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f . ~Chapter 1 o .

A ~ INTRODUCTION “ -
// . | . - . - i . ' : » .
y In the United States toddy there are over 12 million- students enrolled in
3 / ‘ approximately 3,000 accredited institutions of higher education. The gre”atest single
/ factc;r‘ affecting the quality’ 6f the education which those students recéive 1s the

3

BY K4

c;uality of the 800,000 faculty membérs staffing those institutions.

. Each year several thousand people begin-their careers ag college teachers. Some

of these careers will be long, some short; some will be happy, some not; some will be "~

‘very productive, others will not be..

< . . e
-3

As in many professions, the way college teachers begin their careers is vefy
~ important, and that is the subject of this study. Information has been collected on

approximately IOO beginning college teqchers'at the time when they were making that

B

critical transition from being graduate students to being full-time faculty members.

The study is focused pqimai‘ily on their role as college t'eachers but information has

L X Tt

been collected about their other academic activit'jes as well, o . v

-

.y

An attempt has been made to raise and answer a number of important questions-

about beginning college téachers. What is their educational background? What

preparation have they had for college teaching? What happens to them once ‘they start

)

their academic careers? What is the quality of their teaching? What effect does the

context of their professional activity have on. their performance? On .their P
¢

sgt’i}sfqa'ction? How satisfied are they with their first )‘/ear in the academic profession?

S~

What recommendations would they make for graduate students and graduate schools?

For other new coﬂege teachers? For institutions employing néw faculty members?
The answers to these questions are significant because they affect many aspects .
, of higher education: the content of graduate education, the criteria and process used

“

- % select new faculty members, the nature of initial teaching assignments, the context

-




- and support provided by the inStitption, and possibly, even the‘natgre and philo,soph'y-of g

\. . \ . t - .-
he h)
. @ . L \a.
.
.

-faculty development programs..
. ’g N

Literature For and About BegLnning College Teachers ‘ i
3
There has been almost’ no prlmary research on what actually happens to new
, S
college teachers during ' their first year. There has been a series ‘gf statements

» expressing a nationwide concern for the quantlty and quality of new college teachers 5

(Gray, . 1930 Blegen and Cooper, 1950; Axelrod, l959 Berelson, 1960; McGrath, l961)

]

These all made projections for the number of new teachers needed, and tried to set

-~

guxdellnes for the proper preparatlon of” ‘new faculty members in* higher education - 2

- <

which was then in-a ‘state of cont1nuous gxpanslon During the 1960's and 1970's,
. + ‘ )

]

" attention was' glven to the use of teaching asslstantships,n not just as a ~means of
- staffing additional course sectlons, but as a means of develop1ng the teaehmg

capabilities of gradUate students headed for academic careers (Dunkel, 1958; Clark,
- 1963; Nowlis, Clark and Rock 1968; Monson, 1969; Koen and’ §rlcksen, 1967; Dean,
"'n 1970; \Vahlquist, -l979; Salyard; 19732& Pattison and l“ink, 1975). . These'\»}_ere' 2

descriptions and gyaluations of both institution-based and discipline-based efforts _tﬁat

were intendeéd to enhance the teachingskills of both teaching assistants and these -
. &

“same people later as begmmng college teachers '

-

Over the years there have also been numerous descrlptlons of good teaching,

written for the 1nsp1ratlon of new teachers as well as more experienced ones. Two of

¢ »

the better known examples are College Teachlng Its Practice and Its Potentnal

(Justman and Mals, 1956) and The lmportance of Teaching: ‘A Memo to the New

College Teacher (Rothwell et al.,, l968) Of course, there is the classic guide that has

served generations of both teachlng assistants and new college teachers, Teaching

Tips: A Gurdebook for the Beginning College Teacher (McKeachle, orig. l95l 7th ed. o

Q

1978).

e e =
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Caplow and McGee made a rpa]or study of the pcOcess by whlch new academlcs

are hlred The ;Academlc Mar ketplace (1958) But, as they noted, thelr study was not

about "the people whe had beeh hired ‘and fired--the 'commodltles' in, “the labor
market." Rather, thelr subjects were the department chalrmen because they are the

P>
prmcxple people "in the vacancy-and-replacement process acting as agents of the
’ — X

1nst1tutlon." Lo d | N ' d PR
e R€cently son?e commerl‘tators on hlgher educatlon have wr1tten hyp.o)'\etlcal

3

. accounts of what it is llke tq be a new college teacher (Mandell, 1977; l{llne, 1977).
.

Both of these narrative_s_ read ‘more like tragedies- than heroic epics.- _\ln one account

I

‘the subject ends up with an erratic drinking broblem‘n and. a fragmented social ,iife; in.

the other a well-intentioned new teacherAs side-tracked by the need to do research in
order to earn tenure. ot , . -

Desplte the existénce of thls modest body of literature for and about beginning

-
)

7

college tcachers, there is almost no empmcal research on the teachers themselves. In

- &>

1960 Harlan McCall and others at Mlchlgan State- Umverslty conducted a survey of

1500 first and third year faculty members in “several colleges in the North Central

~.

Assoclatlon (McCall et al., 1961) They- used a four-page questionnaire that asked
about percelved 1nstructlonal problems* as well as some basic demographlc questions.
Durlng the 1950 s, the Ford Foundation's Fund for the Advancement of- Educatlon
sponsored eighteen internship programs for new college teachers at various colleges
~around the country. In 1960, John Diekhdff made a report on those programs

(Diekhoff, 1960) Although this report offered several valuable 1ns1ghts on the

'l

operatlon ‘of such programs, it contalned essentially no 1nformatlon about the

7
background, situation or performance of the new teachers.

>

j




Origin of the Present Study ,

3 a
- -

i ) This research grew out of a nation-wide project in one discipline that had been
estabhshed to gﬁve 1nstructlonal tra1n1ng to graduate students who. 1nten<3ed to enter
v . the academlc profession. The Project on Teachmg and Learning ul\ Graduate

B Geography (TLGG) was. a consortium of “programs in sixteen Ph.D.-granting
d'epartments pf geography in ‘the United .States. The directors of these programs

offered seminars on college teaching,-superviseqd various types of practiculhs, and in

— - = =7 some cases organized either retreats or orientation programs that were about college

-teaching. o . . ] )
- In tife the question naturally arose as to whether these activiti¢s were in fact

.

accomplishing what they were intended to, namely, allowing these graduate students
to develop the ideas and skills nécessary for té‘aching‘more effectively than they would

have otherwise. As associate director of the national project, I proposed a study that

would- compare‘the ’teaching of (a)' new teachers who had participated jn the @

preparatory program and (b) new teachers from the same dlsc1pl1ne who had not.

1

No 'sooner had this Study been funded by the National Sclence Foundatlon than I

- (and others) realized that thls was a chance to léarn much more than- whether the TLGG

’
o '

programs had been.effective or not. It'was a chance. to learn about the whole process

of starting a career in the academic professio’n. Hence the scope and the purpose of

' 9 '

“the study was enlarged. *; i
o . | The Structure of the Study

« e

* By this time a f'ommltment had been made to study 100 beglnmng college

.

teachers dur1ng their first year on the faculty Because the dlsclplme of geography is

.

\ ‘ relativel'y small, the study was extended over two academic years (l976-77.,and l977—
78) in order to include 50 beginning college teachers with the necessary characteristics

&

each year. ‘ -

K




Selectlng the Study Populatlon

e N
To obtain’ lOO study partlclpants, I contacted 30 Ph.D.- ~granting departments of A

geography, half of Wthh had part1c1pated in the TLGG project. ‘The TLGG
departments varied in their prestige but were by and large among the better known
‘de,partments in the country. Departments that had prestige ratlngs sxmllar to the‘
TLGG departments we:elselected as a source of teachers who‘@ad not gone througn
this k1nd of preparatory training. | ¢
These 30 departments gave me the names of 266 people graduatlng from their
department, 117 (44%) of whom were ellglb_l.e. for inclusion in the study (see Table 1).
People were declared.ineligible if they (a) did not s'ncceed in'obtainlng an academic
. appomtment that year, (b) had already been teachlng for sometlme, or (c) went into

non-academic work. Of those eligible, 105 agreed to partlclpate and 95 completed the

study.

Types of Information Collected

. This research essentlally took 1nf.ormatlon from a "sllce of time" which was one

=

year long and used it to study many kinds of relatlonsh1p§, \Therefore many kinds of

'mform atlon were needed - ' o

The six- categorles of- mformatlon used in this study are shown in Flgure 1 and
listed below with examples of questions soll‘c1t1ng thatiklnd of information: .
Situations (descriptions of) G

How many courses have you been assigned this year? 9 -

How large is the financial support for courses in this department?

Intentions

~

What types of learning activities do you intend to use this year?

What changes ir your professiona_l'activity do you plan to make next year?

Coe
o




No. of Names Suggested by 30 Graduate Departments 266

No. Unable to contact (% of Suggested names) 31 (12%)
No. Who were Ineligible* (% of Suggested names) 119 (45%)
No. Who were Eligible (% of Suggested names) 117 (44%)
No. Who Agreed to Participa.te (% of Eligible)’ 105 (90%)
No. 97 (83%)

-6 -

Table |

Number and Percentage of Téachers in Study

>

Who Compizted the Study (% of Eligible)

" #A person was declared to be ineligible for the study. if they: (a) did not succeed in"
obtaining an academic appointment that year, (b) had already been teaching for some
time, or (c) went into non-academic work. '

>
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l Figure 1
' ‘ Types of Information Used in The Studl’

Intentions -
6 ’ S
Judgements ‘Situation
Feelings Perception

Behavior ‘ Ty

-




" Perception .' | . c
What type of teacher do you see yourself as, i.e., as following the principles-
prototype, the instructor-centered pvrototype, the student-as-mind
prototype, or the student-as-person prototype?
* Do you perceive students at your college or university to be different at all
~ from studehts ih other institutions'? :.Is 50, in what \\ray?
" Behavior
Did you evaluate your teaching in any formal or :quasi—formal m'ahner during
the oast half;year? -

Did the teacher promote teacher-student discussion? (for the students)

Feelings

-

To what degree have your exberiences as a teacher this year produced
"psychic satisfaction" for you? ’
W"h'at kinds of supoort from your colleagues would you have liked more of?
| degments : |
- Was your performance as a lecturer, discussion leader, . . . better, about the
same, or worse than you had expected" |
How would you compare the partlclpant s performance asa college teacher to

that of other beginning college teachers you have known'i{ (for colleagues)

Sources of Informalzon.

Informatnon was obtained from four differen”. sources: the beglnmng teachers
themselves, the1r students, three of their colleagues, and the research director. The
information received from each source was as follows:
| l. Participating Teachers . . i

-'Each- person filled out four dlfferent questionnaires. One of these

pertained to background information and was fllled out before the

.

£




o academic year began. The other three were completed near the
. p) .

beginning, middle, and end of the academic year respectively.
2. Their Students’ |
- All teachers were asked to have students in at least one of their courses -
complete a couree evaluation instrument. Several /(46) had evaluations

. in two or more sections, or courses..
- 3, Their Colleagues
- One questionnaire was sent near the end of the academic year to the

"chairman and two other colleagues in the department of each
pairt‘i‘cipanf.

4. Research Directtor : A

- As the dikrector of this research project, I made on-site visits to the

campuses of thirty of the participants to interview them and to visit at

least one of their classes. R

&

General Assessment of the Research Data

- To the best of my knewledge, this is the most comprehensive study of beginning
college teachers to date. Although the number of subjects is not tremendously large,
it is the only 'study ihat has collected direct, person-specific inforrnation about the
background, performance,cand situation of even a moderate number of new teacners
with information from four different_ sources. ’ | |

But, even thongh‘the study does not have much precedent, the research data does

have some limits and these need to be noted at the outset.

"

v

Number of Disciplines Included. The most significant' fact about the research

sample is that the subjectﬁs‘all came‘from one discipline. This is both a disadvantage

v
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and an asset. In one sense, it would have been good if the study could have included a
large number of subjects from all disciplines, or at least all major ones. But this would |
have made the study rnuch more expensive and would have-created probnlems of making
comparnsons between dnscnphnes. | .
‘The fact that the subjects were all from one discipline reduced the cost, |
slmpllﬁed the sampling procedure, and made comparnsons p0551ble within the complete
sample. There is also advantage in the fact that thxs particular dxscxphne is a multi-
faceted one, . 1.e., part of it is similar to the natural scxences, part to the social
sciences, and part to the humanities (Broeck 1965, p.3). Thxs means that this dlsclphne

probably shares the same teaching problems found in other dxscxphnes. This in turn

means the results be generalized with more confidence than would have been possible

in perhaps any other smgle discipline.
The other aspect of this 1ssue, though, is that the major1ty of the\questlons
raised and the relationships studied, would not appear to be prxmarxly dependent on the -*

nature of the discipline invo-lved. The ability, for example, of each faculty member to

- assess the needs and capabilities of students, to garner the support and confidence of

d
their colleagues, to organize meaningful learmng activigies, are in all hkehhood more

K4

dependent on the genéral nature and structure of higher education than on the peculiar

characteristics of a given discipline. Hence, the author feels confident in believing

that the results of this sample can, with but few quahfxcatxons, be safely generahzed

.to the situation and experxences ‘of most begmlng college teachers in American higher

education today. =~ - : ‘

Focus of the Study. ~ Although questions were asked about the full range of

academic activities (teaching, research, advising, etc.), the majority of questions were

concerned with the teaching role. This is not meant to denigrate the other functions




. 1 -

of college teachers. They are all important. It is_just that the author of this study
N was primarily concerned from the beginning with college teaching. An'understanding

of the other academic activities will simply have to wait on other studies.

Period of Time Coveredby Study. The fact that the study coverad the first year

of teaching was both an asset and a limitation;" That it covered a whole year made it

much more informative than a study of a single course or even a 'semester. That it

was only one year rather than three to five years means that it cannot be taken as'a. ‘

-«

study of the entire developmental period in academic careers. Nonetheless the one

year studied was sufficient to reveal relationships not previously identified in other

o
i

research literature.

]

Sample Size. This study included participants from 30 of the: 52 Ph.D. -grantmg

: departments of geography in the United States. These thirty departments are all

' * . among the  more prestlglous graduate departments in this country. Having narrowed

‘the number of participating departments down to the more prestigious ones of this
discipline, I then contacted all ehglble doctoral students who were graduatlng from
these departments during the two years o{ the study, and asked them to part1c1pate in
the study. Almost all of those contacted (83%) did agree to partieipate -and did
complete -the study. Hence; it is a nearly eornprehensive sample from se-lected’

departments.

-

The Response Rate. Once,the ehglble part1c1pants had been 1dent1f1ed, several,

types of information were sought from various sources, as described above. Except for
the site 'visits by the research director, all information was collected by

questionnnaires. Table 2 shows the different questionnaires used in the study and the

1y
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|
| , |
Table2 :
l Response Rate for Questionnaires
. Questionnaire . Frum No. Sought No. Received ‘Response -
I . \ Backgrouﬁd * Participant 97 97 100%
. Beginning-of-year | " Y T ~ 100%
l | Mid-year " 97 ‘96 99%
End-of-year e 97 9% 9%
—__ Colleague No. 1 (Chr) Colleague 97> 93 96%
 Colleague No.2 - " e % . 9%
Co.lleaguéj\:‘ls.f 3o " : 97 . ’ 77 79%
Coursg E.valuat.i‘on‘ ’ \%-\‘"\Stud@é ' P74 95 . 98% -
| . Total: e L | 9%
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o i response rate for each one. As can be seen there, out of the total number of
quesﬁonnaires sought (776), 96% (747) were received. This means that there was
essen'tially a complete file of information for every participaht in the study. The only

: e)ﬁception was that for a few (21%), there were questionnaires from only two

v

colleagues rather than three.

M

Amount and Form of Information. The study generated a large quantity of data

and included both quantitative and qualitative data, often on the same question. There
were eight questionnaires collected for the file of each participant; seven of these
were ‘approximately ten pages long. (The eighth was the course evaluation.) * The

quantifiable information yielded nearly 1000 variables that were analyzed with a

computer. The written comments from the questionnaires and the information from

¢

the site visits (classroom observations and interviews) were collated for separate

3

analysis.

Course Evaluation Instrument
A critical aspect of this study was the instrument used to evaluate the courses
taught by the participants. It was essential to obtain -good information here if one was
\ attempting to understand what was happening to the participants as teachers.
év%t{on, even though they we)g&ated in different institutions; ~ hence’ the
: g , o

possibility of\using their own institutional system of evaluation was ruled out. It also

~.  To do this, it was necessary for all participants to use the same method of

seemed preferablé\to use an instryment that had been carefully developed and refined

and Effectiveness Assessment) System that was developed at Kansas State University

2




by Donaldeoyt. It has several attractive features. First, its central concern'is with .
the question; of whether or not the students learned what the professor was trying ‘to

teach. This is its biggest advantage over other commercially available course
¢

—

; evaluation 1nstruments. Second, it has norms for comparison that are. large and .
“nation-wide. Thlrd, 1}5 norms and comparisons take into account class slze and student

~  motivation level Fourth, it has an unusual diagnostic. component that could be helpful

to the particlpants. ’

B
[

A decision also had to be made on which course or courses should be evaluated.

’

To evaluate every course taught' by every participant would have made the analysis

very complex and unwieldy Rather, it was decided that each. parti_cipant would use

»

the IDEA instrument in at least one course, and that that course ought to be the

largest course. The reason for ‘this was slmp%that, if a cholce had to be made, the

largest course was where the teacher was affectlng the most students. : .
However, as a check on the use of this 1nstrument with this partlcular group of

teachers, it was decided to ask some of the teachers to use it more than once to see 1f

"

the results varied sxgmﬁcantly. Forty-sxx of the participants did use it addltlonal

times, either with multiple sections of the same course, with dlfferent courses, or with

° s

the same course at different times. A separate analy51s was made of these scores, the

results of Wthh are descclbed in Ghapter Four.

. °

M_ultlple Perspectlves. One of the best features of thls study was the avallablllty

of multiple perspectlves on several questions. It was not necessary, for example, to
just use student evaluatlon scores to measure teachmg effectlveness. It was possible
to ask how each teacher was percelved by the students, by his or her colleagues, and
by the teacher him/ herself, and then-to make comparison_s. '

With this 1ntroductlon, the reader will hopefully be in a position to understand

the information and analysis tha,t follows, and to apprec1ate its value and llmltatlons.

&5
[\
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The rest of the chapters in this report are organized around certain themes.

S

‘Below is a list of these them_és and the questions asked about each of them.

4

"Getting There"

\F‘Who are the beginning}:o’llege ;iachers?
~" Where did tr;ey come from? | 4 . - . .
V'lhereA did they go?
!—low were they ;eléc‘ted by their new departments?
What experiences did they have to prepare them for colﬁegé’ieaehing?
What effect did these prior experiences have on.tﬁeir subsequent perfo'rmanc.e\
and satisfaction? ‘

Their Situation

What kind of teaching contracts and work-doad did they have?
How well did they relaté to their new _institutional home?

To their colleagues? K

“s. " To their students? .

<

What effect did these relationships have on their teaching performance and

satisfaction?

° -Performance
What were they trying to accomplish as teachers?

‘What teaching methods and strategies did they use?

How-: well did they do? i Y T " - .

a

How did they feel about their’first year's experience as a college teacher?

i

' Plans for the futurev -

“ L ]

e What were their plans for the future?

‘What effect did their first year experiences have on their plans?

[

a




J -

v

Recommendations

v

As a result of this study, what recommendations can be made for:

- - graduate departments?
. - graduate students?
\ - k]
~ - beginning college teachers?

a

’

o

¢

3

-

- departments and institutions employing new teachers?

Aruntoxt provided by Eric:
g
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Chapter 2 o
o . r'd \
- ) GETTING THERE" ) R

[

D

The people who partlclpated in this. study had had a variety of. personal and
professmnal experxences prior to. ‘and durxng graduate school . that affected their
development as teachers. This.in turn affected their experiences during thexr fxrst

-

‘year as full-time professxonal academics. o . ) A P

Information -about their general characteristics and preparatory'experiences will.
be glven in the flrst half of this chapter. Following that will be (a) an analysis of the
relatlonshlp between these prior developmental experxences and the partlclpants‘

teaching during t‘ﬁe first year, and (b) a description of the "sorting" process, i.e., the

selection procedures that determined who went where. . &

General Characteristics of the Study Population

Two characteristics of general interest in the study population are age and sex.
®

>

“As can be seen in Table 3, most of the people in this study were men, and most were in
a faxréy narrow age range: 26 to 35 | )
It is difficult to assess the representativeness of these characteristics because of
the lack of natlon wide information on beglnmng college teachers per se. The sex
breakdown is about equal to that for all academlc geographers, but this discipline lS
more male dominated than some other disciplines. -
The study by McCall et al’? (l96l)_ is the only other“one with data showing an age
breakdown for beginning college teacher;s. But this'was done in 1961 and only included
faculty members in smaller 1nst1tutlons, those with enrollments of 3,000 or less.
Hence, the fact that his study populatxon showed a greater age ‘dlstrlbutlon probably

reflects the character of faculty recruitment at that time and in those institutions.

At that time, for example, only a thigd of the new faculty members had a Ph.D. In the

* . : N ' t

)
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T e . B Table 3 |
' . - Age-andSex of Study Population .
e : ‘ , S R ¢
T : ‘ coroTa v Compared with Other Faculty Groups - ' . S
: - 'év \ ~ - ] : .
r A ‘ S \ ) ' v ) ) _ ' : L i . . . o
- ' &  Study C All Academic .~ ° _ Beginning College All Full .
Lo® Sex . . Population - o Ceographers* _ ~ Teachers (1961)** . Time Facultx(lﬁ977)***
w0 : N . - . " - N - ~*_All Ranks - Asst. Prof.
" Female 12% 9% " . 26% S 25%, 32% C
Male 88% T 91% - S 74% e 75 68
. ' : : T e - Study ‘ o - Beginning Collegé ‘
o Age T Population ' Teachers (1961)**
= _ , R ‘
v 2125 - S % Coe%
ST .26-30 - o 46 : S ‘ 32 -
31-35 ’ e 43 . 20
) 36 & over - : 6 . o 31
mean age o 30.6.° | B 33.5 e
median age o 305 o , 314
o = std.dev. . - b S e 8.7
Crange  «: - | 24-47 S 21-60+ _ o
*This is a breakdown by sex of memberé of the Associa'tion of American Géogréphers who. held appointments in .col'lé'ges‘ .éﬁd
universities in 1978. "AAG Memb_ership Profiles." AAG Newsletter, Feb. 1979, Vol. 14, No. 2, p. 1l. -
*#This data is based on qUEStionnairéS from 1119 beginnihg college teachers in 1961 in’institutions-'with an enrollment
of 3,000 or less. The data on ages have been interpolated to fit the categories in this table. (McCall et al., 1961)
*# #Source: A Fact Book on Higher Education: lhs_titution, Faculty and Staff, Stadent, 1977. (American Council on Education)i




current study, the subjects all either had their doctorate ('68%mby the end of the st.udy)
or were ABD and working on their’ dissertation (32%) This partially ’reflect’s the
method by which these people were chosen for inclusion in this study, 'but also reflects
. the importance currently attached to the ‘doctoral degree in all instit‘utions. of higi1er ‘ '
o education except two- year colleges. .‘ » ' .
Another important characteristic is the nature of the specialties chosen in

0

graduate school. Geography is a multi-faceted disc1pline that allows its adherents to

‘study nearly anything in a particular way.. Hence their chonce of specialties will
reflect the nature of their preferences. Tabie 4 shows the percentage of partic1pants
who chose difterent types of specialties. ‘ ' q~ ‘ :

» The largest single category4-urban planning, land use planning, and spatial -
analysis—is a recent but fast growing and 'dynamic specialty. within the discipline. It
beca'me very strong.during the late sixties and early seyenties, the time when these
people were undergraduates. A

Many of the other spec1alties, e.g., human geography, physical geography, andt
economic geography, have a longer tradition in the discipline and still attract

. | practitioners. However, some other traditional-specialities such as regional geography =

apparently are not succeeding in attracting graduate students in large numbers. -
One other important characteristic was the nature of their formal ‘education.

Table 5 contains a summary of the information collected on this topic. Some of the

'more significant obs'eryations from this table include the following:

- Very few (7%) received an associate of arts degree before continumg their
higher- educational career,

- Most had already selected geography or a related sub]ect as a major during
their undergraduate years. .

- Most were undergraduates during the t)amultuous late sixties and graduate
students during the quieter seventies. :
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Table 4
\‘:, SpecialiZatibns of Stpdy Population Withih Geography

i

\,& Urban/Land=Usé/Planning': ' 4 S 23%

: “\%‘Human/Soc'."vi;l/Cultural ' ‘ - L 22
Physical | 2
_4 \E\nvironmental Studies B : | 8
E\c\:onomi'i::GeSgraphy, ' | o 7
\\"Ré;ear& Methods . 7
His\\torical Geography o S o4 ;
S‘pa'\'t\ial Analysis - : L 3
Regi\'g\)na'l deogfgphy B | v 2
Geggk\aphy as A Discipline _ | 1 .
|
|
|
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" Table 5

Formal.Education of Study Populationj

l; Percentagé Receiving
this Degree =
2.'Ma-'|or

Geography _
~ Geography related

(Soc. Sci., Hist., Geol.)

Other (Engl., Bus., Educ.)

3. Year Graduated

Median year

7%

1%

1964

4. Institutional Source of Support

- State
Private ,
Denominational

“ 5. Size of Institution (Enroliment) -

Median -
Rahge

“6. Number who received this

degree in another country

6%
1
0

20,000
"~ 12-22,000

0

Degree Level:

BA/BS MA/MS
100% 100%
63% . 91%

o 6
12 3
1969 1972

% . - 83%
23 14
2 3

14,500 23,000
2-50,000 . 3-59,000
6. -7
N
Sy

100%

96% .

o &

1977

78%
22

_ 30,000

'3-59,000




-'Most attended state supported institutions throughout their higher educatlonal

careers, as do most American students (78%).
é

- They attended mcreaslngly larger institutions as they pursued advanced
degrees. : : :

- One out of six received their BA/BS degree in'a forelgn country and came
to the United States to do graduate work. (It 'should also be roted that |
6 of the 16 non-U.S. nationals in this study returned to their home countries
to teach.) Neatly all of these ‘came from countries that are present or
.former members of the Commonwealth.

i+ Prior Development as Teachers

Ay

Dunng the interviews with some ‘of the participants, I asked how they had come
to enter, the professwn of college teaching and what contrlbuted to w.2ir."development
as teachers."' One of the surprises 1 encountered, as a person familiar with the
language and ethos of the phrase "development as a teacher," was that this phrase was
meamngless to a number of these people. That was when I discovered that some of
‘them, even after they had already started teaching, dld not see thelr performance as
something that resulted from a deévelopmental process. -For them, teachlng was
something you did,and did well or poorly, depending on your God-given talent and how
much time you put in on it. |
| Others saw the matter quite differently. For them, their teaching performance
at any given time ‘reflected their stage of development at that time. Development
consisted of an’ever increasing understanding of the subject matter, of themselves as
knowers and teachers, of the students, and of the processes of teaching and learning.
Since it is clear that | share thlS latter view and 1ts assocnated values, I tried to .
explaxn the terms and get answers from the partxcxpants about the questions that _
follow from this view. ‘When did you decide to become a college teacher? When dld'
you decide to teach this subject? What people have been influential in your decxsmn,'
and ‘in shaping your view of good teaching? How much and what Kinds of prior.

“teaching experience have you had? How much and what kind of formal training have

Ji e




you had, if any,_f,or"-' college teaching? How significant waS‘thaf experience and

tréining in your development as a teacher? Their respdnses to these questions are

-~

summarized below. .

e
a

The Decision to Become a Collegc; Teacher

The parficipants varied g'reatly" in terms of when and how they decided to
become a co'llegé teacher; l‘)uring. the interviews, several remembered déciding while
'in'high school or even grade school that they wanted to teach. For them, it was only a
question of yvhaf subject(s) and what level. Others did not come to this decision . until
they wére in college or even in graduaie school. This latter group discovered an

; attraction for the' subje;:t matter first and then/decided to teach it rather than work
Wwith it in some other role. . | |

As one 'mi_ght expect, mariy men’tiong‘d particular t?achers who ha& been .
éSpecially important to them. "I'h'e. partiéipants seemed to wanf to do fo:_' others what
these teacher; had done for tﬁem, whether that was making a subject come alive or
demonstrating the potential of an individual mind or whétev-e'r. What I had not
anticibatgd was the frequency with which these people mentioned fhe significance (;a)v
‘of parents who were teachers or (b) of teachingin situations other than in schools.
Unfortunately thel role of par'ents was only described serendipitously in the intervieWs
and I did not notice it early enough to gather information on it systematically through

the questionnaires. The participants did have a chance to comment on non-school

téaching experiences_fhough, and. 41 (nearly half) identified sbme such experience.

" This ranged from such things as teaching sdiling during the summer to fulfilling one of " °

the many teaching roles in Mormon society. Many of the comments suggested that _

¢ r

somehow, during these other teaching occasions, these people saw themselves as doing
-something, doing it well, and liking 1t This attracted them to thé' role of teachin’gv and

eventually to the profession of teaching.
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Developmental Opportunities Prior to Graduate School

Formal Teachxng E.xperxence. A large portion of the participants (47%) had had

some kind of formal teaching experience before they entered graduate school either
in grade school (0%), high school (24%), and/or college (33%) before they entered
graduate school .(see Table 6). (The ‘individual figures sum to tnore than 47% because
son1e participants 'lhad taught at more than one le\}el.) These figufes.are,similar to
those foun'd‘in a surveyof college teachers done in Minnesota by Ruth Eckert in -the
early 1970'5. She found that 23% of ‘the faculty at the Umversxty of Minnesota had had
publxc school teaching experxence and that 37% of the faculty in the four year colleges
had been elementary or secondary school teachers (E.ckert and Williams, 1972). When
asked how sxgmflcant these experxences were to_ their development as teachers, the

respondents rated them quite high, 2.98 on a 0-4 scale.

Education Courses. A large portion (35%) had also taken one or more education

L3

‘ coufses. Over half of these had had four or more such courses (see Table 6). However
the majority had lotw_ opinions of these,courses; the a\ierage rated significance of |
education courses was 1.21. -

"Most were awful. They almost'caused me not to be a teacher.”"

"l started taking an education course and found I wasn't learning doodly squat
. so I quit.”

The handful of positive : comments tended to refer to student teaching

experiences rather than to actual coursework.

~

"(The education courses were) not partlcularly sxgmfxcant except student
teachmg That was important in confronting the realities of the classroom
situation, and applyxng materxals of other courses."

4

" Developmental Opportunities During Graduate School

Experience as a TA. The most highly rated background experience in terms of

1

34
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Prior Teéching Experience and Education Courses:

Table 6

" Amount and Rated Significance

Teaching Experience:

. H s .
l '
I 1

During'Graduate School

Prior to Graduate Schoo!l

1. Elementary school
4% = 1 year

2, Secondary school

15% = 1 year
9% = 2-7 years

"3, College/university

18% = 1-2 years
15% = 3-8 years

Edtication Courses:
Prior to Graduate School
15% = |-4 courses
. 20% = 5 or more courses

1. Teaching assistantship
11% = 1-2 times
17% = 3-4 times

: 6296 5 or more times

Full respon51b1hty
for a course = 56%
«  Partial resporsibility
for a course = 34%

2. Educatlon courses

3. Teaching out51de the department
15% = 1-2 times
7% = 3-4 times’
15% = 5 or more times

Percentage of -

Respondents
4% w

24%

33% J

35%

90%

8%
37%

<o

4

<

Rated

Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high)

2.98

"1021 o

3.17

138 @
- 2.9 “




" becoming a teacher was being a teaching assistant (TA). Again the frequency of. the ‘
- assistantship experxence was high. E.xghty-seven partxcxpants (90%) said they had been

a TA durmg graduate school, and of these, 54 (56%) said they had had full

responsibility for a class (see Table 6).
The oomments indicated the resp'ondents were by and large apbrecia’tive of the

chance to actually-teach:

"Experxence is the best teacher, one learns’ what works and .what doesn't
work."

"At (my graduate school) advanced graduate students (i.e. Ph.D. students) are
given almost total responsibility for teaching mtroductory courses in physical

- and cultural geography._ An invaluable’ experxence sﬂlce most Ph.D.'s in the =
discipline end up in academe as teachers o )

But there .were also several major reservatxons about whegher the opportunity

had been all that it might have been.

"A TA at (my graduate school) was rarely given increased responsibility thh
seniority. Hence the job became rather dull after the first year »:1{"53 " :

"I did the same course too many times." !

"No conscious effort by faculty to teach graduate TA's different methods of
teachxng Thus it was a learn by yourself sxtuatlon." .

,"Found the lack of freedom to use ‘my own texts and, in labs, my. own
approach, to be frustrating. .

"Very useful for seminar- type teaching, but gave insufficient experience in
lecturing."

The general desire seems to be for a gradual\increase in responsibility, with help along

—~—

the way but with freedom andautonomy too, eﬁ:ecially at the end.

N

i \ '
- Qutside Teaf:hir!j. Another large number, 36, §‘a{d they had done some teaching

N\,

.’ . . ‘ \\ . . .
outside the department while in graduate school. .This was usbally in extension
: i : \, :

) - \ . y
programs, another department on campus, evening schooly,.or in a nearby, smaller °

college. - | | . \\

. 5 . ., N
IS . N, ¥
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This experlence was also rated hlgh in its contribution to thelr» development as
teachers; the average rating was 2. 99 on a scale of 0-4 (see Table 6). This may have

been valuable because ‘it was’a high gaini, low risk sxtuatlon. Be51des being: helpful

e -

i flnancxally, it gave them experlence with the full responsnbllltles of teaching: syllabus
'prepara_tion, choosing reading material, preparing all classes, glvmg lectures, leading -

dicussions, writing tests, and dssigning grades. It was also a low-risk situation because-

their performance would by and large be unknown to their graduate agvisers who
i=3 N

.

: evaluated them and wrote letters of reference., : ’ " -

It may also be that it was helpful becguse it ‘put them -in institutions and .

departments with a different social-ethical system, i.e., one in"which primary value

. was put on teaching and students rather than on research and the discipline. This then

might have been helpful for people who eventually went to teaching-oriented

departments.

