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PREFACE

The Yale-New Haven Teachers Institute may well be the most enduring of the
school-college collaborations that have emerged during the past 20 years to enhance the
quality of pre-college education. It has also been one of the most successful by any
number of different measures.

The YNHTI is a joint activity of Yale University and the New Haven school district.
Through the Institute, New Haven teachers and Yale faculty collaborate in the
development of curriculum units. In the process, teachers who participate as Fellows of
the Institute expand their disciplinary knowledge and, as will be documented in the report
that follows, experience enhanced morale, and perceive improvements in their students’
learning. Faculty, by their own admission, develop an appreciation of the conditions and
circumstances that prevail in secondary—and, more recently, middle and even elemen-
tary school—education in New Haven.

The heart of the Institute program is a series of seminars held during the spring and
summer on the University campus. Over the course of each seminar, Yale faculty and
New Haven teachers explore an area of interest to both. Readings are assigned and
discussed with an eye to creating, eventually, a set of curriculum units related to the area.
The Yale faculty members who are seminar “leaders” contribute their background in the
subject. New Haven teacher Fellows who are seminar participants contribute their
expertise in pedagogy and their knowledge of students and the New Haven schools.
Together, the participants create curriculum units that find their way into New Haven
classrooms, those taught by Fellows and those taught by other teachers who find the units
potentially useful.

There are other features of the Institute. A lecture series, assistance in the writing
of units, availability of University campus facilities for use by the teachers, and school-
year meetings of Fellows within their own schools and at the University. All of these
activities serve the objective of collegiality: between Fellows and Yale faculty, between
schools and the University, among teachers across schools.

From the start, every facet of the Institute was developed collaboratively. Decisions
have typically been achieved through consensus. Emphasis has been giveninall Institute
activitiesto crossing disciplinesand schools and breaking down traditional barriersand the
sources of professional isolation that have marked the teaching profession. Thus, Yale
faculty lead seminarsthat transcend traditional disciplines. University faculty and school
personnel work as colleagues in the exploration of subject matter and the creation of
curriculum units. Teachers from different schools and disciplines work together in
seminars and during the school year in activities related to the Institute and to the
dissemination of the curriculum units.

The Institute itself has attempted to overcome the insularity that often marks attempts
to effectchangesin organizationsand institutions. The Institute model was developed and
refined through reviews of other efforts at creating collaborations between universities
and public schools. Once the model had been adopted, Institute staff established and
maintained contact with other school-university collaborations. The Yale-New Haven
Institute has always been well represented at conferences on collaborative approaches
to school reform. Moreover, the Institute has itself sponsored a major conference on
school-university collaboration and has contributed in major ways to conferences
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sponsored by others. Dissemination of the Yale-New Haven model and the exchange of
information with other similar programs has long been an objective of the Institute.

Since itsinceptionin 1977, the planners and organizers of the Institute have engaged
in an ongoing process of reflection and self-evalution. The process is fueled by a set of
principles that guide the program. These include a belief in the fundamental importance
of teaching as the basis for educational effectiveness, an emphasis on collaboration and
collegiality among teachers at all levels, and an insistence that programs intended to
change education can be effective only if they are long-term and involve teachers as
leaders. The principles have been responsible for the particular focus and shape of the
program, and have been the filter through which all evaluation has been viewed.

The director of the Institute has been careful, throughout the history of the
collaboration, to maintain a perspective that combines ongoing evaluation and fine-tuning
of program elements with a firm commitment to the original goals and scale of the project.
Pressures to expand, disseminate, or change particular features of the program based on
changing fashions in education have been weighed and ultimately rejected out of
deference to the major mission of the collaboration. Such changes as have been made
have been undertaken as a function of the collective wishes of Fellows expressed in their
written evaluations of the Institute, or as responses to perceived needs that fall within the
Institute’s mission. Forexample, only after considerable institutional soul-searching and
careful consideration of the meaning of the move did the Institute add, in 1990, elementary
school teachers to its roster of Fellows, formerly restricted to the middle and high school
ranks. The inclusion of a small cadre of elementary school teachers happened only after
the Institute staff had reassured themselves that the change would not dilute the focus on
subject matter that is a defining characteristic of the collaboration.

Evaluation has been a priority for the Institute from the outset. Consistent with its
reflective and self-critical stance, Institute staff have employed a variety of techniques
for assessing the operations and outcomes of the Institute and for using and disseminating
the results of these efforts. In fact, evaluation activities have served the Institute as one
more vehicle for collaboration: with prospective evaluators in the service of focusing the
evaluation; with participants in deciding what to evaluate and interpreting results; and with
potential audiences in tailoring reports to the information needs of others. Sensitivity to
itsmany constituencies has required that the Institute collect different kinds of information
and employ different evaluation strategies. Institute staff have concerned themselves
with gathering data both to inform their own reflective process and to share their
successes with external audiences. The latter include the collaborating institutions (YYale
University and the New Haven Public Schools), funders and prospective funders, and
other educators and policy makers engaged in or considering similar collaborative
ventures.

The organizers of the Institute have envisioned several purposes for evaluation:
documenting and examining the impact of collaboration on teaching and learning;
assessing the success of the Institute in achieving its intended outcomes (and, possibly,
outcomesthatwere not intended); understanding the waysinwhichit (and, by implication,
other collaborative programs) might contribute to the enhancement of education in
schools; and providing data that might be used to communicate the accomplishments and
successes of the programs to diverse audiences.

As a result, the Institute staff have employed a variety of evaluative strategies that
transcend the traditional distinction between formative and summative evaluation. From
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the very beginning, planning the program has been a collaborative enterprise, involvingan
almost constant process of considering and evaluating each component of the program.
Readings of participants’ reactions to program policies and components have been taken
regularly, in both formal and informal fashion. (The report that follows is one testimony
to the formal side.) Over the course of its existence, particularly in its early years, the
Institute invited important observers of public education and educational change to visit
and comment in writing on their visits. A catalog has been maintained of the curriculum
units created by Institute participants; a summative analysis was performed of the units
in 1988. The Institute staff have collected data from and about the New Haven Public
Schools, about Fellows and non-Fellows, to assess the extent of the Institute’s influence
inthe schoolsand itsimpactonretention of teachers. Comprehensive questionnaires have
been completed by Fellows every year since the beginning of the Institute, reporting on
a wide range of topics from their reactions to the Institute through their attitudes toward
educational reform. The earliest questionnaires evoked essays based on open-ended
questions posed by the Institute staff. Over time, themes in the responses to these
questions became the basis for a more structured set of questions. Starting in 1982,
lengthy questionnaires that included multiple-choice and open-ended questions were
administered annually to Fellows. In 1982 and 1987, parallel questionnaires were
administered as well to all of the teachers then teaching in New Haven. This report
describes many of the responses to these questionnaires.

What is most notable about the findings reported here is their consistency. Although
each Institute year brings a new crop of Fellows (albeit many Fellows return for repeat
engagements with the Institute), the responses of Fellows to their experiences with the
Institute have been similar. With great uniformity, Fellows describe their Institute
experiences enthusiastically. They credit the Institute with enhancing their interest in the
subjects they teach, increasing their engagement with teaching, and augmenting their
senses of autonomy in their classrooms. They are unfailingly positive about the benefits
to them of participation in the seminars and about the experience of having prepared their
curriculum units. Such consistency of responses is manifest not only among each year’s
Fellows, but among Fellows across years. This consistency of findings was entirely
unexpected. The teachers who have been Fellows of the Institute are a heterogeneous
group. They teach different subjects and different grades. Their preparation is varied;
they majored in different fields as undergraduates. Moreover, they teach the full range
of students who attend the New Haven Public Schools. In short, the Fellows are
representative of the larger population of New Haven teachers.

This representativeness would also be a surprise to early observers of the Institute
planwho predicted that the Institute would attract teachers mainly from the ranks of those
who teach advanced and honors classes and the most academically talented students in
the schools. It had also been predicted that the Fellows would represent only the most
motivated New Haven teachers.

Instead, Fellows representall of the subjectsand levelsincluded inthe middle and high
schools of New Haven. That this diverse group of teachers experience the effects of the
Institute in similar ways and report consistently positive reactions over time isremarkable
indeed.

The dimensions of positive response correspond to some of the major concerns that

plague educationtoday. Aswill become apparentinthe body of the report, Fellows reports
of the benefits of Institute participation address issues of isolation and alienation, of
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feelings of competence, and of motivation among teachers.

Prior to 1982, when Fellows’ reactions to the Institute were captured in mini-essays
stimulated by sets of open—ended questions, Fellows identified the scholarship of the
seminar leadersand the collegial nature of the atmosphere in seminars as some of the most
important aspects of the Institute for them. Other features that Fellows identified
spontaneously in their early evaluations, and acknowledged with considerable apprecia-
tion, were the process of developing and refining their curriculum units, and the balance
maintained in their seminars between the study of a topic and the development of
curriculumunits. The benefits of participation that recurred in early accounts by Fellows
inevitably included improved morale and professionalism, and intellectual stimulation.
These topics became the focus of multiple-choice questions when the evaluation
questionnaires assumed a more constructed format, mainly because they had been the
topics most frequently discussed by Fellows in their free—form responses.

The more formal approach to surveying Fellows allowed for the addition of topics and
the diversification of the evaluation. Since the Insitute was etablished in the context of
major efforts at reforming the teaching profession nationally, a major series of questions
inthe questionnaires address school reform and related issues. Inthe years that followed,
Fellows (and their colleagues who did not participate as Fellows, when asked) expressed
skepticism about some of the more procedural approaches to reform. Examples of these
are lengthening the school day and increasing the number of days in the school year. Both
groups—Fellows and non—Fellows—were more positively inclined toward raising stan-
dards for themselves and their colleagues. They reserved their greatest enthusiasm for
enhancing professionalism among teachers and increasing opportunities for teachers to
assume leadership roles in schools and in the profession.

These sentiments are particularly interesting in the context of Fellows’ reactions to
another set of questions, those focusing on the relative benefits of various facets of their
Institute experience. Fellows were most appreciative of the avenues that the Institute
offered them for professional growth and leadership. Given these responses, Fellows’
enthusiasm for the enhancement of professionalism among teachers as a potentially
fruitful approach to reform is not surprising. Whether their reactions to the reform
proposals are a function of their Institute experiences or they chose to participate in the
Institute because of their beliefs in the potential benefits to schools of increased
professionalism, the two sets of reactions are consistent. What is somewhat surprising
isthat non—Fellows agree, suggesting strongly that the Institute approach to reformisone
that is attractive to teachers and that fits with their beliefs. Itisalsosignificantthat Fellows
characterized their Institute experiences as more relevant to and valuable for their
professional growth than other inservice programs they had experienced.

Other reactions of Fellows to the Institute are related to their reactions to proposals
for school reform. Fellows reported that their Institute experiences enhanced collegiality
with other teachers in the New Haven schools and with Yale faculty. In their ratings of
selected features of the Institute as incentives to participate and as benefits to them,
Fellows gave high marks to those features that were consistent with their preferences for
reform. For example, the joint opportunities to create a curriculum unit (thereby,
according to their ratings, increasing their autonomy in the classroom) and to do
interdisciplinary work (thereby enhancing their professionalism and relations with
colleagues) were among the highest-rated incentives for and benefits of participation in
the Institute. For most Fellows, the ability to interact with Yale faculty was a recurring
incentive for participation and a highly valued feature of the Institute program.
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The ultimate goal of any program intended to improve education is, of course, the
enhancement of student learning. Wisely, the Yale-New Haven Institute has focused its
attention on teachers, reasoning that teachers who are engaged will inevitably translate
their own engagement into enhanced learning for students. By all available measures, the
Institute has succeeded in engaging teachers inimportantways. Because its philosophical
commitment and primary responsibility has always been to teachers, Institute staff have
focused on teachers as the primary targets of evaluation activities. Questionnaires
administered to Fellows and non—Fellows have repeatedly probed the major dimensions
of the Institute program and most of the foreseeable effects for teachers. In the context
of the primacy of teachersinthe Institute philosophy, thisapproach to assessing outcomes
is entirely appropriate. Fellows are the immediate audience of Institute programs; non-
Fellows are the next in importance.

