG meeting in Seattle Aoff the program of '
) scheduled events) "to share instr ctional materials, strate-
¢ . gies and information on improvin college geography teaching."
. .- o Y 4 -
‘ February, 1975
. At the mid-year confererice of Phase II, student represen—
tatives got together twice for discussion of "common con-
- cern&! and resolved to issue a call for a Geography Grad-

N uate Students Caucus to be held at the next AAG meeting.

. . £
i April 1975 : .
< About 70 students, responding to the call (by mail,’to
. department bulletin boards), congregated at the AAG meeting,

vation, s and simulations, "personalizing" large classes,

Milwaukquggfroup discussions were held on teaching obser-
ga
‘and doctoral\ programs specializipg in geographic education.

. June-July, 1975 )
. ’ ) Establishment of ''a nationwide communications network" 1is
.- - attempted, through an jnvitation carried in the AAG Newsletter.

AAG. As at the outset, a Colorado student is spokesperson.
- The announced scope of concern has now been contracted to
teaching preparation; an exchange of materials is proposed;
. and requests for help in stafting programs are welcomed.

L 4

»

Insufficiency of response brought the effort to an end, within a few
~ N L] .

. T : ] .
. J -~months. .

[ 4 2 .
; The central planning group of TLGG maintained cordial relation;\;IE{. ‘
this movement or would-be movement,'énd tried to maintain a 1istening-to~

the-learner -stance with regard to it, while refraining from official ' y

1

L4 3 - \

= : 93
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¢ endorsement. The effort was among the outcomes of the pioneering that

TLGG engaged in, but it represented a drive toward inHependence that could
. 5

at most only be guided, and it asserted a principle of action with which

<

TLGG could not honestly be associated. The cadcus, in concept, bypassed

. . -
-

or even defied the authority structure of academic departments;” TLGG

. ’

was committed ta a respect for that structure. s .
- Lo
L —
. - = o
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