Special Teachlng Preparatlon Programs

Dunng graduate school several of the partxcxpants (30%) had taken part in a
program sponsored by their department to help. graduate students develop their
teaching capability. Each of these programs (known as the TLGG programs and
described in Chapter One-of this report) had the1r own set of activities: but usually
included four or more of the specific act1v1t1es listed in Table 7.

“Since this was an experlmental program orgamzed by a ’nation.al disciplinary

association (the Association of American Geographers), the reaction of the .

participants to these programs is of special interest.




/_ - 7 Table?7

Teaching Preparation Activities: -

Amount and Rated Significance’

_‘Participation‘in a TLGG Program

Avaxlable | 5 ' | _ . -
Participated - 30% . ¢ ¢
Did not participate - 12% .
Not available - 58% : : ,
Specific Teachmg Preparatxon Percentage of a Rated -
A;tlvnx . .+ Respondents _ Significance, - -
~ : . Scale: 0 (low) - 4 (hxgh) -
_ 1. Teachinga course 90% - 3.17 ' ‘ J
2. Mini-teaching - | 86% 2.24 | -
17% - 1-2 times ' ’ I
- 20% - 3-4 times S - ' .
49% -5 or more times ]
3. .Developing course materials 88% . o 2.88 - . i
‘ + 31% = 1-2 times ' :
-+ 20% = 3-4 times _ - ©L '
37% = 5 or more times - - ! ;]
4. Having one's teaching é_iiagnosed 51% , 1.72 ,
by an observer - A : : .
23% = 1-2 times - ' )
i 13% = 3-4 times ’ ; °
15% = 5 or more times S
5. Observing oneself teach . 15% 2.00
- via audio/videotape \ : . .
6. Observing others teach . v hl% : , ‘2.05
7. Readings and leCtures ' 60% .73
on teaching _ c
8. Discussions on teachmg o, 93% 2.16 .

and learning
49% - with graduate students
-~ 33% - with graduate students

and faculty kS : :
13% - with faculty ‘\ ‘ oy
78% = informal discussions S
14% = formal discussionss « - ’ . .
L)
J { -
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When asked: " In g’energ;l,'how would you rate the significance of these activities

in your own development and performance thii year as a teacher??", the response was:

6 - strong positive eff:‘ect‘ LT - 3 -
10 - moderate positiveuefgect

14.- not much-effect one way or the othér

* P

0 - negative effect

" The general reaction can be desgribed as either mildly positive’or neutral. A

close analysis of the participants' comments, both in the questionnnaires and in the
interviews, gives some of the reasons. for the’mildness of the response and suggests

that the.main benefit from participating in the programs.may not com'e until after the
v , R
first year of teaching. ) T _ \
/ v \ . .
First,-sbme of the negative reaction seemed to be the result of an interaction

) -

effect with certain individuals, J.e. it was not something inherent in the nature -of the

.

* . -
programs. Some participants were quite outspoken in their reaction, viz.

"I participated in) a $eminar on teaching (a-TLGG seminar) for one-quarter.
It was a total waste of time."- . » . o g

e L]

v,

o . .

. <dlowever, there were others from the same graduate department who participated in _~

-~ - - . =/ : . . . ’ .
the same programs who felt quite positive abut their experience. Hence it would be a
mistake to conclude that the programs were bad; it" would be more accurate 10 :, .
y conclude that they were not helpful for all participants.

Second, the participants offered a.‘nurl'l‘l‘)'ér of reasons for the léck_of impact. The

4

’

following quotes illustrate the more significant criticisms. -

"] already had 6 years of teaching experience when I entered graduate school.
‘ These activities didn't teach me.anything I didn't already know." (Many of the
- detractors of the programs had had prior teaching experience.)

S "The discussions we had on "how to ...." did not lead to anything beyond what |
one waquld come to with a little common sense and sensitivity." (No o
significant new insights.) .. - ' )

-
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] '

"(The director of the program) did not challenge my basic ideas; he'only
reinforced what I already knew and believed in." " - .

2

"(Most of the analyses of our teaching) was in terms of superficials -

‘mannerisms, style, etc.” (Shallow analyses.) .

Third, those participants who did find ﬁarticifaation helpful frequently.referréd to

? <

a more developed consciousness and awareness of options and factors.

"The TLGG program increased my dverall interest in improving my teaching
skills, i.e., my ability to give lectures, lead labs, and write good exams. And
it increased my jnterest in teaching per se." '

"The discussions forced me to verbalize my approach to teaching and my
reasons, for doing what I do. : As a result, I am now more conscious and
deliberate il thinking about what I do as a teacher."
*The thing I enjoyed about the program was that I was not the only one trying
to learn about teaching; there was a group of people, all of whom were trying
things and talking about it. This madejit very exciting." '

“

' v, v v
There seemed to be special value in the experience of working with a single professor

on a given course for a whole semester or a'year, before being given full responsibility

«

for a course as a TA. There were not many people with this opportunity, but the ones

who did have it all found it very worthwhile.

"(During ‘the several quarters 1 worked with this professor) I received advice
and part-time classroom experience. From the examples I saw I realized the

-need for organized preparedness, enthusiasm, diversity of delivery (use of

slides, films, maps, etc.) ‘and respect in the classroom deriving from the

" above and from genuine jnterest in students."
Fourth, one respondent made an important observation explaining why he thought
his participation in the TLGG program: was not affecting his teaching much- this year

but would in the future.

"The program made me aware of different teaching options and made me
think .about them. The probleg is that this year, between teaching several
new courses and finishing my dissertation, I simply don't have the time to

-work up or try these other options. Hence I think the real payoff will come in

another year or two down the line."

To conclude this section, one would have to say that several people did not find
the TLGG program helpful. For some, the reason lay in perdeived shortcomings in the

program. For others, it was in the nature of the par'ticipants,' e.g., -prior teaching
P .
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experience. On the other hand, several did find the program helpful and there is

reason to believe the new 'ideas about teaching that were acquired might be more

productive once “the frenzy of the Tirst year of teaching had quie‘ted down.™

I s N ¢

‘An Analysis of lnd1v1dual..A\ct1v1ties
All teaching preparation programs use a variety of specific activities- to help

people develop their capabilities as teachers. Each of the activities used in one or

more of the TLGG programs and its general function is shown in Figure 2. |
Since these acti¥fties are used by many pre-serv1ce and in-serv1ce programs, the

, &
reactions of the participants to each of the activities indiVidually should be. of

1nterest

L.

The number of people in this study who engaged in these activ1ties was larger
than the number of TLGG participants. In some graduate departments, professors and.
graduate students- decided to do one or more of these aCthltleS even though they were
not part of a formal TLGG program. The reactions of everyone who engaged in a .

particular activ1ty are shown in Table 7. The separate reactions of the TLGG

partncxpan@and the non-TLGG partif“ipants are shown in Table &. ,.‘ . - "

Teaching a Course. For most people this happened becausg they were a TA. As
noted earlier, teaching asa TA was w1despread and highly valued - ‘ \ |

. Mim-Teaching. This refers to one-time teaching efforts where a graduate

student is asked to fill-in for a faculty member or to give a seminar/lecture on hisor . |

x

‘her area of expertise.
The respondents in general found this helpful, especially if they had no prior ' -

teaching or presentational experience. Then it became an occasion for building

confidence in one's ability to speak in front of and/or work with groups of students

- ; . R
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Figure 2 ‘ -

Basic Teaching Preparation Activities

- S — .. and Theie-General Functiop* e v

‘ . , 8 »
Activity . ' . .~ Function

1. Teaching a course

2. Mini-teaching Provides experience

¢ 3. Developing plans and materials
for a course '

4. Having one's teaching diagnbsed : ‘ .
by an observer : . : . : e
) ' Provides feedback -

5. Observing oneself teach ' - ‘
6. Observing others teach ‘ } - } ~ Provides models
7. ‘Readings and lectures ' : ~ ,
- about teaching and learning , - Develops one's conceptualization
- : . ~ ' ‘» ' of the act of teaching '

8. Discussions about teaching and:learning

. -

“#Taken froms Fink, 1976-77.




, - . Table 8 '

o, h Comparison of TLGG Participant's and

et naln e e+ parmae— s -

et e Non-Parncrpants on:”

Rated Slgmﬁcance of Teaching Preparation Acnvmes and \
: Amount of feedback recelved ‘ ‘

TScale = 0 (low) to 4 (high)

In a one-way analysis of var1ance, the -difference in the means is significant .at a

probablhty level of:

* 20.10
** =0.01

Aetivitx | o S | Avera‘ge Rated Signiﬁcance by:+'
' " 'Non-Part_icipants ' Partieigants
1. Mini-teaching o222 227
2. Developing course materials © 293 2.79
3. Havmg on.e 's teachlng - :
diagnosed by an observer 1.45 2.17%*
4. Observing oneself teach , -2.00 2.0.01
5. Sbserving others teach 2.00 2.14
~ 6. Readings and.le.ctures 150 1.96* _ |
7. Discussions 2.°i0 2.26
Ahount of Feedback Received
1. On mini-teaehing ' l.’55 168 ¥\
\ 2. On course materials developed‘ ' 1.12 1.39

~
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However, the questionnnaire comments reflected an awareness that this was no

substitute for fuller teaching 'responsibilities. 'There .was also an awareness that, to

substantive, crltlcal comments by an observer.
v"The feedback by the regular teacher and students was very ego supportwe

but lacked specific comments on teaching methods. Comments were limited
to 'Gee that was really good' sort of thing."

" The TLGG participants reported a slightly greater amount of feedback on these efforts
than did non-part1c1pants (see Table 8).

Developing Plans and Materials for a Course. This was done either for a course

they were teaching or in which they were a TA, or as a project. in a seminar on
teaching. This had the highest rated significance of any activity other than teaching -
> with full responsibility (see Table 7).

"For me, this is the most difficult and important part of teaching--deCiding
what to cover and how to go about covering it." N

"Having the opportunity to develop such coursework nat only developed my
confidence but greatly changed my attitude toward teaching. It made me
think about and at times changed my view about what does and does not
constitute a good education." : .

Again, there was a felt need for substantive feedback on the quality of this activity '
and regrets when it was not forthcomlng And again, the TLGG participants received
‘somewhat ‘more feedback (see Table 8). |

Havmg One's Teaching Diagnosedbv an ‘Outside Observer.. This only hap;;ened_

for about half of the respondents. Most of the people for whom it happened felt it was

either valuable or potent'ially so. The,downgrading of its rated significance was the

result of sh‘ortcomlngs in the comments made afterwards by the observer.

"l think that observing is crucial (so I give the idea of domg so a '"4-high"); 1

. checked '2-moderate value' since the comments I received were on the order
of 'that was :flne or T really enjoyed that.! While such comments are
flattering, they are not of significance in improving your teaching." -

"The 1ndiv1dual who observed me was a faculty member who didn't realize I
_ had taught previously. He was simply supportive and complimentary; little of
substance was gained from the discussion."
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'3My advisor mentioned to the class that I would soon be teaching in college
and asked the class to critique my lecture by writing comments on 3x5 cards
that were distributed to the class--very helpful feedback."

- 3 e e e el s e o

Observing Oneself Teach. . Today, with the help of audio-tapes aﬁd/or video-
'tapes;._one caﬁ hear énd/or see oneself as a class does. Th;xs, is an acfivity" fhat in
principle would seem to have high potentiél value; but, as reporfed by-the réspphdénts
in this ‘study-, is not widely used (Oniy 1596) and onl); moderétely rated whén used (see
Tab'lé 7). The cor'r}ments of the participants suggest the conditions necessary-'fo;::
successful use of this activ’ity; o } ‘ o

-

"The key is to be aware of yourself-"-sometimes taping may force you into
that. But the taping I did came at a time when I was very conscious of what I
‘did as a teacher and was not very useful." L

"] am opposed to videotapes. They may- be a shattering experience for the
person involved." ' ‘ .

In my opiniph, the last two comments overlook the 'ﬁotential value of audio/-
videotaping, but the;l dd identify twé of the constraints on effective use of such
“taping. TbS. first resbc;ndent puts her finger on the major point: the key is to be aware
6f;.ypurs§lf. If a graduate-student is not aware of themselvesrif‘there' is something "
they are doing that is distracting or preventinbg them from being effective, and if the
experience is not overly'threateniﬁg to fhe indbividual, then audio/videg&gping can be
effective. Otherwise it can be a ;waéte of time, or worse, ego-damaging. Coe

Observing Others Teach. Since these people had been students in the classroom

for méhy years, they.ha'd obviously witnessed many different teachers. - But- thereisa .. .—

difference between listening to a teacher in order to learn about a subject, and
) care_fﬁlly wétching é'teacher in order to learn about teaching. It was the latter case
that was asked about in the questionnaire. So defined, only 41% séid they had visited
.'someone else's class to. learn about geaching.~ The average rated significance was

moderate: 2.05 on a scale of 0 (low) to & (high).

4‘1‘ -
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/ "The main problem pe.ople had with this activity'was the realization of how hard

it is, for exampl ‘to give a good lecture after watching an excellent lecturer lecture.;

There is an interaction between personality and teaching technique that makes it

[+3

difficult to adopt or even adapt particular techniques successfully.,

"Several were highly inspirational, but I was not able to copy in spite of
trying." :

"Techniques can be borrowed; personality cannot.”

_Generally the chance to observe -an unusual or outstanding teacher was enhanced if

. there was a chance to talk with that person afterwards about why they did what did

and their sense of what made them effective (realizing that not all effective teachers
have a well developed sense of why they are succeeding).
But despite the aforementioned limitation, most of the respondents felt this

actiVity had h’ad an effect on them in one way or another.

"I try to model the best characteristics I have observed and_ avoid the worst."

"l didn't learn so much from the observations themselves as from the -
\ realization ‘that teaching--that of others. and hence my own--could be
o;ectively analyzed.” '

" find myself using the effectiveness of several former instructors as a
measure of my own performance.”" .

Readings and Lectures. Ultimately, to develop as a teacher, one‘has to do more

than teach or watch others teach. One has to encounter new ideas, and one way of

doing this is to read or hear someone talk about teaching. .
Sixty percent said they ‘had done some reading or heard some lectures on

teaching, but this was not one of the higher rated activities (see Table 7). The

comments revealed a great deal of variation in the type of reading or lectures that

A
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people found vvor'thwhile. Some of the people found stimulatin'g ideas in articles about - -

— ~_ "teaching. specific kinds of courses, presumably because the readers were teaching or

intended m teach these courses. Others found value in more general discussions of

) teaching. Many different titles of articles or books were mentioned, but, interestingly

the two books that were given "honorable mentions" by more than one person were:

Freedom to Learn by Carl Rogers (1969) and Teachingl as a Subversive i\ctivity by Neil
Postman and Charles Weingartner (1969). These are well-known‘books'that were
written about the time these people were in or entering graduate school. Both books
persuasively articulate the rationale and methods for a non-traditional,.v student-
_oriented approach ’-to teaching.

There were fewer ‘mentions of successful lectures on teaching. | ‘Somehow
lectures seemed to be less effective than readings, discussions or work sessions as a
means of conveying new ideas and information. (It was not clear whether any of the
participants caught the significance of this fact for their own teaching.)

"In the course on the college teaching of geography, there were a few good
; lectures on’ grading and designing tests, but overall the guest speakers
- , (approximately 5) were of little value or he'p K o
Although it technically belongs in the next item on discussion, several- TLGG B
participants mentioneci here that they had attended one of the TLGG national
" conferences and found it exhilarating. | |

o —-jef-——f—r""’he—?i:%%meeﬁng—in_km_ﬁ‘rﬁor was a most-useful contact with ideas about B
T ‘teaching. 1 Wish I had had the opportunity to attend the other meetings." 0

"I really valued the\chance to attend those conferences. I felt they were part .
+of a big event. The value was in seeing many minds, mature minds, work on
education problems."

k]

" Discussions on Teaching and Learning. -All of the TLGG seminars had discussions

on teaching and learning, but these people had many other opportunities to discuss this

3

4u




topic simply by virtue of 'being'par.t' of the academic social commun‘ity.- Henc4e,

= — —although..t;ea:ly.ever)idhejﬁid.thﬁ;g had discussed_educational problems during graduate . o

-

~ school, the vast majority.said these were informal discussions-and most were with

-

other graduate students rather than with faculty members (see Table 7). The
numerical ratings were moderately significant, (2.16 on a scale from 0 to 4) but the
written comments were more exuberant.

"Fantastically important!" (made by a person who had been involved in a
small group of graduate students and faculty trying to develop a new course),

"My discussions were mostly with other graduate students, although often
with faculty. Very -helpful in discussing common problems, alternatives
methodsy etc."", _ . o

€

©

‘There was a negative reaction whenever the discussions were perceived to be

"bull sessions,” "bitch sessions," or as being of the "teachers' room" variety.

~ . "About 1/3 of such discussions tended to be 'bitch sessions,' getting frustrati-
. ons off your chest; 2/3 were a sharing of ideas, methods, philosophies, etc.”

"We often ‘compared notes on how deficient many of the‘undergfaduates were -
as students. Actually it was rather defensive chatter, but it was cheaper
than complaining to a psychiatrist."” ~ - :

In a word, both formal and informal types of discussions had their values and
limitations. '

To summarize this section on prior developmental experiences (i.e., those that
occurred before the first teaching position), I would make two general statements. .

First, a signiﬁc':ant portion (47%) had had some fowof teaching experience prior to

entering, graduate school. This affected not only their subsequent teaching but their

reaction to events during graduate school as well. Second, many of the respondents.

engaged in oné or another kind of activity that helped them develop as teachers. Many

[

of these were part' of or outgrowths of being a TA. Others were part of a formal or
qﬁasi-formal teaching prépara}tion progkam. .A'll forms of actual teaching experience,

L.
4




:‘ whether as a teacher with full responsnbnlnty or only partial responsnbnlnty, were

regarded as having hngh developmental value. The evaluation of ancnllary

_— - e [N B g [EUUNUR— emadenree  mbe e s e et e toms ma e amme e

actnvmes--bexng ‘observed, visiting others' classes, readmgs, dxscussxons, etc.-- was_

"‘more mixed. " The reactions of the respondents to t'1ese activities seemed to depend
primarily on whether the activity was able to develop 1deas and msxghts that were both -
new and signfﬁcant. |

Y
-

The Effect of Prior Developmental Experiences on the F irst.Year-

The data that is available in this study make it possible to ask whether these
prior developmental experiences had an effect on the participants' first year as college
teachers. Because all data was person-specific, 1g can be determined whether the
participants with a partlcular kind of prlorUperlence were systematncally dlfferent
" during that first year than those without that experience.

v"l'he following two-sections use breakdown statistics to examine the effect of
events prior to graduate school and activities during graduate school-on (@) the
partlcipants' sense of readiness for college teaching, (b) the quality of their teaching
as measured by three different evaluators, and (c) the satisfaction they received from

s

their first year of teaching.

.Events Prior to Graduate School

Table 9 shows a breakdown of subsequent effects by the amount of educat_ion
courses, precollegiate teaching experience, college-level teaching exberience, and
 other (non-academic) teaching experner‘ice. All of these seemed, to have a posmve
effect, some more than others. The educatxon courses and the precollegiate teachmg

experience had an especnally strong effect on the participants! sense of readiness and

on their self-assessment. It is interesting to note the strong relationship between the

[V




R © Tabled N | o

'Breakdown of Readiness, Performance and Satisfaction \ .

by Amount of Prior Teaching Experience and Education Courses

Q- ) B - ‘ = ; s R mrramcnim v o+ er smimes mm——— sem e meeim— v— bt esen ety
Self- Performance, as Assessed by: tisfaction
_ Assessed T >
Experiences Prior to Readiness - Self Colleagues Students
Graduate School . Scale: (10-33) (0-4) (0-4). (1-100)
1. Education courses | > S
0 ' : 23%%% 2,8% %% 2.8 30 )
|-4 courses 24 2.9 2.8 38
5 or more h - 26 3.4 3.0 41
L 2. Pre-collegiate Teaching ‘ . '
) 0 _ 23%%% 2,9%% 2.9*% - 32
' 1-2 years . . 25 3.2 2.7 38
3 years or more : 26 . 3.0 3.6 48
3. College-Level Teaching | g .
0 . . 23 .29 2.9 33
1-2 years . 24 _ 3.0 3.0 -89
3'years or more . 25 3.0 2.7 23
4. Other (non-academic) Teaching? * v ‘ ' ~ o ‘
No, ' 23%% S2,9%% ’ 2.8% 3w 3.8 (77)
Ye$# N 25 3.2 il b4 4.0 (20)
During
Graduate School
1. TA Experiences .
none - 22%% 2.8 2.6 25 .3 (10)
TA: partial responsibility 23 2.9 2.9 38 4.0 (33)
.~ TA: full responsibility - 24 3.0 2.9 33 3.9 (58
o ) ’ (continued’on next page) :
Q 4 \j a ;

‘ - ol .




Table 9 (cont.) -

" “Self- ’ Performance, as Assessed by: . Satisfaction
: ) ' Assessed o " With First
Experiences During Readiness - Self Colleagues Students” Year
- Graduate Schéol : Scale: (10-33) - (0-4) (0-4) . (1-100)- o (1-5)
2. Tea;:hing Outside Department_ | : - R .. .
0 o i 23% 29 2.8 28R %R 3.8 (59)
1-2 times - 23 , 29 3.2 32 4.1 - (15) -
324 times 23 30 2.6 6! ‘ 3.8 ° (6)
5 times or more 26 3.3 2.9 48 b4.2 (15)
‘ 3. Teaching Preparation Program : -
« Not Available . © 23 N 2.9 37 3.9 v (55)
| . Not Participated = - . - 25 . 3.2 2.6 29 3.6 .. (12)
' Not Valued v s ' 24 i 2.6 2.7 - 28 3.9 - (14)
= Participated and Valued 23 ' 2.7 3.2 - 33 3.9 (16)
— : . . ' Tl
-t \l[ ~
Ina one-way analysis of variance: the difference among the means are biénfficant at a probability level of: ~
* = O.lb - ‘ . . : - . .“‘\‘ . ’ : . ) = ~
** = 0,05 - : ‘ ! : . .
*#*x = 0,01 , ,
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~ amount of non—academic 'tea<§ing expéri'enCe and the“participants' sense of readiness

¢

" and performance. It may be that these people had personalities that enjoyed and

gained confidence in their teaching_ role outSide schools, and this helped them R

e pam e & s it e e e == 0"

subsequently.in the classrooin.

BN
.

Events During Graduate School N

Table 9 also shows the effect of actiVities that occurred during graduate school.

Being a teaching assistant, even with full responsibility for a course, seemed to help,

o

but not as much as one might have expected. Having an opportunity to teach a course

outside -the department (presumably ina nearby college) had a strong effect on the

three factors shown, especially on performance as rated by student evaluations.

There is one unusual effect related to participation in the TLGG program.

'Although ‘the relationships are not linear, the people who did participate in these

programs and valued them did comparatively well on performance (as rated by
colleagues and by students) and found a-reasonable amount of satisfaction in their first

year. But they had a lower sense of readiness and their self-evaldations were also

e

Significantly lower. One conclusmn that could be drawn from thi.s is that participation

in these programs affected their .dwareness of the demands and possibilities of good

teaching-, more than it affected their ability to implement these possibilities -- at

LA

least in the first year.

Sgecific Teaching Preparation ActiVities

" )

It is also possible to examine the relationships between the individual teaching

< -

'preparation activities and the participants' sense of readiness, their peri \rmance, and

- ‘2

thelir satisfaction. ‘These are shown in the breakdown statistics in Table 10.

A b
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‘Table 10

-

Breakdown Af Readmess, Performance, and Satisfaction

4 . , . o bl Extent of Teachmg Preparatlon Actxvmes o
> AN
i : . | K
Self- . . Performance, as Asses“ed by: - Satisfaction
. , ~ Assessed oy . With First
Teaching Preparation ' Readiness . Self\ - ~ Colleagues Students - .. Year
Activities Scale: (11-33) _(0 4) (0=-4) (1-100) S (1-5)
L. Mnm-teachmg ' S : - ’ R g
(One-time teaching efforts) . : N [ -
0 times o 25 2.9 3.0 s 32 3.8 (14)
1-2 times _ 23 . 2.8 2.7 35 3.8 (16)
' 3-4 times .23 3.0 3l 31 4.1 (19)
e 5 times or more . 23 3.0 2.8 36 , 3.8 (46)
(WX ‘ N
b 2. Deve]opmg course materlals ' . S . \\: '
O0times . ‘ : 22 2.8 L2, 8%k L 33nwx 3.5 T2 —
1-2 times _ "23 3.0 2.5 30 ‘- 4.0 (29)
3-4 times ~ 25 < 31 3l 52 4.3 (19)
| 5 times or more ) 24 2.9 3.0 28 3.8 (34)
3..Having one's teaching
" diagnosed by an observer : ,
0 times , 23 3.0 2.8 31 3.7 (46)
. 1-2 times - . 23 3.0 C 27 38 4.0 (21)
' 3-4 times _ 24 3.0 3.1 39 3.8 (11)
" 5 times or more S , 24 2.9 3.2 . 35 L k2 (14)
4. Observing oneself teach e _ :
" via audio/videotape - _ L
0 times 23 - 23 2.9 2.8 : 15 3.8%% (79)
1-2 times ‘ 25 3.0 3.2-—- 30 4.5 (13)
4.0 3.5 51 5.0 (1)

. 3-4 times <25

~ (continued on next page)




Table 10 (cont.)

" Self- , Performance, as Assessed by: Satisfaction .
. o J " Assessed - . ’ With First
Teaching Preparation : : . Readiness “Self Colleagues Students - Year
- Activities . . 1 . Scale: (11-33) . (0-4) -_(0-4) . (1-1000 - (1-5) - (N)
5. Observing others teach : .
0 times ' . 23 2.9 2.8 29% 3.7 (53)
1-2 times } ‘ 23 3.0 2.9 37 4.1 (13)
3-4 times _ . 23 3.3 2.9 31 4.0 " (7)
5 times or more . . - 25 2.9 3.0 45 4.2 (17)
6. Readings and lectures E ‘ : ' _ :
on teaching 7 > ‘ . ‘ I . ¢ C-
\ None ' 23 . | 2.8% 39 © 4.0 (39)
~ - Few 23 2.9 2.8 32 3.5 (27) -
& Some - = ' 24 ' 3.1 3.1 23 4.0 (3)
' Several ’ 24 2.8 2.7 27 4.1 - (10)
Many . 25 2.8 3.5 35 4.1 - (10)
’ 7. Discussions on
teaching and learning ' o . :
| None - 22 . 3.1 2.8 21 3.8 - - (7)
N 1-2 times - 24 o 2.5 . 2.8 39 4.6 (6)
3-10 times N \ 24 3.0 2.9 37 3.9 (40)
,‘ © 2 times/semester 22 2.9 2.4 27 2.9 (7)
Vo 2 times/month ' 23 2.9 3.1 © 33 4:1 (15) -
| 3.0 .2.9 - 36 4.1 (18)

1 time/month o 25
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< Nearl}l all of the relationships here are positive, but not all are large and many

]
A D

are not linear.

Participants who_had a chance to obseﬁ_)e themselves (on videotape or audiotape)
did subsequently find more satisfaction in their teaching. It may be that the chance to
facef the often "harsh" reality of seeing oneself on videotape and thereby learning to

“accept, analyze, and evaluate that ‘reality, prepared them p_sjchologically for their

3
°

first year on the job.

People who observed others teach for the purpose of learning about teaching had
lgood performance ratings from their students and their colleagues. ThlS is presumably
related also to an enhanced ability to analyze and evaluate the teaching act. This

. suggests they were able to transfer this learning to their own teaching.

" Some (but not all) of the people who developed materxals for a course durlng'
graduate school (e.g., syllabi, lecture notes, exams) did'better later on. This may have
jdepended on whether the courses they subsequently taughtd,Were similar to the courses
for which they developed the materials. |

The effect of one-time teaching efforts (e.g., guest lectures), readings -and
lectures, and discussions on teaching and lea'rning was rni)ted. The latter two. factors

included activities in both formal and informal situations; it is not clear which of these |

might be more effective in improving one's teaching. |

\

Prestxge of Graduate School o \

One question which some people haVe is whethe\r graduates ot highly-rated ‘
graduate departments are more generally talented people, ahd hence do a better job of
. both teaching and l'esearch, or not. Given the fact that thel'e have l;een at least two
published reports ranking departments of geography nationally', 1t 1s possible to give a

partial answer to this question. ¢ o




One of the national rankings was the Roose-Andersen survey that was published
status. Hence it is really a measure of prestige.

that a "better" department would never hire graduate students from ‘a "lesser

department, they examined the placement of graduate students in their flrst
between these two ratings is high, +0.84. The thirty graduate departments where the
participants in this study did their graduate work can be grouped into thirds: the first -

ten, the second ten, and the third ten — according' to each of the two surveys. The

these three groups of departments can-then be compared. .
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, in 1970. This survey asked practitioners to rank doctoral departments in order of

)

. Department of Geography at’ Syracuse Umversxty (Sopher and Duncan, l975) Assuming .

L3

appomtment, and .came up with a rank ordering of departments The correlation

| average teaching performance, as measured by three criteria, of the graduates of

Y

cdmparison are shown in Table 11.

Table 1!

Do Graduates of Prestigious Departments Teach Better? (

Prestige of

Graduate School
as Measured by:
Roose-Andersen

‘1st-10
2nd-10
3rd-10

Syracuse Surm

" 1st-10
-2nd-10
3rd-10

Although the differences are not great, the graduates of the most prestigious

departments did not teach quite as well, as a group, as the graduates of lesser-ranked.

)

Teaching Performance as Measured by:

Self . Colleague
Assessment © . Assessment

(0-5) . ©_(0-4)

2.9 2.7

.209 3‘0

3.1 2.9

2.9 2.8

2.9 2.8

3.0 3.0

J

_CJT‘

Another ranking w.as done by the

The results of thls

Student
Assessment

(1-1000 -

32
36
35

33
31
41
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._départments. There was a slight negative correlation (-0.15 and -0.14 for the two
rankings. respectively) between the prestige of one's grédi‘:ate de_partmegt and’

'subsequent teaching performance.

The "Sorting" Process: Who Went Where

’ it

The frequeni:y of these and other ._ran_kihg surveys indica;ce the high level of

,.prféétige consciousness in . the academic commuhify (Cartter, 1966; Roose a.mdv

Andersen, 1969; Sophe.‘r' and Duncan, 1975). Every institution and department knows
(or wants to know) where it fits .in the Lwor.ld, natic;nal, or regional‘hierarchy.'

One well-known svcholar on'hiéher education, Loéan Wilson, has stated that this
hierarchy has a direct influence on the placement of Ph.D. students. (Wilson, 1992, pP-
42). -This ha; ;ometimes been_é:alled the "trick'ie-down" theory of Ph.D. placemént. It
says, in essence, that the gr_‘aduate students wﬁo enﬁtér aca;demic work wil} find = -
posjtiohs in fg\stitutions somewhat lower on the hierarchy tﬁan the i'nstitutic'm where

they did their graduate work. - o | |

Ca/;pléw and McGee, writing in 1958, referred to.Wilson's comments, but felt a
revision was necessary to describe what was béginning to happen at that time whén
higher education was entering a period of tremendous enrol'l'ment ‘and hence in the
‘number of faculty positions:

"What is happenihg today is that major universities are holding more of
their graduates at their own level, trading them with one another and

employing them at home rather than supplying them to the minor leagues
which, in turn, supply them to ‘the bush leagues." (p. 212)

The data from the present study allows one to seek answers to several questions
along this’ line. Did thegpeoplg in this study follow the "trickle-down" pattern of

placemeht? Did the pattern seem to be affected by the fact that at the time of this

study, enrollment growth in higher education was leveling off and actually declining in

’ ’ - . Y r

.. - by | | | )
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some years? What were the characteristics of the institutions to ‘which these

\
\

- participants went, in terms other than prestige? Informati\pn on each -of these

|
\

questions will be presented below. . \
’ ) ‘ \

As mentioned earlier, the people in this study'):did their gl\'\aduate. work in well

known departments and institutions. These included the following universities: N

Berkeley Towa . Oklahoma
Chicago Johns Hopkins Oregon
Cincinnati’ ) , Kansas ' - Oregon State.
Clark Louisiana State - Penns\ylvania State
‘Colorado Maryland = = Rutgers .

Florida . Michigan Syracuse

Georgia Michigan State Texas |

Hawaii , " Minnesota - UCLA®

Illinois . Northwestern .. Wisconsin

Indiana ‘ ‘ ‘Ohio State

Most of the geography depa'rtments in these universities were given national
rénkings Nn the 1969 survey by Roose and Andersen. Hence by knoV{ing where the
people in this studyudid their graduate work and where they acceéted academic

appointments, one can see to what degree the people in this study fit' the "sorting"

i
)
i

patterns dgscribed agove. .
Table .12' shc/>"ws this information.* Of the 87 people who accepted éppointments .

in the United States, | went to a départment ranked higher than the oné‘ they ,lcamev-

from, 22 (25 ) went to a c!epartme'nt of similar ronk, and 64 (74%) &\went to a

: e
department of institution that ranked lower on this particular hierarchy.

Thus, Caplow and McGee's observation in the late 1950's that major u"r\mi'versities

were trading graduates is still true, but not to a very large degree. However, these

» oW .
Since the Roose-Andersen survey only included institutions in the United States, the
tabulation in Table 12 separates out the the people who went to' colleges and
universities outside the United States.




’ | | ' R 7 Table 12

~ Institutional Movement of New College Teachers
'3 - Participants who went to a higher ranked department

= Participants who went to a similarly ranked department o

= Participants who went to a lower ranked department ' -

department and ‘ : ' 3 : S .
institution :
of- first ' ,
rank of \academic ~ | Departments| Unranked Institution :
| department\appointment Top 15 Ranked - | graduate with some 4-year 2-year . || Institutions '
- | awarding Ph.D: Departments| 16-26 departments | grad. program Institution | Institution || outside U.S. TOTA
\ M X . ) 0
- _
o 1.7+ 2 25
[}
~ 8-15 4 31
16-26 3 29
P N SRRkt
unranked l 12
e : R e e . ‘
TOTAL © 9 15 36 19 7 1 10 97
6 . |
| - 63




| graduate' students did not accept appointm'ents with equal frequency in all types of

institutions. Very few went to departments in 2-year and 4-year 1nst1tutions. Rather,
the pattern seemed to be that people move down the h1erarchy but not very far down.
Over half of the study 'populatlon (55%) did their doctoral work in one of the top 13
departments, and 80% went to departments'and institutions that were lower ranked
but which still had some graduate programs. ’

When one -.examines the characteristics of the departments and institutions where
the new teachers accepted their first appomtments — in terms other than prestige, the
dominant type is large state-supported, graduate institutions in the Midwest and the
South (see Table 13). This is similar to the pattern for all academic geographics and
for other full-time faculty" in the United States, except for the high concentration.in\‘x;
graduate departments and institutions as noted above.