Giventhedifficulty of assessing second-order effects directly, the Fellows’ question-
naires have asked questions about Fellows’ perceptions of their students’ reactions to
their teaching following their Institute experience, and to the units developed through
Institute participation. Parallel questions about students’ reactions to Institute units have
also been asked of non-Fellows who use such units. In virtually all cases, student
responses have been perceived as positive, to the units themselves and to the units when
compared with non-Institute materials traditionally used in the same classes. These
responses suggest that teachers, even those who did not participate as Fellows perceive
some positive influence of the Institute on students. But the definitive study of student
reaction has yet to be conducted.

This circumstance is not unique to the Yale-New Haven Teachers Institute. It is
typically the case with programs that seek to effect improvement in education by focusing
their efforts on teachers, that the effects for students are difficult to assess directly. There
are anumber of possible reasons for this difficulty. One is that the outcomes for teachers
are often diffuse. This means that they may take different forms in different teachers,
and result in different behaviors. These behaviors, already different for different
teachers, may translate into different classroom experiences for students. While the
majority of the translations may be positive, they do not lend themselves to a limited set
of potential outcome measures for students.

A related reason is that effects for students may not be felt directly but rather are
embedded in intermediate outcomes that are difficult to operationalize and measure. For
example, there isgood evidence that participation in the Institute enhances the likelihood
that good teachers remain in the New Haven Public Schools. Common sense dictates that
retaining good teachers cannot but improve conditions for students. However, demon-
strating this common sense tenet is not easy. Identifying and documenting student
outcomes poses a difficult challenge even for programs, like the Yale—-New Haven
Teachers Institute, that have demonstrated consistently positive outcomes and important
benefits for teachers. It is undoubtedly the case that the task will require a new and
different approach. The questionnaire survey method that has prevailed and been so
successful in characterizing teacher reactions since the beginning of the Institute will
probably not work for students, at least at the outset. A method for documenting student
reactionwill need to take account of the range and variety of subjects, classes and students
represented by Institute teachers, and the concomitant range and variety of ways in which
students might be influenced. The challenge suggests a process that starts (once again)
with the teachers. The process would probe in some depth and probably in open—ended
fashion at first, the range of reactions that teachers observe in their students. When some
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of the more common reactions have been identified and catalogued, appropriate avenues
may be developed for assessing the extent to which this set of reactions can be detected
in students, by their own reports and the reports of observers. It is surely a worthy goal,
as the Institute reflects on its substantial record of achievement in enhancing the
professional lives of teachers, to begin to reflect on and develop a systematic approach
to assessing the impact of its work on students.

A final note: Like all evaluations everywhere, the questionnaires completed by
Fellows concentrate on those facets of the Institute that are common across the majority
of Fellows. Analyses of the results of the questionnaires focus on central tendencies and
group trends. What is missing from this report (and other reports on group reactions) is
an accounting of the many ways in which individuals have been affected personally by
the Institute. Participants become inspired, moved, energized, heartened, or aroused in
idiosyncratic ways. In turn, they impart or transmit their reactions to others: their
colleagues, students, families, friends. It iswith such reactions that important changesin
education oftenoriginate. Yetthey evade the often crude investigative tools of evaluation
studies, focused as the latter are on measurable phenomena. Even the statements of
individual Institute participants that are woven into the pages of this report serve more to
support and illustrate the major findings of the study than to illuminate the individual
reactions that are probably the Institute’s most compelling effects.

In the coming years, as Institute staff contemplate a more secure future, the results
of the past twelve years of evaluation offer a strong foundation for assessing the
continuing role of the Institute in a changing educational climate. For now, the
questionnaire results provide evidence of a productive history.

Gita Z. Wilder
Division of Education Policy Research
Educational Testing Service
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INTRODUCTION

As the movement nationally for university-school collaboration continues to gain
momentum; as this movement becomes more sharply focused on excellence in teaching
in public schools; and as numerous collaborative programs, some with the Institute’s
assistance and following the Institute’s model, are being established in other communities,
it is vitally important that we deepen our understanding of the ways in which such
programs can strengthen teaching and learning in public schools. If, infact, thismovement
is to be sustained, in New Haven and elsewhere, collaborative programs must present
persuasive evidence of their results. The Institute therefore has a responsibility as one
ofthemostvisible collaborative programs, as well asan opportunity as one of the programs
of longest duration, to make a significant contribution to educators and policy makers
working in this vein.

Since its inception, the Institute has acted on the belief that ongoing evaluation by
participantsand othersis indispensable to the continuing development of the Institute and
to ensuring that the program remains responsive to the needs of New Haven teachers and
their students. From our perspective in New Haven, the results of the numerous
evaluations of the Teachers Institute conducted thus far offer real encouragement that
such collaborative programs can assist schools in specific ways.

The present report reflects the analysis of data from teacher surveys which the
Institute developed and administered throughout the New Haven Public Schools during
anine-year period. These surveysinclude questionnairesadministeredin 1982 andin 1987
to teachers who at any time had been Institute Fellows as well as many who had not
participated, and questionnaires completed by teachers participating in the Institute in
each year between 1986 and 1990.

This “Progress Report” was prepared for discussion initially at a national conference
on“School-College Collaboration: Preparing Teachersand Curriculafor Public Schools,”
which the Institute organized and held at Yale University in December 1991. The
conference was attended by representatives of the several main audiences for the results
of the Institute’s evaluation efforts: thatis, teachers and administrators from New Haven
and Yale, and from numerous other schools and colleges across the country which are
planning or conducting similar programs; as well as other educators, policy makers, and
funders interested in the Institute’s type of collaboration. Responses from these different
contituencies—whose needs for information may differ—uwill contribute very directly to
our ongoing consideration of the value of the preliminary results presented here, and to
the plans we will make for the further evaluation of the efficacy of the Institute’s
approach. Thisdocument is therefore correctly titled asareport on our progress, and not
onour definitive conclusions.

James R. Vivian
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Progress Report on Teacher Surveys
INTRODUCTION TO THE T EACHER SURVEYS

Abriefchronology of the teacher surveys will help to establish the findings described
inthisreportin the larger context of evaluation of the Institute. During the first few years
of the Institute, its staff developed a series of open-ended questions to elicit information
about how Fellows assessed their Institute experiences. Thus, a review of their Institute
experience by Fellows has always been an important feature of the overall evaluation
strategy of the Institute. Between 1978 and 1981, Fellows’ comments were used mainly
forinternal purposes. Responses to the open-ended questions contributed to ongoing self-
analysis and review of the program and to the revision and refinement of program
elements. During the same period, seminar leaders, independent evaluators, and the
director of the program also reviewed the program in written form. The reactions of all
of these individuals appeared to cluster around a set of themes which formed the basis
of the first “formal” teacher questionnaires, developed for administration in 1982. The
themes were augmented by topics in the questionnaire that emerged from reviews of the
literature in areas of education that seemed particularly germane to the Institute.

The purpose of the teacher questionnaires was to provide a comprehensive exami-
nation of the influence of the Institute on teaching and learning in New Haven middle and
high schools. The questionnaires gathered more systematic data than was possible from
the open-ended questionsalone (although the annual evaluation by Fellows continued until
1985 in mainly open-ended form). Moreover, the questionnaires were not administered
only to Institute Fellows. Separate questionnaires were developed for administration in
1982 to teachers who had participated as Fellows of the Institute and to teachers who may
have used curriculum units created by the Institute but had not participated as Fellows.
The questionnaires were reviewed by 12 Institute Coordinators and a school administra-
tor, revised to reflect the concerns of the reviewers, and administered by Institute
Coordinators in the schools they represented.

The 1982 questionnaires were revised for a second administration in all New Haven
schoolsin1987, five yearsafter the initial system-wide survey. Three separate but parallel
questionnaires were created for the survey: one for Fellows of the Institute in 1986 (and,
by extension, Fellows in future years); one for all middle and high school teachers still in
the system who had been Fellows at least once during the years between 1978 and 1986;
and one for all teachers of academic subjects encompassed by the Institute, who had
never been Fellows. The focus of the questionnaires was expanded once again with this
survey. Inaddition to the questions that had been asked in previous surveys, questions
were added to reflect issues of national concern and to enable comparisons with sources
of national dataaboutteachers. Thus, questions were included from surveys thathad been
conducted by the Gallup Organization, the National Assessment of Educational Progress,
the National Education Association, and Educational Testing Service.

There are, therefore, three strands of evidence represented in these pages. One
comes from the annual evaluations by Fellows of their Institute experience. Between
1978 and 1985, these evaluations took the form of responses to open-ended questions.
Beginning in 1986, the evaluations were recorded in questionnaires that included both
fixed-choice and free-response questions. At that time, many of the free-response
questions were re-formulated as fixed-choice items. A second strand involves data from
questionnaires administered in 1982 to Institute Fellows and to middle- and high-school

teachers in the
New Haven system who used Institute-developed curriculum units. The third strand
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is from an even broader system-wide survey conducted in 1987 that included former
Fellows and non-Fellows.

STRUCTURE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The 1987 questionnaires consisted of questions grouped into sections according to
topic. The first section asked about the educational background and teaching experience
of the respondents, both Fellows and other teachers: their undergraduate and graduate
degrees and certificates, their major fields of study, the kinds of classroom materials they
were using, the subjects in which they were certified to teach and which they felt best
prepared to teach, and the types of professional growth activities in which they had
participated in the years immediately preceding the survey. A second section asked
respondents about their attitudes toward the teaching profession and toward their own
teaching experience, including their reactions to various recommendations for improving
public education, their morale, and the degree of influence they perceived that they had
over what they taught.

A section of the questionnaire completed only by former Fellows asked about their
experience with the Institute and for their retrospective evaluation of selected features
of the program. A series of questions was based on statements that Fellows had made
in previous years about the changes that may have resulted from their participation in the
Institute. Former Fellows were also asked about the units they had prepared when they
were Fellows, and about their subsequent use, revision, and dissemination of the units.

Both Fellows and non-Fellows were asked about their use of and reaction to units
prepared by Fellows (teachers) other than themselves, and about their perceptions of
student reactions to the units they had taught. Both Fellows and non-Fellows were asked
to express their attitudes toward Yale University and its faculty, and to indicate their
interest in participating in the Institute in the future.

Finally, all respondents were asked a series of demographic questions intended to
characterize their social and economic background. The purpose of these questions was
to enable us to compare teachers who have been Fellows with those who have not.

The questionnaires just described were intended for use throughout the New Haven
school system. They were developed concurrently with a new questionnaire for Fellows
that would be administered each year. Developing the two sets of questionnaires
simultaneously enabled us to ask many of the same questions of the several groups of
respondents (current Fellows, former Fellows, and teachers who had never been
Fellows), butalso maintained the tradition established in 1978 of recording the testimony
of participants at the conclusion of each year’s seminars. This annual census of
participants is one of the most valuable forms of evaluation that we have undertaken. The
goals of the new set of questionnaires were to transform some of the formerly open-ended
questions to multiple-choice questions and to replace some of the earlier questions to
which answers had become predictable.

The new questionnaires included, inadditionto many of the same questions (described
above) asked of former Fellows and non-Fellows, questions about Fellows’ teaching,
including the grade levels and subjects they had taught, the instructional approaches they
employed intheir classrooms, and their inclusion of various competencies and skills. Many
of these questions were suggested by the literature on teaching (Adler, 1982, 1983; Sizer,
1984; and the College Board, 1983-1986). We also asked Fellows for their reactions to
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particular approaches to educational reform derived from a review by Institute staff of
major education reports issued between 1982 and 1986.

A major section of the Fellows’ questionnaire asked about Fellows’ experience in the
Institute: reasons for their participation, responses to specific features of the Institute
program, and their use of University facilities and resources. Another major section was
devoted to fairly specific questions about the curriculum units they developed.

Finally, we retained three open-ended questions to elicit Fellows’ comments about
their Institute seminar, the potential influence of their participation on their teaching, and
their perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the program.

REVIEWS AND REVISIONS

The 1982 questionnaires were pre-tested by 12 Institute Coordinators and reviewed
by the Supervisor of Staff and Organizational Development for the New Haven Public
Schools. The questionnaires were revised to reflect the comments and suggestions of
these individuals.

The 1987 questionnaires were developed through a process of reviewing the
responses to the 1982 questionnaires which included re-working earlier open-ended
questions into multiple-choice form. Existing multiple-choice questions were retained
from 1982 to 1987 to allow for comparisons between the results of the two surveys.

The draft questionnaires were reviewed by Institute staff and Coordinators, and a
survey developer from Educational Testing Service.

ADMINISTRATION AND RESPONSE RATES

The 1987 system-wide questionnaires, introduced by a cover letter that explained the
purposes of the survey and assured the confidentiality of respondents, were administered
by Institute Coordinators within the schools that they represented. Only teachers who
were potentially eligible to become Fellows completed the system-wide questionnaires.
Teachers in fields not covered by the Institute (e.g., physical education) were not
surveyed. Completed questionnaires were received by 75 percent of the Fellows (83
individuals) and 57 percent of the non-Fellows (183 teachers).

Because Fellows do not receive their stipends until they have completed their
questionnaires, response rates to the Fellows questionnaire were 100 percent in each of
the years between 1986 and 1990. The numbers of respondents in each year were 50,
54,44, 63, and 70 respectively. Some of these respondents appear more than once in the
data, since they completed questionnaires for each year of their participation in the
Institute.

Between 1978 and 1988 the Institute served middle and high school teachers
exclusively. Only in 1989 on a pilot basis--and then in 1990 in a regular way--did the
Institute include elementary school teachers as Fellows. Most of the present report,
therefore, concerns the experience of middle and high school teachers in the Institute;
references to elementary school teacher participants reflect data only from the last
two years reported here. Because of their recent inclusion, the proportion of elemen-
tary school teachers who have taken part in the Institute is therefore much smaller
than the proportion of middle and high school teachers who have participated.
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RESULTS

CoONSISTENCY OF RESPONSE

There was remarkable consistency among the questionnaire responses, from
different groups of individuals (e.g., Fellows and non-Fellows) and from groups whose
responses were solicited over as many as seven years. We examined responses from
several different groups of individuals. We were initially interested in learning whether
and to what extent teachers who become Fellows are different from their colleagues who
do not. It soon became clear from their questionnaire responses that Fellows were quite
similar to their peers in the New Haven system not only with respect to demographic
characteristics and academic preparation but in their responses to other questions as well.
We were also interested in comparing Fellows who take part in the Institute science
seminarswith those who participate inseminarsinthe humanities. Apart from differences
in the subjects they teach and the teaching methods they use, the two groups responded
to the questionnaires in highly similar ways.

For most of the Institute’s history, elementary school teachers have not been invited
to participate in the program. However, following a pilot program that demonstrated the
benefitstothem of participation in the Institute, elementary school teachers were included
for the first time in 1990. We were, therefore, interested in knowing whether and how
their responses might differ from those of teachers who work with older students. Again,
we found no substantial difference in the reactions of these two groups to the
questionnaires. Finally, we sought to contrast the experiences of first-time and returning
Fellows and found little in their questionnaire responses to distinguish the two.

For these reasons, the responses are often aggregated in the accounts that follow,
across groups of respondents and across years in which the same questionnaires were
administered. Occasionally, only the results from the most recent survey are cited. To
underscore the consistency of response, ranges are often provided when data from five
years of Fellows’ surveys are presented.

FeELLows’ WRITTEN RESPONSES

As has been noted, the Institute has, from the beginning, asked participating Fellows
each yearto describe their experience with the program in their own words. These written
responses provided Institute staff with feedback about the program and were used in part
to suggest refinements to program elements and procedures. Since 1986, we have
administered a program evaluation survey to Fellows made up mainly of multiple-choice
questions. However, because Fellows' statements about the program in earlier years
provided such rich documentation of their experience in the Institute, we have retained
three open-ended questions. These concern Fellows' experiences in their seminars, the
effect they expect their curriculum unitsand their Institute participation will have on their
teaching, and their evaluations of the strengths and weaknesses of the program overall.
Over the years, distinct themes have emerged in the responses of Fellows to their Institute
experiences. Infact, these themes have been used to structure our annual reports, in order
to represent the program as its participants see it. The annual reports have also drawn
heavily on Fellows' comments to illustrate features of the program and its outcomes.
Similarly, we have drawn typical quotations derived from the aggregate responses to
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multiple-choice questions that are reported in the pages that follow. However, it is also
valuable to consider the major themes that have emerged from the written responses, and
to describe how these have changed over time.

Fellows have always commented on their individual meetings with seminar leaders,
two of which are required for each Fellow during the course of the seminar, and on their
work togetherasawhole. They have tended to focus strongly on the teaching, scholarship
and accessibility of the seminar leaders in describing what is mostimportant to themabout
their Institute experience. It has also been useful to make a distinction between general
comments on the seminar leader and comments on the environment of collegiality he or
she fostered in the classroom, because Fellows have seemed to place a special emphasis
onthe mutual respect that characterizes this relationship. Asection on collegiality among
Fellows was also added to reports beginning in 1985 in order to accommodate comments
on how teachers from different schools benefitted from their common consideration of
the seminar topics and the units that each of them wrote.

Fellows’ opinionsonthe Institute’s schedule and the unit writing guidelines have been
important in determining how procedures and deadlines can best be integrated with the
other professional and personal demands on the participants’ lives. A section of
comments on these topics—including Fellows’ reactions to how the unit writing process
shaped their final product and affected their ideas about writing and curriculum design—
hasaccordingly always been atheme in the evaluations Fellows write. Fellows frequently
mention that they have tested their units-in-progress in their own classrooms, leading us
to assemble this testimony, as we have with their assessments of the talks conducted at
the beginning of each Institute session. We have also collected comments concerning the
balance the seminars strike between study of their topic and work on Fellows’ individual
curriculum units. Giving each sufficient time and attention is essential to fulfilling the
Institute’s goals, and Fellows have recognized this in their responses.

Fellows are asked each year to anticipate the effect their unit will have on their
teaching. They have tended to focus their responses in two different areas: the unit’s
bearing on their teaching style and classroom situation, and the anticipated response of
their students. The latter—emphasizing as it does the ultimate and most important result
of the Institute’s work—nhas been significant in assessing the success of the program. In
1987, we added a section of the report to present Fellows” more frequent comments on
how their unit, and their Institute experience as awhole, has influenced their professional
lives.

Early reports grouped comments on professional morale, confidence asteachers, and
intellectual stimulation together. It has since proved clarifying to separate these three,
assessing the responses in each category. Asan indicator of the way responses vary from
year to year, however, in 1990 it was difficult to separate teachers’ comments about
confidence and professional morale: the concepts seemed more closely linked than they
had the previous year. In the 1990 report, therefore, we merged the two categories to
reflect this.

The Fellows’ reaction to coming to Yale has always been strongly positive, and

comments reflecting their attitude towards the University have been collected since the
first reports. What Fellows learned in their fields—the academic preparation they
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received intheir Institute seminars—nhas also long beenaconcern both of participants and
of the Institute staff in analyzing their responses: Fellows frequently describe the
academic benefits of participation in their comments, and sometimes make illuminating

comparisons to other professional development activities they have undertaken.
Ithasalso beenimportantto identify the responses of particular subgroups of Fellows

and the special concerns they have had. Even early reports collect the comments of first-
time Fellows and of veterans on the perspectives resulting from their different amounts
of participation. In 1990, we also assembled some of the responses of elementary school
teachers who were enjoying their first year of full participation in the Institute: their
enthusiasm and perception of the benefit they derived were at least as strong as for
Fellows in middle and high school.

Certainthemesthat were prominentinthe responses of Fellows early in the Institute’s
history have receded or disappeared in more recent years. For example, many early
Fellows singled out their feelings of “isolation” in their schools and highlighted the ways
inwhichthe Institute provided an otherwise unavailable collegial working relationship with
other teachers. As the statistical report which follows indicates, many teachers still
complain of thisisolation; inrecent years, however, many fewer Fellows have mentioned
this problem in their written evaluations.

Finally, to accommodate the wide range of responses which bear on the Institute in
ways more comprehensive than these categories would admit, we have maintained a
section inreports on reactions both to the seminar in general and to the Institute asawhole.
Some of the most striking and poignant comments Fellows have made over the years have
come when they have summed up their reaction to the program, and these sections are
perhaps the most powerful testimony to the experience of Fellows at the Teachers
Institute. In fact, even in the earliest evaluations, when Fellows were asked to rate the
Institute and its component features, they often evaluated the program overall more
positively than many of its particular parts.

The ongoing development of these categories in our content analysis of Fellows’
written responses has been influenced in different ways. Returning Fellows, completing
a survey they have seen before, may offer more detailed and sophisticated comments,
which suggest new categories in our annual reports. The differentiation of confidence,
professional morale, and intellectual stimulation provides an example of distinctions we
have increasingly been able to make. Probably more important, however, Fellows are
attentive to proposals which are widely discussed in one year or another as being important
measures for improving public schools. So, for example, in recent years teachers have
put their Institute experience more in terms of “empowerment” and “professionalism.”
As another example, in 1990 so many Fellows commented on the multi-cultural
perspectives provided in Institute seminars on different subjects that a section was set
aside to highlight their views on this topic.

Although it is not possible to present all of the data from all of the subgroups of
respondents, the statistical report that follows is organized according to many of the
themes just discussed. This report focuses on five broad topics: the characteristics of
Fellows (and, for comparison, their colleagueswho did not serve as Fellows); respondents'
perceptions of the condition of teaching and of themselves as teachers; Fellows'
reflections on their Institute experiences; the curriculum units; and Fellows' reports of
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student reactions to the curriculum units. A final section of the report discusses the
retention of teachers in the New Haven system and the role of the Institute in retaining
teachers in the profession and in New Haven. In order to emphasize the continuity of
Fellows’ written responses to open-ended questions with these data from the surveys, we
have often included in the outside margin of each page representative comments on the
topic being addressed at that point in the report. This illustrates how the two methods of
evaluation reinforce each other, and allows Fellows to flesh out in their own words some
of the pointsthat they make collectively by their responses to the multiple-choice questions
on the surveys.

REsPONSES TO MULTIPLE-CHOICE QUESTIONS

Most of the results that follow are expressed as ranges based on the questionnaire
responses over five years. Simply put, this means that the statistics reported are the
highest and lowest percentages of Fellows who gave a particular response during the
period between 1986 and 1990. Occasionally, we reportonly the responses from the 1990
questionnaires, usually because the range over five years was quite narrow.

Some responses are for Fellows only, that is teachers who completed at least one
Institute program prior to the 1982 and 1987 system-wide surveys, or teachers who
completed an Institute program between 1986 and 1990. Information about non-Fellows,
whenitisreported, comes from the 1987 system-wide survey or, if the question of interest
was included in both the 1982and 1987 system-wide surveys, from both surveys. A non-
Fellows is a teacher who, although eligible to participate, had not participated in the
Institute at the time of one or both of the system-wide surveys. This means, for 1982 and
1987 at least, teachers in middle and high schools of subjects included in the Institute.
(Non-Fellows may have participated in an Institute seminar at a later time.)
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|I. CHARACTERISTICS OF FELLOWS AND NON-FELLOWS

Itisof interestto describe the individuals who choose to participate in the Institute and
to compare them with their peers in the New Haven Public School System who do not
participate. It is often suggested by critics of programs such as the Yale-New Haven
Teachers Institute that their successes may be attributed to a process of self-selection by
participants. This argument implies that the teachers who take part in programs such as
the Institute are a better-prepared and more highly-motivated group than the teachers who
opt not to participate. The validity of the argument depends upon the existence of
observed differences between the two groups. This section of the report, therefore,
describes Institute Fellows and compares them with non-Fellows in 1982 and 1987.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The New Haven Public School teachers who participate in the Institute are a diverse
group, and their diversity reflects that of their colleagues throughout the city. In 1990,
there were four Fellows in their twenties and three in their sixties, but most (59 percent)
were between the ages of forty and forty-nine. They have, on average, fifteen years of
full-time teaching experience, and twelve years of full-time experience in the New Haven
Public Schools. Responses of non-Fellows showed them to be remarkably similar: they
had taught full-time for an average of fifteen years, twelve and a half of which were spent
in the New Haven schools; their average age was forty-two.