There was also a significant amount of geographic movement involved in the
first academic appointment. Those in the East Went west and those in the West went
east. Flgure 3'is a map of their movements, from graduate school to their first
institution. Of the 87 who stayed in the United States, 72 crossed a state boundary‘
and 50 crossed a regional boundary (using the regions identified for educational
purposes by the National.,;C'—fenter for Education statistics). This fact .notvonly has

financial significance, but it is a factor in the social and cultural adjustment these

people had to make. The significance of these social and cultural differences will be

described in the next chapter.

The Selection Process- How candidates are chosen

.

The process by Wthh candidates for academic posxtions are chosen is not a well

v

understood process. When a particular person finishes graduate school and applies to a

particular department,_by what criteria and on the baSlS of what information is a

decision made to offer the position to that person or not"

3

61
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| Table 13 . - :
l ) o . : / .
\ . ] "Where They Went"
lnst{'z:tional' ] SR ' - )
. Source of Support - Study | Population All Geographers All (Full-time) .Faculty
N . \ . : v ’ ,
State ' L% 74% ~73% - Public,
Local N \l ’ 6 . \ ]
Private/Denominational - 12 20 ‘ v 27 - Private™ .«
S . | . . . ] R
Degrees; Given By Institution \
Many Graduate Degrees 66% 30% - 38%
Some Graduate Degrees 24} . ) '
AA : T J 3 20
Size of lnsti.tgti‘on (Enrollment) “‘ |
Less than 999 4% . 5% 8%
1,000 - 4,999 | 11 . 20 27
5,000.- 9,999 18 P 24 21
10,000 -9, 999 : " L2, 24 21
20,000 + ‘ i 44 25 . 23
Degees'give@y Deparimentv : : - .
Graduét,e | . Lo 5 o~
Ph.D. - . 40%} . S -
MA/MS =~ S 62% 38% \
BA/BS Major | | .29 27 -
Less than BA/BS Major 8 D R - |
. '\ . \ R
Size of Department . . g ' S : '
(No. of Faculty Members) . SN o = e S 1 '
’ - ' . . \ ;\ ’
Less than 2 4 0% « - 14% e N
L 2-5 . 15 29 -\
6-10 T ' T 27 -
11 - 20 : 48 25 -
o2 | | -7 . 4 -
- _ o
Region - , | om | ‘
Northeast - - CN% | - 22% S 26%
.. Midwest ' 3 3l 25
" Southwest/south central ° 31 } 23 .30 .
Mountain _ | : -3 6 - 5 ‘
Pacific , ‘ 9 ; 183 T L T
Foreign PR ! 10 L - . -
: . ) SN ‘. ‘ |
/ e “._1 - , :’ i
6o




|
w
[ )]
)
|
(f’b’ . !
—& " Institution of Origin
- ‘Institution of Destination ' ' :

Ly . . 3
Figure 3 - Movemggt O 97 doctoral students from graduate institutions v .
' ' o their first academic appointment . o
6o : , | 6




=53 -

Teaching, research, and service are the conventional criteria. But a number‘oi :
qoestions haveﬂbeen raised about these criteria. How important are they, relative to
one another? ’Do different Kinds of institutions put different values or weights‘ on
*these items? Are they really the important criteria,- or do other criteria in fact pldy a\
more important role?

- The chairman and two other eol]eagues in the new home departments of - the

beginning college teachers were asked these and related questions. Their responses
- \\ h '

" offer some expected answers as well as.a few ‘surprises. -
- R \

T chairman and the two colleagues were each asked the relative importance
: hey themselves (i.e., not the rest of the department)'put on teaching, research, and

service when reviewing appllcants for the posmon now held by the beginning teacher

3

in their department. Table 14 shows the averagevrelatlve weight (1.e., the number of

-

" points out of [00) these people put on these criteria.
5 ) A R -
" When a vertical comparison of the data in Table 14 is made, the results are as

would be expected More value is placed on teachlng ability in'the smaller, 2-year and

- Y-year institutions than in the large, graduate or1ented institutions, and v1ce versa for

research. But a horlzontal comparlsOn ofthe f1gures ylelds some surprises. Teaching

‘'wds given more weight than research in all categories of departments and 1nst1tutlons,

even in the large, gr’aduate\-oriented ones. o

| What is one. to make - of thls data? | It flies in the face of all images and

1mpresslons people have of faculty appointments in graduate~ or1ented departments and'
mstltutlons. , | ) | ‘

~One explanation might be that the respondents say’ one thing on a questionna‘tre :

but make decisi‘ons~ otherwise. However, I did a similar survey on this question in a

* | separate research project (Fink and Morgan, 1976) and tried to test this explanation by

presenting respondents with five hypothetical candidates who varied in their teaching




i i/
~.854 - ' ‘ i/ ’ : . //{‘
i ' ’ . g ’/ | \ -
. | b . Table 14 " B _
Relativie Importance of Teaching, Research and Service
_in l(iew Academic Appointments . : - /’/
| ; /
, Type of Institution | L L : : /
or Department: : ) S : to- ‘ /
. ' | C y -
Source of Support i Teachi . Research -~ Service N
~Local 77%. 3 . /20 “ 1
state - . . - 50 32 17 78
Denominational , N N 20 I 19 5
Private = 53 32 16 6
Type of lhgti‘t,ufion (Level o* Program) / :
2year - - - ,' /77 3 ;20 1
4 year , 60 : 22 f 18 9
Some Graduate Degrees’ = . 55 23 21 21
Major University | 49 36 N 59
Type of Institution (Enrollrr{ent) . , ,'/
Small (<5,000) N % - | 63 1719 17
Medium (5-13,000) { . 47 k) B 22 ‘ 19
Large (13-26,000) | T - 33 | 7 - - 33
 Extra Large (26-34,000) : 46 , 34 14 . .6
"Jumbo".(over 34,000) « - 46 n 4l C13 16
Tvpe Departmeﬁt (Level of 'Program) | .'
Less than BA/BS major | - . 2 19 . 19 ‘ 8
BA/BS I R . 5 . 23 20 - 27
MA /M5 | 4 37/ 20 .20
“Ph.D. o 47 40 13 34
Size of bepartmeht (No. of ﬁiacu‘lty) h \ . . '
Small (1-5 L 61 \ - 20 18 13
Medium (6-10) \ v . 52 , 30 13 : 27
Large (11-15) . \ ’ 45 37 19 26
—Extra Large (16-20) . | ~ 49 34 17 18 .
"Jumbo" (21 and over) | ' 53 32 12 Y 2

.

P t Rl /

*Each figure represents the al\‘/erage rating given to that\factor by the chairperson and two other

. colleagues _in institutions or departments as indicated. Each set of figures sum to 100 horizontally.
In some cases they do not tota\ 100 exactly because of rounding. |» .

-

!

-
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and research qualifications. The results of that were consistent with the present data,

namelv: the candidate who has good potential in both teaching and research is

. strongly preferred over the person who risoan‘ev"en better researcher but poorer
" teacher. (Ibid., pp. 295-296). |

An alternative explanation might be that in fact, teaching.qualificationsn are

more important in first obtaining an appointment, but that research and pubhcatlon

are more 1mportant in acqumng tenure, promotions, and pay raises. Jacques Barzun,

in the foreword of another study on this topnc, The Academic Marketp!ace, has written

. of "the 'radical ambiguity of a professlon in .wh1ch one is hired for one purpose,'
expected tocarry out another, and prized for achieving a third: teaching, research,
"and prestige are independant' variables,v besides being incommensurabl,e per se."
(Caplow and McGee, 1958, p. xi). |
However, another factor that turned" up in this study ‘shedssome light on thns‘
duestion: whether a new teacher has a tenure-track or non-tenure track position. In
this study, 55% of the new teachers were given ‘non-tenure track appointments. This
"Vg‘gure changed from 40% in the first year of the study to 65% in the second year.
lt is pla\uslble to th1nk that departments which are hiring someone on a
non-tenure track basns would put more value on teach1ng (and less on the potentnal for
research) than in cases where a tenure track posmon was invelved. Data showing the
effect of this ‘facto"r' on appointment criteria-is given in Table 15. The type
apponntment does not appear to affect the’ crkterna in departments w1th lower level
programs, but does have a sn.;n:nflcant effect in departments w1th graduate programs.
I'hns seems to explam what is happemng in Ph.D. granting depar tments: in tenure track
- nositions, research is more 1mportant, in non- tenure track posmons, teaching is more

»’

1mportant.




Table 15 -

\ - ' ' >
A Comparison of the Criteria for Tenure-Track and Non-Tenure Track Appointments

. Sl = Tenure Track Appointments
I - Non-Tenure Track Appointm‘enfs - \ o . )

i o Type of Departmental Program /’

Léss Than a Bachelors Masters Doctoral

‘ Value Put On: BA/BS Major - Degree - Degree ~  Degree

, 63 .
o 29 54 53 .

Teaching

Research

i ' - 22
Service ‘19
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But what about criteria other than the three standard ones? "The chairman and
colleagues were also asked whether one or more. of the follow«i‘ﬁ,g six items was
important in making their choice: (jiéted in the order of the number of times they were

¢

' chécked).

" % Marking "Yes" ' Characteristic of Applicant ° |
73% o ‘Has needed subject specialization
60 o Is congenial, kpet:srrorha,l'compatabili'.cy
33 S Is creative and innovative
28 ' Is compatible with goéls of institution
26 ) Has capacity fo té_ach a wide range of courses
5 . ) 'Is female or member of a minSrity group

Tﬁis suggests‘that it is very important to have fhe needed specialization and to be able
to get alé:ng_With Apeople. Itis som.ewhat less important but still helpful to be creative
and innoQ'ati_ve, etc. | .

The chairman and _colleaglxes added’ a number of interesting corﬁments to their
answers. Several mentioned the fa_ct_'tr;a;{ the candidates were still available at a late

a

date as being important. Other comments included:

-"(The person was) raised l? our area and is therefore less likely to leave after,
one year." _ : '

-"ABD's come cheaper." .

‘ The final question about the selection process is what information the colléagues
have to r}e.lp”'thgm decide who best fits their cri'teria. The colleagues in 'tvhis study
were ask‘éd 1o ‘in'dicate whether each of eight types of information about the
- participants' teaching qualifications was available to fhem, and if so, whether it was '

’

useful. The results are presedtéd in Table 16.
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o o Table 16

lnformatfon Considered Valuable in Making .

s . Academic Appointments

_ Proportion of Colleagues for Whom the
"Information was: ;_

, Available Available, .
Types of Information _ and Useful - but not Useful Not available

"Candidate hass"- -~ * o

1. Experience as a '
teaching assistant. - 76% - 8% ~16%

2. Letter of recommendation
from faculty member with
_expertise in geography :
and education. 44 , 5 - 5l

3. Given a visiting lecture. ' - 30 2 Q‘SV

4. Completed’a teaching . ‘ : N _
- practicum with feedback. 2 - 3 72

5. Had seminar on teaching
of geography in higher

- education. _ o l} 8 80
. 6. Written essay . their . -
philosophy of teaching. - 9 2 89 .
7. Course evaluations of .
their teaching. - S 9 R 3 | - 88
8. Videotape of themselves ‘
- teaching. : 0 o - 100
m 7




Knowledge that the candidate had been a teaching assista® was the single most
available and useful type of information. ‘f'his may have been relaiéd to the fact that
'nearly half of the candi'dat,és had not given a visiting lecturke in the department before
being a ppointed, | \ |

- The 'added comments to this question co‘ntained. a large ﬁurnber Vc'>f references to

letters of recommendation from a person especially trusted by the reviewers. Such

letters were not collected and analyzed as part of this study. But such letters were

_-analyzed in a study by Lionel S. Lewis and reported on in Scaling the Ivory Towers .

(1975). After reviewing over 3,000 letters of reco_mmendation, he noted that:

"Information regarding teaching is often qualified with something on the
order of 'l have no firsthand information, but I would guess from what |
have seen (or heard) that'. ... Qualities most frequently mentioned
are those that help to ensure good performance: fluency and enthusiasm.
Attributes related to carrying out the task effectively--degree of
organization and preparation, thoroughness and conscientiousness--are
also emphasized . . . . Seldom specified are interest in and dedication
to the teaching enterprise in general." (pp. 51-52). -

Lewis' observation plus the data in this study suggest that the pebple m‘aking such

decisions do not have much first hand information (e.g., videotape, course evaluations,

essays on teaching) and, rather than collect their own information and make their own

evaluations, Fely on the judgment of other people (i.e., the Writerfs of letters of

recommendation) who in turn, if Lewis is right, do.not have much first hand
~f . &

information. This is not a very reas'suring view of how judgments aré made about the

teachihg qualifications of the people who staff our colleges and universities.

3
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Y,

CHAPTER3 "

THEIR SITUATION |

Once these people were offered.a position and they agreed to accept it, the basic

dec\ision had been made. A criticéi stage of their academic career was about to begin.’
They had just received (or would soon recéive) the highest degree ’ave‘ﬂla;ble in the
. American educational system.. 'They had been »-examined"’(é’{b”eit"'hurriedly in- some
cases) ar;d had been offeréd a position of major responsiBility in én institution of
higher learning. After weighing their options (which, for many, were few at this
pafticular time), they had acceptéd those respbnsibilities for extending knowledge in
their discipline and for teaching_other}s. |
~ In this chapter, we wﬂl review what they found and what happened when they
arrived in their new c;rganizational homc‘es. The review will begin with a look at the
type of contract they had and their work load. Then it will deécribe, in turn, the
relatidnéﬁips these’ newcomers had with their institution, their department, and their . '

students. Each of these, it turns. out, profoundly affected the professional (and

sometimes personal) lives of these new college teachers.

) , Type of Contract and Work.Load

o '

9

Type of Contrjact

While visiting the 'ner' teachers during the course of this first year, lgraduaily

learned that several of them were in non-tenure track positions and that, ffequently,

9

~ things were not going well for- these i)eople. As a result | decided to insér‘t questions in

one of the questionnaires on the type of contract each participant had. The results are

" shown below.
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Type contract For those beginning in:

. 1976 1977 : Average for both years
Tenure track 54% 37% 3 45%
Non-tenure track 46 63 55

Not only did non-tenure traek positions eenetitute over half of all neW 'positions during
this two-year period, they increased to'_ nearly two-thirds of all new positibns during
the second year of the study. Some of ‘the non-tenure track positions were one-year
long; others were for two years. Some held the p0551b111ty of conversion to tenure

track status; others did not.

a

Although I was not able to“ascertain many details about the contract, I did ask

o

the départmental chairman in each case the following questions about the people in

a

non-tenure track positions. ' - o

. Percent of Chairmen
Questions: : Responding "yes":

1. Is there a possibility of retaining
. the new teachers? . : - . 72%

2. If so, which of the following factors
will be most important in the decision

to retain or not? (check one or two choices) c g
—-General performance of the new teacher 64%
--Teaching ability of the new teacher : 56
- ~ —Status of unjversity budget next year 23
—Increased departmental enrollment - 11
v
. ‘ I "
L0 )
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It is not clear what the reason for the prevalence of non-tenure track positions

1s It could be caused by deans' only granting funds for temporary positions, by late

hiring, or by departments deciding to use this as a means of checkmg on a new person's

performance before offer1ng them a longer—term position. The chanrmens responses
lend support to the latter possibility.

The data-from the study indicates that people with a non-tenure track position .

were evaluated slightly lower by both, colleagues and students, found less intellectual .

companionship with their colleagues, and found less satisfaction in their first year as a -

3
—

teacher. ' -
: . Found
Colleague Students' Intellectual Found
. Evaluation Evaluation Companionship? Satisfaction?
Type Contract (0-4) (1-100) (1=no; 3=yes) (1=no; 5=yes) >
Tenure track 3.3 T 2.2 4.0
Non-tenure track. 3.1 - 33 2.1 - 3.8

Status of Dissertation

Once they had signed the contract, though, ‘the job and its assoclated work "load
began to take shape. One of the first factors determining this was whether or not the
dis'sertation had been finished. A mid-year and end-of-year check revealed the /\"

following:

*  Status of Dissertatiort

34% - Completed before startedteaching
34% - Completed during first year
32% - Not finished by end of first year

The 1nterv1ews with the study part1c1pants indicated that hav1ng to work on the
dissertation whnle teachmg several courses for the first time was very difficult, time-

consuming, and probably affected the quahty of both actlvmes.
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" People who had to work on their dissertation during the year and finished it, had

~lower mid-year self evaluations, lower evaluations by their chairmen, apd found less

. ‘satisfaction in their first ye}ar. Surprisingly, their student evaluations were somewhat

o

higher: o Lo | -t - .
o7 . MidYear ! ' - )
- : Self Chair's Students' Found
: - " Evaluation Evaluation  Evaluation Satisfaction? - .

Dissertation Status. (0-2) (0-4) (1-100) (1=no; 5=yes) L
Finished beforehand 0.79 29 7 30 39 L
Finished during year . 0.62 2.7 A .37
Not finished - = 0.97 . 33 4
Teaching Load '

3 " The appjopriate teaching load for college and univérsity faculties'is a contro- .

4

‘ versial subject. Critics argue that college prOfcszors should teach'rPore, while the
faculty memb_efé them’sel\)ey usugl—ly respond that they,é‘re already teaching more than
they should in order to do a good job. Several authors have described typical teaching
loads (Kolstoe, 1975; Yuker, 1974; Lewis, 1975; Udolf, 1976). But only one author
| ‘made_ any distinction among types of institution. (Mandell, 1977, p. 105. It Wé; not

\ % . [ 2N
clear from the text or from the references what Mandell's source of information was).

Mendell repor;éd the average teaching load, i.e., classroom contact hours, as follows: .

Y

prestige schbols, 6 hrs/wk; "second level” schools,‘ 9 hrs/wk; "four year schools with
" research aspirations", 12 hrs/wk; and two year schools, 15 hrs/wk. )

A further argument has also frequently been made but seldom followed, that

beginnin{g;collége teachers'should have lighter teaching loads dL.xring their first year. -

McCall, in his survey of new college teachers, said new faculty thought that 'lig,ﬁter 4

teaching loads would be’ very helbfu_l, but only 36% of 'théir institutions had a policy of

’ - giving them lighter loads (1961, Table 19).

+
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_____shows, there were major differences.in their average te;aciﬁ’ng load, depending on the
4 : ' *

« 2

here.

. finding and orgamzlng lecture, lab, and" dlsousslon materlal and that it takes an
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How did the peoplé in this study. fa're in terms of teaching load? As Table 17

{

1

type of institution they were in. Those in the major luniversities averaged about 7

s

h urs in the classroom per week whrle the one person inia two-year institution had 12

hours per week 'lihfs is close to the average ‘teaching }oad that Mandell reported for

all aculty, although his typology of 1nst1tutlons was not| exactly the same as that used

i

-

. When the study part1c1pants were asked how thélr teach1ng loads compared to

load When this is broken down by type of 1nst1tut1 n, .some stron dlfferences show
P 8

\ e
up ‘The only ones with llghter teaching loads were 1h major universities. People in the

othér 1nst1tutlons all thought they had slmllar (18 out of 30) or heavier. (12 out of 30)
teaching ldads. It would seem 1mprudent to grve new teachers larger than normal

teaching loa&ds, espec1ally since most courses wxll be "new" courses for these people

- . . ,../

and therefore involve additional preparation tlmq |

Table 17 also shows the percentage of ne“/ teachers in each type of 1nst1tutlon
who had diffe\rent nﬁmbers of preparations. 'Inlmere is no concensus on the maximum
number:r‘of"different subject matters a new coli7’rge tacher g_ggh_t to be given to teach.

But, glven the fact that many (two-thlrds in thls study) are flmshlng thelr dissertation,

that many are new to the task of‘teachmg, that most are not yet efﬁcxe'nt m terms of "

P

-

experlenced teacher a sxgmfxcant amount of t1me to effectlvely prepare and teach a -

new course, I would think that new teachers ought not be given more than one course r /!
y)

to prepare and teach in the first term and no more than two new subject‘s in the second

term. - this would mean they would developsand teach a total of three separate new-

. ' . . : LI
“ . <«
. . .

N
]
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L taBLEN7 S ‘
Teaching L9ad of Beg“in’nin,ngllege Te/achers by Type of Institution : /
) ) ‘ | Average No. of Classroom Hours Per WA
<
Participants) ~ Type of Institution - Ist Term 2nd Ter
.l . ' - -
(63) MajorsUniversity 6.7 7.0
) (23) Some Gfa’&u’ate Depts. 9.0 8.6
) " .- Y4-year Institutions 8.7 \ 8.3
D 2-year Instigutions 12.0 120 .

i

How did your teaching loac}_laompgrekw;th that of the more experienced

g

aculty members?"

A . _
(N) ' TypTé of Inst>i.tutic:>n 'Héavier S'ame Lighter
i ¢56) \Majorﬁ;’i\;ersity | 38% 41% 22%
3 ~ '(2;1) . Some Graduate Depts.. ; 43 57 0
B _® ,Q-Yeéﬂr Ipstitutions . 38 63 0
(1 ' 2'-Y;a} l.ns‘tiwtutio'ns' ‘ 0 100 0
. | " OvERALL . N 39% us% . 14%
o ' . Total No. of \Srebarations During First Year:
~ Type of’lh‘stiiq{idr: 1 1 g 3 4 i 2 - §_-§
¥ ) Major University * - ) '.3%“ 10% 32% 33% 14% 6%
' Some Graduate Depts. 4 L 35 '35 9 13
h-ygaf lnstifutions -5 Y. | - .33 - b4 , 22
g 2:year Institutions ¢ = - - ) - - 100
OVERALL | 3% 7% 2% . 30% " 15% 1%
P - 2 l v g * )
. “« "y ’ X v
R oy
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courses in the first year, a siiabie /assignrnent:even for an experienced teacher. Yet
over 50% of the new college teachers‘in every category of institution had four or more
 separate coursés to prepare and teach in their first year; for many this was in addition
- .to finishlng their dissertation. One of the clearer reiationships that showed up in- this
study was that between the course evaluations and the number of preparations the
teacher had during that academic term. The difference between those with oniy one
preparation and those with four separate preparations was equal to one standard

deviation for the whole population.

No. of Concurrent Student , S ,
Preparations Evaluation 9
During Term (1-100)
1 | " | BN
. 2 2 T N
. 3 29
4 22

Class size was something that did not seem to be a major problem, nor did it
vary much by type of institution (see Table 18). Approximately one-fourth of- all
classes were small (1-14 students), one-third were medium-sized (15-34 students) and

one third were large (35-99 students). Only a few people had classes larger tha(i"'léO s

students (the largest was 960).

Interviews with the study participants indicated that some were teaching cqurses .
that they were not particularly interested in or weli-prepared in. As a'result, all.

participants were asked to indicate their level of interest and familiarity w1th each

subject they were teaching.

/ . . .
significant problem only for a small portion of the participants (8-12%). Most were at -

_ least somewhat interested in and/or somewhat familiar with the subjects they were

teaching.

’

EY

A}

~

<

s

A summary tally (Table 19) indicates this was’ a d

L3

&1
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. Table 18 __ e
Avérage Class Size
i - ‘ ! ' : Percentage of all classes which were:
(No. of o , %Sm.a.ll‘ ' M,edium- Large X-large |
Participants) Type of Institution - (1-14 students) - (15-34)  (35-99) (100+) -
(63) ~ Major University - 24% 8% 3% 7%
23 Some Graduate Depts. 28 33 330 4
(9) 4-year Institution | 23 40 33 R
! l)- 2-year Institution _ | ‘17 - 33 50 a -
(No.of .~ : S _ :
Participants). Size of Institution Small Medium  Large  X-large
29  Xelarge (25,000 +) 2% W% 30% 5%
(25) ~ Large (15-24,999) 20 - 38 35 7
(29) - Medium (5-14,999) 31 | 34 _27' ] 7
e (14 ‘Small (less than 5,000) 2 B w2 3
©(96) CTotal T T [




Type of Inst itutic{n:‘ |
Major Univepsi/ty
Some Graduate Depts.
l&—yeér In;{;itution :
2-yeér Institution

OVERALL

Y

|

t

Major Ur?iversity-
Some Gra-duat'e. Depts.
4-year Institution
Z-yeat;r Institution

i

OVERALL

Instrd.ctor Interest in and Familiarity

,

&
k)

3

‘.
o

|

|

|

k Table'19

i

| i

with Course Squecg matter , ) )
\ f
z, i
3 ') ;
Level of Interest in Subject:
| ' ! \ .
Net at all Only. Vaguely Somewhat -
1% 5% pu%
- 1o 2
. - _ \
.5 . 7 T 30 ’
1% 7%. * 23

f\,ev_el of Familiarity with Subject:

Not-at All - Orly Vaguely ©  Somewhat
2% N L 31%
- 15 38
5. 16 33
; _ 33
2% 10% 33%

-

"Very

70%
6
58
100
69%

Very

- 60%

47
46
67
55%
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'When asked if there were any constraints placed on their teaching bytheir
'department or institutions, the most frequently mentloned problem was the require-
ment of using a. particular textbook. Twenty flve percent of all participants
encountered this problem, half of whom felt thls forced them into using a text they did
_not prefer. This appeared to’ be a temporary problem except in those cases where the
book was authored by another member of the department. o U

Despite the fact that over half of the faculty members studied were in
non-tenure track posmons, most spent considerable time in common academic duties
such as advising students, supeerslng directed readlngs, writing proposals, and serving
on co'mmittees or as consultants, in addition to flmshmg their dissertation and

teachlng several courses.
The figures given above suggest that 'these new teachers were overloaded,
not because of class size or lack of subject matter familiarity in most cases, but
because of the excessive number of classes and subject matter preparations. When the
study partlclpants were asked about this, they too felt they were overloaded (76%) (see
- ... Table 20)._ In respondlng to this, some gave priority to their teachlng and sacrlflced
other things (dlssertatlons, research, commlttees, personal and social llfe, etc.), others
did the reverse. When asked what contrlbuted most to their overload -the blggest
factor, in their opinion, was the excessive size of their teach1ng load Their comments
_ are reflective of their feellngs.

-"Dissertation not worked on in fall term."

-"Somewhat overloaded. My response: division of time such that best job in each -
area of responsibility not achieved." : o

-"I have been totally overloaded of my own volition in order to accelerate work on my
dlSSertatlon. .




) ‘ Table 20

Felt Overload: Reason and R'esponse.

[

24% - Not overloaded. - L

42% - Somewhat overloaded. :
Response: Gave first priority to teaching and less than adequate time to other

duties.
15% - Somewhat “overloaded.
‘Response: Gave less than adequate time to teachlng to attend to other duties.

12% - Somewhat overloaded : ‘ : ' \>
(other response) o . ’ ‘ !

8% - Totally overloaded.

"Which of the following contributed’most to your sense of overload?" (check ar\y three)

Percent who checked:

Teaching load - 76%

Getting settled in a new community - 44
Research - 40 ‘

Student advising - 35

Committee work - 20

 Other - 33




Relationship with the Institution

The activities of the new teacher all took" place’ within the context. of an
institution and many sets of inter-personal relationships with colleagues and students.
The first of these contextual elements, the character of the institution, had a major

effect on the quality of the new teachers' experiences.

&

Perceived Characteristics x - o s

When asked at the beginning of their first year whether they thought their new

" institution was different or unusual from other institutions of higher education, nearly

. - .

half (41%) of the study participants said they thought it was.. Their descriptions are a
keen reminder of the variety of institutions that exist. ‘

- urban commuter college
- politically conservative
- broad liberal arts curriculum
- emphasis on technical curriculum
- emphasis on applied curriculum
- small, old, wealthy, traditional
- lots of freedom to innovate
- Catholic
- no traditional departments, only 1nterdxsc1plmary programs
- high caliber students
- students with restricted backgrounds
- proximity to Washington, D.C. :
- black, college ' S : ’ o
-- Christian, two year college
- excellent facilities
- several budget limitations -
~ - urban, inner-city, associated thh medical complex
- new institution with younger faculty
- more hierarchical, authoritarian
- "as 'the' state university, it must be all things to all people."

@

v

The participants were then asked whether they thought these special characateristics

how it would affe‘c‘t them. Their comments included the following:

-

~ affected them as teacher;. Nearly a third (29%) said yes, but they were not all sure

¢
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- must be adaptive (commuter institutions)
- will use my freedom (freedom to innovate)
- affects students and the feédbaci I give them (wealthy, traditional)

- will require more breparation time (interdisciplinary)

- cannotv assume anything (Black) S : a

- will be working within a predetermlned currnculurn zstudents with restricted
background) - :

- Little chance for innovation (traditional) * | " B :

- will require n(tore preparation (high cal_iber students)

- keep classes informal (new 1nst1tutlon, young faculty)

- may need to get by w1thout convenient materials (severe budget 11m1tatlons)

~

ldentifieation with the Institufion

It was through the site visjit interviews that I first became aware of an important

e -

factor that I eventuallyﬂcalled "identification with the instltution.""

* Around October of 'the first year of the study I started the first round of site

-

" visits. WRen I asked one of my common opening questions, "How are things going?",

. : . o - a . |
one interviewee gave me a long look and then proceeded to tell me he was just then

coming out of the depths of depresslon from hlS Yirst few months at thlS 1nst1tutlon.
When I inquired further, he related his story of belng a casual, ﬁ-ollckmg student asan
undergraduate but then really catcl:ung fire as a graduate student in a prestigious,

small graduate school. He loved the feelmg of free, vigorous research and 1nqu1ry

14 '

Then he came to teach in this small, church-run undergraduate 1nst1tutlon. Even

though the school did not really put any 'constliaints'on him, he found the whole

LA - . -

atmosphere of the sc:hgsbvery differ‘ent from that which he had come to enjoy in

graduate school. - : b

¢

\ -

As a result, I made a note to ‘myself of the major "insight" here: when the new

"scheol is different from the graduate institution, dissonance is likely to occur. Then I

v ' ' I3

. T :
. . E)m;
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went on to my next interview where 1 encountered a person_who had been at a very

\
N

'well-known graduate department in a. large, state-supported un1vers1ty This person -

was now at a small, private liberal arts college. Ant1c1pat1ng that thls person must be

having adjustment problems, 1 asked, "Are you hav1ng any problem\s here?" Hls

\,
N,

. response threw me off when he said:: "'No, I love it here." AN -

LN

lnqulrlng further, I discovered that this person had made it through graduate

school satisfactorily, but had never felt at home there, not like he had at the place
AN

N

where he had been an undergraduate - a small, private, liberal arts college!

1

Thls time I made a note that first one has to find out which 1nst1tutlon a person N

‘'

has xdentlfled with, and then determine whether this present, 1nst1tutlon 1s 51mllar to or'

different from that one.. “

v a
N - - .

As a result of this experience I put a series of questions about institutional
identification in the mid—year questionnaire. 1 also asked the study participants‘

whether they thought this factor affected their satisfaction and/or their performance,

-and if so, whether the effect was positive or negative. The results are shown in Tables
. « b . .

2] and 22. L.

a

‘Over half of the people did identify with the institution where they did, their

“doctoral work, most of the others with the place where-they did their uridergraduate

-

work. One out of seven did not identify with one institution more than any other.
The part1c1pants satlsfactlon dur;ng their flrst year was clearly affected by the

degree of similarity ibetween thelr present institution and the one they had identified

o

with as a student. Over 80% thought it had affected their satisfaction, and the

o

direction of the effect was the way one would expect: the more the institutions were

different, the more the perceived effect was negative.

e
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Table 21

Identification with'Institution:

Pattern and Effect on Satisfaction

‘Institution Identlﬁed wnh as a Student:

BA/BS - 12%
MA/MS - 7%
Ph.D. - 54%

None more than any other - 14%

Perceived Effect on Satisfaction

Comblnatlon (usually the same institution):

BA/MA ~ - 2%
BA/Ph.D. - 2%
BA/MA/Ph.D. 7%

"Institution identified with and present institution are:

39,5:!

 Perceived ‘
Degree of Ver +  More Different More Similar Very .

Effect: Different Than Similar - Than Different Similar TOTAL
G it 6= ' l = 3- . :
red ‘) 2115-_- 2,1::. 41=t 0 275

. S e 5 0= . « 5 = 3= . 3= !
_Some | 1514= ,167=f 96=t 72=t .47
None ! . v o
, 3 5 8 1 17
k -] = .

“N. B "yt and "." indicate the number of p”artncnpants who thought this factor had a positive
of -negative effect on this satlsfacnon , .

’

S
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, Perceived Effect on Berformance .
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Table 22

Identification with Institution:

£ ffect on Performance

Perceived \‘
Degree.of

. Effect

~ Very’ More Different

v[nstitution identified with and present institution are:

More Similar Very

Different Than Similar Than Different

-]

Similar

TOTAL .

Great
Some .

None .

" u
'+

\n & :

3;:r 8l o0

o A . o
S -

|:‘-|'I’

(0 0)

NN

"-l:

H

—

12 . 14 3

“anb
(o))

TOTAL

W
- ©
G w
||| :
N
4]
W
-
LN
b
N \»
"w u
'+
Oo

Three Indicators of Actual Teaching Performance

Average
course
evaluation
score* '
!
Average
c¢hairman
assessment**

Average
assessment
of three
colleagues* *

26 22 39 - 40
2.6 S 330 2.7 3.2

2.7 B X .29 3.1

~ #Scale: 1 (low) to 100 (high)
" ##Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high)

.
4 .‘Q
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When -théy”were‘ asked whether this same situation had affected their perfor-
mance as teachers, the participants were less ready to say it'had. Even 306, bver 50%

v .

"

4

‘thought it had. Again, the more the institutions' were different, the more the
perceived effect was negative. . : ) o | .
e 1) . ‘. ) ' ) ’ ) -
The data in the study made it possible to check the participants' perceptions

. against other ‘indicators of their performance. Table 22 shows the average course

& .

evaluation score for each of the four categories of participants, and similar figures for

e;;>the assessment by chairmen and two other colleagues. In each case the participants .

whose,present institution was very different from the, one they idertified with, scored®

v
.-

significantly lower than those in institutions that were similar.