The Institute’s ongoing study of Fellows who have remained in teaching in New
Haven has shown that Fellows are racially and ethnically similar to their colleagues as
well, as Table 1—which includes participants through the 1990 session—indicates. In
1990, elementary school teachers participated in the Institute for the first time. Thus,
elementary school teachers are included in the 1990 results, but their numbers are quite
small.

TaBLE 1: RAcE AND ETHNICITY OF INSTITUTE FELLOWS COMPARED TO ALL
New HaveN PusLic ScHooL TEACHERS

Percent Percent Percent Percent
White non- Black non-  Hispanic Other
Hispanic Hispanic

Institute Fellows 67.2 27.4 54 0.0

All New Haven Public

Schools Teachers (1990) 67.8 24.6 6.7 0.9

Source: 1990 Annual Report of the Yale-New Haven Teachers Institute

Because of the importance of attracting, retaining, and developing minority teachers,
we cite in particular the fact that the percentage of Black and Hispanic teachers who have
completed the Institute closely reflects the proportion of Black and Hispanic teachers in
the New Haven Public Schools.
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“Probably the greatest
strength for me was
the academic
stimulation. It is easy
to get caught up in the
day-to-day mechanical
necessities of teaching
while neglecting your
own academic growth.
It is important to have
an opportunity to
balance out the
picture.”

-Institute Fellow, 1989

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

The 1987 system-wide survey revealed minor (and statistically insignificant) differ-
ences between Fellows and non-Fellows in the educational background of their families.
Thirty percent of all Fellows came from a family in which the father had a college degree,
as compared to one quarter (25 percent) of non-Fellows. The fathersin Fellows’ families
worked at many of the same jobs—as farmers or clerical workers—in the same
proportions, though 35 percent of non-Fellows’ fathers were skilled or semi-skilled
workersand 27 percent were professionals, and the proportion was reversed for Fellows’
fathers: 26 percent were skilled or semi-skilled workers, and 35 percent were profession-
als. With respect to the education of mothers, one quarter (25 percent) of Fellows’
mothers held college degrees as opposed to 19 percent of non-Fellows’ mothers. These
figures are additional evidence of the substantial similarities between the two groups, the
more so because the slight differences noted above are the largest observed in any of the
demographic questions on the survey.

Sixty-four percent of Fellows and two—thirds (66 percent) of non-Fellows surveyed
in 1987 reported that they had children. The children of non-Fellows tended to be younger
on average: more than a quarter (26 percent) had children who were five yearsold or less,
which was true of only 13 percent of Fellows. Participation in the Institute demands a
substantial commitment of time and energy, and it seems reasonable to attribute this
difference to teachers’ reluctance to take on extra work while caring for very young
children.

AcCADEMIC PREPARATION

Responses to survey questions about academic preparation revealed few differences
between Fellows and non-Fellows. Table 2 displaysall of the undergraduate and graduate
degrees and certificates earned by all of the teachers who completed our surveys in all
of the years of their distribution.

TaBLE 2: ALL DEGREES AND CERTIFICATES EARNED BY FELLOWS AND
NON-FELLOWS

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
FELLOWS NON-FELLOWS
1982*1986 1987 1987*1988 1989 1990 1982*1987*
Bachelors 99 100 100 96 98 98 99 98 99
Masters 7r 72 70 47 57 65 74 67 61
Fifthyear 10 4 4 4 0 2 3 4 3
Sixthyear 23 24 20 30 27 22 20 20 19
Ph.D. 1 2 2 0 0 3 1 2 1

*System-wide survey

Source: System-wide surveys of Fellows and non-Fellows in 1982 and 1987
and annual surveys of Fellows between 1986 and 1990.
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In terms of their formal preparation, then, Fellows and non-Fellows had earned
degrees of the same level and type. As Table 2 shows, almost all teachers in every year,
Fellows or non-Fellows, held Bachelors Degrees, and similar proportions of non-Fellows
and Fellows—67 and 61 percent compared with between 57 and 77 percent over five
years—had earned Masters Degrees of some sort. The statistics for fifth and sixth year
certificates and Ph.D. degrees are similarly consistent.

The mostcommon undergraduate major among Fellows was education: in 1990, more
than a third (36 percent) held degrees in education, and in no year were fewer than 20
percent of Fellows education majors. Between 17 and 28 percent over the last five years
had received B.A.’sin Englishor literature, making it the next most common undergradu-
ate major. History, biology and math have been the next most common undergraduate
majors.

With respect to the distribution of subjects studied by Fellows who continued their
education beyond the baccalaureate, education was by far the most frequent graduate
major: no fewer than 34 percent of Fellows reported it in any year that the survey was
conducted; 48 percent of the Fellows in 1987 reported education majors, the highest
percentage reported. Other Fellows studied subjects in which they may have majored as
undergraduates. In 1990, for example, 9 percent of Fellows had majored in earth science,
6 percent in each of history, general science, and biology, 4 percent in mathematics, and
3 percent in English or literature. As was the case with undergraduate degrees, the
distribution of graduate majors reported by Fellowswas similar to the distribution reported
by all teachers in the New Haven Public Schools (who completed the surveys in 1982 and
1987).

SuBJECTS TAUGHT

The distribution of academic majors reported by Fellows is also consistent with the
distribution of subjects taught in the New Haven Public Schools. For example, relatively
large numbers of English majors participate in the Institute, reflecting a relatively high
number of English teachers in the city at large. Table 3 shows the sizes of six academic
departmentsin middle and high schools in New Haven, interms of the numbers of teachers
they include. The six departments represented reflect the principal subjects addressed
by the Institute.

TaBLE 3: NuMBER oF TEACHERS IN NEw HaveN PusLic MipbLE AND HIGH
ScHooLS IN THE PRINCIPAL SUBJECTS THE INSTITUTE ADDRESSES

1987 1988 1989 1990

English: 83 85 86 81
History: 72 70 74 67
Foreign Language: 44 42 44 46
Aurts: 39 39 32 26
Math: 69 70 70 67
Science: 67 66 70 68

Source: Annual reports by Institute Representatives for each school.
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“My participation in
the seminar has been
tremendously helpful
in my preparation for
the coming school
year. | was able to
prepare a year-long
unit for one of my
classes. In doing so, |
read extensively on a
topic in which I have
had a long-standing
interest. The time |
spent writing and
researching and
discussing my unit has
enabled me to become
quite knowledgeable
and as a result more
confident in
presenting my unit.”
-Institute Fellow, 1990




“l enjoyed the reading
that we did. |
participate in the
Institute because | do
not have a degree in
English and need to
broaden my
background. | have
certainly done this
through our seminar
readings and the
reading | did for my
paper.”

-Institute Fellow, 1988

“Even though | had a
good background in
history and in the
social sciences, |
found that there was
so much historical
information that | had
forgotten and that
what | remembered
was, in many ways,
superficial.
Rethinking, retrieving,
re-interpretation as
well as acquiring new
knowledge was so
healthy.”

-Institute Fellow, 1989

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

The surveys also revealed discrepancies between the academic majors of teachers
in the New Haven Public Schools and the subjects the teachers are assigned to teach.
These discrepancies were reported by Fellows and non-Fellows alike. While most
teachers reported having received some preparation related to the subjects they were
teaching at the time of the survey, many were teaching in areas in which their academic
preparation was lacking. Figures 1A and 1B show the relationship between their
academic majors and teaching assignments as reported by teachers in the humanities and
sciences. The figures show that twenty-one percent of humanities teachers and almost
a third of teachers in the sciences did not major as undergraduate or graduate students
in any of the subjects they were teaching at the time they completed our questionnaire.
Those teachers who become Fellows of the Institute differ in this respect not at all from
their colleagues who have not yet participated.

Figure 1A: Undergraduate and graduate preparation of Fellowsand Non-Fellows
in thehumanitiesin the subjects they teach

B.(7%)

C.(12%)

0 A.Majored innone ofthe
A.(21%) subjects they teach
B. Majored in less than half of
the subjects they teach
C.Majoredinhalfofthe
subjects they teach
D. Majoredinmore than half but
notall of the subjects they
teach.
E. Majored inall of the subjects

E. (58%) they teach

D. (2%)

Flgure 1B: Undergraduate and graduate preparation of Fellowsand Non-Fellows
in thesciences in the subjects they teach

A. (31%) A.Majored innone ofthe
subjects they teach

B. Majored in less than half of
the subjects they teach
C.Majoredinhalfofthe
subjects they teach

D. Majored inmore than half but
notall of the subjects they
teach.

E. Majored inall of the subjects
they teach

B.(18%)

C. (16%)

E.(31%)

D.(4%)

Although the responses of Fellows and non-Fellows reveal that the two groups
experienced similar discrepancies between their academic preparation and teaching
assignments, they also underscore an important contribution of the Institute. Through their
participation in subject-matter seminars and the creation of curriculum units related to
their teaching assignments, Institute Fellows are able to strengthen their academic
background in areas that were not included or emphasized in their undergraduate or
graduate preparation.
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Il. FELLOWS’ ANDNON-FELLOWS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE TEACHING
PROFESSION

The surveys included a number of questions that asked for respondents' perceptions
of selected aspects of the teaching profession and their own relation to it. Fellows and
non-Fellows were asked to reflect on the recommendations for reform of the teaching
profession that surfaced during the early 1980s, and to respond to questions about their
own professionalism and professional experiences. This section describes the reactions
to such questions. Although a later section will focus on Fellows' responses to particular
features of their Institute experience, this section includes responses to questions about
the Institute that are directly related to proposals for educational reform and to issues of
professionalism.

OrINIONS ON IssUES OF ScHooL REFORM

The questions on school reform were derived from a review of major studies and
reports on education issued between 1982 and 1986. These questions were included in
the Fellows' annual questionnaires starting in 1986 and in the system-wide survey
conducted in 1987. Responses of Fellows to the questions were quite uniform. Their
responses are therefore represented here by the results from the 1990 survey although,
for some questions, tables showing the results from all six years are provided to
demonstrate and underscore the consistency of response.

Several of the proposals about which the surveys ask concern the lives of students
directly. Fellows were generally skeptical about increasing the amount of time that
students spend in the classroom. Only one quarter (25 percent) in 1990 thought that a
longer school day would improve education, and 26 percent had the same expectation for
a longer school year. But an almost equal number—20 and 21 percent respectively—
thought that these measures would make matters worse, and non-Fellows were even less
optimistic: no more than 13 percent thought that either would improve education, and 42
and 34 percentrespectively thought they would have a negative impact. Both groups were
more optimistic about setting higher standards for students. Three quarters (76 percent)
of Fellows thought that higher requirements for high school graduation would improve
education, and half (52 percent) thought that higher college admissions standards would
do the same. Non-Fellows’ responses followed the same pattern, and no more than 9
percent in either group thought that either measure would make matters worse.

Fellows favored holding themselves and their colleagues to higher standards as well.
Over two thirds (69 percent) thought that higher initial certification standards would
improve education, as did 53 percent of non-Fellows. Enthusiasm for higher standards
within the teaching profession was greater still: 85 percent of Fellows and 75 percent of
non-Fellows endorsed this measure, while no Fellows—and only 2 percent of non-
Fellows—predicted that it would have a negative impact. Fifty-eight percent of Fellows
thought that the creation of a National Board for Professional Teaching Standards to
establish high standards and certify teachers would improve education, as did 57 percent
of non-Fellows; 77 and 67 percent respectively thought the same of the proposal to free
teachers to decide how best to meet state and local goals for children while holding them
accountable for student progress. Fellows and non-Fellows alike were less enthusiastic
about relating incentives for teachers to school-wide student performance: 37 percentin
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“l liked being treated
as if | mattered—the
comfortable chairs,
the coffee—and the
chance to talk to other
teachers. Teachers
will act like
professionals when
treated like
professionals.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

both groups thought this would improve education, but of Fellows, 21 percent thought it
would make matters worse and another 21 percent said they did not know. Non-Fellows
expressed their reservations or uncertainty in almost identical proportions.

TEACHER PROFESSIONALISM

Proposals to enhance professionalism in schools were among the most widely
endorsed by Fellows, who demonstrated considerable optimism about the prospect of
restructuring schools to provide a more professional environment for teachers, as well as
making teachers’ salaries competitive with those of other professions. Figure 2 shows
their responses in detail.