The following comments reflect some of the participants' perceptions and

feelings. . _ _ : ° ' )

N -

. (Present institution very different) "Shorter terms and greater course load

x . mean it {5 not realistic to set high standards for students. The result is

that course material covered each' term is much less, and depth and extent
of knowledge is less . .. . Students (here) often feel that 'anything that
won't get me a job' is worthless. Yet-they have less of a 'professional
' attitude toward their grasp of Rnowledge. . . more than at (institution
_identified with), the adrhinistration here seems to _interfere or control
teaching activities, i.e., format for syllabi, what courses can be offered in
- & department, etc." ° ) ‘ ' '
b : !
(Present ifistitution very different) "Found attitude here (and ifi the field) *
toward recent Ph.[). graduates dehumanizing and too costly to continue to
attract quality teachers' to the field. Publication requirements here (and in

the field) require emphasis on research (which I find easy) and not on

. teaching, which bothers me because I am unable to divorce myself from the
K career developments of students." ~ Lo -

- . P

In a few cases the participarits found the difference to be positive.

(Present institution very different) "I like the small college atmosphere

‘and the_rutral environment, it is a change and I feel a positive one. You

frequently meet your own students around the campus here. (At my other
* . institutions) it was a rare occasion ‘when you .en_counte,re‘d one of your own .

A"

students." : 4 ; " .
0 - . K 1
: . 5 ) - ‘
+ L3 -
6 e . -
« o v . ,
+ ) . . v - ] 4 ” . >
R 2w . s
o > - ® ;
. 9y . -
| 2 ] ? \ .
| ; : ‘ :
= — e ]
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.institutiohs did or did not.

2

1

The twp final quotes below serve as preludes to.the remaining topics of this

1

-ché'pter: institutiond!l support for teaching, relationships with colleagues, and

A '

of students. o I .

percepti

~(Present - institution very different) "(He’i'e) teachingafdé and equipment,
are very old, outdated, limited in amount, and inadequate: frustrating. My’
-colleagues would -tather drive a bus than teach cultural geography, I'm

sure." ‘ : :

© . " feel as though I went through graduate school to teach high. school. I
‘went to school where the students rioted and blew up buildings. but they -
were never as rude as they are here... . If they can register -they expect
A's without further bother.” - . o . . o

28

. 7.
Institutional Support for Teaching and the New ng' cher ’ \ n '

Kl .

.Early in the );éar the participants. were asked dwh'ether; .tr*ley ‘thought the reward

system of their institution epcohraged high q.ua‘l';ty teaching or not. ’Trf_e reason-for - "

asking the question wasufo determine “their per.ceptionrof the perennial reSearch-or.-e
téaching. dilem'ma. Their reszpthés aré'listed in Table 23. . - . J :
Some of the responses foJlowed the pat:tern.oné might expuect.,A‘"higher
proportion of ’thg‘;pébplg in srmall, uﬂ’deréradhate iﬁstitufic;ns Ehoughf quality teaching
was rewarded, than did tﬁe’ peczple in lérg_'er,v;gr'adu_:a__tg-érignteq universities. | - : .
*, However less thanlﬁalf o.f .tHé’ new'/tééchers (97%) thought ‘theivr institutions
clearly encourag‘ed'qu’al!’i't'){ teaching;. Man)-/ (neérly 20%) were unsure whether’ thej}-’-

1

Their comments indicate that some of the in;stitutional support for teaching was

perceived as lip-service. !

"No real knowledge but although high quaiity teaching is yrais;d, it seems
to have little to-do with tenure decisions.” . ~ . -

. »

[t is of course encouraged but prob’ablynoat rew?ar)ded.'_'

“Everyone gets the same percentage raise (if.money is available). PRro-

motion has nothing to do with pay. I'm not particularly uptight about-
. promotion, tenure, etc. .. . Keep your nose clean and youyr ass out of hot.

‘water." ‘ . 2

- .

e~
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- {Table23 =~ ¢
S e ;"'Does'th'e Reward System of .Your Institution
, Encoﬁrage‘ High Quialitf/ Teaching?"
Size of Institution "No Don't Know
- . o ool _ : )
Small (5,000 enrollment) ° 7% - 21%
Medium (5-15,000) 27 - 17
 Large (15-25,00) T oot w0 16
; » * : ’ .
X-large (25,000 +) LT 39 T 18
‘ . ' IR
“Level of Institutions ‘
2-year . 0% 100% -
‘ e : - T . 7
4-year 3 13
. .Some Graduate Dgpf. - 35 13
: M;jor University'} T .33 ™ 19
r ] ' . .. »v ’, d
Institutiopal Source of Support o ‘
-l.,ocual o , 0% ° 100%
State . ;o 36 15
Private | e 0 20
'Dénominational 0.. .43
‘ 2 . . ’ j" ,- '
TOTAL | . - 31% 18%
i . C

] e
S
/ -
Yes /. \.’és & No
574%‘( L wx
s2 . 3
%0 '_24 |
ot
;
y
0% /d% *
68 n,
" 9 ‘\x
w6 o
. f A
" T .
0% /0%
w 3 -
20 0
B
% 4% -
Y e
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* When Lasked about the status of cou"rse evaluations, the responses were:
39% - required i
36% - encouraged - ’ s ,
8% - not used A _ , ‘ ,

17% (used in some other way)

To get a sense of how other members. of the new teachers' department viewed

/
the situation, the questlonnanre given the chalrperson and the other two colleagues

asked them to rate the 1nfluence of sxx situational factors that could affect the new
i teacher s teachlng performance (see Table 24). By and large, the three colleagues felt
: ’these factors were elther neutral or slightly positive in their mfluence.* There did not
seem to be many conslstent d1ffer¢.nces in theevaluatlons of these factors in different

Jypes of mstltutlons (1.e., in institutions of dlfferent size, dlfferent level and with

[

! i -
different sources of support) The slgmflcant varlatlon was that the colleagues in -

small lower-level lnstltutlons thought the effect of the teachlng load and other duties

w

was more detrlmental: to quality teaching than did colleagues in larger, higher level
 institutions. l
&

Fmally the begmmng teachers were asked whether the institution had provided
any speclal support seerces. Most all mentloned some form of audlo-v1sual center or
support along'l this linei A few mentioned centers to facllxtate the gradlng of exams in :
"l_arge lasses./ Only séven mentioned a more extensive faculty "development program

with workshops for teachers, video-tape facilities, etc. (one of these was in England).
, .

The main probleins indicated by the comments was lack of information about

e

i

-« __such support services and lack of time to use them. ‘ ~ /

{
. /

‘"] have askeéd about these things . . . but have not received any informatipn
yet." ’ - - .

o

;

#As a group, the chairmen consistently rated these factors more positively than did
either of the other twp colleagues. This could either mean their role pressured them
into 'whitewashing' _the sltuatlon somewhat, or that their broader experlence as
chairmen made them feel/-e situation was not as bad as their colleagues beheVed

-
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| ' Table 24

v .
Assessment of Sltuatlonal Factors by Colleagues

G
v
.

"Situational Factors ., - P Average Ratlng
f : by Colléagues*

- : —— *

) i7 Work load other than teaching . - ] . 3.22
N - (e.g., committees, ‘research, - = . S -°
adwsxng, etc)) ' :

!
o 20 Teaching lodd of‘new teacher \ . : 3.44 S
(e.g., No. of courses and hours | ; : , o -
per week in the: classrooms) R S : f ’ ;

3. Physncal qhaf'actenstlcs of the}r T — - 3.54 ' PN
classroom: (e.g.;, size, lighting; ) . ~ - -
acoustlcs,J exibility of seatlng)

4. Slze of cla({g Ty - - ’ C 374 .
. . (presuming that smaller classes L . :
are ‘easier to teach than large . , ’
ones) - Ea L : i . d .
_~5. Facilities for the productlon or i L T . 4.01
— acquxsmon of audio-visual axds. )
6. Financial support for courses” f, :‘ o 5 ' : 4,02 .
(e.g., handouts, transparenci.eSr S , o '
fllms, etc.) SRR ' N,

.2

2

——=-~~= ¥§cale: I (low) - 5 (high) ™~ f"’ . ' _

, . . , Y ) . .
. . "
b
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"All exist—but I was only madé, aware of their existence this week."

— , - "Ah A-V center of sorts exists, but I had to seek out the information on my
' own. .." . '

"A 'great mariy (services) exist I believe, but with 3 courses as a new
instructor I am too busy to make use of them." '

s . o

i -

Relationships With Colleagues

As indicated by a few of the comments quoted earlier in this chapter, some of
‘ the study participants had difficulty relating to their f:ol»leagues,ﬂt For others, the

relationship was quite ppositive. Before the study began, I suspected that this was a

_ factor to be examined, but the extent of its importance was one of the major

r\

discoveries of the study.

A o+ ;
In this section, I will describe (a) a factor I eventually called "intellectual

. companionship", (b) some of t‘hé ways in whiCh éblfgag'ues did and did not support the

new teachers, and'{(c) the reactions-of the stud'y participaﬁtls to this. .

Intellectual Companionship

On the first series of site visits, I interviewgd a person who had jaoined the
geography_ depértment a féw-moﬁths previously in a .gpeod sized university in a small
town. When asked how tr;iﬁgs were going, he related the fvollowi'vng story.
He had been given an ?fﬁce on a different floor forom'the rest of t»he faculty, in a

. “room difficult to get into and out of without disturbing classes in session. Somehow

the secretaries repeatedly "forgot" to inform him about faculty meetings untﬂ after

a

they were over. His wife, waiting to see if the job was permanent or not, had not yet

joined him. Yet after two months no one had invited him to dinner or any other social

*“occasion.”(In my opinion the person was-quite pleasant-socially).. He had to invite

himself to professional events related to his own area of expertise.

a
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As a result, “this person was feehng very isolated and allenated He was

dlsturbed about the situation, but d1d not know what to do about it. -

P

After discovering others in slmllar sltuatlons, 1 askeq all the participants in the

mid-year questionnaire whether they had found "intellectual compani-onship'among

(their) colleagues, i.e., people with whom they could discuss ideas and professional
concerns." The results are shown in Tables 25 and 26.

Approxlmately one-third said they had found such companionship. ‘ But two~th1rds
said they either had not or had found it»_only to a limited extent, and the majority of
—these (37 out of‘w64) tohought it had a negativeteffect on their satisfaction.

Nearly 90% of the participants thought this had affected both their satisfaction

L]

and their performance during the first year, and in the way one would expect. That is,

those Who had found intellectual companionship thought it had had a positive effect,

and those who did not find it thought it had had a'negative effect.

These perceptions seem to be supported by other indicators of_teaching perfor-=

mance. ‘Those participants who found intellectual companionship had significantly

higher course evaluation scores, and chairmen and colleague assessments, than did

those who did not find such companionship (see Table 26).

The followmg series of comments descrlbe the effect of finding or - not finding

~ companionship on the part1c1pants themselves,

from those who did find it:

e

"The stimulation makes my work much more interesting. More interest and
satisfaction makes it easier for me to perform."

" have begun to use educational games as a result of contact with a
fellow-teacher. 1 borrow slides and other visual aids from another
instructor my ideas are stimulated and (then) develop through discussion
__with colleagues."  °

. "Being able to "talk' to others at a satisfactory intellectual level makes a
place more pleasant. This also helps clarlfy one's own thoughts which
makes it ore easxly ‘presented to students."

9';: A
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* Table 25

lntellectual Compamonshlp

Pattern and Perceived Effect on Satisfaction

Perceived Effect on Satisfaction

‘Nane

 TOTAL

©
AN
non
W
o
=)
nn
©
— 00
nn

!_.
o
oo

W

"o
"+
()
b
N R

= Y
o
XY
fnon
' +
H
oo
N -

N.B. "+" and "-" indicate the number of participants who thought this factor had a
posmve or negative effect on their satisfaction.

‘o
c.

¢
\

.....

- Perceived "Did you f1nd intellectual compamonshnp""
Degree of Only to a
Effect . _l}l_q : Limited Extent i  Yes .. TJotal.
Great 0=+ 3=+ | 18=+
’ 6 6 =- 12 9=- .191=-, 37
Some

10
95£:f
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Table 26

]

Intellectual Companionship:

Effect on Performance .

<

Perceived Effect on Performance

Perceived - "Did you find i_ntell_ectual companionshi[;?"
Degree of v Only to a _
Effect . No Limited Extent Yes TOTAL
Greai + 6=+ 4

: i 6 o-- 11

N
s o
[ 1}
'+

381

=+ 2.

Some c 1=+ 11 =+ L 18
.97='-- 2410:- - 19 1
None 5 2 1 ' 6 ' 3 2 _
TOTAL 2=+ 13=+ -7 2=+ 39 =+
o 168:- 4811:- . 31 l1=- 9520:-
‘. 'é N a . 4
Three Indicators of Actual Teaching Peformance
: , 8
Average . . “
course 26 29 " 40
evaluation . u o
score* T \,
Average ° , ‘ :
assessment 2.7 2.7 3.3
by.chairman** :
Average :
assessment of 2.6 2.7 3.2
‘three colleagues** -
*Scale: 1 (low) to 100 (high) : _ : .

##Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high)
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ftom those who found it only to a linrited extents: - .

"[ greatly miss the daily interaction which I enjoyed as a graduate stpdent.
I am gradually building contacts, many of which are outside my depart-
ment, to remedy this situation." : o

"Too darn littlé intellectual curiosity or- excitement among the faculty in
the department. I get more intellectual stimulus from the better students
majoring in geography." : : ' '

§nd°from those who did not find it:

"At times | feel in a vacuum--alone. Most of our faculty seem to be
pessimistic about almost everything--it rubs off on to others (me). 1

- probably spent 85% of the time last semester in a rather depressed and
negative state of.mind."” ’ 2

! "] feel socially and intellectually isolated. The lack of friends with whom |
can discuss and develop ideas puts a damper on creativity. As a result, I
° have little interest in remaining in my present position over the long term."
"There is not much enthusiasm in my department for €ngaging in research
or discgssing our work and ideas. .1 find this depressing."

- General Support from Colleagues ' : : ‘ .

- One of the effects of having intellectual companionship, in addition ;o creating
the desire Ato teach well, would presumably be tha,E colleagues would help the new
teacher in some way or"a.nothe'r. At the -end of the year, I asked the participdants' to

. indicate how much saupport they had received from their colleagues and of which types

kofﬁ 'support they wished there had been more. I_ also asked thé colleagues to indicate
how much support they-thov.xﬁght.they Had gi’ven the new teacher.

. Table 27 lists eight types of possible support, and Compares.tﬁe pérticipants'

perceptions of "support received" with their colleagues' perceptions of "fuppo“rt given".

A large percentage of respondents said no one had taken time to discuss general

teaching problems with them (50%), describe local educational resources (46%), or
carefully explain the criteria by which. their performance would be evaluated (46%).

With essentially every type of support, the participants' thought they had received less

than the colleagues thought’ they hadrgiven. Both gi‘oups seemec'iwt'or agreéwthat théré

d
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Table 27 . ’ N .

Assessment of Colleague Support

- New Teachers' Ratings: _ Colleagues' Rating:

of support received , of support given
~ : % Receiving Average : . :
Type Support o Average "Littleor None" | all colleagues Chairs Colleague 1 Colleague 2
« 1. Invited participant to = ' ‘ | - BT
colledgues' classes 0.31* 93% 0.54* \§ 0.51* 0.50* -~ 0.60% .
2. Offered to visit . -
participants' classes 0.55 .86 - . 0.77 : 1.01 075 0.49
] . . < .
oo 3. Discussed general ' ' ‘
T ‘teaching problems .47 . 50 - 2.48 . 2.43 2.47 2.63
4. "Explained local resources ‘ ' : ' : ‘ o
for teaching 1.71 . 46 2.44 2.61 - 2.43 , 2.21 !
. 3 vé,arefully explained —
criteria for performance / -
evaluation . 1.72 46 2.17
\\‘? ‘ ) R
6. Discussed particular
courses and teaching
-at this institution 1.88 + 36 2.68
7. Invited participant to .
. professional events- ' 2.09 : 30 . 2.22
8. Invited particpant -
to social events 2.34 29 2.36
*Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high) : | o ’
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' had been very little visiting of each other's classes, and there had been a moderate -

level of inclusion in professional and {social events. ,

Table 28 shows the ratings of respondents who wishebd there had been more
suppcﬁ't_of particular typés, ‘and their colleagues“rating'of "support given". More of
“each t.ype‘ of support would have been preferred by 23 to 30% of the respondents,
except for invitations to. profes;iqnal ‘e;ents; that was apparently adequate for most
people. A comparison of Table 27 and 28 sugge:«sts that the participants who wanted

- more sypport felt they had received less than the other new teachers did (the average

rating of 'support received' was lower), and in most cases their colleagues agreed they

]

had givén less (their average rating of 'support given' was lower).

%The comments of the participants about this prbblem reveal how valuable the
heip wag when it was given, how difficult life was when it was not, and how some feligy
guilty themselves for not being more aggressive in asking for help.

o

"Things here are just as I would like." .

"Very poor information on support-related material, services, etc."

"Perhaps k am tob optimistic about the level of help that can be given to'a
‘new' person but I was lost and lonely for quite some time (both socially and

academically)."

" "This was as much my fault as anyone else's. [ could have asked more
questions." ‘

One further investigation was made of the number of times the participants
visited their colleagues to l‘earn aBout{ teaéhing, and vice versa. Interviews with the
participants indicated that observations of colleagues occurred in a numbér of
different ways: by team teaching, auditing courses, sitting in on classes, and by

invitation. The data in Table 29 indicates the degree to which classroom visiting took’
5

a -

‘:

place, whether being observed made the new teachers uncomfortable or not, and .

3

““whether they received suggestions significant enough to incorporate into their own

3

teaching. o ‘
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Table28 . - . %
. h L e, A . RN
Increased Support from Colleagues . - .. - v
' X . Desired by New Teachers-
ot \ & ' 7
° / " New Teachers Desiring More , Rating by their Colleagues
// Support from Their Colleagues: * of "Support Given": .
/ . : Their Average - . o
Type of Support ‘ % Desiring Rating of All - , e
/'/ ' More Sapport ~ "Support Received Colleagues: Chair Colleague 1 Colleague 2 .
L Explained local . ’ o : ' s
resources for o ) < :
.teaching ° . .32% , 0.97* 2.12% 232 . '2.04 2.09
- . R . . ".
_ 2. Discussed particular . 0
courses and-teaching : ; - *®
at this institution , 30 L4l 2.72 . 2,76 - 2.56 2.96 !

3. Invited participant

to colleagues' | ‘ ‘ - .
classroom : . 26 ~-0.20 0.57 0.58 . 0.65 0.35
4. Discussed general ' oo
teaching problems 26 1.04 2.28 239 2,22 2.22
5. ,Cdrefully explained
. . criteria for : > ' _ o
: performance evaluation 26 : 1.24 A 2.41 2.96 . 195 2.06 :
6. Offered to visit o | - |
particpants' classes 25 00.29 ) | 0.63 . 0.65 . 0.76 0.33.
7. Invited participant : . . " ] . ’
to social events v 23 .- 1.36 1.83 1.80 1.68 . 2.36

8. Invited participant - ‘ : ‘
to professional event . 9 1.89 , 2.35 3.38 2.00 . 1.88

a

O T . .
4 : _ .
. #Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high) B ‘ /_




: Table 29 - -

T _ 7" Classfoom Observations ' ' _ ;
o ‘ = 3 : — ?/
st 'by New Teachers and Their Colleagues \ /
: P ., . 4

- .
N H

L. Percentage of New Teachers who observed their 'colleagues’ classes - #:596_;; d .
e o . : TTee— L e
a. Situations:, - . , . ' : _

Team teaching -021 B , A e )
) Auditiﬁg : - - 14 - . T
* s Sittingin -23 S
By invitation . = ~=,0

. b. Percentage who sa1d they saw something they
P
- wanted to 1ncorporate into their own teachlng 41% (18 of 44)

& T

- wanted: to avond in their own teachmg 48% (20 of 44) ) : S

II. Percentage of New Teachers whose classes were observed by colleagues - 41%

a. Situation:

Team teaching ' -20 .

Auditing : -7 :
Colleagues snttlng in . 4 =10 A ‘ :
Chair 51tt1ng in . =1 .

"b. Percentage who were uncomfortable being observed

Not at all - 4996 . : ' - - o »
Only somewhat - 46% S
Greatly - 5% .

o

[

Ac. Percentage who learned somethmg from their colleagues' suggestlons ‘that
they 1ncorporated 1nto their teaching - 53% (2! of 40).

a3
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Forty of the participants had a chance to obgerve others or to be observed and
. the major‘ity of these were the result/of team teaching. Of those who were observed,
the vast majority either said the experience did not make them uncorntortable (18 out
of 40), or did so onlg somewhat (17 out of #0) Of these, 53% (21 of 40) found ideas .
: slgmflcant enough to 1ncorporate into the1r teach1ng

The ided’ of usmg team—teachmg sltuatlons to ease new teachers 1nto a full

-

-~teach1ng load could be a good 1dea. The results would depend on the open-mindedness, .

@ .9
maturity, and 1ntellectual quaht1es of both part1es.

. - B N

The followmg comments describe the kmds of ‘things the participants learned

‘ when the)’ were observed or when they obser\ved others.

. : \ ;
. Ay
o \ .

"Refrain from talking too fast."

« :
"Techniques for generating discussion among small 'seminag’ groups.”

. ~ "Interacting with students more before class."

-
Sy

"The use of recent data and 1llustratlons to lend credence to my
argyments." o .

5 &

\ T -~
(Things to avoid, from observations of colleagues):
d ) N ? 13
""Boring, unexciting lectures in‘a disorganized ‘manner." e

"Werbal-attacks o a student's intelligence when the student gave a wrong
answer.", ) " ‘

- _‘ “ . -
) A N

~+ "Don't try to 'wing' it; go to class with a definite objective in mind." *
i ‘ np ’ SR . , SO

o
. ' . 4

P | Re1atlonshlps with Students L

J

The relatlonshlp between a professor and hlS or her students is very complex but

also very critical for the performance and satlsfactmn of both parties in an

L

educational endeavor. '[he participants in this study,frequently ‘commented on the

¢

I3

. : ) B
importance of their day-to-day interactions with students. -

10,
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I

"It was highly rewarding to 'see the light bulbs go on'y but so many of the
students were just marking time and unwilling to be challenged.”

o

"Teaching is a real emotional see-saw. When it goes well, I feel great;
when it goes poorly I feel rotten." : :

"l was very disapp‘oint_ed in my ~ffectiveness as a teacher--as recognized by
my students.” '

it

These interactions vary, not only on a day-to-day basis, but from student-to-

“student, and evolve in different ways over a period of time. A survey study like this

+ DY

- _cannotymeasure all the intricacies of these interactions, but it can gand\‘%j‘ attemptto -
assess some of-the underlying factors that provide a context for the ‘interaction.
These include (a) the participants' perception of important student characteristics and

(b) the social sfmiliarity( between the participants and their students. The rc_est of this

section will describe what was learned about these two factors.

L

Pérce.pti‘ons of Students
| At the beg'in~niné of the year, the participants were asked whether they thought
the stgdeﬁts at their.institution'diff'ered from most other college students in any way
and, if so, wr;ether this affe’cte_d the way they pfanned to teach. ‘ | .
About half ‘the\. parti-f:ipaﬁ-ts‘ (49%) did think their students were different. The

~ following comments describe the traits they saw and their respons¢ as teachers. . -

"(Students are) somewhat conservative. (Response?) 1 will be more
- conscious of trying to raise controversial issues." . .
"Affluent! Generally intellectually motivated, sound academic background.
(Response?} Use discussions to bring out issues, - perspectives, work for
student-student interaction as well as student-teacher intéraction.

“Sheltered,. wealthy with considerable experience in different cultures.
(Response?) Students expéct you to lay the truth on them through lectures.
I refuse but it is a struggle." '

"Most are fully employed outside school. ‘(Response?) Reduce outside-of-
class required work." S - _

2

Ed
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"Not as mature or conceptually sound as students at my graduate insti-
tution. (Response?) Will emphasize applied aspects of geography.”

"They are black, come from poor educational (and home) environments ---

- poorly prepared in reading-writing-verbal skills. (Response?) Go back to
~“the basics and cover material in a much slower, more explanatory fashion."
After hearing the students described in the participants' own terms, I then asked

them to fate students on seven specific characteristics of readiness for college-lével

work. Prior experience with new college teachers had suggested that they sometimes

overestimate student readiness initially; Later, in the midéyear questionnaire I asked

whether the participants had changed their perceptions of students. Table 30 shows

the results from both qnestionnaires.

The questions were posed such that the participants were asked whether "these
traits were basically true or not true of their students: They were also given the
option of saying the trait .did'no;t' affect their teaching (i.e., "not’ gignificant"). Over
- 80% of the participants at the beginning of the yga;r thought these positiveiy-stated
des-cfipt‘ions were true or at least moderately true of their students. Very few thought
they were not significant. |

By 'm"id-yea‘r a fourth to a half of the participants had changed their perception

on six of the nine traits. A few of the changes were for the better but most were for

the worst.

10y
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e e Ce e em . - - Table 30

New Teachers' Changing Perceptions of Students' Academic Capabilities.

=T
Initial Perception ‘ Mid-Year Perception:
_ . Mod. Not  (Not
Students in this Institution: : True . True True Significant) Worse Same Better
I. Have an adequate academic foundation for college work
a. i.e., have a high level of substantive knowledge le% 6% 2%  (3%) | 38%. 52% 10%
b. i.e., can read effectively . _ 30 45 12 (1s) 29 . 66 5
' c. i.e., can write effectively , _ 14 51 25 (1) 52 41 7
w .2. Readily accept their academic responsibilities 52. 36 5 - (6) 24 64 13
! (e.g., attend classes, do assigned readings, etc.) . :
3. Accept the importance of learning 33 4 7. S |l o716 12
4. Are motivated (i.e., eager to learn). o 3B 49 3 2 19 64 17
5. Understand what they should learn in a class 21 33 21 ) 35 59 6
without being told '
6. Are capable of abstract, formal thinking - 19 56 21 (%) 38 52 11
7. Can integrate what they learn in class 33 47 12 (8) 12 75 13
into their personal and professional thinking . : :

1ivu | ' ‘ - 11
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* B

The biggest drops occurred in their perceptiqns of (a) students" Writing abilities,
- (b) their abst;'act think‘ing abilities, (c) their substanti?e (background) knowleodge, and
.(da) their ability to anderstand yvhat they should lzarn in class without being ‘told, i.e.,
knowing what to learn. -

Again, my exberience“witﬁ new college teachers suggested this situation was
oftea linked to a concern for acadehic standards. Hence I asked the following two-

part question on the mid-year quesiionnaire and received the following responses:
. ~ B
"[s there a significant difference between the prevailing academlc
standards for students at this institution and your own standards?"

70% - "yes"
30% - '"no"

"If so, what has been your response""

1% - raised my standards.
51% - maintained my standards.
47% - lowered my standards.

Finally, I asked the participants to describe the experiehces that led fhem to change
theirv parceptions of students, aad what effect this had on them as teachers. The
following. selection of responses (the‘re were many) illustrate some of the emotion
associated with thesé experiences and show that fheir perceptions were not all for the

worse.

"Students respond more enthusnastlcally and apprecnatlvely to visual aids
than I had expected, but their levels of competence in academic funda-
mentals (reading, writing) is declining. (Effect?) I work harder to
motivate them and try to personalize the teaching-learning process
(learning names, etc.). [ use objective tests rather than essay ones because
most of them can't communicate well in writing."
" .

"They can't write worth a damn. However they are very mqunsmve.
(Effect?) I stress the importance of coherent writing." -

"Poor test results, few.questions asked in class, poor lab attendance, four

instances of cheating on final. (Effect?) Dlmlmshes my motwatlon ta
improve since apparently very few care "

11p
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Similarity to Students

The importance of this f'actort': came to my attention on one of my early site
visits. 1| visited a new teacher who was raised in a large city in ‘one region of the
'country and had a partlcular rehglous background he was teachmg students who grew.
up in farms or in small towns in “another region of the country and who had a-different
religious background. When I visited the teacher's class, I saw a major communjcation
problem." Each party was giving out verbal and non-verbal messages that were’either
missed or mis-i nterpreted by the other party. o

Subsequently I found ev1dence other participants also had dlfﬁculty m‘relatmg to
students with sxgmfrcantly different social or cultural backgrounds. As a\result, I
asked a series of questions about 51m11ar1ty to students on the end-of- year uestion-
‘naire. Although there are many ways of being dlfferent or similar, the questLonnalre
lncluded the followmg seven factors' economic status (1ncome level), urban-rural
background regional origins, rehglous or1entat10n, race, natlonal or1g1n, and age. \

Table 31 shows the identification that the new teachers gave to themselves and
to their students. Most of the new teachers described themselves as be1ng white,

protestant, middle-income Americans with varied age, regional, and urban-rural

backgrounds. Their students followed the same general patterfis except for age and a

-

9 -

. smaller percentage of agnostics.
| The problems seemed to occur when teachers were in institutions w1th students
different from themselves. Thls happened frequently. Table 32 shows the percentage
of new teachers who dlffered from their students on each of the seven dimensions, and
whether, in their opinion, this ditfwe.rﬁence affected. their effectiveness as teachers. '
The “{,‘reatest number of teachers were different fromtheir students in terms of
regional origins;‘ urban-rural background~,. religion, and--as one might expect-—age.

Relatively few of the participants thought these social characteristics had a negative
‘ . : .

+
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. Table 31

Social Characteristics of New Teachers

and Their Students

v

<

Low » 7

N T . 'q’ L
: .
.

2. Urban-Rural Background

Urban o  33%
Suburban » - 39
Small Town 22

Rural . "6

" 3, Regional Origin (in U.S.) -
New England 10%

Middle Atlantic : 25
Southeast ‘ 3
Midwest : o 30
S. Central ‘ : 2
Mountain 1
Southwest 3
Califomia 7
~ Northwest 4

4. Religious Orientation

Protestant 46%

. Catholic v 12
Jewish 13
Agnostic v 21
Other o 8

5. Race

- White 90%
Black 4
Chicano 1
Oriental 3

114

l.“qunomig Backg‘round (Income Level) New Teachers Students
High o 2% 2%
Middle . T 91 90

8




6. Nationa! Origin

United States
Canada

Great Britain.

Other

18-22 years
23-27

- 28-31
32-37
38 +

ky'l'able 31 (cont.)

New'Teéchers Students

81% 89%
4 5
6 > 1
8 4
0% 86%

22 9
37 3
37 -1

N 4 1
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Table 3?

L ) Te;cher-Student Similarity and Perceived Effect

" "Total Number Who Thought the Effect -

Percent of Teache-rs Who Wére: of This Factor on Their Teaching was: _ ]
Social Characteristic : Different Similar Negative Neutral Positive (Uncertain )
1. Region of origin ' 62 38 . 242§:|S) “ 30 3012:? . 13
2. Urban-Rural Background | . 62 38 1 4 12=D 44 27 12=D 12 )
. 2 = S ll& = S
3. Religious Orientation 60 : ' 40 7 6=D 69 ' 2 2=D o 10
. . : l = S . 0 = S |v .
. ' ' 0
4. Age : : 14=D 25=D o
_5. Economic Background 19 81 4 3=D 592 24.): D 17 '
- : ' 1=5 ' 23=5
7. Race - | I 1=D qn 2=D
* 9 91 2 .5 66 131i-s 16

“N.B. "D" and "S" indicate the number of participants
who were "different from" or 'similar to" their
students. :

. 1 « . . T e e

\\\\ ‘E () s . ‘ “ ’ . . . ] I }:
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influence on their teaching: 24 thought regional origins might, and 14 thought their ' .

urban-rural background and age mfght. Those who did were, for the most part]

‘teachers who were different from their students on that particulan characteristic. The

’ . age factor was more complex, ‘the participants who thought 1t had a’ posmve effect
descrxbﬁ\themselves as being dlfferent from their students in age. \ ‘ )

The perceptlons Qf the new teachers can also be compared with the perceptions

of the students, the chairmen, and ot.herA colleagues. Table 33 show;e the avel"age

. teaching ‘evaluations given by the students, the chairmen, and three colleagues (the

L

chairman plus two others) to teachers who were either similaréto or different from -

their"‘s*tjgdergts. 'With each social characteristic e\t:ept age, the teachers whb"\»;ere

L Similar 'retj;‘:i\'/ed equal or better evaluations than those who were different from their

g i

students.* The berformance indictors .are mixed for age differences, but with this
characteristic_one would _exbect the reverse effect, i.e., that peopal'e similar in age to ’
their students might understand their 'students more'easilyz but would have difficulty
establistting "professional authority." . ‘ . |
The next question is \ﬁhether the effect of these social differences~ is cumulatiye.
\ 1:hat is, does a teacher with‘fewer differences do better than a teacher with several
- differences? The answer is clearly yes.' In Table 34 theparticipants are grouped
' accorciing-Io the number of chaFacteristics in which they are similar to their students.‘
(Since the ‘effect of the age factor would theoretically be the opposite of the other
factors, it was excluded from the analysis. here). Neat'ly' all the teachers had some

%

similarity to their students; only four people differed on all of the six characteristics

"
o

\
W .
§ ' ’

*The ‘number of teachers who were different from their students 1n age, race,. and
’ national:origin was eleven or less. Therefore these numbers cannot be gwen too much -
rehabmty until validated by additional data. - . " ‘
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Table 33

Thtee Performancé Indicators on Dimensions of

Teacher-Student Similarity .

T

Average’ . ~ Avg.of <
Student , Average Three -
Social Characteristic - Evaluation Chairman - Colleague B
. Scoret ' Assessmenttt - Assessmenttt (N) -
1. Economic Background .
(Teachers-and students were) . L i
Similar 33 - 2.9 2.9 (78)
Different ' 28 2.9 2.9 (17)
2. Urban-Rural Background '
Similar 35 | 3.0 2.9 (36)
Different _ S 31 2.8 2.9 (59)
3. Region of Origin R
¢ . -~ )
Similar _ 33 3.3%xn 3.]** - (36)
a Different . 32 2.7 2.7 (59)
4. Religious Orientation -
Similar | 35 30 ° Y30 (39)
Different , 30 2.8 2.8 (56)
5. Race . )
Similar ~ 3y*x ‘29 2.9%* (86)
~ Different 17 : 2.4 2.4 (9)
6. National Origin o B '
Similar | | 33 3,0%%% 2.9% ' (84)
Different . 26 B 2.1 T 25 (1)
7. Age |
Similar - 30 33 3.5+ ()
Different 32 2.9 2.8 - 91)

" FScale: T (Tow) - 100 (high) (IDEA Evaluatiqn Instrument)
 +Scale: 0 (low) - 4 (high)

“ The difference between the means is %gniﬁcant‘ at the .folldwing levels:
*
p<0.10
#4p<0.05
*» 3<0.01

\)‘
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" Table 34 ' ' o

Three Indicators of Teaching Effectiveness on -

~a Scale of Increasing Te"a’cher-Stuc?ent Similarity

Average - ) Average

: , Student Average of three
Number of Dimensions of - Evaluation  Chairman - - Colleague
Teacher-Student Similarity Score* Assessment** Assessment** (N)
6. (Very similar). w6 3.5 33 O
] 5. < 36 3-3 3-2 ' (2,1) <7 -
= » q. 5 33 3.0 . 2-9 (36)
-3 31 2.5 2.6 21)
2. ' 24 2.4 2.5 (8)
1. (Very different) .18 3.0 29 (4)
*Scale: t (low) to lOO*(hi§h) |
##Scale: 0 (low) to 4 (high ' .
) N.B. The di;ﬁensions_of ‘teacher-student similarity did not include age as a factor.
4 /
; &
3 » * |
)‘:‘“.
12y




included. The relationship to student evaluations is .quite striking: the average
evaluation becomes lower with each .additional social difference. The -ehfa{man and

colleague ‘evaluations generally follow the _s°§me pattern. ‘4

e

Many of the study participants added comments that shed light on how the’

students social characteristics worked for them or against them. Others described

other social differences which were often less tangible but’eqhally significant.

T - T O -

"Always hard to come from one region and acquire proficiency in. the
trends and attitudes of another. Age has been a bit of a problem in that
I'm not much older than my students --and look it! -Religion is not really a

- problem except that (the dominant church here) is very conservative on

5

many conservation-related -issues like resource exploitation and "family
planning." : T

, "Isee myself as a product of the pre-TV/mass media/entertainment culture
‘ " (where it was thought that) 'work may be hard.'. The students are products
" of mass media/entertainment cultures (where it is thought tHat) ‘all
learning must be entertaining'." ’

" came from a wide ranging background and therefore find it easy to )
understand students and put them at ease in a formal educational frame-

work."

"The effete eastern snob in me may have occasionally rubbed some

. students the wrong way initially — but this was usually smoothed over
’ within a short time. The black-white thing was no real problem." ‘

v

"The national origin dimension worked both neg@tivelxv'(in t;:rrﬁs of 2‘{
understanding of the students) and positively (in terms of their willingn
" and desire to interact with me). - -

"~

) - Summary ‘ .
At the start of this chapter I said we would review what the beginning teacher
* ’ L ."\ v

found when they arrived in their new organizational homes. A lot has been learned,

: : -

2

and much of it is not reassuring. ‘ o

Before they even began their jobs, 55% were put into a position of uncertainty .

-

. and tenuousness by being given only temporary, non-tenure track appointments. Two-

thirds still héd not finished their dissertations by the time they started teaching. This

'

- 12i
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N

added to the already heavy teaching load most of them were glven. Of these, half ) o
managed° to finish their dissertation during the flrst year after graduate school/

-The teaching load varied significantly- by type of institution. Those in major

5 - ) ~ . B

=

“ universities averag‘ed"only six classroom contact hours per week while .those in four-

year . institutions and  two-year. institutions averaged 9 and 12 hours respectively.

0

_ ~ Forty percent thought (correctly or 1ncorrectly) that their teaching load was heavier
| than that of their colleagues. Over half (56%) had courses that involved four or more -
. § .
s - different subjec.t matter preparations during;the»‘first year. In light of this, it is°

d deerstandable why new’ teachers seldom have time to. think about and experiment

ith different teaching techmques, or undertake work on their own development as

g t e i _* teachers. The data also indicates that the more different course preparations a
teacher has, the lower are the course, evaluations they receive from students during g

~ that term. The vast majority- of participants’ in this study felt overloaded, and

» - .. oo

, at'tributed this primarily to an excessive teaching load.
The institutions in which the new teachers %orked also had'a major effect on
. them. The particlpants were conscious of many distinctive characteristics, and made
¢
some effort to adjust to the different’ demands and challenges of each. But the -
’majority found -fur;ther that their new institutions were different from the ones they

"identified w1th" as a student. When asked whether this affécted their performance

and the satisfactlon they derived from their work, they thought it did. This view ‘was N

'supported by the course evaluation scores of students and by the assessments of their

colleagues. Those who were in similar institutions were rated as more effective

Y teachers than those in institutions different from the ones they identlfied with as
' students.
- " The fact that less than half were sure that the reward structure of their

institutions encouraged high quality teaching also affected-their relationship with their -

present institution.
3 o .
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A second tpre of relationsh@g/ _)\/aﬂs with the participants' colléagues. Ohe' problem

- .

here was that‘the majority did not find much’intellectual companionship, i.e., someone
with whom they ‘c-ould sharei professional ideas and concerns. Again, they thought this
adversely' affected the_ir _satisfaction and performance. Cou\rsé evaluations an/d
:colléagué assessments-sugported this vie‘w.‘ Those who f_oun'd- such companions‘;hip were
rated by both students and colleagues ‘as more effective teachers than were those who
did ot find it. | - -
. There also seemed to be a problem in the support given to the new teachers by
their colleagues. The new teachersﬂindicated a desire for 'more of several types-of
suppott. The ones wh§ did recreivev it (e.g., the invitation to ob§ervAevc‘>ther- teaéhers
and/or to be qbsérved), found it helpful. “
'Finally, some 'inforngation was learned about the new teachers' important
- relationships w:ith their sf_udents. Many study pa‘gticipants.‘were sufprised by their
students' lack of academic _readine'ss. Compoun.ding this was the problem of thé
commuhiﬂca'tion barriers b\efween' the new teachers and thc-eir students. The task of
exciting students, hum‘dr;ing them, exhortir'\githem,bchallegging them, disciplining
tilem, ar_.\d leading them iﬁtellectually requires a keen "sense" of how' students think,
fe_el, ahd react. - This "sense" _seemed to be reduced when the teachers had different
’ soci-ail ‘backgropnds thén the students. Some were able to transcend these differenc’ebs )
- and quickly learned how bto relat"e effectiveiy to new student characteristics. Ina few’
cases, teachers wére able to transf_orm their differences into .aidvantages. But ‘mo,smt
t‘ealchers did 'nof adapt quickly to this factor and, in genevral; the more differences a

teacher had, the lower was their rated effectiveness.

< -
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| Chapter 4 .
THEIR PERFQRMANCE AS TEACHERS

2

Teaching was the primary activity of most of the study pa'rticipants during this
. o i~y .
first year after graduate school. Although several spent much of their free time -

trying to finish their dissertation,the'vast majority of -most. participants' tirne was".
spent preparing. for and teaching their courses. This had both professional and personal B
meaning for them.' As will be shown later in this chapter, their personal and

professxonal satisfaction during the flrst year depended to a great extent on how they

-« Y

fared in the classroom. ’ o e

/.

The material in this Chapter will present information pertinent to the following

four questions.
‘ 1. What were the stody participants trying to accomplish as teachers? o
2. What teaching meth’ods and strategies did they use?

3. How-well did they do? '

4. How did they feel about their experience as a college teacher?

The final section of the chapter will present information about the.new teachers'

professional accomplishments other than teaching. .

v
[

-3

What were They Trying to Accomplish? .

Goals and Values

. Behind every decision one makes as a teacher is a value, otherwise known as a
purpose or a goal. This rnay be. directed towards the students, e.g., to get, them to .
learn as much as p0551ble, or it may be directed toward oneself, e. g., to teach in such a

.way. that it is en;oyable for the' teacher, or in a way that m1n1mlzes the amount of

preparatlon time. This last example is not a cynical one, but a realistic one, often
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seen where new teachers had to prepare for several new courses and do man'y other
thmgs as well

A teacher s satlsfactlon or dlsappomtment wxll ultimately be determined more by
what they want want to happen, regardless of how c1rcumstances may affect the way they
actually teach. Hence it is important to examine their goals and values carefully. )

During the site visits and interviews the part1c1pants frequently discussed thelr
goals and values. The1r comments covered the full range from very spec1f1c to very .
general. |

To get a clearer sense of the educational goals and values of ‘the participants,

they were g<en the following task at the beginning of the study: "Complete the

followmg sentence 1n your own words: "The most important thing I can do for students
IS aeee'™ | : |

Thelr responses varied in content and in artlculateness. Flve llnes of thlnklng
seemed to emerge from an analysis of thelr comments, as listed below with 1llustrat1ng
‘ »

examples.

Promote General In ellectual Growth

prov1de th \opportumty to develop analytic thinking."

", help them become 'intelligent skeptics."
| : :
"1.( provide them with the opportunity to grow as individuals."

Teach Mastery of th Subj-é\ct Matter and/or the 'Discipline

~

« instruct them in tl&:e fundamental prlnclples and techmques of the particular.
sub)ect under study."

T

glve them the ablllty to analyze a situation from a geographlc or spatial.
v1ewpotnt "

N

"... help them become th1nk1ng and able geographers.
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Develop Application Skills, for a Vocation or for"Liviqg

.Engage or Develop Students' Feellng

3 B -

.No. of Times Mentloned

"... help them learn and apply‘vvhat they have learned. "

-ee make them aware of a body of P'nowledge or a set of techniques that
- increases their information base ana is useful’ to them in a practical sense

(career orientation, etc.)"

help them ... to apply What itis they have learned to everyday life."

Weee enhance students' sens1t1v1ty to their surroundlngs. I want them to be turned
- on like I was turned on; I want to create 'gleams in their-eyes."' ,

convey the excltement that can be gotten from the pursuit of knowledge for .
~ its own sake." :

ose teach and adv1se and stimulate students so that they can e n|oy the learning
of new ideas as an education and reward in ltself "

“Prepare Students for Further Learning

"if I can stimulate their interest and provide them wnth some basic gundellnes for
learning, they will take care of the matter of educatlng themselves in
terms of a longer process than my one semester course."

facllltate an enjoyable learning experlence that will place them in a position
to learn more on their own at a later date."

lnstruct them in such a way that, upon completion of the courses, they are
and will continue to be able to assess, analyze and lnterpret their environment."

'These statements indicate fairly well the_range of ideals to wlhich new college

teachers asplre. The teachers were often attracted to.two or more of the goals lxsted

3

above, as can be seen even in the quotes glven. However, not all goals were mentloned

an equal number of tlmes. ‘

When each partlclpant s response was analyzed and coded for the type of goal(s)

lt made reference to, the tollowing. results were obtained.

53- Promote general intellectual growth

36 - Teach mastery of subject matter and discipline
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‘25 - Develop application skills

:‘LZB - Engage students' féelin;s
21 '-'-Pr"epare students for further learning i _
'What do thesek statements reflect? _Tq begin with, the_y show high 'ideals.' The
majority of these people were not jUstwtry'ing to teach a specific course or subje,ct,
matter, but genuinely wanted to achieve some grgatér géod, some general intellectual

- - growth or the groundwork for future learning. One fourth of the participéhts directed

their., statements to the intermediate goal of exciting students and engaging their
feelings, .althougra\',some of thé teachers probably saw this as a valuable goal in and of
itself. Many of the statements referring to application skills seemed to reflect the
“applied ethos of the insti;utions'in which they were now teaching.

A second reflection of th;e pérticipants' values was obtained when they were
asked to rank order four actions in terms of their perceiyed importance to the teacher.”
Like the'stétements abov'e‘generated by the pafti_cipants themselves, thgsg actions are
all good. But the hypothesis was that a person could not pursue all four simultaneously
with equal vigor. Therefore, in ;che ques-tio'nnaire (as in li.fe),'_bon’e is forced to make

.choices b'et.ween different good ends.

The choicés méde by thé participants are shown in Table 35. The particCipants
_distribu‘ted their responses fairly evenly. as a group. That is, there was m; one of these
activities th_ét was genera‘l’ly preferred to“the others. | |

) | One question_th;t can be asked is, while these varioqs gdal statements and value
preférénces all >appe;r to be good in terms of face vE_;lué, is there any di-ffe‘rence in the
* teaching performance of those who express one goal or value rather than another? Or “
are all equally capable of being translated into effec'give teachingQ? The answer is

' clearly yes, it is possible to teach effectively while working under the influence of any.

of these "goals or values. The whole study population was divided into groups who made .

L

127
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Table 35

Relative Importance of Four Teaching Activities

©

I _ Relative Rank Given by New Teachers: -
-_Acu_vnx N Ist 2nd  3xd wh X

I
I
k]

Help students find, within the
course, something interesting - - ‘ < , o
and worthwhile to study. o 34% 23% = 25% 19% 2.29

Challenge students' preconc;eptlons, - 30 28 20 22 2.34
- biases, and/or ignorance. : :

Maintain high intellectual standards. 29 28 22 21 2.36

Develop and maintain good channels 4 - '
- of commumcatlon. . 25 24 25 27 2.54

)
¢
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different kinds of goal statements or who showed different value preferences. Each

group was analyzed to see what proportion had high, medium, or 'low teaching

evaluations, as measured by the IDEA instriment (see Table 36). All groups had close
to 2096‘ in the high group. ‘ ‘

Another question that can be asked .about these goals and values is whether they -
merely constitute lofty ideals for'the ne\;v teachers, or did they actually affect what
they did as teachers? It is not possible to give a full answer to this without having
more information on the teacher-class and teacher-student 1nteract10ns than was
possible in a study hke this. It is posslble, though, to get some 1nd1catlon by lookmg
at the selection of course ob)ectnves by the. teachers which is requlred for the IDEA
evaluation process. ~ Do people who ‘hold one goal or value select partlcular course
ob]ectnves more frequently or less frequently than others? There were: dlfferences,

although not always as significant as one might expect. Table 37 shows which course

objectives were chosen more frequently. or less frequently by each group. Generally

these are consistent with what one would expect. For example, those who wanted to

"promote general intellectual growth" and/or "challenge students' biases" indicated

A

that "learnlng to apply course matenal to 1mprove rational thlnklng, problem-solving

and decision making" was an 1;nportant course objectlves more frequently than did the
other teachers. Similarly "galmng factual knowledge" was less important as a course
objectlve for teachers who wanted to develop students apphcatxon skill$ and/or who
;wanted to help students ﬁnd somethlng interesting and worthwhlle in the course to
study.

However, another type of e\;idence “ suggests that the nev\II teachers did ha\re
problems translating their ideals into related kinds of teaching act1v1t1es. Thns comes
from the course evaluation data on the frequency of different teach1ng methods used.

On the IDEA student questlohnanre, there are 20 teaching methods which are: sorted

124
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Table 36
Course Evaluation Results of ‘i'eachers with
Differént,‘i’Goal Statements or Value Preferences
o ~ Course Evaluation Results:

Goal Stat_emeﬁts v Low ™ Medium ' - High |
Promote Ceneral» Intellectual Growth . 46% ‘ 3% - 2%
Téaéh subject matter ;11ast<e_ry 47 "33 ) 19

" Develop application skills o 54 33 12
Engage students' feelings N . 45 29 o 25
'Prepa'i'e students for further learning . 38 | 33 | ' 28
V.a;lue Prefences J
Help students find interesting ' '

’ material to study ’ , 46% 36% ) 18%'
Challenge stu‘dents' biases H 50 27 ) | "23 -
Maintain high standards W5, 33 21
Develop good com‘mlomic'atio‘n o ;- 44 37 ' 18
Total Study Population | 48% % 21%

@




Table 37

<

G

- Courses Objectives Selected by Teachers with Different Goals and Values :

Less Frequently

Creative capacities**

Factual knowledge * E

. General liberal education -

Principles and theories®* .
Effective communication*

7
-

Factual knowledge

Imblication for self-understanding

. ' : : o IDEA Course Objectives Selected:
Goal Statements ' . More Frequently
Promote general intellectual growth ) Thinking and problem solving
B Creative capacities ‘
| Teach subje"ét matter ‘mastery - o -
[ ~ ;
’ Develop application skills _ -
I
: -
~ Engage students' feeling - : Personal responsibility
! ¢ ’
" Prepare students' for further learning .-
| v
Value Preferences | ' S
'3 Help students find interesting . Implications for self-
. material to study ' understanding* £~
. . . . . !71
Challenge students' biases : Thinking and problem- .
~ ' - solving** '
Maintain high standards Effective communication*
" Develop good channels of communication -

s

#* = The difference between the means of\the groups is significant at a level of .p<0.01.

_* = The difference between the means of the groups is significant at a level of p<0.05.

Bt b e et s
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: int/z ‘four groups, those relatéd to (a) involving students,tb) communicating content and

purpose, (c) creating enthusiasm, and (d) preparing examinations. One might expect

that teachers who put a high priority on. "challenging students' biases", for example, * -
would be rated higher inth’ose objectives that "invoi\{e' students in a course." Or that
~.those who put a high priority‘ on "helping students find -something interesting and

T . worthwhwe in ge course to study,".would be rated higher oh these. activities related to

~ . -

4

"creating enthusiasm." But, for the most part, they did not do so. There were oniy
" two categories of gﬂal statements that showed much higher ratings on these measures
of teaching activities: those who said they wanted to "promote general inteiiectuai
growth" ‘were rated sxgnificantiy higher on "invoivmg students in the course," and those_
who wanted to "prepare students for further learning" were rated significantiy higher
on "c’:reating enthusiasm." Those who said they wanted to "engage students' feelings"
. ‘were rated high'er'than the other teachers on all four scales, but not to a degree that
| ~ was statistically significant. | | |

+ ) - W . B ¢ 'v, i -
Role of the Self—as-Teacher ’

o

Another way of determining what these teachers wanted to accomplish was to
. ) . 4 . ' ) ', - - .
question them about their roles as teachers. Four different questions to ider?tify their .
!

seljf-ideai as a ‘teachet, the origin of 5his ideal, and their view of the relation of
kno»\riedge to this ideal. : . : ' : 3

P’

- The background questionnaire -asked about the origin of their approach to

-

teaching The results show the heavy influence of prior teachers (see Table 38).

Forty-one percent. of the respondents said they were consciously modeihng their

teaching after (or away from) one'or two af their‘own teachers whom they especially

‘ liked '(or disliked). _Or}iy, 18% said they. were genuinely trying to create an

. ' independent approach to teaching.

o

ERIC s .
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" Table 38 /

- , ' Role of Self in Teaching for New Teachers

QOrigin of Their Approach to Teaching Percentage

| Modelled primarily after 1 or 2 teachers.e | | . , 41% -
"Eclectig," i,e., borrowed equally from many teachers o ' “39A
'lndepen'&eht, i.e., created without much modelling | ) 18
\combination of the above) | ' : ‘/3
- E g . Choige:
-‘l'heir/ Preferred Teaching Prototype(after J. Axelrod) . ' o Ist . Ist or 2nd
- Prfn iples-and-facts ("I teach Qhat I know.") ) - : 52% 78% / '

inst uctor-centered ("I teach what I am.") o "o ©, 200 L w
Student-as-mind (:'l trein‘min;is.") \" , 22 -7 56

St dent-as-person.("l work withestudents as people.”) = . 7 : 23

*
Role Fulfillment (after R. Mann) .

] | m | Perceived | . Difference’

= Ekpert  sesr S 021 -
Formal authority 252 . 264 L2
$ocializing agent 2.38 2.07 | . F\:—O.3l o )
Facilitator Y0 2.52 B S
Ego ldeal - - o320 7Y 258 -0.62 "
Person ’ .07 ., 295 o2

#Scale: 1 (low) to 4 (high)
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J ’he next questionnaire asked dbout each person's teaching prototype, 1.e., their

vision of the teaching style they belxeved to be most effective, an image of the

teacher at his/her best. The concept of teaching prototypes has been elaborated. by '

] ,Joseph Axelrod, and his. four model prototypes were “offered to the respondents for

©

.

<

the1r reacnon. (The Umversxty Professor as Artist, 1973)

The responses reveal a fairly orthodox approach to teaching (see- Table 38) The

ma)ornty sald their view was closest to what Axelrod called the prlnclples-and-facts

prototype. This is probably where the new teachers feel most secure. When Axelrod *

o

descrlbed the evolutlon of a hypothetlcal professors approach to teaching, he began
with this prototype. Thls study suggests that that is the one most new teachers begm
with. While sorne respondents selected an mqulry approach (= students-as-mlnd
prototype), there was a tendency to shy away from the instructor-centered prototype.
Presumably most did not feel confident enoughas scholars or as téachers yet to teach

»

nwhat they are" rather than "what they know."
JHaving seen that the ma}orlty took a fa'-'irly ':cor;ifservative approach to teaching, I
then asked on the mid-year.questionnaire about their attitudes towards cgrtain
teaching roles. Rnchard Mann and his colleagues have elaborated six dxfferent roles
that a teacher can fulflll or avoid fulfllhng in relatlon to students (The Colleg
Classroom: Conflict, Change and Learning, 1970). These roles, and their’ assoclated

3

functions are:

Role ‘ Function

Expert - Transmits the  information, concepts, and

perspectixes of the field.
.Formal Authority Establishes rules, sets procedures and selects goals.
Socializing Agent Introduces students to the values, assumptlons, and

life style of his/her profession; clarifies .goals and’
. career paths beyond the-course.

. ’ 13d‘ .

9
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. Faciitator o \ Searches for ways to help students learn and grow
o ' v : ' 'within the students' own frame of reference, helps

overcome obstacles to learmng

T L Ego_;_ldeal__; ) R ' Conveys the excitement and value of mtellectual_
”f:* T R e T “inquiry in a given fleld of study )
Person 'Presents her/himself as, and recognizes the students

asy persons, thereby valxdatmg th& full range of -
human needs and human experiences.

The respondents were - asked to what degree they (a) wanted to fulfill each role and (b)

thought they were percelved by students as fulfxllmg each role. 'l'able 38 shows the

desxred level of role fulﬁllment, the,gercelved degree of role fulflllment, -and the
,dnfference between the two for the study populatlon as a whole.

The respondents showed the strongest attractlon to the role of expert. 'which is

consxstent with their preference’ for the prmcxples-and fact?ototype. Their general

" distaste for belng the formal authorlty was also apparent. The second most desxred
1

-role was: that of socxallzlng agent; thls seems consistent with the comments many had

o

made about identlfymg w1th the discipline: of geography.
\ When their desired roles are compared with the way they thought students saw . ,

them, manyvdid not think‘. students saw them as fulfilling these roles as much as they
v : . P

wanted, except for‘t'he role“of- formal authority. Here they felt studentfs put them.in

the role of task master more than they wanted. o /
u ! ° !
' Fxnally, in the last. questxonnalre I asked the respondents whether they thought\

that the kxnd of knowled& requxred for domg research was sxmllar to or different from "
‘o j .
the klnd of knowledge requxred for teachmg This is an issue’ that‘has been the source

<

of continuing debate in h1gher edu ation for some tlme.
"Ear) McGrath, former Commxssxoner of Education durlng the Elsenhower Admxm—

- stration, has long argued that research and teaching call for very dlfferent kinds of °

i
J

knowledge, skills, and co mpetencxes.

. ‘
JEE N : *




with the stances taken on the preceding questions.
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"The research worker, concerned with the minute analysis of an ever-

narrower area of reality, requires a knowledge of research techniques and

skill in their use. The prospective teacher, on the other hand, though he
- should have an imaginative and vital mind and the capacity for critical
- analysis, must master wide ranges of subject matter, learn the habit of

“professional attitudes." (1950, p. 34):

" More recently Steven Cahn has offered a new varsion of”this thesis. Arguing a'gainst' ’
the view that the "publish-or-perish" syndrome is responsible for poor undergradu‘ate '

teaching, Cahn believes that publishing should 'help,'not hinder, good teaching. The -

real problem, in ‘his opxm-on, is a "faxlure to recogmze ‘the crucxal prmcxple that

, lntellectual competence and pedogogic competence are two very different qualities."

- (Scholars Who Teach, 1978, p. 1x)

! When asked for their opinion, nearly two-thirds (63%) of the people 1n this study

took the view that is dominant in the graduate school ethos, that the two kinds of

imowledge are more similar than different (see Teble 39). Again this seems cqnsistent

~

Having reviewed the several ways in which these people reflected their educa-.

tional values, I was prompted to ask whether participation in the teaching preparation
programs seémed to have affected people's values. It seemed reasonable to believe
that it might.

At "tirst check, it appeared that a slightly greater percentage of the TLGG

philosophic synthesis, and acquire certain pedagoglcal skills - and

participants expréss_ed less traditional values. ""But a closer inspection revealed major
differences 'between two sub-groups of the program partic-ipants: those who valued the
program exper1ence and those who did not. |

. Table 40 shows the percentage of each of the three groups (non-partxcxpants,
participants who did not value the experxence, and partxcxpants who did value the

experience) who mentioned certain goals -or put a hxgh priority or preference on

certain options.” There were some values, such as the "student-as-person" teaching

137
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. Table 39

. &
/ . .

Views of the Similarity of"Knowledge Needed for Res'earch and Teaching

@
. Y —

Quesnon "In: your oplmon, is the kmd of knowledge requ1red to do research on a topic

snmuar to or different from the kmd of knowledge requ1red to teach the same

subject?"

Responses

Percentage
Very similar o _ ) 19% -
- More similar than different | .44
More different than similar 25 - , ‘ 7
Verydifferent | 12

135
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" Table 40

Effects of Participatioﬁ in a Teaching Prepration Program

e .’ R onv.Educational Values. ... o

TLGG Part‘icipants:

Participants Who: ‘

| T Non-Participant ~ Not Valued  Valued
A. Made goal statements about:

- Mastery of subject matter - . 48% 29% 6%
General intellectual growth 48 54 ; 75
Engaging students' feelings 30 ‘ 7 . 25
Preparing students for further ‘ ‘ v

~ learning : : 19 - 36 .25
Developing application skills | : .23 ‘ 21 ' - 38

~ B. Preferred Values to:

- Maintain high intellectual standards | 61%: 50% o 48%‘
Challenge students’ biases - 54 50 ‘ - 80
Develop good communication with o o . '

students o 47 W - 50 .53
Help students find interesting L ' , o
material - 35 71 48
C. Valuéd the-follqwing teac.hing prototype:
"Principles-and-facts" | ' 81% 86% 60%
"Instructor<centered" 43 50 : 40
"Student-as-mind" . : 60 ' 28 : 66
 "Student-as-person , . . 17 . - 36 33
D. Desired the teaching role of: ‘ . |
" Expert a | . 9% 9% 93%

. Formal authority ' 56 62 ‘ 38
Socializing agent ' - : : - 56 ) S 31
Facilitator S ‘ - 75 62 - 75
Ego ideal ;o ‘ 77 69 9% .
Person : : | .79 85 63

E. Believed thats |
Knowledge for teaching and ;I“for research .
- are more different than similar 36% . 15% 56%
T 1 ('j) ,_j k




(1. general intellectual' growth as a stated goal, (2) the "challenging 'students'- biases"
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prototype and the importance of "mamtammg hlgh 1ntellectual standards", which the

part1c1pants as a group rated higher than did the non-part1c1pants But in most values,

" who did not, rather than between part1c1pants and non-part1c1pants.

- In most cases,'the'TLGG-"valuers" expressed Values that were more liberal and

. .
less conventlonal than the "non-valuers" or the "non-part1c1pants "  The TLGG-
"valuers" were low on: (l) the "mastery- -of subject matter" as a stated goal, (2) the

"principle;-and-facts" prototype and (3) the formal authority rol{e,' ‘ They were high on:

value preference, (3) the "student-as-mind "teachmg prototype and (4) the egooldeal
role, (5) on seeing teaching and research knowledge as being different.

This clarmes the ‘question of what happened in these programs. To some extent
it can be said that participation affected the values of partir:ip‘ant'é. But more

importantly it seems that the programs (meaning the directors and/or the activities)

incorporated certain educational values which some of the participants found

. acceptable. - These pé‘ople, responded positively to the program and seemed to benefit

from it. Other participants' did not accept these values and did not value the program

experience.

—;
(O
<
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. What Did they Do as Teachers?
The precedlng sec'uon descrxbed what the new teachers wanted to accomplxsh as

teachers. The next questxon was, what did they do to try to achieve those goals? In

many ways, thxs was the most difficult and perhaps- weakest’ part of  this research

pro]ect. The way one does such things as design a course, gather illustrative examples :

for a lecture, and develop class exercises, all have a profound effect on the quality of

‘a course and yet these same processes are very hard to learn about by long-distance

quesuonnaxres. The only thing 1 could really. do was ask some general questxons about
whether people intended to use certain teaching techniques, and see if there were any

_differences worth noting. -

Use of Specfific Teaching Techniques
At the beginning of the year the participants were asked 'what teaqching
techmques they mtended to use. However, the comments from many respondents made.
it clear that the way they wanted to teach.was not the way they had to teach Several
factors forced them out of their preferred mode of teaching.

"Due to size of classes, lack of TA's, and lack of txme, I'll be workmg
mostly from a lecture format this year."

"Often I would like to use an activity but it is not realxstxcally feasible, ex.
~ field trips and PSI PSI (can't work this up in one quarter)."

"L use slldes and overhead transparencies almost everyday in one course or
another. Unfortunately the classroom and personnel organization here
(large state university) is less conducive to teaching methods than the
community college where I taught formerly."

14; o .




- \ o 122 -

Y

Given the constraints of timey class size, and facilities, what techniques, then,

. did they use" Essentxally everybody used lectures and readxngs (see Table 41). Most

used AV-axds and some form of class discussion. Several used hbrary researchr
projects. Only a few used other methods of teach1ng.

The main reason more of these people did not use a broader range of techniques

Awas undoubtedly lack of tirne and, perhaps, familiarity with the other teaching

B techniques. Recalling ‘the information from Chapter 3 (Table 17) that over 55% had

“four to eight separate, new course preparat}ons during their _firstb year, it is no wonder

that most of them' resorted to the lecture-and-readings approach which requires

relatively less advance preparation and organization time.

Student-Student Interaction

The "participants'were also asked whether they intended to make provisions for-
student-student interaction as well as general class discussion. Most said they did

intend to. - ‘ : -

Although students were not asked specifically about the amount of student-

R

- student mteractzon, they were asked two -questions about class dxscussxons on the

1

course -evaluatxon and the responses tend to confirm the belief that, ‘overall, those
3 . . . -

teachers who wanted more student participation got more.

.

Gradmg System

Much of the educational hterature on gradmg emphasxzes the value of criterion-

referenced gradlng, as opposed to norm-referenced grading. The new teachers were

‘ﬂed which of these two methods they intended to'u‘se.'

Y

(\_.,'
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. Table 41 -
Use of Various TeachingLTechniql;es
Percentage of Resbondents WHo Used
- This Technique in: '
- o ony -
3 or_More Classes 1-2 Classes - 0 Classes
Lectures’ | | o 8% 2% 0%
Rea'dings (text, lib. mat'ls) T N ‘ 77 7 22 ‘ : 1
Awdio-visual aids - | 6 24 10
Discussions of particular readings | 53 37 -' 10
" General class discussions - - 48 -39 13
Library research project c 25 48 e 27
Field Trips | ST 2 w . sl
Laboratory wor'k , 13 : ‘36 L”" -5l
: Fﬁeld-baﬁgd research project | 11 g 42
- Simulatidn games - | 7 42 51
.Computer-based instruction 6 26 68
~ Audio-visual tutorial 2 4 %
‘ Pgrsonalized system of instruction (PSI) | ‘l o 6 / .93
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Nearly half preferred norm-referenced gra‘ding.' %rhaps because they were

uncertain as to where to set the1r grade cr1ter1a on the first go-around, they preferred

——— e ——— == P A ——— ——— =

'mthe _system of "gradlng on the curve.". Their comments on this’ questlon reflect their

concerns ‘and some ambnvalence.{

i

" can't prejudge performance levels on given materials.”

* " prefer criterion-referenced grading, but I usually use norm-referenced."
(I prefer) criterion re_ferehced, but it is difficult to adhere to at times."

v

-

Alternative TeachingLStratg;ie’s

An effort was made to‘determine whether the participants, as new teachers, had
automatically starteo teachihg_in a particular Way, or whether they had considered e
number of alternatives and then made a reasoned choice. Hence they were asked at
the beginning of the year whether the)./'had given serious consideration to more than
one form of teaching and,l if so, what forms they had coneidered and later rejected.

The question elicited a large number of extended comments, suggesting that the
new teachers‘ had given a lot of thought to this aepect of their teaching. Several had
wanted to hold seminar-like discussions, but found 'it necessary to reject this form of
teaching because of large enrollnﬂents, . Others found themselves changing their
teaching approach in response to student characteristics.

' "I'm using less formal lecture in the World Regxonal course and more of it

in the Anglo-American course. (This is) in response to the alertness,
responsiveness, etc. of the classes."

Still others géve more tentative replies indicating they were experimenting and feeling
their way along

"I am still con51der1ng the possxbllmes of increased emphasxs on field work
, in several classes. Changes depend on how much time I have to explore and
¢ develop local potential."




'In genesal, more thougRt had been given to alternative forms of teaching than I had -

" anticipated. -
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: -

Efforts To Improve Themselves as Teachers

- categories.

All teachers, new or experienced, need to work on improving themselves. To

what degree were the participants of this study doing this?

On the mid-year questionnaire, they wer;e asked: "What a‘ctivities héve you
engaged in during the past half-year specifxiéa'lly intended to improve your competence
as a teacher?"

. The responses to thiswand related questions are given in Table 42. About one-
fourth said they did engage in activities speciﬁcally 'éo' impr‘c‘s{/e‘their competence as
teachérs.' Several more said - there were incidental t'hing's'that helped them as
teachers.

The participants were thén asked what it was they had done to improve their

teaching abilities. #Fheir responses fell into one or more of the following three

[ X4

Improved my knowledge of the subject I teach (N = 21)
"Read a great deal to improve my substantive knowledge."
"Audited a team-taught course on environmental studies."

"Atténded a week-long seminar at Purdue University on remote
sensing." .

Studied s;)me aspect(s) of college teaching (N = 16)€

"Read books relating to interpersonal communication.”

 "Attended a series - of mini-workshops within the college on "The
Improvement of Teaching."

"Read articles on college _teaching."'

&
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Table 42 : ®

Efforts by New Teachers tb Improve

~ Their Teaching ™

1. "Dxd you engage in any acnvmes specifically 1ntended to improve your competence
as a teacher?"