Figure 2A:Percentage of Fellows who think that making teachers'salariesand
career opportunities competitive with those of other professionswillimprove
education

120

100 [—

B win improve education
] Will greatly improve education

Figure 2A: Percentage of Fellowswho think that restructuring schoolsto provide a
professional environment forteacherswould improve education

110

100 [—

B win inprove education
] Will greatly inprove education

Seventy percent of Fellows and 53 percent of non-Fellows indicated that restructuring
the teaching force by introducing anew category of “lead teachers” with the proven ability
to provide active leadership in the redesign of schools would improve education. Fewer
than half of each group, however, thought that significantly higher pay for teachers in
positions of greater responsibility would improve education.
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As has already been noted, most Fellows thought that higher initial certification
requirements for teachers would improve education. Relatively few thought that such
requirements would “greatly improve” education and Fellows were more uniformly
positive about higher standards within the teaching profession.

Asalso mentioned above, the creation of a National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards to establish high standards and to certify teachers drew support from more than
half of Fellows and non-Fellows, in each year, though no more than 29 percentinany year
saw great improvement resulting from such amove. Inno year, however, did fewer than
91 percent of teachers say that making teachers’ salaries and career opportunities
competitive with those in other professions would improve education, and between 54 and
80 percentenvisionedagreatimprovementinresult. When asked to express their opinion
on restructuring schools to provide a more professional environment for teachers,
Fellows’ support was nearly unanimous, running from a low (in 1989 and 1990) of 90
percent to a high (in 1987) of 98 percent. As many as 74 percent and no fewer than 60
percent in any year thought that such an environment would greatly improve education.
Eighty-eight percent of non-Fellows saw the potential for improvement in this measure;
45 percent said it would greatly improve education.

AcCADEMIC PREPARATION

Fellows and non-Fellows alike demonstrated their expectations for the benefits of
greater academic preparation in their responses to survey questions on issues of school
reform. Table 4 illustrates Fellows’ responses. Well over half of all Fellows—no fewer
than 61 percent in any given year, and no more than 78 percent—agreed that the
requirement of a bachelor’s degree in the arts and sciences as a prerequisite for the
professional study of teaching would improve public education. Fellows showed even
greater enthusiasm for the benefits of developing a new professional curriculum in
graduate schools of education leading to a masters degree in teaching, with 84 percent
supporting the idea in 1988, and no fewer than three quarters (75 percent) endorsing itin
any other year. In the most positive response on the issue of academic preparation,
however, Fellows especially thought that greater emphasis on the preparation of teachers
in the academic subjects they teach would improve education. No fewer than 91 percent
in any given year agreed with this, and as many as 53 percent (in 1990) said that such an
emphasis would “greatly improve” education. Eighty-five percent of non-Fellows also
saw in this measure the potential for improvement in schools. Neither Fellows nor non-
Fellows, however, tended to favor the elimination of education asan undergraduate major:
fewer than half of all Fellows supported the proposal (no more than 49 percent and no
fewer than 29 percent in any given year), and as many as 39 percent (in 1988) said that
it would make matters worse. Non-Fellows were even more skeptical, with only 27
percent seeing promise in such a policy.
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"This year’s seminar
had a great impact
upon me by affording
me an opportunity to
greatly increase my
knowledge of the
subject of poetry—a
subject | teach each
year I’m in the
classroom.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985




"l gained a
tremendous amount of
new understanding
about crystals and
semiconductors—
something I firmly
believe I would not
have done without
good guidance and
encouragement.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989
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TaABLE 4: FELLOwWS' REACTIONS TO PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVING PuBLIC
EbucaTIiON THROUGH ENHANCEMENT OF ACADEMIC PREPARATION FOR TEACHERS

Percent who think the proposal...
will will won’t  will Don’t
greatly improve  change make  know
improve education things  matters
education worse

Requirement of a Bachelor’s

degree in the arts and

sciences for the

professional study of

teaching 34 27 26 3 10
Development of a new

professional curriculum

in graduate schools

leading to a masters

degree in teaching 27 50 14 3 6
Greater emphasis on the

preparation of teachers

in the academic subjects

they teach 53 39 7 0 1

Source: Fellows' Questionnaire, 1990

Fellows have strong opinions about the impact of the Teachers Institute on their
preparedness to teach. Ninety-seven percent or more of all Fellows in any given year
agreed that the seminar had improved their knowledge of its subject matter; in four of
those years, agreement was universal, and between 89 and 96 percent—including 100
percentof new Fellowsin 1990—said their understanding had improved “alot.” Similarly,
no fewer than 94 percent responded that they had gained knowledge of their subject and
confidence in their ability to teach it; as many as 51 percent (in 1989) “strongly agreed”
with this statement. Forty-eight percent of all former Fellows who completed the 1987
system-wide survey agreed that their experience with the Institute had been more
relevant to their teaching than their experience in teacher preparation classes, and over
half (56 percent) found the experience more relevant than other professional development
programs; no more than 15 percent disagreed with either statement. In the same year,
72 percent responded that they were better prepared as a resource for their students as
a result of their Institute participation, and 69 percent agreed that they had come away
with new techniques for teaching their students.

PrRoFEssIONAL GROWTH
The 1987 system-wide survey asked Fellows and non-Fellows to list the professional

growth activities they had participated in over the last three years. Table 5 shows what
they reported.
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TaBLE5: PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL GROWTH ACTIVITIES REPORTED BY
FeLLows AND NoN-FeLLows BETweeN 1984 anp 1987

Percent of  Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows

System-sponsored summer workshops 51 33
Work on curriculum committee 53 37
Committee work other than on

curriculum 40 33
College courses not in education

during the school year 29 18
Professional growth activities

sponsored by professional associations 45 27
College courses in education

during the school year 26 26
Sabbatical leave: travel 23 17
College courses in education

during the summer 18 17
College courses not in education

during the summer 17 12
Sabbatical leave: other 8 4
Full-timecollege 7 3

Institute Fellows reported greater participation than their peers in the New Haven
Public Schoolsincertain categories of professional growth activities: summerworkshops,
curriculumand other committees, some types of college courses, and professional growth
activities sponsored by professional associations. Given that one of the few observed
differences between Fellows and non-Fellows was the age of their children (Fellows'
children were older, on average), it would appear that non-Fellows may have less time
than Fellows for professional growth of all kinds, owing to greater family responsibilities.

The same survey asked Fellows to compare their participation in the Teachers
Institute with their experience with other professional growth opportunities. Figure 3
illustrates their responses. As these charts show, over half (55 percent) agreed that their
experience at the Institute had been more important to their professional growth than their
experience in teacher preparation classes, while only 21 percent disagreed with this
statement. The same percentage (55 percent) rated their Institute participation as more
important to their professional growth than other professional development programs
elsewhere; on this question, only 13 percent thought it less important.
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“Once again, I’'ve
completed the Institute
with a sense of
personal growth and
satisfaction. This
experience made me
more aware of my
professional
commitment to
teaching.”

-Institute Fellow, 1984




“The Institute was
stimulating and
challenging. Its
strength lies in the
opportunity for
teachers to become
creative and
purposeful
academically.”
-Institute Fellow, 1984
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Figure 3A: Fellows' responsesto the statement, "My experience asan Institute
Fellowwas moreimportantto my professional growth than my experience in
teacher preparation classes."

Agree Stronglyagree
(31%) (24%)
Strongly
disagree
(3%)
Neitheragreenor
disagree (24%) Disagree (18%)

Figure 3B:Fellows' responsesto the statement, "My experience asan Institute
Fellowwas more importantto my professional growth than my experiences in other
professional developmentprograms.”

Strongly agree(24%)
Agree (31%)

Disagree (13%)
Neitheragree nor
disagree (32%)

*0.0% Stronglydisagreed

Table 6 shows that proposals for enhancing teacher leadership in schools were also
viewed with great optimism.

TaBLE 6: FELLowsS AND NoN-FELLows WHO THINK GREATER TEACHER
LeabersHIP WiLL IMPROVE PuBLic EDUCATION

Percent of Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows
1986 1987 1987* 1988 1989 1990 1987*

Teacher leadership

in managing schools 8 87 90 100 86 86 75
Greater teacher control
over curriculum 80 80 91 93 84 86 79

* System-wide survey
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These figures reflect high expectations for both proposals, though at the same time,
well over half (62 percent of all Fellows and 68 percent of non-Fellows) saw promise in
the idea of amore uniform city-wide curriculum. A very high percentage of both Fellows
and non-Fellows—92 and 91 percent, respectively—also saw promise in more effective
school principals.

For the purposes of the current report, it is worth noting that many of the proposals
to which Fellows and non-Fellows responded most favorably are reflected in the
Institute’s program. Greater teacher control over curriculum and greater emphasis on the
preparation of teachers in the academic subjects they teach (discussed in a section below)
are two important examples. We also asked teachers directly what their expectations
were for school teachers having an affiliation with a university, for greater collegiality in
schools, and for the establishment of more professional development opportunities like the
Teachers Institute. Figure 4 shows their responses.

Figure4: Percentage of Fellows and Non-Fellows who think that proposals in the
Institute'sveinwillimprove education

0 20 40 60 80 100

Professional
development
opportunitieslikethe
Institute

Establishingmore
collegialrelationships
amongteachers

Schoolteachers
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withauniversity

76

B Fellows L INon-Fellows
Source: Fellows” Questionnaire, 1990; and non- Fellows’ Questionnaire, 1987

Fellows and non-Fellows corroborated this response when asked what effect they
thought the Teachers Institute will have on public education in New Haven: 93 percent
of Fellows and 71 percent of non-Fellows thought it will improve education, with 33 and
4 percent respectively foreseeing a great improvement. One percent of all non-Fellows
and no Fellows thought that the Teachers Institute will make matters worse. The greater
strength of Fellows’ responses, compared with that of non-Fellows, suggests that their
experience at the Institute has shaped their expectations for these measures. Because
bothgroups’ opinionsare sosimilar on other questions about school reform and throughout
the survey, it seems reasonable to attribute Fellows’ more optimistic responses to
proposals associated with the Institute’s approach to strengthening teaching and learning
in schools to their positive experience as participants.
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REespoNDENTS' OWN EFFECTIVENESS AS TEACHERS

Fellows and non-Fellows rated themselves highly on their effectiveness as teachers:
onascale of one (low) to five (high), 82 percent of Fellows in 1982 and 75 percentin 1987
gave themselves afour or five, and 78 and 71 percent respectively of non-Fellows did the
same. Eighty-five and 90 percent of Fellows gave themselves a four or a five when asked
about their intellectual interest in the subjects they teach, along with 80 and 86 percent of
non-Fellows. This did not diminish their appreciation of these qualities in the Institute:
when Fellows were asked if participating in the seminar had helped them grow
professionally and intellectually, the majority said yes. Fellowsin 1987 stated unanimously
that it had helped them grow in these respects, and in no other year did fewer than 94
percent make the same claim. In each year between 1986 and 1990 more than half of
the Fellows (between 54 and 57 percent) agreed “strongly” that the Institute had helped
them grow professionally and intellectually.

TEACHER LEADERSHIP

Related to the question of teacher professionalism is that of teacher leadership.
Teachers’ control over their own classroomsand curriculum, and the degree of leadership
they are able to exercise in their schools, make a substantial difference in their sense of
themselves as professionals. Again, the questions on issues of school reform in the
Fellows and 1987 system-wide surveys are useful in illuminating the context of Fellows’
experience at the Institute. Asked if they thought freeing teachers to decide how best to
meet state and local goals for children while holding them accountable for student progress
would improve education, as many as 84 percent and no fewer than 71 percent of Fellows
in any given year agreed; 67 percent of non-Fellows felt the same. No fewer than two-
thirds (65 percent) and as many as 81 percent of Fellows also saw promise in the idea of
restructuring the teaching force by introducing a new category of “lead teachers” with
the proven ability to provide active leadership in the redesign of the schools. As many as
42 percent (in 1988) agreed strongly with this proposal. Of non-Fellows, 53 percent
agreed, including 18 percent who agreed strongly.

No fewer than 84 percent and as many as 100 percent of all Fellows in a given year
thought that teacher leadership in managing schools would improve education, with

between 41 and 54 percent expecting great improvement. Three—quarters (75 percent)
of non-Fellowsagreed, including almostathird (32 percent) who agreed strongly. Greater

teacher control over curriculum was also viewed with great optimism: between 80 and 93
percent of Fellows over five years thought that it would improve education, and as many
as 43 percent agreed strongly with the proposal. Seventy-nine percent of non-Fellows
agreed, 27 percent of them strongly.
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Teacher Leadership in the Schools

The 1987 system-wide surveys further contribute to the context in which we must
understand findings on the Institute’s results, inasmuch as they pose questions about the
attitudes of Fellows and non-Fellows to the leadership they felt able to exercise in their
schools. In one question, respondents were asked to rate, on a scale of one (not at all)
to five (alot), the extent to which they felt they had a voice in determining certain aspects
of their teaching situations.

AsFigure5shows, ahigh proportion of Fellows—46 percent—report having little or
no control over the subjects they are assigned to teach. Relatively few make the same
claim about the materials they use, their professional activities, or the curriculum they
teach; non-Fellows responses are remarkably similar. When asked directly about their
participation in some aspects of their schools, however, Fellows and non-Fellows do not
report having as much active participation as the question about their sense of control
would suggest. Both groups said they had little involvement in planning class scheduling:
53 percent of Fellows and 52 percent of non-Fellows said they “never” participated in this
planning, and only 12 and 23 percent, respectively, reported that this participation occurred
“more than half the time” or “always.” Asked if teachers help select the curriculum to
be taught in their schools, more than half of all Fellows (57 percent) and non—Fellows (52
percent) answered only “once in a while” or “never.”

Figure 5:Percentage of New Haventeacherswho say they have little or novoicein
determining aspects of their teaching situation

0 10 20 30 40 50

Professional activities b
18
Subjectsassignedtoteach 46
41
Curriculumtaught 24
urriculumtau
g z
Materialsused 10
aterialsuse
18
B Fellows [_INon-Fellows

Page 21

“Nothing makes a
teacher feel better
about what he does
than when he feels he
is in control. The
Institute provides us
with the means for that
control. Through
each step of the
process we see the
unit develop and we
know that it is truly
ours. The seminar
leader’s guidance is
essential in helping us
shape the final
product, but in the end
the unit is certainly
ours.”

-Institute Fellow, 1989




“As in previous years,
this interest and
control over subject
matter gives me a
fresh outlook, and |
look forward to
presenting the unit to
the students.”
-Institute Fellow, 1986

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys
Teacher Leadership in the Institute

Inlightofthisitis not surprising that Fellows report that the opportunity to design their
own curriculum was a major incentive for them to participate in the Institute: no fewer
than 85 and as many as 91 percent of Fellows characterized it as an “important
incentive,” and inno year did more than 7 percent discountits influence on their decision
to apply. In the annual surveys almost all Fellows described developing their own
curriculum unit as beneficial, as Figure 6 indicates.

Figure 6:Howmuch Fellows said they benefitted from developing their own
curriculumunits

Alot(78%)

Notatall (5%)

Alittle(17%)

No fewer than 93 percent in any other year agreed with the Fellows in 1990 that they
had benefitted, at least to some extent, from developing their own curriculum unit.

Designing and teaching these units allows Fellows to exercise leadership in determin-
ing the conduct of their own classrooms; they also have an opportunity through the
Institute Coordinators and Representatives—who are themselves Fellows—to exercise
leadershipinthe Institute itself. Atleasttwo-thirds (67 percent) ofall Fellows agreed that
their School Representative had worked to ensure that teachers had a direct role in
designing the program to meet their needs, and between 37 and 46 percent—except in
1986, when the figure was almost two-thirds (64 percent)}—thought that the Institute
Representative for their school provided them sufficient opportunity to contribute to
planning Institute seminars. There is an Institute Representative in each school whose
role it is to keep other teachers aware of and involved in the Institute’s activities and to
facilitate the use of curriculum units.

Fellows commented further on the teacher leadership provided by Institute Represen-
tatives, as Figure 7 indicates. Responding to the question represented in the first chart,
a significant majority (in all years more than two-thirds) of Fellows thought that their
Representatives were helpful, maintaining frequent contact with teachers in their schools
who were prospective Institute participants. This is in many ways the Representatives’
primary responsibility, and the positive response in subsequent questions reflects this close
relationship between the Representatives and the teachers whom they represent.
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Figure7A:Fellows'opinionsof how helpful the Institute Representativesin their

schoolswere inmaintaining frequent contact with teachers who were prospective

Institute participants.
Alot
(77%)

Don'tknow (2%)
Notatall (5%)

Alittle(16%6)

Figure 7B: Fellows' opinions of how helpful the Institute Representativesintheir
schoolswere inassisting teachers inapplying to the Institute

Alot
(86%)

Don'tknow (7%)

Notatall (2%)
Alittle(5%)

Fellows’ responses demonstrate a similar satisfaction with the assistance offered by
Institute Coordinators, who assist the seminar leaders in the operation of Institute
seminars. As many as 95 percent agreed that the Coordinator in their seminar provided
leadership without diminishing the collegial relationship within the seminar. Half or more
of all Fellows (between 50 and 68 percent) in every year thought that the Coordinators
provided strong teacher leadership withinthe Institute. Figure 8 shows Fellows’ reactions
to more specific aspects of the Coordinators’ roles in 1990.

Figure 8A:Fellows' opinions of how helpful the Coordinatorsin their seminars
were inmonitoring the process of the seminar through observation and conversa-
tionswith seminar members.

Alot(58%)

Notatall (10%)
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“Our Representative
was very supportive
and enthusiastic. In
fact 1 might not have
taken the seminar
without her
encouragement and
support. She was
always there to
answer questions and
assist in ideas.”
-Institute Fellow, 1985




“Our seminar
Coordinator was
incredibly helpful to
me. She listened to
ideas, always
answered questions,
gave great
suggestions, and was
supportive when |
almost felt like giving
up.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

Figure 8B:Fellows'opinions of how helpful the Coordinatorsintheir seminars
were inreporting information about Institute activities to seminar members.

Alot
(72%)

Notatall (7%)

Alittle(21%)

Figure 8C:Fellows' opinions of how helpful the Coordinatorsin their seminars
wereinproviding informationaboutguidelinesfor unitwriting.

Alot
(72%)

Notatall (7%)

Alittle(21%)

Of particular importance is the first chart: the Coordinator’s observations and advice
inthe seminar are useful to Fellows, seminar leaders and the Institute administration alike,
and they ensure that all of these groups are in frequent and fruitful communication. As
Figure 8 shows, 90 percent of the 1990 Fellows thought that their Coordinator was helpful
in this capacity. This positive response is characteristic of Fellows’ opinions of the
Coordinators: in none of these capacities did less than a majority of Fellows—in any
year—view their Coordinators as helpful.

Finally, 86 percent of Fellows responding to the 1987 system-wide survey agreed that
as a result of Institute participation, there is more opportunity for teachers to write their
own curriculum. Almost half (49 percent) of Fellows on the same survey said that the
Institute isrun by New Haven teachers, and only 22 percent disagreed with the statement;
of non-Fellows, 28 percent agreed, 61 percent did not feel strongly either way, and only
11 percent disagreed.

CoLLEGIALITY
The prospect of collegiality among Public School teachers and between teachers and
Yale faculty members strongly influenced the decision of many Fellows to participate.

The opportunity to work with Yale faculty was an important incentive to between 69 and
80 percent of all Fellows, and a minor incentive to a further 16 to 22 percent; in no year
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did fewer than 90 percent indicate that contact with Yale faculty had played some role
in encouraging them to participate. Furthermore, no fewer than 82 and as many as 99
percent of Fellows cited the opportunity to work with teachers from other schools as an
incentive; in all years more than half (between 54 and 68 percent) listed it as an important
incentive. Of non-Fellows responding to the question of what might attract them to
participate in the future, 72 percent saw working with Yale faculty as an incentive, and
82 percent were attracted by the idea of working with teachers from other schools. After
completing the program Fellows expressed considerable optimism concerning collegiality
as an element of school reform. Between 89 and 97 percent over five years thought that
establishing more collegial relationshipsamong teachers would improve education, and as
many as 60 percent thought it would make a great improvement. Twenty-eight percent
of non-Fellows saw such increased collegiality greatly improving education, and another
41 percent saw the promise of at least some improvement.

Inthe 1987 system-wide survey we asked Fellows to describe how supportive various
individuals and authorities in their professional lives had been of their participation in the
Institute, and asked non-Fellows to speculate on the support they would receive if they
were to participate. Table 7 shows their responses.

TaABLE 7: SupPoORT FELLOWS saY THEY REcEIVED, AND NoN-FELLows WouLD
ExrecT TO RECEIVE, FOR INSTITUTE PARTICIPATION
(F=Fellows, NF=non-Fellows)

Percent Percent Percent
Highly supportive Somewhat supportive Not supportive
F NF F NF F NF
School principal 45 36 38 46 18 18
Department
chairperson 62 44 24 39 14 17
Curriculum
supervisor 58 35 26 46 16 20
Other teachers 41 44 42 47 17 10
Central Office 31 23 33 4 36 33
Board of
Education 3B 24 32 40 32 37

In general, most Fellows—in almost all cases over two-thirds—feel that the
individuals and authorities in their professional lives are or would be at least somewhat
supportive of Institute participation. In particular, most Fellowsand non-Fellowsin 1987
indicated the support they had received or would expect to receive from other teachers
and administrators in their schools. Still, many teachers, Fellows and non-Fellows alike,
expressed a feeling of isolation in their schools. As Figure 9 shows, when teachers were
asked to rate “my sense of isolation in my school” on a scale of one (low) to five (high),
41 percent of Fellows in 1982 and 36 percent in 1987 circled either four or five; 26 and
22 percent of non-Fellows, respectively, did the same. More non-Fellows than Fellows
rated their sense of isolation as low (a rating of one), 30 against 15 percent in 1982 and
45 against 38 percent in 1987. This suggests that teachers who feel more isolated in their
schools may be more likely to turn to the Institute. But of all teachers surveyed a
substantial number—at least a quarter—indicated that isolation figured in their experience
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“It seems that this
year, as well as past
years that I’ve
participated, there is a
true spirit of
camaraderie among
our group. Although
each of us interprets
the literature and art
individually, there is
only constructive
criticism offered. |
find the seminar a time
of rejuvenation—
rethinking the reasons
why | chose teaching
as my career to begin
with.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990




“Normally, I am a very
quiet person when I’'m
with other adults in a
meeting or class
situation, but the
atmosphere created by
the seminar leader
was such that |

opened up and shared
my opinions on the
readings along with
everyone else. It
seemed that [he] felt
that everyone’s ideas
were important—
everyone had
something valuable to
contribute.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990

“From the very first
meeting we were an
extremely cohesive
group, very supportive
of each other, and
eager to learn from
each other. | came
away feeling | had
made seven new
friends.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985
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in their schools. This was echoed in their sense of isolation in teaching as a profession:
36 percent of Fellows and 37 percent of non-Fellows circled a four or five on the same
scale—indicating that their sense of isolation was relatively high—in 1982, and 40 percent
of Fellows, along with 28 percent of non-Fellows, did soin 1987. A sense of isolation was
also an especially important theme in the early written evaluations, as mentioned
previously.

Figure Q:Fellow)s' and Non-Fellows'rating of “my sense of isolation in my school”
in1987
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The great majority of Fellows, however, reported that they had learned about Yale
faculty and other teachers in New Haven through their participation inthe Institute. Figure
10 shows statistics for 1990; no fewer than 80 and as many as 90 percent in any year
thought that they had learned about other teachers and schools through the Institute, and
almost as many—between 75 and 79 percent—said they had learned about Yale
University and its faculty members. The difference in attitudes about Yale professors
which this experience may bring about is illustrated by Table 8 (see page 27).

Figure 10A:Fellows' responseto the statement "Through the seminar, | learned
aboutotherteachersandschoolsin New Haven." (in percent)
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Figure 10B:Fellows'reactionto the statement, " Through the seminar, | learned
about Yale University and its faculty members." (in percent)
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Between 83 and 96 percent of Fellows said they had benefitted from discussing work-
in-progress on their units with other Fellows in the seminars, and as many as 53 percent
said they had benefitted from this exchange “a lot.” Almost as many felt they had
benefitted from the discussion of work-in-progress on other Fellows’ units, with no fewer
than 80 percent finding it beneficial and as many as 51 percent reporting that they had

benefitted a lot.