Yes - 27% (N 26)
No -73%

2. "Were there incidental activities that helped you as a teacher?" S 2.

o

~ Yes - 38% (N = 35) .
No - 6296 : ,

\ 3. "B xd you modlfy your teachlng as a result of what you learned?"
 Greatly - 6% (N = 3)
To a limited extent - 74% (N = 40)
Not at all - 20% (N= ll) :

4. "Did you utilize local teaching support services?"

>

Yes'- 63% S y
No - -37%
“.\4\
N
. \‘\ )
\
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Familiarized myself with -the locale and. local referenCes (N =.6)

"Traveled to get slides and experxences to make class more xnterestxng

: "Attended workshop on AV-axds in teachxng "

It was not surprxsmg to see new teachers trying to improve their knowledge of the
subjects they were asked to teach It was surprising ‘to see 1696 say they actively
sought out knowledge about college teaching. On the other hand, | out of 6 is'still a
A small proportion. Half of this latter group were takmg advantage of some type of
~workshop offered by their institution or. at professxonal conferenc_es. The other half

e

were doing something on their own.

9

How Wel Did They Teach?

.

This simp,le-sounding question, "How well did they teach?l', is in fact a very
- difficult que\stion to answer.. The complexity is due to the fact that three other -
: questlons have to be answered in the process of answering this one.
One of the embedded questions-is: How well did they teach--according .to whom" /
The students? The teachers themselves? Their colle eagues? An outside observer? The™
‘second embedded- questxonls’.r‘ln/ -what sense, "well"? Did they give good lectures, or‘
'lead good discussions, or excite the students, or grade. them faxrly, or did they achieve
their learmng objectives, or what? The third questxon relates to dxfferent kinds of
- teaching sxtuatxons. Did they- teach well (or poorly) in all courses, or did there Seem to
“be a sxgmfxcant amount of varigtion -in per;ormance in-different teachxng situations?
If the latter, was there a common kind of situation in which the majority _dxd Well or
poorly, or not? ’ | N

I will address the efforts made to take account of the first two complicating

questions first, and then deal with the third duestion later in this section.

!

14y
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3

‘Sources and Types of Information

»

Information about the teaching performance of the new teachers was gathered

sy;femé"twig;lly from three :Eri_mar-y_;ourcesé the teacherstgehmselves,thexwr colleagues,

and their students. In addition, as rdirectgr of the study,ﬂl visited the classrooms of 30

participants and obtained some genergl impressions.. | .

s ' ‘l_'hesé sd‘Urc_és were not all equally informed. [ was least informed because I séw

only one class session. for only some of the participg'nts. Theqsfudents W¢rg present at

+ (hopefully) a signiﬁcént portion of all sessions for one cours.'e for each teacher. Tr1'e

teachers themselves attenided all or neérfy all sessions for all courses they‘t;ugr:t. The
degree to which the colleag'uzs were well=informed is not totally clear.

The questionnaire for the cgllce'agués asked What information they had fo_b?se

their 'assessmeﬁt 6n. Table 43 shows their response. Most seemed to be basing théir

* evaluation on conversations with the new teacher and/or with their students. It was

<

not based, for the most part, on personal ol;servatior:s pf the new teacher in the
classroofn.’ It wés some,’what surprisin.g to see that nearly 50% of the colleagues other
than the chairperson said they had actually seen course evaluation 'resultSL ‘
There is reason to be somewhat cautious about 'Ithe"frequencies reported by
-colleague's for; these activities. Altﬁough 29 chairpersons said they ,had‘ visited the
_participant's classes one or rr)_oi'e times, only 21 participants reported being visited at
all by ényone.' S‘ome.’o( these respbhses 'may indicate what the colleagues intended to

do "sometime" (or thought they should have done).’

"The net result of this is that the colleagues had various sources of information,

almost all indirect. The adequacy of these sources is still an open question. ' .

-

by .

~ The second complicatiﬁg factor to be unraveled concerns the ‘multi-dimensional

character of téaching. Teaching involves and requires many different skills and

. .competenciés. The many evaluation instruments which have been developed over the =

+

, ., | | ' 144 o,




1. No lnformation on Participant

2. Visited Partncnpant's classes
-% "not at all" '
-average frequency

3. Talked with Participant about
his/her classes
=% "not at all"
-average frequency

" 4, Saw the results of their course
evaluations
-% "not at all" .
-average frequency

" 5. Heard reports from students

!
!
!
|
i
|

in their classes
-% "not at all"
o -average frequency

[ 6. Commentslby other faculty-
- =% "not all"
-average frequency °

7. Completeness of the Informatlon
_you have
=% "no- rnformatlon
-aVerage -rating

L

Colleague #2
1% 8% .3%
" 68% .72% 74%
018* \\ O-7 005
T
9% 14% 11%
2-“ 2-3 2-“
. rl o .
26% 49% . , 51% ‘
2.4 S ¥ 1.4 ©
11% 9% 8%
2.0 "'2.3} v 2.4 v
15% -« 24% : 30%
. 2-0 c l-‘7 l-6
s -
e 0% 2% . 3%
; 2.5 2.4 L 2.2 -
*The "average frequency" and "average ratxng" are based on a scale ranging from "0" (none) to

. "y" (quite a lot). .

- 129 -

Table 43 ‘ 7,

4

Colleagues' Sources of Information Aboui ’

the Teaching of the Study Participants .. .. .. . . .

-Chair Colleague #1




12

- -—'136-—_'-"_.\-

years each identify their own list of‘irnportant aspects of t aching. Four lists were .
used in this study, three of wh‘ich were borrowed and’one. f which was generated
specmcally for this study (see diagram beiow) \ | |
* The list generated for this study was simply a list of‘ f1ve\common teachmg
funcnons (lecturer, dtscussxon leader etc) on which the part1c1pant\s\were asked to
rate then'lselves. The second list consists of five general academic quallflcathns gtnat
have been found to be important when faculty members evaluate each.other
, (Hildebrand, Wilson and Dienst, Al97l). The third list contains ! character;stics and
comes from a study of factors that are important when a department makes new
academic appointments (F}nk and Morgan, '1976). The fourth source of infbrmation is
the IDEA cdurse evaluation s'yste‘m develoned at 'Kalnsas S't.ate'University by 15onald
Hoyt. This is a.sophisticated instrument that, for this study,»°c>btained kA) student
reactidns to 20 teaching~ _benavilors,} (b.)‘ the stud°énts'. perceived achievement of 10
possible course objectives, (c) summary scores for four general types of teaching
behaviors, (d) student response to four questidns specific to this study, and. (e)‘ an

overall evaluation based on the achievement of faculty-chosen course objectives, as

compared to other professors using IDEA in similar courses (similar in terms of class.

\

size and student Totlvatlon) o ' . o
The following dlagram indicates which types of questlons were asked of which’
‘ -8 : , .
audiences: B ' ' - . -
.. § Common . General, :
v | Teaching Academic : Teaching
- Functions Qualifications ‘ Qualifications IDEA
' (5 items) (5 items) (11 items) - .System
~ Respondents: - (Hxldebrand et. al) ‘ (F1 ik & Morgan) ‘
New Teachers |- X X .
Their Colleagues - ; \ X
Their Students - | - | -
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" The many questions frorn these~':different"lists were then analyzed for the type of
.~1nformatlon they prov1ded about the new ;acher qualifications and performance.
The result was a more finite and dlfferentlated list of the- aspects of teaching *hat,
were evaluated in this study (see Table 44) In this study, then, one or more questions
were asked about each of these aspects of teaching, and each question was often asked

l 3

f several of the three audlences, 1€y the new teachers, their colleagues, and/or their

/

_ The only aspect that was not well covered by the study was item- A3, "the

l

teacher's ability to design courses." / In my m1nd; th1s refers to ones ability todevelop

/

students.

N

\a\uniquely organized set of leal/ning activities that takes into co'nsideration the
. Tree—

particular curr1culum, the subject the students, the teacher, and the constra1nts in
any given teach1ng/learn1ng sltuatlon. Unable to 1dent1fy a way of measuring this in a
survey study, I settled for usmg a questlon from the Fink- Morgan study: "(the

participant) has a well-l:leveloped philosophy of teach1ng and learning."
.General Analysis of Participants' TeachingPerformance
\

 The actual evaluation data for each of these aspects of teaching is presented in

Table 45. First, the itemb trI\at were especially high or low for the whole group\will be
'dentified and analyzed. S c!ond' the evaluations from the three types»of.respondents h
will be compared Thlrd, th ‘over/au assessments will be examined. . “

In general, these begu\\mng college teachers were rated _ry_gh on the followmg \

1tems. .

Establishing good re latlonshlps with students (BZ)
, Knowledge of the subject matter of their courses (Al)
' Interest in self-evaluatlon as a teacher (A4)
\ Evaluating students for more than memorlzatlon (B10)
v l

15§




. B. Particular Abilities ("Is the teacher able to...")

=132 -

"Table 44 oA

Aspects of Teaching Evaluated in This Study
A. General Considerajl,ons
. f :
1. Teacher's knowledge of the subject
2. Teacher's attitude toward teaching

3. Teacher's ability to design courses
4. Teacher's desire to continue learning about teaching

1. Make course ob]ecnves clear
2. Establish good relatlonshxps thh the students
3. Involve students
4. Effectively communicate the course content
5. Use particular techniques effectively (e.g. lecturing)
6. Create enthusiasm
7. Provide frequent.and useful feedback to the students
8. Change their teaching approach as appropriate
9. Provide intellectual leadership
10. Construct good tests

C. Overall Assessment .

1. As perceived b)-/ the teachers themselves
2. As perceived by their colleagues
3. As perceived by their students

15,
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Table 45

Evaluations of the Teaching Performance

of Beginning College Teachers

Mean Rati'ng given by:

A o _ . Teachers
Aspects of Teaching: ; . ‘ . " Themselves
. A. General Considerations v
i..' Teacher's khowiedge of the subject .
- "Research activity and recognition" s . - 2,70
- "Intellectual breadth" - : 2.62
- = "Knows the subject matter of the course well . L 310
2. Teacher's attitude towards teachingv . : )
e - "Concerns for teaching" - B , 2.81
3. Teacher's ability to design courses
- "Has a well- developed philosophy of teaching . '
and learning." - _ o ' 3.56 .
4, Teacher's desire to continue ‘learning about teaching
- "[s interested in self-evaluation and: continued
development as a teacher" o 3.16
. | ) \\
B. Particular Teaching abilities
1. Makes course ob)ectives clear
- "Makes well-considered course ob)ectives clear !
to students." _ 2.64

- "Clearly stated the objectives of the course : g -

!
b !

N.B. All means are on a scale of 0 (iow) 4 (high) unless designated otherwise by the foiiowmg code
- a = 0 (low) - 2 (high)

b =1 (low) - 4 (high) - , .
c =1 (low) - 100 (high) (50 = average for all teachers using IDEA system with similar courses).

Colleagues -

2,93
- 2.90
3.39

3.15

2.86

3.30

2-87 e

\

Students

2.72.

N
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\
Mean Rating given by:

. ' , Teachers ) .
Aspects of Teaching (cont.): : , N Themselves Colleagues Students

B.. Particul'ah Teaching abilities | . , ‘ \ , o

2. Establishes good relationships with the students \
"~ - "able to interact with students in class." . :
~ (first of year) : S 3.11 }
- (Mid-year change in perception of) "ability to : /
interact with students in class." (0 = not as well as
expected; 2 = better than expected) 1228
‘- "Relations with students" C : ‘ 3.23
- "Shows concern for students as individuals" R 3.19

1t

3. Involves students in class
' — "Teacher valued active student participation
in this course." -
- "Involving students" (average summary percentile -
from IDEA for 6 questions related to this factor.) ' -

o 1592

4. Effectively communicates course content
— "Communicating content and purpose" (average summary
percentile from IDEA for 6 questions related to this _
/ factor.) ' ' : o -

- 'S, Uses particular teaching technigues effectively :
~ (self-rating as a) lecturer. (First of year) 2.84
- (mid-year change in self-rating as a) lecturer.
- (2 = better than expected) ‘ S o113 -
- "Gives well-organized lectures." ' 2.36 | . - 291
- "Spoke with expressiveness and variety in ! ,
tone of voice." - ~ : - : - 2.56

N.B. All means are on a scale of 0 (low) - 4 (high) unless Jesignated otherwise by the following code: |
0 (low) - 2 (high) | C |
(low) - 4 (high) .

a=
¢ = 1 (low) - 100 (high) (50 = average for all teachers using IDEA system with similar courses.)

[
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. . Meap Rating given by:
- : : o g , -Teachers . ' : .
Aspects of Teaching (cont.): - - Themselves Colleagues Students

B. Particular Teaching abilities o . -

5. Uses particular teaching techniques effectively (cont.) -
- - (self-rating as a) discussion leader. (First of year Vo . - 2.56 . - -
-« - (mid-year change is self-rating as a) discussion \ , '
leader. (0 = worse than expected) - \ - 0.982 - : -

6. Creates enthusiasm ' ' : A v
~- "Is dynamic and enthusiastic as a teacher." \ 2.88 3.10
- "Seemed enthusiastic about the subject matter." \ - :
- "Stimulated students to intellectual effort beyond \
that required in most courses." o | - - 1.87
- "By the end of the course, have you (the student) \ .
" corne to see the subject mater as something R | b
important and meaningful to you?" \ L= _ - 3.07
- "Creating enthusiasm "(average summary percentile \ ' '
from IDEA for 5 questions related to this topic.) S - - 42¢

- GE1 -

7. Provides feedback‘ to students )
~"Teacher provided frequent and helpful feedback - : b
on your performance as a student." A - ‘ - v 2.80

‘8. Changes teaching approach as appropriate .
- "Uses a variety of teaching formats (e.g., computer- v ' : !
assisted instruction, field teaching, gaming, etc.)" ' 2.11 ‘ 2.74 -
- "Changed approaches to meet new situations." : ‘ - To- . 2.17

9. Provides intellectual leadership : . o .
- "Challenges students intellectually.” : 2.78 ’ 3.16 v -

- Presents alternative perspectives of the subject - \ : ' '
matter." ' . 2.64 . - . -

. N.B. All means are on a scale of 0 (low) - 4 (high) unless designated otherwise by the following code:

: a = 0 (low) - 2 (high) S . !

N b = 1 (low) = 4 (high) ‘ f. : -
c = ! (low) - 100 Eligh) (50 = average for all teachc.s using IDEA system with similar courses.) 155
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¢ - ' ‘ . . Mean Rating given by:
. ‘ . - Teachers -
Aspects of Teaching (cont.): . . : “Themselves Colleagues Students
B. Particular Teaching abilities (cont.) §
10. Constructs good tests . ) - _
- (Self-rating as) a test maker. (First of year) - 263 - ' . -
- (Mid-year change in self-rating as) a test ‘ '
: maker. (2 = better than expected) « o oL - -
- "Evaluates students for ' more than memorization . o '
of material from'lectures and the test," : ' 3.00° : 3.17 -

- "Preparing examinations" (average summary
percentile from IDEA for 3 questions related , ' c
to this factor.) o » ' . - . - 52

- 9¢T -

C. Overall Evaluation

- "Did your general teaching strategy work better , ..
than, or not as well as, you expected?" (asked at , a ‘ .
mid-year) (0 = not as well; 2 = better) 0.78% - -

- "How does this teacher's performance compare to that
of other beginning college teachers you have known? , o '
- (0 = bottom 10%; & = top 10%) ' - B 2.87 -
- "Would this teacher's teaching performance be an : ‘ -
. asset or a liability for re-appointment or promotion?"

- (0 = definite liability; 4 = strong asset) , - ” .19 -
- "Overall evaluation" (average summary percentil . .
from IDEA, based on student perception of achievément X a.
teacher's course objectives.) (50 = average for all :
teachers with similar courses). - - 32¢

N.B. All means are on a scalé of 0 (low) - 4 (high) unless designated otherwise by the following code:
a = 0 (low) - 2 (high) . '
b = 1 (low) - 4-(high) ,
¢ = 1 (low) - 100 (high) (50 = average for all teachers using IDEA system with similar courses.)

-

l . ’ ) v » v : .
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Most of these are not too surp‘rising The fact. that the new teachers were
I

relatlvely young probably explams much of their ability to rela1e well to students. The

fact that they had just flnlshed gradulate school probably accounts for thelr own and :
thEI\l' colleagues perceptions that they knew the sub]ect matter of the courses they

-

taught. But this did not extend to other types of knowledge. Colleague ratings of the
' /
’ "mtellectual breadth" of the new teachers was much lower.. The partlclpants' hlgh N,

- interest in "self-evaluatlon and contlnued development as a teacher" suggests that

they were aware of llmltatlons and the need for greater maturlty as teachers. As

i N

' test-makers, the teachers rated themselves and were rated by’ thelr students as
/
average, except for a high rating on thelr ability to ask que/stlons that requlred more

|
than recall vf material from the lectur.es and the text. Most of the spec1flc IDEA '

questlons about "Preparing examlnatlons" resulted in average scores, but the one on
l
whether the teachers exams stressed things other than mem_orlzatlon, received a high
5 . K H ‘ # .
score. .

The areas in which the teachers recéive_d relatively low ratings were:

Stimulating students to high intellectual effort (B6) -
Changing teaching approach as appropriate (B8)
Involving students in class (B3)
: Leading discussions (B5)
: Having a well- developed phllosophy of teachlng/learmhg (A3)

.-

LN

e

The snngle lowest score recelved by the new teachers collect1vely on their- le.A’"

course evaluatlons was for "stimulating students to intellectual effort beyond that

required in most courses.” Although this is listed in Tdble 45 as a question relating to

T 'fcreating/ enthusiasm" (B7), it also clearly pertains to "providing intellectual leader-

“ship” (B9). There are probably two problems involved here. One is knowing how much

\ “ v

work to demand of students, an obvxous dlsadvantage of new teachers. 'But the other

important factor is knowmg how to stlmulate (i.e., motlvate) students. to do the work 3

| [

\ ' ~ . R ) ' . . . .- '
0 . 7 W . /
. / . . = !

R A
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that is necessary in order to léarn. The good relationship the new teachers had with

- the students (see comments above) did not by itself rgsult in.students being motivated

to high intellectual effort. This apparently requires other abilities 'whichthe‘.new
teachefs, as a group, did not poSsess toa high degree. ' P
The fact ‘that the teachers were rated low. by students on being able to "change

approaches to meet new sltuatlons" (BS) is probably due to (1) not being familiar with

‘more than one or two approaches to teachmg a given topic or sub;ect, and (2) the

limited time the new teachers had to develop addmonal approache-.. It takes time to

think up different approaches, to try them, and to refine them. But, because of t~he1r
heavy workload, the new. teachers simply could not do this; .

~ As for "involving students in class" (B3), the hstudents thought the new téachers
did value active student participation (item one), but they did not think the teachers’

succeeded in doing it (item two). Given the responses made earlier by the teachers,

that the)} valued the "principles and facts" teaching ideal and the role of the "expert*- -

more than the role of the "facilitato'r" (see Table 39), it .is a little surprising that

students thought that the teachers valued student participation as much as they did.

.

The fact that they did not succeed in involving students, in my opinion, relates to the

next item on the list: leadmg dascussxons. When I made the site visits as study

v

dlrector and 1nterv1ewed the new teachers, many of them expreSSed frustration at

s ! .

their own mabxhty to generate a good class discussion. Several, after trying a few
’

tunes w1thout success, stopped trying and shifted over to straight lectures.

i

At the beginning of the year, the new teachers rated themselves on several

dimensions, and the second lowest“rating they gave themselves was on their ability to

"lead discussions {B5). By mid-year this perception had not changed. The fact that

they started out feeling more confident in their lecturing abilities (B5) thanyin their

discussion leading abilities and felt even stronger about this.by mid-year p’:obébly

- R
o . . . —

<
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explains why many made the Shlft m teaching techniques that was reported to me in

-
A
.

the interviews. . e A

The last item with: a relatively low rating was "having a well-developed

'phuosophy ‘of teaching and learning" (A3) This .presumably is a result of most

graduate programs not encouraglng graduate students to develop such a phllosophy,
and the majorlty of the part1c1pant§ not having much 1ndependent teaching experlence.
or education coursework ’ ) . ,
When the ratings made by “the three dlfferent "evaluators" (the teachers
themselves, their colleagues, and their students) are made, some interesting- patterns
become apparent. On almost all 1tems where the same question was asked, the new

teachers rated themselves lower than did their colleagues. The new teachers may

have been measurlng themselves against their own ideals and self-expectatlons

~ whereas their colleagues may have been compar1ng them to other new teachers or "

even to themselves when they first began teaching. Whatever the reason, the

-

colleagues were in general less harsh in their judgements than were the new teachers

.~
i w

themselves. : .
) 1
The student ratings varied. On some items they gave the new teachers higher
ratings than the new teachers gave themselves; on other items they gave lower

ratings. For example, on the following two items, theé student ratings were higher than

“the new teachers' self ratings.

‘Mean Ratlng by:
‘Scale: (lt)w)-l#(hlgh)

S New
. . Students Teachers
Teacher was enthusiastic o - 3.24 ' 2.88

‘" Teacher explained course objectives clearly =+ - 2.72 2.64
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On three 1tems, the students gave lower ratings than the teachers gave themselves.

_ ’ o o MeanRatlng by:
. : : ‘ ‘Scale: 0(low)-4(high)

’ ' ) New

) ‘ ' + Students Teachers °o.
Challenged students intellectually | S Le7 ‘ 2, 78
Ability as a discussion leader : ‘2,19 : 2.56
Ability as a lecturer N 2.72 2.86

The final section of Table 45 (Part C) contains tife overall or gen‘eral evaluation .

given by each of the three "evaluators".-'. Each gave different responses, but this in

\
part reflects the dlfferent kinds of summatlve questlons posed to each.
"The teachers themselves were asked at mid-year whether their generalteaching
strategy hac worked as well as they had expected or not. The breakdown of responses

was as follows: \ ) ,
v N
- _ ‘ \ )
. Y
. ,

34% - not as well as expected
53% - about as weii as expected
13% - better than expected ‘

~

- :.The\ negative interpretatio‘n of these figures is that the number of people who fell
- hY . 0 o

. short of their own éxpeectations was consideralily "greater than those who exceeded

K

) thexr expectations. The posltlve view is that two-thirds of the new teachers did as -

well as or better than tuey had expected. .

. The colleagues were ask #\d to ev«luate the performance of the ‘beginning

~

“teachers in. two ways' (a) as compared to other beglnmng teachers they had known,

)

and (b) as compared to the performance expectatlons for re-appomtment and promo-

“tion. The overall response to both these questlons was generally on the positive side,

although slightly higher for the second question. There did seem to be some halo

etfect operating: 75% of the participants were rated as "above average" (compared to
P 8 P 1p 8¢ P \

other new teachers) and 33% were said to be in the "top 10%" (Grade inflation seems

" to be everywhere!). ' - N

16§
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The overall stude"w/t evaluation in the IDEA system is baslcally an 1nd1catlon oi

1

whether students thought they were learmng what the teacher was try1ng to- teach

stng natlonal norms broken down by similarity of teachlng situations in terms of class

t
size and student mot1vatlon, the new teachers as a group scored a 32 on a perce tile

i .

/ ) R ! A /’

~ scale of lOO. Thls means their average score was better than 32% of the other

teachers who have used the IDEA system with sl/'mlar courses. This is ,about one

standard deviation below a\(erage. - a L
N . . . /v‘

A declle-by-declle comparxson of (a) the eValu ion scores for the new teachers with

/
!

(b) the scores for all teafhers using the IDEA /system (which is 10% by 'definition)

i

shows a strongly skewed distribution for the new/teachers (see Flgure 4)
T-scores were also calculated for each pa/rt1c1pant in the study, usmg the IDEA

system data base supphed by the Center for aculty t.valuatlon and Development in

)

Higher Education at Kans‘as State University; T-scores come closer to prov1d1ng a

\percentile scores. Then jthe number of

measure of absolute diffeirences than do the
new teachers. who had T-scores more than 1/2{standard deviation highélr or lower than

the averaée for all teacher‘ks was calculated with the following results: /“
1

31% = more than 1/2 SD below the average\ for all teachers ‘
'57% = about average | (= + 1/2.5D) !

"13% = more than 1/2 SD above the average ior all teachers |
L/ b ]

|
\
\ . \ ’ - "

is suggests that, for beginning college teach\ers,: 1 out of 6 J{vill,do_an excellent

job even in their first year\, half will perform on a\level compat;'able to other, more

o

experienced teachers, and | put of 3‘will have problems.

Observations from Site Visits:

n N 1
T . L ' o
As mentloned earlier, I made a series of one-da

site VlSltS to a th1rd of the

‘\ /

study part1c|pants, and was aLle to interview them and sit in on one; of thelr classes.




EIGURE 4
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Profile of Course Evaluation Scores
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This did not allow me to make a well-based general evaluation, but it did allow me to

\

make some observations that were interesting, espeCially when related to the student~.>‘ ‘

G
and colleague evaluations that came in later. 1 will describe and comment on three of

theseobservationshere.

One of the differences that became apparént was the relative ability of the new

i
teachers to "read the pedagogical situation" quickly and accurately That is, some of

the par‘tiCipants quickly recognized significant characteristiT:s of their teaching
VSituation that affected the way they designed their courses and/ the way they taught.
For example, one of the partiCipants noticed that, both the students and the institution
where he went were highly siructured. He therefore decided that, 1nitially at least, he
should make his courses very structured. Others ;responde_d to such things as the
_vocational orientation and the high (or low) intellectual level of their students and
institution. Many of these Characteristics w'ere simlar to those used in this study and
~ described iri, the. preceding 'c'ha_pt'er;'som'e went even .further in their analysis. But the

important point "_is that some of the participants not only reécognized these

characteristics very quickly, but they were also able to identify and make an

appropriate educational responsg.
A second noticeabletdifference .among the participants was their ability to
establish rapport withthe students. Like the preeeding variable, this oane is rather
intangible. But it was very clear when I walked into some classes, that the teacher
had developed a'dyramic relationship with the students. ‘That is, he or she had the
students' attention, and energy was being generated such that students were makning an
.“?effort to learn. It was also clear that this was sdmething very different from merely
entertaining or pampering the students. In classes where rapport had not been

established , the students and the teacher both acted as though it was going to be a

long semester.

167
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- The.fmal observatxon had to do with whether the new teachers were usmg a
""tradltlonal or nén-traditional approach to teach1ng Most of the new teachers seemed
to be having better success with traditional forms of teaching (lecturlr{g “with some

_ questions) than with less conventional forms (e.gt, project method, discussion-based
inquiry). There are two qualifications that should be made, though, to this general

observation. First, there were a few. people in_the study who_ were trying- unusual“;

" forms of teachmg (e 8o 51mulatlon exercises) with considerable success. Second, in my

opinion, the people who were experxmentlng with less traditional forms of teaching

may not have done as well durlng their f1rst year, but they at least had an o)portumty

L &

to broaden their knowledge of alternative ways of teaching and of what it takes to
make ‘these approaches work well. One teacher, for example, tried the project

q

approach the first semester and it did not work well. But he flgured out some ways to
improve it, tr1ed it the second semester, and it worked much better. It may be that '
new teachers. have to make a decision as to whether it is more important to do well

. . [ .
their first year, or whether they can afford to experiment with and learn how to

- effectively use a variety of teaching techniques.

v "




.Variations in the Quality of Teechingé': o ‘
One other QUestion;th'a"t is important to ask.when evaluating teachers is whether
—the quality of their teaching is consistent from course to course, or whether it varies
to a.signiﬁcant extent. This is espeCially important to ask with beginning teachers.

Everybody in the study had at last one course evaluated but, when asked, 46

_—__‘_,—/H —_—

part1c1pants agreed to use the IDEA.system in two or more classes. This presented an

excellent opportumty to see whether the quahty of teach1ng for this populatlon was
generally stable or highly variable.
' These multiple evaluations involved either multiple sections of the same course

in the same term, the same course in different terms, or different courses. Thirty-

four participants used the IDEA system two times, but twelve of them used it three,

. four or five times.

The range of the evaluation scores for each of the 46 individual teachers is
shown in Figure 5. The scores shown are the summary evaluation percentiles. Several‘
|nd1v1duals had a large range between their highest and lowest scores.

anure 6 illustrates this same set of scores, arranged in order of 1ncreasmg range
for individual professors. Thxs extends from 0" for one person to "69" for the person
with the greatest range in scores.

To determine whether this is a significant amount of variation, I inserted the
horizontal dashed line at the level of 22. This is equal to the amount of one standard
deviation for the course evaluation scores of eve.ryone in the study. This figure -

represents the standard amount of variation between teachers. As can be seen in

Figure 6, 21 of the 46 teachers (46%) with multiple evaluation scores had an individual
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.FIGURE 5

&

Professors with

Multiple Course -E\)aluation Scores

\

Course evaluation scores for each professor:

- two 1dent1<:al scores (e.g., 34 & 34)

é - highest score (e g« 45)
- lowest score (e. 8+ 23)

-

Actual
Overall
Evaluation
Scores
from IDEA
Course
Evaluations
- (Percentile
Scores)

"~ Each vef&ical line shows the scores for one professor
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'FIGURE 6

Range in

Multiple Course Evaluation Scores
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Course evaluation scores for each professor: - two -identical scores
' - - bottom of range
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. Each vertical line represents the range in scores for a professor with
two or more course evaluation scores.
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. range of scores greater than 22.' This means that néarl_y half of‘ the new teachers had a

variation between their highest and lowest score (intra-personal variation) that was
_greater than the standard dev.iati'on in the scores of all new teachers in the study
(inter-personal variation).

This suggests that the course evaluation scores of beginning collegé teachers are
- highly variable. What does this mean? One explanation might4be that the IDEA
instrument is ‘not reliable. I tend not to accept this explanation for two reasons..
First, the instrument has been tested for reliability by its creators. For classes .in
which at ledst 25 students provided ratings, the estimated reliabilities averaged .87
with a standard error of measuremeht of 0.3 (Hoyt and Cashin, 1977, pp. 11-12).
Second, where I had information that would predict a drop in a second course
evaluatior;_sco,re, it occurred. One was where a pérson went from teaching.a course
for which he had a high level of familiarity and interést to teaching a c;o'urse where he
had very low lévels of knowledge énd interest. The other cas: was a person who, in
the seco;'\d term, was involved in a Bad case of political turrqoil in a small department.
Ih b'oth'cases the second round of evaluation score-s dropped severely. ‘My conclusion
from fhis is that the IDEA instrument is indeed reliable, but the phenomenon being
measured -- the quality of teaching — is not a stable phenomenon.

An effort was made to identify known factors that might systematically account '
for this high degree of intra-personal variation in course evaluation scdres. But none
of the following factors regularly accounted for this variation: familiarity ‘with or
interest in the subject matter, tr;e time of year (fall or splling terms), or the time of
day. |

Henqe, although these cont?xtual factors presumably afféct individual cases,

something else varies from class to class that has a more significiant and regular

effect on the quality of the teaching.' One possibility might be the rélationship

- ro A7




the new teachers toward higher education, the professxon of college teaching, other

quotes, not arranged in any particular sequence, reflect the more prominent themes
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. between the personality of a particular teacher and the collective "personality" of a

particular set of students. Another possibility might be that beginning teachers have
difficulty dealing with changing factors, known or unknown, and hence have a high

degree of variation in their teaching.effectiveness from course to course.

. - <

How ‘Did They React to Their Experiences as College Teachers?

/

This first year as a college teacher also had a ma]or impact on the attitudes of

college professors, and even towards themselves. lnformat;xon_about their reactions

came from (a) their responses. to an open-ended, "miscellaneous-comments" question in

the mid-year questionnaire and (h) their respenses to three questions on the end-of- ~
year questic;nnaire-. ~ | .

The mid-year questionnaire, which was filled out by most respondents in January
or February, contained a eoncluding questioh that asked: "Have there been‘anvy
noteworthy events in your first half-year, not mentioned above, thatJhaye affected you
as a teacher?" Often such open-ended questions will not elicit much respbnse in a
aurvey questionnaire, especially if the respondents have just finishéd working through a
ten-page questionnaire, as they had in this case. But.in thia instance there was an

-

outpouring of comments which I took to be an indication of the emotional significance

of their early experiences. - ¢

These mid-year comments contained a number of themes, many of which were

also made at the endaof the year but not always by the same people. The following

nw

.mentioned by the respondents at this time.
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" "It can get fairly lonely here at times. My contact with the other faculty has
. - been minimal. Really, the students are the only 'socially significant others' that
I have." ‘ , . - & '

1 was disappointed w1th the outcome of last semester's evaluatlon results. I feel
I've identified some points that needed 1mprov1ng--keep1ng in closer touch with
* students, etc. But I'm very, dlsappomted in the_apparent total lack of regard (and
knowledge) among the st dents of issues (ex. environment, politics, social
' problems, etc.). Most of {the students come from middle and upper income
families in (a suburban metropolitan area) and the lack :of enthu51asm and
participation is surprlslng " R -

’ "I have split allegiance between two programs in the department which has been
A : - cause for conflict and tension with one of the program heads. This situation has
K . -reduced my enthusiasm for teachlng (and for academia)." ‘ , , R

"Took a one-year leave of absence from here to doctoral program . . . grant just
sufficient to prevent absolute poverty . . .eroded savings account . . . moved
back. . . bought a house'. . .. finished writing dissertation . . . had a son (st
child) in October . . . taught a full teaching toad (20 coftact hours per week) . . .
in December returned to graduate school to defend, correct, print dissertation,
. -~oplus 3 weekfonsultlng contract . . .. . returned here for 11 graduate course
~ lecture hours per week . .. . ‘general exhau,stlon . . « « post-graduate depressxon.
and generaHy wondermg if teachlng enthusiasm is gone." _ .
"The admlmstrat.ron has devised a contingency plan in the case of drastic
_ : economit cytbacks. Among other things, tenured faculty can be released. It
v T - makes me wonder if I will put in my hours of study, years of economic sacrifice,
and years of personal sacrifice, just to eventually wind up being released and
having to earn a living in some job that requires little or no college education. I
~ don't:lose sleep over the prospect but it does-make me doubt the worth of staying

up until 10:30 every nlght writing lectures." .

Then on the final questionnaire, which was completed by most people in May or

June, the following question was asked:

e

"There seems to be significant variation in the degree to which an individual's
first year of teaching provides 'psychic satisfaction'; i.e., positive gut-level
feelings about his/her experience as a teacher. To what degree have your
experiences as a teacher this past year produced psychic satisfaction for you?"

,

The distribution of responses is shown in Table 46. In 'genera_l, two-thirds had basically

positive feelings, | out of 10 had negati\)e'feellngs, and 2 out of 10 had very mixed

feelings. - Almost half of the respondents chose to make narrative comments

- . . : 17‘1'

o




Table 46 ¢

\ Satisfaction from theFirst Year's Experience ,

"To ;(hat degree have your"‘experient:es as a teacher this past year produced™'psychic

satisfaction" for you?

[

. y__-ﬂ_\lepybsatrsfymg - R . 21% } 6% J
v Moderately satisfying - - ' 43% '
No strong feelings one way or the other - } 24%
Very mlxed feelings - - ‘ 19?6
o Rather unsatisfying - i R } 11%
Very unsatisfying - ’ 96 '
( o L
. |
i ﬁ" ‘ \ -
e, ad, ,
i
| %i‘ /.
.
) o
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b '; o
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amplifying their answer to this questibn. Most of these were mgde b_ylthe people who

had negative or mixed feelings, but several were made by ,tﬁe people with positive

reactions. The following themes and quotes illustrate the rangé of comments. s

Feelings werevery different in different course (mentioned 8 times) . .

N

". had a great sense of satisfaction and a broadening:of m knowlé‘ﬁge and” . .
abilities in the seminar with a small number of highly motivated students. In the = . /-
large lecture courses, it was highly rewarding to "see the lightbulbs go on", but ’
so many of the students were just mark’ing"‘ time and unwilling to be challenged.” .

"l ,,wodld like to be teaching only in my field: geography. That will come in
several years. I enjoy teaching anthropology and archeology. 1 dislike teaching
sociology; I'm not a sociologist and it takes too much preparation time."

»~
L)

Enjoyed teaching but not other aspects of academia (mentioned 3 times)

A w -

"Very miiged feelings (overall). Towards my-students and classes, I am very
satisfied. However 1 feel this university is run like Penn Central." L

"Classroom time is very satisfying. But otherwise rather unsatisfactofy. It.-
depends on whether you wish to' disaggregate teaching (time in classroom, office
hours, etc.) from the rest of the 'crapola' that goes on at both the department
and college level."" N y . fy

.
-

1

LI

Feelings varied greatly from day-to-day (mentioned 3 times)
"Very mixed feelings. Teaching is a real emotional see-saw. Ifeell do very"‘ well ’
one day and very poorly the next." : e AU ‘ .

f

»  "Some moments are very satisfying. ~Others not. Overall they tend to balance,
although the satisfying ones are dimgnishing." AN : ~ . .
- . . - ) N \ . .

A : L
N . ¢

’ ~ Satisfaction reduced due to overload, time constraints (mentioned 7 times)"'

"Everything is done in such a rush that I feel incompetent much of the tir_né.. I'do
a good job'with the time I have, but a mediocre job-in absolute terms." IR 'Y

" wish I had more time, for prépardtion and a s;maller: téaqhing load. The
experience might have been very satisfying."

. o .
- . &

Disappointed it experience (mentioned 8§ times) RN 5

"l feel I -have produced an excellent lecture series irf“each cdurse and spent all
my ‘time ‘to help students, create gdod tests, etc. without any emotionally !

.-

I3 % : ’ o v K ! .
*

. . B RN

PR i
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positive return. I have been insulted, cheated on and lied to by the students, and
misled by my super visors and the administrators." "

"Very disappointed in my effectiveness as a teacher (as recognized by my
students). I sense that questionnaire results do not reflect what is actually going
. oninthe classgs." 7 : : ‘

[

e

‘Sense of having improved (mentioned 4 times)

"There is always a question mark in grad school if you're getting into something
you may not be satisfied with or qualified for. But after a shaky beginning, I feel
I have progressed well, and the studeiits have learned something about cultural
and urban geography from taking my course." ’

- -l

"The first semester was a disaster in ds much as I was given an extremely hedvy
teaching load without assistance, to students: who at first underestimated my

competence then couldn't keep pace with their courses. Frankly as a member of

- a minority group 1 suspect that the first semester ‘students thought I was easy.
picking (missed classes, etc.). The second semester was a pleasure. I had a
different set of students many of whom asked to be in my courses."

P L

Had a satisfying experience (mentioned 10 times) o o "

"(It is) always satisfying to teach, reach students, see a "gleam in their eyes" as
they become more attuned to their environment."

- "'l"eacrting well and getting positive feedback from students, both in. terms of
their performance and evaluations, has been-one of the most stimulating
experiences of my life." .

'What effect did these reactions have on the participants' attitudes towards a
. career in‘cdllege‘teaching? The participants' answers to this question, posed in the s
final questionnaire, are shown in Table 47. In essence, the first year's ex'periences had

a positive effect for 50% of the participants, no effact for 30% and a negative effect . |

-~

for 20%.

Several of the respondenfs who answered "no effect" added comments ekplqinjng

T

that they already knew they liked teaching as a result of prior experiences (in- high

schools, as a TA, or in college teaching before working on their doctorate).’ '

.
* Sy

Thefe were several themes that appeared in the explanation for their reactions. - o

The most frequent was that even though there were problems during the' first year,

' ’ . G

1 P;’ »}1
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i Tabl,/e 47 ’ |
~. 'Effect of First Year's Experiences - SR
o - .. ,
. . LN :
on Attitude towards a Career in College Teaching - ;
\ : ' N

-

"Whét‘effect héve your experiences during ‘the past year had on your desi‘re to be a -

' college teacher?"

‘ R .
Strongly increased . - - 21% } 50%
Moderately increased - 29%
- 'No effect - . 29%'} 29% .
. Moderately décreased - ll#%} 2% |
\ Strongly decreased S 7%
a ' ° N AN ' -
. . ~ o
. ’ .
v = 3
,_\\‘
T [ -y -
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people expected the situation andyor their performance to get better i
e ! . - f
. P ‘1. o o
RN * " find the idea of teaching\_ very exciting and challenging, but the practice of
o teaching is often depressing! However I'm convinced th"at the first year is the
hardest and that [ will improve." B '

the future.

"My 'appetite has been whetted' and I am anxious to, improve particylar lectures
with which I was not satisfied this past year." t ‘ '
i !

Those yhoSe desire to teach mf:neased usually attributed this to their enjoyment

in working with students and seeiﬁ'g valuable results.- Cdnversely several people

commented on the difficulties in working with some students.’
j ‘ !

/ s
[ L !

“+

4

"Lack of interested response from students has hurt;" :
"The number of mediocre and/or uncaring students at this school is depressing."

wAfter teaching overseas (England, Sudan-Africa, Indonesia) where students|were
: more receptive, courteous, a d anxious to learn and be challenged, I have found
" » - it'harder to adjust to U. S. students than I had anticipated. Students at this
' . . institution have to be motivated to learn. -Thus I have to change. part of my .
: . . a’hproach." . : o :

o Al

Anothér frequent ‘th'eme, an echo of earlier comments, was that they enj ed’

: - .teaching but not the other aspects of being a‘ college/university p'rofessor.

‘ "t may seem ironic wiat I'am very satisfied with.my teaching gxperiehce qhis -

o | past’ year yet still not more excited about being a teacher. My 'psychic
; ‘satisfaction' with teaching is offset! by my disgust with how the University|of
: | is administered.". V- . i =0
‘ - :

" like teaching but don't know if I'm willing to pay the dues (low salary,
exploitation by senior faculty, work on non-teaching or non-research chores,
- etc.) for the length of time needed to arrive at a tenure position‘.:d

ot

bfhers simbly fouhd they did not enjoy teaching and were looking at other types

: r
of work.
[

!
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"I found myself bored and unchallenged by teaching this semster (as trite as it
sounds). As a result | have a moderate desire to get into other academic or-non-"
academic roles." v -
"I do not find the role of teacher, as - my primary océupation identity, satisfying.
Also, the financial remuneration is far below what I can earn in other lines of

- work." ‘ ’ : ’ '

"Many times I felt that some, if not m;ny students didn't seem to think about
'‘why' they're learning and/or 'what' they\\, are learning. <It bothered me much
throughout the year and 1 kept wondering: why do I want to be a college
teacher?" ‘ sy o ’

Aft\er determining whether their first-year expleriencé\s -had increased or
decreased their desire to continue being a teacher, I'then asked the participants what

&

.

the resulﬂng status of that desire was (see Table 48).

&

It is clear that, for the large majority (70%), the experience of teaching was .

Gof

- either satisfying enough or showed promise of becoming so to warrant continued

investment of time and effort fnto this line of work. Howé@ér,‘desghe the screening

y .

procedures of graduate school, | out ‘o_f 6 niw téaéhers'(lG%) had a moderate or strong

< o

. desire to get into sorge other kind of work."™ . ' L .

One set of correlations indicate that the desire to continue one's career as a

- +

collége teacher is highly F’elated to psychic satisfaction, and that in turn is rélated to-
I ' *mid-year self-evaluationé (see Table 49). ‘But all three of these are only loosely

N related to the results of student evaluations. The participants seemed to base their

& .

- inner feelings and assessments on factors "other than high course evaluations by

students. THis may actually be a healthy response, given the erratic nature of first-

year evaluations. .

« v 4

What Were Their Plans forfthe Following Year? .

s v’% " ' i A ‘ ‘ .
What were the participants' plans for the following year? How many expected to

leave college teaching after one year? - For those who stayed, what changes did they

lan to make? The participants' responses to these uestions are shown in Fable 50. .
P P P >se q . ; ‘
. . . * ) ‘

'

& . ’ - ‘ v

Ty X o
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What Else Did They Accompiish?

8

As -everyone in higher education knows (but those outside do not. always know),
college professors are called upon ‘to do many things besides teach. At four;year
colleges there are numerous committees,to be fifl'ed; at univerSities there are also,
research and publication expectations.  As noted earlier in this report, 90% ofthe
participants in this -study went to universities offering doctoral and/or masters-level -
degrees. ' . ‘ .

.The qt;estion then arises: what Uscholarly Work, in. additioh to teachingwand
commlttee work, d1d these new professors manage to accomplish? The answer is:.
quite a bit, cons1der1ng what else they had to do. The hst of their other scholarly
accompllshments is given in Table 51

Over half gave presentatlons at natlonal professlonal meetings, a third fmlshed

their dissertations, a fourth had journal art1cles accepted for pubhcatlon, and a fourth

received a “research grant. Forty percent listed other accomphshments. writing

, .encyclopedia articles, Chapters for an edited book, lab manuals, etc.

The slze of the teaching load clearly affected .the quantlty of other scholarly

o

accomplishments (see'Table 52). Those with lighter teachmg loads submltted more

*‘research proposals, submitted more journal articles, and made more presentations at

A : N

national meetings.

*
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 Table 48

" Attitudes towards Continuation of

a Career in College Teaching

"How strong is your dcsire at this time to continue being a college teacher, relative to

other academic roles (e.g., research or administration) or to non-academic roles?"

o

s

Str'ong desire to continue - 40%} 70%
Moderate desire to continue - 30%) - >
° - No strong feelings either way - o 1% } “%
o ~ Very mixed feelings - 6%
Moderate desire to change - 12%} 16%
- Strong desire to change . Co- 4%
o - ‘v‘/

-
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Table 49

Correlations Between Course Evaluations

and Teacher Feelings and Assessments

-

Course Mid-year ~ Desire

v

| Satisfication
Evaluation Self-evaluation toxContinue  with first year
Course evalijation -
Mid-year self-evaluation ‘ ‘ 0.07 - | a
Desire to continue teacf\ing 0.0 Coole - ’
Satisfaction with first year 012 0.26* . 0.39% -
, &

xr

*Significant at a level of probability <0.05.
##Sjgnificant at a level of probability <0.001.

o . 2




~ Table 50 N

\

- Participarts' Plans for the Following Year

\\‘

. (No.of
Part1c1pants)
1. "Expect to get out of teaching altogether and into - . N
some other line of work." - = ' 1
o~ - Is this the result of negative expenences thxs year? A
-Yes = 6 - '
-No =5
2. "Plan to stay in teaching but will.make the following changes. + 83
—Change my approach to teaching : | 17
’ -Spend less time relatlvely on teaching - .36
-Spend more time relatively on teaching X : 2
-Teach more in my area of spec1ahzathn 34
-Teach more outsnde my area of spec1ahzatlon v : 6
"~Teach more ugger-dlwsnon courses oo | 29
-Teach more lower-division courses . 3
\_ -Increase my teaching load . 13
-Reduce my teaching load , o 9
--Maintain the same teaching load - . by -

3. "Do not expect to make an;} changes next year." ~ 3

A ( | ‘

: 1 .
- g . 0
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.

- Over 10% sai& they in fact did plan to leave’ teaching. However, only half of

these said they were leaving because of negative experiences during the first year.

The unforﬁﬁéte pari is tha'tv some of these people had "very good fecords as'teac‘:hér.s
‘ bu.t were leaving for other reasons. For example, the person with the highest courseb
‘evaluation in th_e.. whole study was one of those planning to leave, becausé she 'was only
on a oné—yegr contract and it wés not being rqnewed. The comments of some of the
peopl:é indicated lthat_ the}_wére leaving academia because they wére highly attracted
to some other kind of work, often in the government. However, even though _they said
they were not leaving because of negative éxperiences, one can assume that their |
' exp‘eriencés weré_‘ notr(ioo positive or they would not have been attracted elsawhere.
Of those;'who were going to stay in tea,c-:hing, ncarly everyone expected to make N
changes 6f some sort. Many expc:,cted to change the type, level or number of courses
they taught. One out of si* indicated iﬁ the che‘cklis.t of changes and in their
comments thla't Athey. planned to make some éhanges in the way they 'ftaunght.
Presﬁmably they saw this as an opportunity to correct the shortcomings they saw .in
the first vear. Their comments suggested that most bf these changes referred to
N "organ'izational‘ differences (e.g., more lecture, less lectﬁre_, more and different kinc{s
. of exercises) and not just content changes. . '
Over ‘a third of tr.re‘ baftivc:ipénts expected (or'h,oped),l to spend less time"on
téac\hing, vis-a-vis‘ot_her éctivitiés, than they had during the first year. This is
somev)ﬁat ‘understandable because “they were now more familiar. with the subject

matter, students, etc. But it also suggests that several people were not going to spend,

much time revising courses that had beeh put together during the rush of a very busy

first year. This may. be the real problem of overloading téaéhers in their first year.

The overload forces them to teach in a way that allows (requires) the least amount of -

B

thought and preparation. Then many of them never get around to revising the courses ,

¢ . ' -
or learning new ways to teach because of the pressures of other duties in subsequent

o

years.

185.




- f Table 51
Other Scholarly Accomj)lishments of Beginning Teachers |

|
|

(No. of
‘Participants)

Completed dissertation : | ' -3

Articles for scholarly ]ournals. ‘
- submitted ! or more : : . - 49
- had 1 or more accepted , -22

Research grants.
- submitted 1 or more proposals
- received | or more grants

Presentations at professional meetings:
- regional
- national

" Served on graduate student committee

Other:‘(scholarly writing, committees)

s
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' Table 52 ' | ~ e

Effect of Teaching Load on Scholarly Accomplishments *

%

Percentage of Participants who:

Relative : Submitted . v ,
Teaching . Submitted Research Finished . Made Presentations
Load* Articles Proposals . Dissertations*"’ at Nat'l Meetings
Light \ 64% 48% 47% . 68%
Average 99 - 42 v 57 63
‘Heavy - 43 . 33 64 - : 62
Very heavy 30 20 29 | 60

» - . , v

#These categories were based on the number of courses and the number of different
, preparations each teacher had. ' ' T :

##This figure is the percentage of those who had not finished %heir dxssertatxons
before the year started. v _ , B

o

R

1 ‘;) res » .
" R e v . “a
.




SUMMARY

This chapter reviewed the 1nforma :ion generated by the study about how these
people .ared as new college teachers. m their own eyes, in the eyes of their students,

and in the eyes of their colleagues.'

The teachers' self—perceptior'\s were <i course influenced by their oivn valyes, and
these values, while reflectmg h1gh expectatlons, were also rather conservative, as one
might expect of people just coming ‘out of the graduate school ethos. In fact, the'

‘majority of them stated that their approach 10 teaching was modelled after one or
"\l , more of thelr former teachers., This conservative character was reflected m\tKlr

answers to a number of value uesnons. the referred the " rlnc1ples-and-facts"
q Yy pr P

teachmg‘prot_-otype, they desired the "expert" role more than any other role, and they
: o : . . TN ’.: - . i -
~ thought that the knowledge required for teaching was similar to.(father-than different

from) the knowledge required to do r'ésearch. l

However, there was a "mlnorlty" group with'a different view of college teachlng .
And the dlfference between these two groups showed ntself in their, respectnve
reactions to the TLGG teac(:hmg,preparatxon programs. Those who participated in but

did not value the TLGG experience exhibited the consei‘v'ati—ve value pattern described

-above. ~ Those who d|d value the expenence were more inclined to. prefer the.
R - t
"student-as-mind" teachlng prototype, value the role of "ego ideal" as much or more’ o

than the role of "expert", and belleve that* the knowledge requlred for teachlng ‘was
dlfferent from the knowledge required for dolng research.

- Whatever théir values were, many of the new teachers had difficulty, converting /
5 ‘ @ ™ ' ’
: them into effective acnon. Sometlmes thls was simply because they did not have the

o ) R

4 necessary abllltles. In other cases it was because of constraints Put on them by their

*

new departments. Given the fact . that over 55% of the part1c1pants were given

o Y

]
¢

teachlng loads.that requ1red four to e‘ght separate subject matter preparatyé during




4 /" / ’ ’ » ) '
° / 3 . : -

the first year, the ma]orlty were not able touteach the way they ‘wanted to. What most- '

!

' of t /teachers did was resort to the tradltlonal and relatively tlme-eff1c1ent mode of

s " '
v * 4 . 1

teaching: . lectures and readlngs. : : o 5 '/

+

The tragic part of thlS is that, as was seen later in the chapter, many of the -

IS /

teachers did not plan to go back and do a more " thorough ]ob of developmg thelr

/
J

courses because qi the pressure from\other dutles. Hence the modeé of teachlng that

/"
was fasmoned in a time-short condition became‘the dominant and regular pattern for
se people. R .« s . :
the pe p . ’ , ¥ - . S

P

Theé- task Jof maklng general statements about the quallty of the partlclpants'

teachlng is- compl;cated, the complexlty of which is seen¥in the structure of Table 45.
Y .

The self-assessment of the new teachers themselves d1d not always agPee w1th that of

their colleagues wh1ch in turn did not always agree w1th that of the students. To the

— —

/
degrce that, general statements can be made, it seemed that the new teachers were

generally able to (1) establish good relationships with their students and (2)

demonstrate good knowledge of the subject mat‘ter of theu"courses. Cpnversely they

had dlfflculty as a group in (l)lstlmulatlng students to high 1ntellectual effort, (2)

—

changlng thelr teachmg approach as approprlate, and (3) mvolvmg students. ThlS

latter 1tem seemed to be related to not knowmg how to lead effective discussions in

class. Observatlons from my site 4/151ts suggested that the ‘tedchers varled

2 ¢ \

considera'bly in their ability to "read the pedagogIcaP situation" apd in their ablllty to

"make contact" with students. ' A - u'.', ©

. ]

In terms of overall, general ]udgements of performance,,.lt appears that I out of

——— v - .

- ,6 did qulte well even though it was their flrst-year, one-half did an adequate ]ob and
D,r

.

one-third had problems. This is ,based on student e‘valuatlon. scores and on the new i
Lo ¢ . o

Y T T ;
teachers' self-assessments:. -, o o : 0

.

N 1 . . ruers

{eachers from course to course. Half of the participants in the study? had more than

[ hd 1
T3

18y - e

k] e

) :' / \I ’ . . ) M

t

There was a high “degree of variation in the overall performance of -theuneW_ j

J
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" one course Qr "séction of a course evaluated thh the’ lDE.A instrument. Half of those

who had the multlple evaluatlpns recelved ‘ratings that were very dlfferent from

S
-

course to course”or from sectlon to sectlon. The reason-:for this varlatlon ‘'was not

-
A .

clear. One explanatlon mlght be that new teachers do not yet have the range of

. teaching ab1l1t1es,necessary to cope with a wide varlety of teaching situations.

~

. rv\s one might expect, this diversity ?ﬂesulted in Very dlfferent feelings about the
first

rst year's experlence.“ The majority had reactions that were baslcally posltlve. But 1

out of 10 had negative feelings and 2 out Foi 10 had very mixed feelings. As a result,

~ 20% had a reduced deslre to contlnue being - a college teacher, 16% had a moderate or

strong desrre to leave collegq teaching, and over lO% said they expected not to be in

-

college teachlng the next year.

Some of the people leavmg had performed well as teachers but were leavmg for

» <«
i .

other rea§ons. Of the five yvho sald they were leavmg for other reasons, two wanted
l
to leave only temporarlly and hoped to return in the future. The other three were

maklng a career shift into plannl‘ng or other research work. Although their reasons
were not always clearly glvén, they seemed to feel they would simply be happler dolng

someth'mg else.. ok b
.' '

In sum, .there appear &o be some positive elements in this compllcated picture.

. (el i - [
The majority of the new te&achers did a reasonably good job.or better, and some of"
. . X } ' » ) ] - ™
these ‘were _taking steps to improve their teaching. But there are also elements that™

£33 ”

create’ ¢concern. A third of ithe new teachers seemed to have significant /problems, a

thuid planned to spend less time on their tgaching in the future, and a number were
: \ )

. leaving the professlon in spite of the fact that they were good teachers.
- N , )
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Chapter 5

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
R ‘ - - - \) 5

This study of nearly 100 .beginnin_g college teachers is, in essence,, an in-depth

L3

. examination of professional entry patterns in higher education.: Information was

collected on the origin, distribution, preparation, situation, and performance of the -

& \\

- 'study participants. This information came from the new teachers themselves, their
colleagues, their students, and from site visit\s by the fesearch director. The result is, “

N
to the best of the author's knowledge, the most comprehensive study of beginning’

college teacherse} efr conducted

o

As comprehéqswe as the study is, there are ‘two qualifications that should be
noted. The first pertains to the varied roles academics fulfill. Information was
gathered about all of these fusctions (research, teach_ing, service), but the primary

- focus was on the. teaching role. The other roles were studied primarily in terms of how

//t‘hey affected the teaching role. | L /

)

The second qualification has to do with the fact- that the subjects of the study

“ -

"were all in a single academic discip’iine. The vast majority of the findings from the

study do not appear to be unique to members of this dismplme. There, are two factors,
-

and possibly a third, that do vary from discipline to _disc1pline, and this study could

1

_only show the patterns in /hls_dlsmplln& The first factor is the high proportion of
people in this disc1pline that accept acaderriic positions before they finish their
‘dissertations. = In some: dlsc1p11nes this is-rare, in others it is common. The second

factor was the establishment of several teaching preparation programs in graduate
- '
~ departments in that discipline. This ‘gave a sizable minority of the study participants
. , - . - ‘ </
'an_experience that is not at-ail-common in graduate educatién. The third factor was

the frequency of non—te,n,ure tack positions offered in this particular discipline at the

R ' / ‘
¢ . o .

. time of the study. The author has not been able to obtain intormation on the extent of

"\ . . ' f .




this practice nationwide. Hence it is not known whether this discipline is unique in
this respect or not. However, with all three of these factors, it was possible to look at -

. the effect of each factor by comparing the experiences and performance of those

participants affected by them and of those who were’ not.

.
. -
s P oo

Summary of Data and Conclusions

. . X
[ 4 . > . : ey

The rest- of this chapter will present a review. of the results of the study and a

series of recommendations. The summary Will be org_anized around five topics. the
. <

origin and distribution of the participants, their preparation for collegeteaching, their

situation in their new department, their performance as teachers, and reflections on
. ‘{- .

the long- term effects of the professxonal patterns observed. The recommendations

will be directed towards graduate departments, graduate students, beginning college

~ teachers, and receiVing departments and institutions.

Origin and Distribution . - -

The ,majority of the participants in this study, as in most areas of academia, “
were white males, ages 26 to 35. The proportion of females, while low (12%), was

.

higher than for the profession as a whole (9%). Half of the participants were over 30
years old, suggesting that they had tal:enfa few years between some of their academic
degrees to fulfill roles other than that of student.

Most of the participants began their formal higher education in.four-year, state-
supported colleges or universities. Only 7% received an associate of arts degree before
their baccalaureate degree. Approximately two-thirds (63%)‘had'majored in geography

as an'undergraduate. The proportion who attended private institutions remained fairly

constant from the BA/BS degree,(2396) to the Ph.D. (22%). However as they progressed

through their various degree programs, the size of the institution got progressively

3

[
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¢ - . , .
larger: median size for the"BA‘/BS: lfi,500 enrollment; for the MA/MS, 23,900.; for the
Ph.D, 30,000 oo - . -

In this discipline, at least, there was a significant influx of doctoral students
from outside the United States who went on to accept academic positions: 16%. Six of
these sixteen returned- to their own or other countries to teach; the others re‘mained in
this country. -

The placement pattern of .these people in their first post-doctoral academic
appointment adheredufairly strongly to the "trickle-down" theory. Nearly everyone in
this study did their doctoral work in a nationally ranked graduate department One
person went to a higher-ranked department, and 74% went to a slightly lower-ranked.
dep,ar'tment. Only 8% went to an institution without a graduate program.

While there was only a mode‘rate amount of vertical movement.dow'nward in
terms of status and prestige, there was a great deal of geographical movement. Fifty-

<

seven percent of those who stayed in this country crossed a regional boundary, eighty-
five percent crossed a state boundary As was noted in another part of the study, this
had professional and social as well as financial implications.

One characteristic of new academic positions' appeared to be in transition in this
discipline during the time of this study. In the first-year of the study il976-7Z), 46%
of the positions accepted by the participants of this .study were non-tenure track:

~positions, i.e. they were one or two-year appointments. By the second, year (1977-78),
this figure had increased to 63%. This introduced a large degree- of tenuousness and
insecurity for those who accepted such positions.

The departments making appointments to new positions claimed to be putting
more relative importance on teaching qualifications than on research qualifications.

This was true for all categories of institutions. When a distinction was made between

' ten‘u"’re-track and non-tenure track positions, this relative priority still held for -all

&

194
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institutions except those where the department awarded doctoral degrees. In these
institutions, teaching .qualifications were still mo.re important for non-t;enure track
. ﬁbsitions butiresearch was given greater priority in tenure-track positions. Other
_important characteristics ‘of'applicants‘incliided (a) whether the applicant had the
needed subject specialization and (b) whther they were congenial and pers‘onélly
compatible with other members of the department. R .

in detgr,mining the teaching qualifications of applicants, departi%ents placed

greatest reliance on the applicant's having had experience as a teaching assistant,

guest lectures, and letters of recommendation. ' -

Preparaiion for College Teaching

The questicin of how prepared these people were for the profession of college
-'teaching can be answered on two levels: (a) the extent of preparatory experiences and
(b) fhe level of readiness for the activities and responsibilities of éollege teaching.

The ans»iler to the first part can be given faifly éasily.‘ Nearly half (47%),9{ the -
: partiCipants had some form of teaching experience prior to entering their doctoral
program: 4% in grade school, 24% in high school, and 33% at the college level Forty-
one percent had some form of non-school teaching experience (e.g., Sunday school,
séiling lessons, boy scout programs). Over a third (35%) had one or more education
coutses. The large majority (90%) had had sorhe experience as a teaching assisiant.

But only half of these had had full responSibility for a course as a TA. Several (37%)‘

taught one or .more courses at another college while in their doctoral program. A

significant proportion (30%) had participated in a departmental teaching preparation

o 1
program (one of the aforementioned TLGG programs).

°
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a

2

The participantS' themselves rated the value of each type of preparatory
experience d1fferently. As a group, they rated all forms of teach1ng experience hlghly,
whether it occurred prior to their doctoral program, as a TA, or outside the\k
department as a graduate student. They gave low ratlngs to thelr education courses ’

except to those with practice teaching. ‘They gave mixed ratings to the departmental

teaching. preparation programs. The variation in this latter case’ did not seem to

depend on the program as much as on the congruence between the educational values
being espoused in the program and the educationa_l values of the participant. ,

- The question of whether these activities had in fact adequately prepared the
. participants for college teachmg would, for a full answer, require a competency-based
measure of teach1ng effectiveness. The state of the art of educational evaluation has
not yet progressed to thls point. But partial answers can be given.

At the beglnmng of the year the participants were asked to rate their own
‘abilities in se\;eral areas of college teaching (e.g., lecturmg, leading dxscusslons) At
the end of the year they were asked to evaluate their own initial level of development
(i.e., at the beginning of the year) in several aspects of teaching (e.g., awareness of,
different teaching strategies) and then to indicate wheth'er.that level, whether high or-
low, had enhanced or- hampered their performance as a teacher.

‘ In both cases, the’ participants as a 'group rated themselves fairly high. That is,
the majority (75% more) rated themselves as moderately capable or higher on every ‘
abitity-listed:

a3

When a breakdown was made to see the actual effect of different types of

[ . g\

preparatory experiences on readiness, performance, .and satisfaction, most all expen-
ences generally had a posmve effect. Educatlon courses, pre- -collegiate teachlng, and
teachmg outside the department during graduate school seemed to be especially

‘o o

effective.

LN
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-The -one major exception to this general pattern was the reaction of the
participants who participated in a. TLGG program and who valued that experience.
These individuals "felt" less ready and gave their own performance lower marks than

did the other members of the study. But their colleagues and students gave their

‘performance relatively high marks. The program apparently had some effect on their

performance but an even greater effect on raising their expectations and their sense
. . : 3

of t‘he possibilities of teaching.

Situational Factors

o .

Once the participants arrived at their new institutions, they found themselves in .

a situation With many variables, all of which affected their professional and personal
liyes. Six such vari{ables were examined in this study. ’

The first was gletermined by the participants themselves: whether or not they
had completed their dissertation before accepting a teaching position. With this
particular group of subjects, or\e-third hadl finished their dissertations.beforehanci, one-

third finished it during the first year, and the other third had not yet finished it by the

end of that year: There were numerous comments made throughout the study about

| the problems created by the time pressure of unfinished dissertations. The people who

had to work on their dissertation during the year and finished it, had lower mid-year:
self—evaluations, lower evaluations b°y their chairmen, and found less satisfaction in
their first year. Surprisingly, their course evaluations were somewhat higher.

The second factor was the type of position the participants accepted:. tenure
track or non-tenure track. As mentioned earlier, the proportion‘of non-tenure track
positions increased dramatically from the first to the second year of the study. Asa -
result, 55% of the participants in this study had such positions. This seemed to have a

negative éffect on a variety of factors. People in a non-tenure track position had

b Pt
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slightly' lower evaluations by both colleagues and stddents, found less intelleﬁctual
| companionship with their colleagues, and found less psychic satisfaction in their first
year as a teacher. h '

The participants also varied greatly in the tea‘ching loads they were given. This
can be_described in several ways. One . is clase size. Thirty-seven percent of th
classes taught by all the participants was large (over 35 students). Thosewho did hav%'
large~ classes often indicated that this greatly enlarged the associated work load and .
sometimes prevented them from teaching the way they wantéd. The average class
size did not vary mucn by type or size ofvinstitutiorn\. |

What did vary was (a) the number of claesroom hours per week and (b) the
ndmber of different preparations during t'he first year. Both were significantly larger
in the 2-year and 4-year institutions than in the graduate institutions. The average

\!‘

number of classroom hours per week ranged from 7 hours per week in major
universities to 12 hours in 2-year institutions.’ The average number of different.
preparations during the whole first year ranged from 3.6 in the major umversmes to 7
in the 2-year institutions. Overall 55% of all the study partxctpants had 4 to 8
different preparations in their first year.

An increase in the nurnber of separate preparations during a’ single term had a '
strong, straight-line, negative effect on teaching performance as reflected in student
evaluatiohs: those with only one preparation had an average IDEA score of 44, those
with four preparatlons had an average of 22. An excessive teaching load was also
identified as the one most important factor contributinxg} to the sense of overload that
was felt by 76% of the new teachers. .

. The three remaining situational factors have not been described in the research
literature before and were discovered during the site vi'sits by the research director.

The first of these is "identification with the institutfon." The participants were asked

Q
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whether the institution they\were now in was similar to or different from the one they

identified with most as a studant. They distributed themselves fairly .evenly along a
four-point continuum from "very sirnilar" to "very different." However, 62% were in
institutions that were either somewhat or very different from the one they identified
with as a student. The particioants thought that being in an institution they did not
identify with had a negative effect on both their professlonal satisfaction and their
performance. This latter perceotion was supported by student, chairman, and colleague
assessments of teaching performance: the lower the degree of ide_ntification with the
institution, the lower were their average teachlng evaluation scores. ) u

The second new factor concerned the participants’ relatlonshlps with thelr.
colleagues. All of the participants were asked to indicate whether they had found
"mtellectual compamonshlp" with their colleagues, i.e. people with whom they could
discuss icleas and_pro£essionalcconcerns. One-third said yes, one-half said only to a
limited extent, and one-sixth said no. Again, it was their belief that not finding such .
companionship was having a negative effect on their professional satisfaction and
performance. And again, their perceptions were supported by student, chairman, and
colleague e\raluations: the less companionship they found, the lower were their average
teaching evaluation scores. “ _ ' "

The final situational factor was the participants' relationships with their -
students. One part of this had to do with the new teachers' perceptions of student
readlness' to do college work. At the beginning of the year, the majority of the
participants (80%) had positive expectations in this regard. But by mid-Year, 30-50%"
had changed their perceptions for the worse. This was especially true in the areas of:
- writing ablllty, reading ablllty, background knowledge, ‘and capacity for abstract
thlnklng Seventy percent thought that the: prevailing academic standards at their

current institution were lower than their own standards; half of the teachers responded

to this by lowering their own'standards.
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The other aspect of the teacher-student relationship was the social similarity or
difference between the.two groups. Each partlclpant was asked to’identify themselves
and th_e majority of their students in terms ‘of: economic background, urban-rural
background, national origin, regional origin (if from the U.S'.), religious orientation,

: . o

race, and age. Every person in the study was different from their ‘'students in one or
more of these seven social characteristics. These social differences seemed to p'resent
problems in.communicating and relating effectively. For each of the social dimensions
presented except age, teachers who were sxmllar to their students received teaching
evaluatnons from thelr students and colleagues that were hlgher than did those
teachers who were dlfferent from their students. Furthermore, the effect was
cumulative: the greater the number of similarities, the higher the teachlng evaluatlon

A

scores.