Despite the fact that Fellows’ general impression of Yale before their participation
is, asthe section of thisreporton “Fellows’ Reactions to Yale” will show, worse ifanything
than that of non-Fellows, after participating in an Institute seminar their opinions of Yale
professors as scholars and colleagues are markedly more positive.

TaBLE 8: FELLOWS’ AND NON-FELLOWS’ ATTITUDES TOWARD Y ALE

PROFESSORS
(F: Fellows; NF: Non-Fellows)
Percent Percent Percent
who agree who neither ~ who
agree nor disagree
disagree
F NF F NF F NF
Yale professors are
uninterested in
teaching. 9 6 18 55 73 39
Yale professors are
extremely knowledgeable
about their fields of study. 87 59 10 34 2 7
Yale professors are
poor teachers. 3 4 32 57 65 39
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“The Yale faculty
member [who led the
seminar] had a clear
idea of our Fellow
status, rather than
student status. He
planned, encouraged
and coordinated
feedback among us as
well as being
exceedingly available
for advice and
criticism....It was my
best curriculum unit
(so far), and by far the
closest to ideal
cooperation and
fellowship | have
experienced.”
-Institute Fellow, 1990
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TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Percent
who agree

F NF

Yale professors are

more interested in

research than in

teaching. 12 17
Yale professors have

no idea what life is

like outside the

“ivory tower.” 26 28

Percent
who neither
agree nor
disagree

F NF

39 62

30 53

Percent
who
disagree

F NF
49 22
44 19

Significantly, Fellows’ relationships with their colleagues in the schools alsoimproved
asaresultoftheir participation inthe Institute, as Table 9 shows. In 1987 almost two thirds
(61 percent) said their relationships with other teachers had been positively affected, and
improved relationships with school principals, curriculum supervisors and department
chairs were cited by 41, 50, and 40 percent of Fellows respectively. No Fellows thought
that these relationships had been negatively affected.

TaABLE 9: CHANGE IN FELLOWS’ RELATIONSHIPS WITH THEIR COLLEAGUES AS A
RESULT OF INSTITUTE PARTICIPATION

Percent who report that they experienced...

Negative
Positive

Change
Other teachers
in my school 0
My school
principal 0
My curriculum
supervisor 0
My department
chairperson 0

39

59

49

59

No change

Change

61

41

51

41

When non-Fellows were asked if their relationships with teachers who had taken part
inthe Institute had changed, 40 percent said that they had changed positively, and only six
percent perceived a negative change. Furthermore, over half (56 percent) of Fellows
agreed that there was more discussion among teachers about the subjects they teach as
a result of participation, and 37 percent thought there was more discussion among

teachers about the students they teach.
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Finally, as Figure 11 shows, 40 percent of Fellows thought that, as a result of Institute
participation, there is more collegiality among teachers in their schools; only 22 percent
disagreed. These findings suggest that the collegial character of Institute seminars may
have an ongoing influence on the lives of Fellows, perhaps providing a model for their
professional relationships beyond the Institute.

Figure 11: Fellows'reactionto the statement, “Asaresult of Institute participation,
there ismore collegiality among teachers inmyschool.”
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‘ Strongly agree (8%)
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disagree (38%)

Disagree (21%)
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“The resources
available were a
strong point. The
library is good, as is
the computer center,
and the staff were
useful and helpful.”
-Institute Fellow, 1990

“The strength of the
Institute is in its
outstanding seminar
leaders. Their
willingness to bring
the latest information
and research to us
and still correct our
first and second drafts
shows to me what
flexible and dedicated
teachers they are.”
-Institute Fellow, 1990

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

I11. FELLOWS’ REACTIONS TO SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE INSTITUTE

A major portion of the Fellows’ questionnaire was devoted to Fellows’ reactions to
their Institute experience. Some of the responses have been discussed in earlier sections.
In this section, we report Fellows’ reasons for participating in the Institute and their
reactions to selected features of the Institute program.

WHY FELLOWS PARTICIPATE

We asked Fellows to comment specifically on the incentives to their participation.
Having accessto Yale facilities was important to many. In 1990, almost half (49 percent)
considered the opportunity to use the libraries and other academic facilities an important
incentive, and an additional 36 percent ranked it as a minor incentive. Use of athletic
facilities was an important incentive only to 9 percent; for 61 percent, it was not an
incentive.

Thirty percent of Fellows indicated that the opportunity to have their curriculum units
published and circulated by the Institute was an important incentive, and 38 percent listed
it as a minor incentive. Similarly, 29 percent of non-Fellows—who were asked what
aspects of the program would contribute most to their decision if they were to
participate—said that having their work published would be amajor incentive; 36 percent
said it would be aminor one. Arelatively small number of Fellows were attracted by the
opportunity to have their course of study recognized for credit in a degree program: only
18 percent listed it as a major incentive, and 60 percent said it was not an incentive at all.
Non-Fellows found this prospect more persuasive: 46 percent said it would be a major
incentive, and a further 28 percent said it would be a minor incentive.

The collegiality of the Institute has had a major influence on Fellows’ decision to
participate, as Figure 12 shows.

Figure 12A:The opportunity toworkwith Yale faculty asanincentive to Fellows'
participationinthe Institute

Animportant
incentive (79%)

Notanincentive (6%0)

Aminorincentive (15%)

Page 30



Fellows’ Reactions to the Institute

Figure 12B:The opportunity towork with teachers from other schoolsasan
incentiveto Fellows' participationinthe Institute

Animportant
incentive
(64%)

Notanincentive (1%)

Aminorincentive (35%)

Non-Fellows also found the opportunity to work with Yale faculty and other teachers
potentially influential, thoughinaslightly lesser degree: 39 percentthought interaction with
the faculty would be amajor incentive, and a further 32 percent characterized itasaminor
incentive. Forty-eightand 34 percent respectively thought the same of the opportunity to
work with other teachers.

The opportunity to develop curriculum units to suit their students, and to exercise
greater control over the curriculum they taught, influenced Fellows very strongly, as
Figure 13 shows.

Figure 13:1990 Fellows' opinions of curriculumunitsasan incentive to participa-
tioninthe Institute

Opportunitytodevelop o
curriculummaterialsto 5
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“| feel the effects of
having participated in
the Institute already.
My mind is busy with
thoughts about school,
with doing further
study in the area of my
unit, and I’m anxious
to begin posing new
challenges to my
students.”

-Institute Fellow, 1988




“So often,
‘intellectual’ pursuits
are not fostered for
teachers on the

elementary level. They

run a very poor
second to the
development of
methods over content.
As important as
methods are, this
approach leaves an
important gap in our
pupils’ development,
as well as our own—
the Institute seminar
reverses this
approach. The
intellectual pursuits
motivated by my
seminar leader and
expanded by our
group led naturally
into the development
of a subject matter
unit which certainly
did not neglect
methods.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990
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Non-Fellows also found these opportunities potentially persuasive, though again they
were less enthusiastic than Fellows: 75, 64 and 46 percent respectively [from top to
bottom] thought of them as major incentives.

The opportunity for interdisciplinary work was a major incentive to 59 percent of 1990
Fellows and a minor one to 34 percent; for non-Fellows, 45 and 38 percent respectively
anticipated the same. Figure 14 makes clear that the great majority of Fellows were
persuaded by the academic and intellectual opportunities which the Institute offers:

Figure 14: 1990 Fellows' opinions of increased mastery of their subjectand
intellectual independenceas incentivesto their participation in the Institute. (in

percent) 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Notanincentive 0
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- Opportunity to increase my mastery ofthe subjects | teach

Opportunity to exercise intellectual independence

Non-Fellows were attracted to these opportunitiestoo: 65and 61 percent respectively
thought they would be major incentives to participation. Of particular interest is the
response of elementary school teachers. As was stated in the introduction, elementary
school teachers were not fully included in the program until 1990. Inthatyear, 95 percent
said that the opportunity to exercise intellectual independence had beenamajor incentive
totheir participation, adegree of enthusiasm which may reflect the relatively small number
of opportunities for study on the Institute’s level that are open to teachers of the youngest
grades.

The benefits participants say they derive provide an implicit explanation for the

success of the Institute in attracting teachers. Table 10 ranks various aspects of the
program according to the degree to which Fellows in 1990 considered them useful.
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TaBLE 10: UsEFULNESS OF ASPECTS OF THE INSTITUTE’S PROGRAM TO FELLOWS IN

1990
Percent of Fellows who found each useful...
toa toa toa Not Did
great moderate  small  at not
extent  extent extent all use
Knowledge gained of
subject matter 84 10 4 1 0
Seminar leader 75 19 4 1 0
Program overall 71 26 3 0 0
Stipend 56 25 12 7 0
Contact with Yale
faculty 54 13 21 9 3
Unitwriting
guidelines 49 30 16 3 1
Interaction with
other Fellows 44 36 14 4 1
Program schedule 43 29 23 5 0
Seminar
bibliographies 42 34 15 3 6
Membership in the
Yale Community 32 22 32 9 6
Lectures 21 40 24 11 3

These figures from 1990 are highly representative of findings from other years. The
factors which emerge as most persuasive in this analysis are central to the concept of the
Institute: collegiality, both with Yale faculty and with other teachers; the opportunity for
Fellows to write their own curriculum units, and the control this gives them over their
teaching; academic preparation in the subject matters Fellows teach; and intellectual
stimulation. The mostimportant of these potential incentives and perceived benefits may
therefore be summarized as the opportunity to develop a curriculum unit by working with
Yale and school colleagues in order to apply in their own teaching what they have learned
in Institute seminars. In every year of the surveys, ninety percent or more of Fellows
found that the opportunity to write curriculum suited to their needs and designed to
motivate students was a major incentive to their decision to participate initially or again
in the Teachers Institute.
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“The experiences were
extensive,
enlightening, and
refreshing
educationally. The
program is an
intellectual
awakening!”

-Institute Fellow, 1987




“l read and used over
half of the books
recommended. |
discussed, quite often,
my choice of reading
with my seminar
leader and he was
quite helpful,
especially with the
refinement of my
topic.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985

“The bibliography for
the seminar | was in
proved very helpful as
a starting point in
focusing on a final
unit topic. Most of my
early research came
from this list.”
-Institute Fellow, 1984

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

PRoGRAM ScHEDULING AND DESIGN
Readings

Fellows in both humanities and science seminars are asked to read a substantial
amount of material related to the topic they are studying, both in preparing for seminar
discussions and in researching the curriculum units they write. Figure 15 indicates how
much Fellows said they read in 1990.

As the chart shows, over half (52 percent) of Fellows in humanities seminars read
more than a thousand pages to prepare for their meetings. Although seminars in the
sciences tend to involve shorter—though generally more time-consuming—assigned
readings, three quarters (74 percent) of the Fellows who participated in them read over
a thousand pages in researching their curriculum units, along with 80 percent of their
colleagues inthe humanities. Still, no fewer thantwo thirds (65 percent) of Fellows inany
given year agreed that the reading period provided in the Institute’s schedule was long
enough for them to complete the reading they most wanted to do.

Figure 15A: Number of pages read by Fellows in humanities and science semi-
narsto prepare for seminar meetings (in percent)
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Figure 15B: Number of pagesread by Fellows in humanitiesand science semi-
narstoresearchtheir curriculumunits (in percent)
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Fellows’ Reactions to the Institute

At the beginning of each Institute session, seminar leaders provide Fellows with
an annotated bibliography of sources relevant to the seminar’s topic. Fellows, in turn,
include annotated bibliographies for students and teachers in their finished units. Between
58 and 72 percent of Fellows found the general bibliography useful, and even more—
between 71 and 81 percent—thought that the bibliographic assistance providedby the
syllabus of weekly readings was useful. Two-thirds or more in each year agreed that the
bibliographies were sufficiently annotated. Between 76 and 89 percent agreed that
suggestions made to themindividually by their seminar leaders had been valuable. Fellows
found these different forms of bibliographical assistance useful in a variety of ways. In
1990, 65 percent said they had been helpful in preparing for seminar meetings, 76 percent
said they were of assistance in researching their curriculum units, and 70 percent agreed
that they would be useful for further reading in the future. Overall, between 68 and 84
percent of Fellows found the bibliographies useful to a great or moderate extent, and no
more than 5 percent thought they were not at all useful.