Their Performance as Teachers R

The task of measuring and describing teaching performance is complex, as any

éducational evaluator knows. In this study, an effort was fmade to (a) identify the

underlying values and purposes that guided the behavior of these teachers, (b) identify

which instructional strategies and methods they employed, (c) assess their effective-
ness in different aspects of teaching by using mult1ple evaluators, and (d) determine
the amount of psychic satisfaction they received f rom their first-year experlences.

In thelr values, the participants revealed a mixture of ldeallsm and conservatlsm.
When asked to complete a sentence on: "The most 1mportant thing I can do for
studénts is...," comments about "promoting general intelléctual growth" were much
more frequent than comments about teaching mastery of- specific subject matter.
These general value statements were not empty rhetorlc,. different statements were

b
assocxated with different course objectives selected in the course évaluation process.

b
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" The conservative side of thlS group of teachers was shown in a number of ways.

- When asked to rank-order four teaching prototypes (as developed by Joseph Axeirod),_

L

moi/e than half (52%) chose the knowledge-oriented "principles and facts" prototype as

-

{ . ‘
their first choice, over the instructor-centered and student oriented prototypes. When

-J

asked to indicate which of six classroom roles (as developed by Richard Mann) they

) -4

desired most, they put the role of "expert" highest, over such roles as "facilitator” and

"socializmg agent." Finally, nearly two-thirds (6396) said they thought the kind of

-

knowledge required for teaching was similar to (rather than differént from) the kind of -

°

knowledge required for research.h . ,
One interesting difference came to iight between the values of-two sub-groups
related to the teaching preparation programs in some departments. The difference

was between (a) those who participated in but did not value their experiences in these
*

programs and (b) those who did value it. The latter group expressed much more liberal .

and less conventional values, e.g., a lower ranking of the "principles-and-facts"
prototype and a higher ranking of the "student-as-mind" prototype. This difference in
values probably explains much of the mixed respofise to the téaching preparation
programs by the people who participated in'them.. | “

When the new teachers tried to implement their values, they usually tudrned to
one or more of their own pr‘ior teachers for models. Forty perce'nt said their teaching
was modelled primarly after one or two of their own teachers; another forty percent
said they had borrowed ideas from several teachers. Only twenty percent said they,

were trying o deveiop an independent approach without much modeliing

The methods they used, borrowed or created, usually turned out to be dominated

L]

by lectures, textbooks and audio-visual aids. There was some but limited use of other

techniques, e.g., field-based research projects, simulation games, and computer-based

3 - [4 .
instruction. There appeared to be a number of constraints that prevented them from
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- using a greater variety of techmques' lack of familiarity with. different teaching

techniques, lack of familiarity w1th local resources, and lack of time due to heavy
teaching loads. ’

The most complex part of the study was trying to answer the questlon of how
well these new teachers taught, as a group. . E.valuatlons were obtained from three
sources (the teachers themselves, their colleagues, and thelr students) on varlousm?

aspects of the teachlng process. In general, the chalrman and other colle%gues gave:

the new teachers higher ratings than the teachers gave themselves.. The s'tudent

ratings were sometimes ‘higher,sometimes lower, than the teachers' self-ratings. The

student ratings and the self-ratings both indicated that one-sixth of the new teachers

performed well above average (compared to other, experlenced teachers), one-half did

l

about average, and one- thll’d had problems. ln other words, there was a range in their

performance, but the curve was negatlvely skewed.

he &

In general, the new teachers received hlgh marks on establlshlng good relation$
&

‘with the students, their” knowledge. of the sub)ect, interest ‘in self-evaluation, and

134 ..

making tests that evaluated students formore than memorlzatlon. On the other hand,
they received low marks on stimulating students to hjgh intellectual effort, being
flexible in their teaching approach, involving students in class, and leading discussions.

The other major finding about performance was that new tkachers seem to be

-

hlghly variable in the quallty of their performance from c!ass to class. Forty-srx

pam'c1pants had two or more courses {(or two or more sections of the same course)

B

evaluated by students. Of these, nearly half (46%) had a range of scores (1ntra-,.~.,-,,

K

personal variation) greater than one standard deviation in the evaluation scores of all

- teachers in the s}Udy (inter-personal variation). This suggests, not that the, instrument

is unreliable, but thdt the phenomenon being measured--the . performance of new

teachers--is not a stable phenomenon.

S

4




At the end of the year, the participants were asked whether they had received
."psychlc“satlsfactlon", 1.e., posltlve gut-level rfeellngs, from their first year .as a
teacher. The ma)orlty (64%) said yes, 10% said n/o, and 20% had very mlxed feslings. .
Their comm_erg_s(uoted that' theit feelings about their tesching yarled greatly from -
day-to-day and depended on the course and how much they felt ovérloaded.” The year's

| experiences reduced the desxre of 20% to contlnue being a teacher, left~l6% wantlng
to leave 1t,.and 10% actually" dld plan to leave. However, half of thls latter gr\ﬁp :

' )

were people who enjoyed teaching but were leav1ng for other reasons (non tenure track

contracts, low salaries, etc.)
One other prohlem noted in these comments was that only 16% said they planned -
X .
to change their approach to teaching the following year because of the need to attend
to other duties. This meant that the ma]orlty were going to continue using “the
strategies and techniques that were put together in the rush of the flrst year.
Finally, it should be noted that 79%, were in major universities or 1r;5,&1nst1tutlons5 ~

with some graduate programs. Therefore, even though they were new teachers and

many were teachlng four to eight dlfferent subjects this flrst year, they felt the A

pressure to do research and publish. _Many did. Apart from flmshlng the1r
dissertations, 39 submltted one or more research proposals for funding (24 recelved A
one or more research grants), 49 submitted one or more articles to journals (22 had one

¢ "or more articles accepted), .and 52 made presentations at national professional

meetings.

v

_Long-Term Effects of Entry Patterns e

Although this study was only about the flrst-year of beginning college teachers, -

the patterns observed allow one to make a few reflections- about the possible long-

term effects of these entry patterns. Three of these will be presented here.

Q . ‘ 204’




‘

: ¢ 4 N
feod The flrst has to do with the soc1al and cultural m1x1ng that occurs in higher

Ve -
educatlon. dn a geographlcal sense, there was much m1x1ng and that would seem to be

a good quality for l'ngher educatlon in general. ‘The study populatlo,n included several i
people ft‘om forelgn countrles and many croSSed a reglonal boundary going from

graduate school to theit flrst academ1c appointment. Although this last pattern

SR seemed to generate some communication problems in the short-run, there should be

long-run value in thls klnd of cross-cultural contact. « : 9

-, But there was much less m1x1ng among institutional types. The study population

- -

received their ,doctoral degrees~ from natlonally-ranked departments in major
umversmés. Very few began their higher educatlon in 2-year institutions, and very
few returned to such colleges or even to l4\-year colleges. There was very little
vertical movement on the prestige hierarchy. ’lf this ;: true thr0ughout the full range

of higher education institutions, it might explain the communication problems among

2
.

different types of instltutions. .

I3
3 o~

. The second pattern with major consequences was the clear, widespread condition

. of overlOad and uncertainty experienced by-the new .teachers. The uncertainty was

s

caused by the fact that 55% were glven non-tenure track positions. The overload was’

-

t

caused by dlssertatlons not belng flmshed (66%) and by belng glven a teé“chmg load
with 4 to 8 dlfferent preparatlons in the f1rst year (55%) lf one makes' the not ’
unreasonable assumption that it takes twice as much time to prepare for and teack a, , .
new course as it does a regular course, these beginning teachers were being given the -

teaching load equivalent of 8 to 16 courses -- on top of other duties and expectations!

Given this kind of teaching load,‘ few had time to develop an understanding of the

process of college teaching by taking a seminar on the subject or observing the classes:
. . . ‘ . .

~of excellent teachers. Nor were they able to lay the foundations for future teaching by a

experimenting with different strategies and techniques. More importantly, this did not

«

204 :




- 180 -

seem to be a temporary problem that would c'hange after ‘the first year. Only2%

c -

thought they would be able to spend more time on teaching the following year; only 9%
‘®expected a‘loWérwteaching load the following year and only 17% said they would‘ be
changing their approach to teaching. - - |
However; despite these and other problems, it also became clear that a large
majomty of the new teachers enjoyed the professlon of college teachmg Comments in
the questionnnaires and interviews durmg the site visits convmced the research

o

director that, with but few exceptlons, these were people who had come to enjoy’

AN
%

_learning themselves, and gemlinely wanted to help others leard. The teachers' second
mc;st desired rfile was that of being an "ego idcal" for students. This desire and tl\e
hoped-'tor results of teaching“were both a source of frustration and a mainstay. The
teachers- were deeply frustrated wheneVer they failed to motivate students or did not
"see thhe, lights-come on." But the desire for such resplts kept'them' going despite bad

| days i in the classroom and such things as political battles in the department.

lt would seem_to the author that this enjoyment of  teaching, or psychic
: satisfactlon as 1t was called in the study, may be the most’ prec1ous asset higher

educatlon has, at least with respect to fulfilling its teaching functlon.

o
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Recommendations
R

0

At the end of what was often a tumultuous first year, the participants were
~ asked what recommendations they would make’ for all concerned in order to help

_ beginning college teachers.. This seemed like an opportune time to- ask thlS question

" because their experiences were still fresh in their minds and, by the end of the year, .-

they had:som ethlng at least a little closer to 20-20% hindsight.

Their recommendations plus a few by the a_uthor basedon the "findings in the
Stlidy_ are presented l?elow. for the four parties involved: graduate departments,
.graduate students, beginning college teachers, and receiving departments and

institutions.

For Graduate Departments:

" The participants were given the following question to respond to: what one thing
~could your graduate  department have done differently that would have. helped you
most as a teacher this year? Almost everyone (95%) responded‘to this question. The * ~
sugéestions they made are listed below with.‘the number of times it was mentioned in
parentheses.
No recommendations; "ok as it was" (18)
Recommend:
Mo?b and better teaching experience (30)
~ Develop rny ideas about college teaching (25)
‘. Provide more feedback on my teaching (9)
Miscellaneous (7) o | : | .
.A few comments can be made about each of these

No recommendations These people dld not usually. elaborate to indicate whether

(a) they did not feel the need for any help or (b) their department had done a lot to
‘help them. Half of them had participated in departmental teaching preparation '

programs.

2(},5 |
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More and better teaching experience. In some cases, this meant having some,

teaching experience at all rather than none. In most cases, the "more" called for the

opportunity to be a teaching assistant in different courses with different sub)ect-

rather than TA the same course  each y year. The "better" usually referred to
g

being given greater or even full responsibility for'a course. As one person commented: '

matters,

there is a big difference between running a lab section and doing everything involved

- in developing a course.

Typical comments on this topic included the followxng
i "Require me to do some teaching before I took a job as a teacher."

"Let me TA different courses, rather than the same ones over.and over."

Too much grad student time is spent carrying slide projectors and collating
. exams.' :

"Let me actually .teach a course or “two, i.e., full respon51b1l1ty with
consultation " . .

1

Develop my ideas about teaching. It was refreshing to see such a large

‘proportion say they wished they could have developed their ideas about teaching

Several types of suggestions were made: offer seminars on college teaching, hold
discussions With-outstanding teachers, view videotypes of themselves and/or excellent
.teachers, and give. lessons on how to handle different types of students. Others

referred to information on the "nuts and bolts" of. teaching: ‘textbook selection,

v

teaching tricks, and useful exercises.
"Any kind of organized discussion, seminar on teaching."

"Provxded Video-tape sessions, and analysis of techniques used by effective
. teachers." ) o -

e

- " "An analysis of teaching methods and materials. I had lots of experience,
but spent a lot of time making mistakes.

,"Spent more time helping develop ideas concerning exam development and .
course design." :

e
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"Offered a course in methods of teaching geography. There are hundreds
of excxtxng ‘experiments, demonstrations, projects, A-V methods, “map
exercises, air photo and field things I would have loved to know abouti"

Provide more feedback on my teaching. It is one thing. to have teaching‘

~~~exper1ence,~-1t is.another to learn as much as possxble from this experxence. A number
of the partxcxpants recogmzed the value of specific feedback on thexr own teach1ng :
- This could come from (in addxtxon to students) e1ther a TA supervisor . and/or a
quahfxed outside evaluator. This might be the result of classroom observat1ons or the
vxewmg of vxde.otapes. But the key point is that the feedback must consxst of
something n'iore detailed than "_not bad™ or "well done."

"l had the opportunity to try my hand at teaching — but I got no feedback."

"More "teaching' discussions between TA's and instructor." .

"Have an expert on teaching methods sit in on a class‘and evaluate my
~performances. " :

"Teachmg experience within the department with tapnng, discussion and
feedback." .

- In -essence, these..auggestiona support the model’ of an ideal teachingb.preparation :
program presented ea-rﬁer (Fig. 2 in Chap. 2). All eight of the activities l_isted there‘
were recommended by the ‘new ‘teachers as well as the four associated functions:
providing experience, providing‘ feedback, providing models, and developing one's

conceptualization of the act of teaching.

Issues and oogortmities. Any graduate departments inclined to respond to these.. ..
~suggestions face a number of issues and opportunities, a few of which will be discussed

here. . o -

.+ The fxrst is whether to view" avaxlable teaching assxstantshxps only as’ (a) an_

Ed

¥_ mexpensxve way of meeting heavy departmental teaching loads and providing fmahcxal

support for promising graduate studentrs, or (b) to also view them as a means of

~
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developing the teaching capabilities of graduate students. Taking the latter view

presumably would not only help the graduate students in the future but could improve

the quality of their teaching as TA's. The fact that first-year teachers who had
received feedback on their teaching as graduate students did better as teachers than

those who_did not supports this belief.

‘But there are also a number of costs involved. It means trying to coordinate the

assistantships so that each person gets experience in teaching different subjects and
’ ~

gradually receives increased responsibility. It means hav1ng someone take the time to

observe TA's and glve them detailed feedback. And it means having a TA supervisor

ho'ld regular sessions on topics more general than "what’do we do Monday morning?"

A’ second issue is whether or not to es‘tablish a “departmental teaching

preparation program. Presuming that this would inv'olve a seminar and other related

actiVities, it would be the most ObVlouS way to respond to the recommendations for

readings on college teaching, observations and analysis of excellent teaching,

a

knowledge about the "nuts and bolts," the chance to develop course plans and materials

‘ina non-pressurized situation, etc. The need for such a program ‘seems clear and first-

-

year teachers felt a need for better ideas about teaching afterwards. But graduate :

students themselves do not always feel a need for it at the time. Npt everyone in this:

study who participated in such programs seemed to teach better as a result; it was
mainly the ones who both participated and valued the experience that seemed to
benefit from it. The non-"valuers" seemed to have a set of ideas about teaching that
prevented them from taking advantage of these programs.

. If there is a desire to e establish such a program, it sems’ advisable therefore to

make it voluntary rather than obligatory. Comments abut these programs also suggest

that the director of the program needs to be someone who can gain the respect of the .

participants by raising and dealing with fundamental issues and felt needs rather than
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”

superfxcxal problems. The program.’should not be "farmed out" to the Education
Department unless the program there is unusually good. Most of the people who took

education courses did not find them very helpful.

A third opportunity is to offer a seminar or set of dxscusslons on_the problems :

and practices of the academic profesSIon. There was a large amount of surprise, not

“always pleasant, to many ‘aspects of being a full-tledged faculty member in an

: academxc department. Many of the partxcxpants' "miscellaneous" comments referred

4

to items that could be covered in such a seminar or set of dxscussxons. ‘-\

"Assisted me more effegtxvely in the )ob search so ) it could havle been less
stressful.”

{I"Made it clear that good teaching would ultimately be rewarded (tenure).
Good teaching is now a necessary but insufficient trait for tenure."

"Tell me how to cope with stagnant faculty members."

"Discuss politics and personoallties..'. that has been the biggest thing." \

" A fourth opportumty is the teachxng of courses off-camp; by graduate students.’ -

-This is notﬁavailabl&toeveryon&eveny,where. But those people m this study who were B

able to avail themselves of such opportumtxes had one of the highest sub-group
teaching scores in the study. Where such opportumtles derxxst, graduate students
should be encouraged to take advantage of them.

A final consideration for graduate departments is the value of the actxvxtles
described above. In additlon to the possibility of 1mprovedteachmg by teachmg -
assistants, these activities could‘ be used to document the ability and development of
‘graduate stuients as teachers. ln an era of stiff competmon for academic posmons,

2

these would saem to be a competmve advantage in. being able to “offer - “such

documentatxm. This could consist of a record of courses assxsted in, of semxnar., on

college teachingy of course materxals* developed, of courses taught with full

o
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responsibility, of student evaluations (and changes therein over time), etc. A graduate

student'going for an interview armed with such documentation should be in a'good

El

competitive position.

" For Graduate Students: = o B
The message to graduate students was the flip-side of the recommendations for

graduate departments: make better use of whatever opportunities you _h'ave'-rto,.,,legrn |

about teaching. Stated more fully, the advice is::‘ if you plan to enter the academic

1

profession, you should realize that"yvou. will be doing a lot of teaching (more, probably,

than the professors in your own doctoral department). Therefore it will probably

L . .

increase your. own sense of effectiveness and satisfaction if you learn as much as you
can about teaching beforehand, and that means taking advantage of opportunities to
learn about college-teaching as a graduate student.

- The participants were asked a series of opén-ended questions about things they

-

might have done differently as a graduate student that would have helped them as.

first-year teachers: missed opportunifies and things they should have been aware of.

il

They were also asked for the one most important recommendation they would make.

Missed opportunities. Comments here included the following themes (humbers
indicate number of times mentioned).

Not aware of any opportunity missed (9) .
No special opportunities available (3) Cs

Recommended: -

Get more and better teacher experience (18) -
Be more observant of and talk with good teachers (10) ' ‘
Learn more about college -teaching (via seminars,

readings, consultations, etc.) (9) :
Get more diversified coursework in discipline (7)

.t

6

w
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These are illustrated by the following quotes;
"None that I ¢ dn't participate in."

¢
"A teaching assistantship, as opposed to a research assistantship, would

have provided more opportunity to gain teaching experience.”

"Directed observation of good teachers, discuss’ion of their methods." . ‘

- "Might "have been more involved in seminar on college teaching. They were
offered but I didn't have the time or inclination to get involved with a 3-
. hour course on this topic." _ -

"Taken a broader spectrum of courses."

~

Things | should have been aware of. Comments here were fewer in number and

a

p— did not cluster around common themes. The ones that were made referred to both
‘\.f;’e‘lf.-kngwledge and knowledge about teaching in general.

" tend to deliver boring lectures. 1 need help from Johnny Carson."

~

"The amount n6f\‘pre,g\aration time needed for an entire course is far more
" than you would believe as.a TA." »

‘"The real teaching world isn't your graduate seminars at 'olde mother U."

o ' ’ . T _

"l have discovered to my surprise that students from different-regions of
the U.S. act and interact differently with their teachers. Ican speak from-—__-
my experience only, but students in (my former state) tend to be more T
inquisitive and appreciative of ing:ations while those in (this region) tend

1o be less curious and interested ifaanswers that are functional."

2%

This last comment ‘was supported by data in the study on the effects of social
and regional differencés between teachers and students.

~

Most important recommendation. Almost everyone in the study responded to

this question. The comments repeated some:of the previous themes, only more
emphatically, but also added é few 6thers. Fifty percent of the /pérticiéants
rg(v:c;mmen.ded“getting more and bétter teaching experience. Twenty-five p’efcent
recommended some direct or indirect action to learn about t'eaching.v : °

Get more and better teaching -experience (48)
. "Learn more about teaching (24) : SN
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Find out if teachxng is for you (11) B
, Finish dissertation beforehand (5) .
g Miscellaneous (13) '

It

Hlustrative quotes include the following.

_wif at all humanly possible, teach an‘entire course of at least 'guest lecture' o
for someone. Discussions/labs are not the same as lectures.”

"Insist on some sort of observation of outstanding/innovative teachers (not
necessarily from the same discipline), followed by discussions and analysis."

o . -

. "Undertake a professional course of teacher preparation.
"Try and get some experience first to see if yoi really like it."

"Finish your dissertation befor!&starting y 1o teach."

¢

For B_eginning College Teaehers:

Recommendations for this group came from two sources: .the findings of the . .

study and the snggestions'of people who had just finished their first year. The study

. 4
‘identified numerous ‘factors that influence the performance and the amount of satis-

-

'factlon that new teachers derive from the professxon. These will be translated into.-
questions that a beginning teacher should ask themselves when applying for academxc
" z{pos’mons and when interviewing for them. The comments of the study participants

; ‘ will be presénted as recommendations for new teachers as they begin to teach.

\ . . C g ) a ‘ .

\ Questions to ask ‘when applying and interviewing. The following list of questions

are allbas\ed on factors that significantly affect the amount of satisfaction one gains
from colleg\teachlng Even when a person does not have several places to choose

from, these represe

factors that one should be aware of and to which one may have

o

‘to adjust. One rtespondent uniderscored the importance this whole process when he .

commented: "Choose your place~of employment wisely.. Decide first whether. you wish

to teach or teach and do research. (His emphases) They are quite different.”

K
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Applying
- What combination of rese'arch and teaching do | want?

Aml wnlhng to start teachlng before my dissertation is finished?

""" - "Am1 open to non- tenure “track posntnons" o

" How can I document tfzee range and quality of my teaching experiences?

’

How can I document my effort to learn about teaching?
& 1 .

Interviewing . o1
|
. . | :
Institutional information: . | -

Is this institution unique‘in any way?
Is it similar to or different from the one I identified4with. most "as a
student"

9

Does the institution reward high quality teaching? How?

What resources are avaliable to support teaching?

Department/colleague information: ‘ .

e

What kind of person or. teacher do they really want? .
Are they planning to gi\},e me an unreasonably heavy teaching load initially?
- Are the people in the department people I can relate to?

Are they willing and able to give me the support I want and need as a new
teacher?

Are the prevailing‘academic standards ones I feel comfortable with?

)

Student information:

»

- How prepared are they for college-level work?
In what ways are they similar to or different from me socially?..'

~Are these differences ones that I can adjust to?

-

Recomm’endations for starting college-teachers. The participants had a number

’

of suggestlons for people once they had accepted a position. In addition to the already

mentloned ideas of hmshmg the dlssertatlon and obtalmng 1nformatlon about the
l‘

pedagogical situation befprehand,' their comments focussed on the following six .

2 ) .

themes. - . ‘ ‘

N -
. i ) . - 5 - .
‘ <1y £~
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o

l. Prepare as much as possible ahead of time ' .
"Be as ‘prepa"red as possible, with course outlines, l_ectui‘es; teaching aids,
- etc. ready to go before you begin-to teach.!- -~ e T
"Be as prepared as possible - get ahead so that you are not always a week
or less ahead." : e ' ’

~.

N
2. Plan to work long and hard as a teacher :

——

"Get well rested the summer before because you are going to work harder -
that first year than you ever have in your life." , v,

"Be. prepared for a great amount of work. Teaching effectively is a most
,difficult and time consuming task." : : o

© 3. Be flexible ° é
"Be flexible'but firm."

"Prepare well beforehand so you can be flexible in your.apprbach.'" '

4, Get to know your students

"Stay in touch with the students., Always listen to them’and watch their
reactigns. They are better critics than we usually/ admit."

"Do not overlook, if teaching intrdductory level courses, the great gulf
there may be between your taken-for-granted '‘teneral knowledge' and the
restricted lifeworld/experiences of the ex-high school kids you're going to
teach."

. " 5. Realize you will make mistakes

"In your anxiousness to excell, do not overdo things. Know that you will
blow it sometimes and get depressed. Humor and self-confidence are
~absolutely essential." ' '

"Try to relax and to avoid letting anxiety get out of control. Expect that
many things will not go as planned, and then just roll with the punches and
- adapt.” -

X:

6. Learn about yourself as a teacher ahd about teaching.

"Get the experience and evaluate it."

"Try to sit in on other teachers' classes."

-

For Receiving Institutions and Departments:.

The departmentg ‘and institutions that accept new academics on their.faculty
play an important. role,. perhaps the most important role, in the professional

\)“ : \

Toa
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When selecting new faculty members, consideration should be given to their

personal and social compatibility with the Tnstitution, other faculty members, and the -

students. The data from this study suggests that-outstanding individuals in the wrong <

place will probably not perform outstandingly. 'W_henever these relationships were not |

positive, the new teachers' satisfaction and the evaluations of their performance were
lower. Such compatlbluty is not always easy to’determine. But to the degree that it
R i _

LT~
is possxble, this factor should be given serious attentlon.

Assigning teaching loads. When the teachmg load of beginning college teachers

is being considered, thought should be given to three variables: the size of the ¢lasses,
the type classes, and the number of classes. The new teachers had difficulty with

- large classes, lower division courses, hd too many courses. Even after the allowance
made by the IDEA data base for class size, the new teachers Stlll had lower course
evaluations in large classes. ‘At the end of the year, 40% said they would have been

A more effective if they could have taught more upper division courses in their area of |
specialization. An argument can be made that people just out of graduate school will
teach more effectively in upper division or graduate courses with small numbers of
motivated students on topics where up-to-dateness of information is of special value.

Conversely, more experlenced teachers @ay be able to"do a better job w1th lower-

division courses because they have had t1me to understand the students better and .

a
- -
i

synthesize broad areas of knowledge better. -
But the big problem seems to be the large number of courses given new teachers.

4 to 8 different preparations in one year for 55% of the teachers in this- study. lf

mstltutlons of higher education want these people to teach effectively and to develop ’

as a teacher, this is certalnly not the way to do it. When asked what one thing the

participants' current department or institution could do to help them most, the second

' . LR .
- most frequently mentioned item was: reduce my teaching load.

oo
boi
o}




- 192 -

"leen me a smaller load to begln with, knowing that all my materlals have
o to be prepared afresh and that I need more preparation time."

T "Decreased-the ‘le&#SLt% of courses_ 1 was expected to teach I'm not

Superman although I was expected to be!" o

"Change (my) teachmg load--1 got bored with 4 sections ‘of the same
course.' :

&

* A more reasonable approach would be to assign only one or two courses per term

during the first year .and not more than three different preparatlons for the year.

P

Assummg that one new course has a work-load equivalent of two regular courses, this

makes for a more tolerable load. It mlght also allow the person time to explore -

different methods of teaching or do other things to develop their capabllmes as' a

teacher. ,
o &7

Offering Support. Although teaching preparatlon progéams can be offered by

graduate 'departments or institutions, developmental programs can be offered by -the

recelvmg institutions. The moflvatlon to take part might be higher at this time,
especxally if partlclpatxon were coordinated with a lighter teachlng load. Nine people,
'.-on the mld-year questionnaire, said they had taken advantage of programs on college
teachmg at their new institution, and spoke posltlvely about its value. (Two ‘of these

were in &buntries other than the Umted States.) At ‘the end of the year, all the

partlclpants were asked whether they would have opted to attend a well-run dlSCUSSlon .

seminar on college teaching if their teaching loads were light enough. The results:

,3596 said definitely or probably yes, 13% said dlflmtely or. probably not, and 596 said

maybe. Nearly half did not answer the question; this might mean the non-respondents

2t

were umnterested or that their teaching load made the question too hypothetical.
HoWever, even a 3596 partlclpatlon rate would probably be sufflclent to support such a
program at most institutions. ’

¥

_ When the participants. were asked for their single most important

recommendation for receiving institutions, one frequently mentioned category (14%)

16

—
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was more institutional support for teaching. This 1ncluded ‘audio-visual a1ds, better

classrooms /ﬁore flexlblhty in scheduhng, and genuine ~‘upport for qualltyM1ng

v
Another cntlcal source of support- wa~s at the: department and colleague level.

When asked whether they would have apprecxated more—assustarlce from Mﬂow

', faculty members, 62% said yes ("very much” = 2296, "somewhat" = 40%) and 38% said
no. When they were given a list and asked ’t,o check the ty;pes of additional assistance
they desired, the following items all received checks from 25% or more of the
respondents: . T

- QExplamed the availability of local resources for the support of.teaching
0 0 (edgey AV center, teaching grants). .
- Dlscussed the problems 1nvolved in teaching partlcular courses or in
teaching at this institition. :

- Discussed general problems involved in teaching.
- Invited me to their classes to Qbserve, learn, and critique them.

-.Cifered to visit my classes to observe and make suggestions.

k]

. ‘ - Carefully explained the criteria used in salary and personnel decisions.

- Invited me to social events. , .

When the participants were asked to make their most important recommendation

in their own words, only a few (12%) had no suggestions. The others echoed the

e e . o

- themes discussed above for the most part: inform me better at the start of the year
(19 mentions), reduce my teaching load (17 mentions), improve institutional support for

. teaching (13 mentions), : and glve me more feedback on my teaching (7 mentlons)

There were several "mnscellaneous" comments (13) that reflected individual concerns,

e.g. "pay me more," "make this a tenure-track position," and "get rid of the deadwood

in this department.”




" Course Evaluations

- 194 - ‘ .

L2

©

oo

ln sum, there are a number of thlngs 1nst1tut10ns, departments an% mdivxd_ual
colleagues ‘could do to provxde better support for new college teachers {but don't,

4 presumably ‘either because they do not realize the need or ar“\e not sure the assistance

4

is really“desi red.

L] - -

Epilogu%'{c Effect on the Participantsof Being in this Study

N i o oie
After hav1ng completed a very extensxve study that 1nvolved course evaluatxons,

~ questionnaires to colleagues, site Visits for some, a arid four long questlonnalres at
different times, the participants. were asked to reflect for a moment on the question

of whether all thls had effected them as beginning college teachers. Thexr responses

are presented below m relatlon to the course evaluations, the sxte vxsxts, and the

questxonnaxres.v (Smce questlonnalres completed by the colleagues were, returned

‘ duectly to the research director, the part1c1pants did not see them and hence were not

o

o

\
likely to know what impact they mlght have had.)

a

- Everyone in the study had at least one course and some more than one course

'evaiuated by the lDEA instrument developed at Kansas State Umverslty About half

the people (4596) made commants 1nd1cat1ng the evaluatlon prmt-out had been

mformat've and helpful to them. Most of the others made no comment or said it had

"had no effect. Only a few- (lO%) made negatlve remarks. The problems mentloned'

here were (a) the results were dxfferent from other feedback the person had (b) the

. results were depresslng, (c) the students did not like.the questlonnafres, and (d) it was -

s W

awkward and time consuming ‘to nge both the IDEA evaluation and their university

evaluation. o ) ' ~

215
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""Useful és\n pomted om areas clearly to me that’ l had been handhno
either adequately or 1nadequately. . L
.. 'b"'l'err1f1c. I really enjoyed read1ng the results even if they were somewhat
. _critical.  The. results pointed out some thlngs I was weak in and could
1mprove "

"Results were very dlscouragmg beCause (other) feedback was far better
than the survey indicated.”

Site Visits L | .

}\As research director, I visited 30 individuals at their institutions for one-day

£

VlSlt.S that included 1nterv1ews and, for most, classroom observations. The interviews
- were aimed at obta1n1ng an historical review of their develﬁpment as teachers and a
' descrlptlon of their, current sxtuanon. At the t1me, I had the feehng that the visits

< were shghtly "therapeutlc.ﬂ That is, the part1c1pants were usually very interested in

-my evaluation of the1r teachmg, in knowmg how they compared to other teachers 1n

the study, what problems other people were havifg, and in my views on any part1cular

ﬁh

problems they were having. They also seemed to enjoy telling me the story of their

’development as teachers. :

~ - h -

Part of the reason for thls is that I was an observer from outside the department

and therefore unt.hreatemng . I was also informed about other new teachers and

obviously cared.—- - ————

o

The comments of the participants about the visits tended to support these

- impressions. Two thirds said the visits gave them insights about themselves and their
N g

situations. Several of these said this was the only time they had g‘otten"personal’

feedback on their teaching or had had a chance to express their thoughts and feelings

”

about teach1ng The other th1rd said they enloyed the visits but did not feel it had

atfected them beyond that.-

~

A
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’ _ negative this is turning out.”
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a.

"This forced me to express to myself the problems and satisfactions of
'teaching here, helped put things in perspective a bit -- a very useful
experience.' -

."Enjoyed this (the site visit) the most. (The research director) is a
_stimulating person and asked some questions I'm still trying to answer for
myself.” . ., :

"A great effect, not in day-to- day performance but in planning for next
year. This was the qnly discusSion relating to teaching that I had all year.

-,

"No effect on my teaching but Idid en)oy the visit."

The Questionnaires

The questionnaires had an effect similar to that of the site visits only in less

personal terms. That is, they forced the partiCipants to think: through questions about

themselves and their situations, and they often found this productive. Half the

Y
-~

partiCipants made statements indicating the questionnaires - had "raised ‘their

v -~

conscxousness" in some way or forced them to review ximportant points. A few

ovnplained about the time required to fill them out (7%) or about the impossibility of

’learning things from surveys like this (7%). The others either made no comment or

‘ said that filling out the questionnaires had no effect on them.

"Definitely am mdre ‘conscious of teaching and my performance in the
classroom. Therefore (I) probably spent more time thinking about teaching -
than would have otherWise

"Stimulated me to. think more about factors important in trying to improve
¢ as a teacher."

[

"Made me aware of the vast differences in goals and approaches of college
teachers, and some of the values and ideas that exist, ie., they increased

<« . my consCiousness of myself as a teacher._ . - .

K

"t made me think about how I.feel about teaching I'm surprised at how:

-

"Took more time than claimed and many of the questions were not easy to
answer."

"Generated a high level of hostility and anger toward people that make
obnOXious questionnaires about teaching .
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1

Although the few negative con_inients (like the last one above) made me uneasy,
most of the r'espondents said that being in the study had been of real value to them.

This was certalnly satlsfymg for me as the research director, but it was a result that

\

was not totally surprlslng - My conclusmn from the study was that the large majority
of begmmng college teachers really are "trylng to teach," i.e., they are people who
have come to enjoy learning themselves, and they smcerely want to help others learn

and come to enjoy learmng also. Their reactions durlng the s1te visits and the1r

s,

comments here have also conv1nced me that they are ready (even eager at times) to

\

learn /about college\-\,teachlng when approached in’ the right way.
P . . l' | .
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