Talks

In the first two months of each session the Institute schedules a series of talks given
by Yale faculty members. The topics of the talks may reflect the content of a seminar
being offered that year, preview a seminar that could be offered the following year, or
address some other subject of scholarly or current interest. The speakers are usually past
or prospective seminar leaders, though other faculty from the University may offer their
special expertise in response to teacher interest.

In 1990, as Table 11 shows, over half (55 percent) of all Fellows thought that the
talks offered an overview of Fellows’ work in the seminars to at least a moderate
extent, with only 12 percent disagreeing entirely. All but 4 percent thought that the
talks offered a sense of collegiality and common purpose among Fellows, and over
half (53 percent) found this true to a great extent. Fellows agreed universally that
they were an occasion for a pleasant social gathering, and, more importantly, 98
percent thought that they offered intellectual stimulation, with 74 percent saying so “to
a great extent.” A great majority of Fellows that year said that the talks spurred them
to read more about the topic (82 percent), discuss the topic with their students (82

TaBLE 11: PERCENTAGE OF FELLOWS WHO THOUGHT
INSTITUTE TALKS WERE SuccessrFuL IN1990

Toa Toa Toa Not
great moderate small at
extent  extent extent all
In providing an overview of
Fellows’ work in the seminars 25 30 3 12
In providing a sense of
collegiality and common purpose
among Fellows 53 30 13 4
In providing an occasion for
a pleasant social gathering 44 38 19 0
Inproviding intellectual
stimulation 74 24 0 1
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“The principal value
of the talks was to
answer a hunger in
this teacher for
hearing information
from people who are
able to work in depth
in various fields.”
-Institute Fellow, 1984




“The process,
although it was
difficult for me to meet
the deadlines, is good
in that it is a step-by-
step approach and |
am always amazed,
when 1 think | have
nothing to write that,
in fact, | have a lot.”
-Institute Fellow, 1984

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

percent), and discuss the topic with other teachers (94 percent). “to a great extent.”
A great majority of Fellows that year said that the talks spurred them to read more
about the topic (81 percent), discuss the topic with their students (83 percent), and
discuss the topic with other teachers (94 percent).

Over five years, between 75 and 89 percent of Fellows agreed that the Institute
had scheduled the right number of talks, and no fewer than 80 percent of Fellows in
any year found the talks useful.

Schedule

The Institute schedule has evolved over the years to accommodate Fellows' work
during both the school year and the summer. Fellows test aspects of their units-in-
progress in their classrooms during the school year, and complete the units during the
summer recess. There was mixed reaction to questions that posed possible changes in
the schedule: between 9 and 19 percent of the Fellows wanted the schedule changed so
that the entire session would be conducted during the summer, and between 16 and 30
percent wanted all activities to take place during the school year. There are obviously
advantages and disadvantages to both proposals. Between 38 and 49 percent of Fellows
work at least part time during the summer months, and they must also balance their
participation with their professional workload during the school year.

Satisfaction with the schedule was high, but there was also a range of response to
the questions about schedule. The majority of Fellows (between 62 and 74 percent)
believed that the writing deadlines connected with their units occurred at the right times
in relation to the Institute calendar. Over the years of the survey, between 44 and 62
percent agreed that the deadlines occurred at the right times in relation to the school
calendar and between 39 and 52 percent disagreed. Nonetheless, between 92 and 96
percent judged the Institute schedule to be "useful,” and between 68 and 78 percent agreed
that, all things considered, the Institute schedule is about the best it can be.

FeLLows’ REacTIONS TO YALE

All Institute seminars and lectures are conducted on the Yale campus, and Fellows
receive the benefits of membership in the university community—including full library
privileges and the opportunity to use athletic and other facilities—for a full year from the
beginning of the session in which they participate. The surveys speak strongly of the
Fellows’ appreciation of the University setting and its resources. As indicated in the
previous section, working with Yale faculty was animportant incentive to participation for
amajority of Fellows, and a small percentage—between 12 and 25 percent—sought out
faculty members other than their seminar leaders. Access to academic facilities such as
the libraries was an incentive for no fewer than 82 percent and as many as 96 percent,
with as many as 63 percent indicating that it was an important incentive. In fact, between
73 and 96 percent of Fellows in any given year said they used these facilities, and more
than half in most years said they used them a lot. Athletic facilities were a less important
butstill significantincentive to participation, cited by between 39 and 52 percent of Fellows
(though “important” to only 7 to 17 percent). Very few, however, actually made use of
them: 14 percentvisited the gymin 1987, and only one Fellow took advantage of itin 1990.
Museums—attended by as few as 24 and as many as 64 percent of Fellows—were
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Fellows’ Reactions to the Institute

somewhat more popular; the wide discrepancy in these last figures is probably attributable
largely to the difference from year to year in the use that specific seminars made of Yale’s
collections.

Fellowsand non-Fellows believe that Yale University isresistant to change in roughly

equal proportions, with 28 percent of Fellows and 26 percent of non-Fellows agreeing with
this statement; 33 and 26 percent, respectively, disagreed. Ninety-seven percent of
Fellows and 88 percent of non-Fellows agreed that Yale has a wealth of cultural and
educational resources. Sixty—six percent of Fellows and 52 percent of non-
Fellows said that Yale makes a positive contribution to the surrounding community.
Despite these relative consistencies, however, Institute participation significantly changes
teachers’ general opinion of Yale University. Figure 16 shows how favorably or
unfavorably non-Fellowsand Fellows, both before and after their participation, report they
looked on Yale.

Figure 16:Fellows'and Non-Fellows' opinions of Yale University (in percent)
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As these graphs indicate, Fellows” impressions of the University before their
participation are, if anything, less favorable than those of non-Fellows, but Fellows have
a markedly more positive attitude after having participated. Their optimism about the
accessibility of the University through the Institute and the favorable response to Yale and
its faculty may help to explain why between 76 and 88 percent of Fellows, as opposed to
64 percent of non-Fellows, responded that school teachers having an affiliation with a
university would improve education in schools.
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“Having access to the
Yale community has
been an incentive and
a welcome bonus to
teaching in New
Haven.”

-Institute Fellow, 1987

“Just being a part of
the Yale family is a
plus within itself.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989




“l wrote my unit to
develop an idea | have
been playing with over
the past few years,
and in fact, have been
even teaching. This
seminar gave me a
chance to develop and
to organize it into a
coherent whole, and it
will give me a chance
to use it in my
humanities classes.
The unit will become
the major focus of my
humanities work.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

IV. THE CurrICcULUM UNITS

The curriculum units developed by Fellows during their Institute participation
represent the most tangible outcome of the Institute. A catalog of the units developed
between 1978 and 1990 offers testimony to the range and variety of Fellows’ interests and
their creativity. Asectionofthe Fellows’ questionnaire asked about Fellows’ experiences
developing their unitsand their uses of both units that they themselves developed and units
developed by other Fellows. Inaddition, the system-wide surveys investigated the uses
by non-Fellows of units developed by Institute Fellows and the reactions of both Fellows
and non-Fellows following their use of the units.

DEeVELOPMENT OF THE UNITS BY FELLOWS
Fellows develop their curriculum units according to a process which has five steps to

guide themtothe final product. Table 12 illustrates the primary sources of Fellows’ ideas
for their units:

TaBLE 12: PRIMARY SOURCES FOR FELLOWS’ IDEAS FOR THEIR UNITS
(as a percent of Fellows responding)

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

A topic that | think
is important for my

students to study 44 38 27 32 41
A topic | have been

interested in 17 10 38 34 22
A topic | have

taught on which |

want to do further work 19 29 16 13 20
A topic my students

were interested in 0 14 5 8 6
The written

description of my

seminar 8 2 5 2 2
My reading for the

seminar 0 2 3 2 0
A previous Institute

seminar 3 0 3 2 2
A previous Institute

talk 0 0 0 0 2
Discussion in my

seminar this year 3 0 0 2 0
A requirement of my

departmental curriculum 0 0 0 0 0
Other 6 5 3 4 4
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Most Fellows selected either a topic which they thought was important for their
students to study or a topic they were interested in: as many as 44 percent and no fewer
than 27 percent over five years cited the former, and between 10 and 38 percent cited the
latter. Many topics are shaped by the interdisciplinary nature of the seminars, and 81
percent of Fellows agreed that the Institute’s interdisciplinary approach had broadened
their teaching curriculum. Fellows also responded positively to the Institute’s writing
process. Between 94 and 100 percent of Fellows agreed that it encouraged them to
formulate, reformulate and enlarge their unit as they developed it from draft to draft;
between 28 and 40 percent agreed strongly. Three quarters or more (between 73 and 88
percent) said that the writing process had encouraged them to prepare the draft naturally,
making the final product seem more effortless.

Fellows reported benefitting from the process of writing a unit in a number of ways.
Table 13 shows the responses of Fellows in both humanities and science seminars.

TaBLE 13: PERCENTAGE OF FELLOWS IN HUMANITIES AND SCIENCE
SEMINARS WHO FounD THE INsTITUTE WRITING PROCESS HELPFUL

Alot Alittle Not at all
Hum. Sci. Hum. Sci. Hum. Sci.
Sharpeningwriting
skills 69 74 27 21 4 5
Sharpening research
skills 55 68 39 32 6 0
Organizingthinking
and refining ideas 90 84 10 11 0 5
Pacingwriting 73 63 25 32 2 5

Despite the difference in the subjects they usually teach, Fellows in humanities and
science seminars were equally positive about the benefits of the Institute writing process.
Ninety-six and 95 percent of humanities and science teachers respectively reported
improvement in their writing skills, and equivalent percentages reported having been
helped with sharpening their research skills and with pacing their writing. Ninety percent
of humanities Fellows and 84 percent of Fellows in the sciences credited the process with
helping them “a lot” with organizing their thinking and refining their ideas. Responses
were similarly positive when Fellows were asked about the feedback they received from
other Fellows and from their seminar leaders, and learning about the writing process in
general.

Furthermore, new Fellows reported benefitting from the unitwriting processas much
asreturning Fellows did, despite the fact that they had no previous experience with it. In
1990 their response to the questions in Table 13 was often more positive than that of
returning Fellows. Eighty-four percent of new Fellows, for instance, thought that the
process had sharpened their research skills “a lot,” as compared with 59 percent of
returning Fellows; and more than two-thirds (68 percent) thought they had learned “a lot”
more about the writing process, a claim made by only 54 percent of returning Fellows.

The Institute’s schedule also encourages Fellows to experiment with their units-in-
progress in their own classrooms. Between 48 and 67 percent of Fellows tried out the
subject matter or strategies of their units in their classes, and of those three quarters (from
79 to 95 percent) said that this helped to shape their final units.
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I find this process to
be perfect for me. |
like the graduation of
writings and the way
the completed unit is
structured. | always
try to rush things, but
this writing process
has really been well
planned.”

-Institute Fellow, 1984

“As a writing teacher
totally committed to
teaching writing as a
process and as an
eight-year participant
of the Institute, |
believe we have the
ideal guidelines. If a
Fellow follows each
step, the unit flows
and grows very
naturally, practically
writes itself.”
-Institute Fellow, 1985




“My curriculum unit
will stimulate my
students to do more
reading, performing,
and writing. It should
make many plays come
alive for the students
through their active
participation. Their
learning should
become more active
and participatory. |
hope to improve their
literary analysis skills
and comprehension by
understanding cause
and effect, the
differences between
fantasy and reality,
and past and
present.”

-Institute Fellow, 1988

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys
APPROACHES, ACTIVITIES AND SKILLS TAUGHT IN THE CLASSROOM

Fellows were asked to describe their past teaching generally as well as their teaching
of Institute units specifically, and the results show that the use of Institute units makes a
significant difference in some of the approaches and activities teachers use as well as the
skills they teach. Figure 17 makes a few representative comparisons.

It is generally accepted that students learn more, understand better, and remember
what they have learned longer when they are actively engaged in the learning process.
As Figure 17 indicates, Fellows teaching their own units put much more emphasis on that
sort of active learning, and rely less on evaluations such as test-taking.

Figure 17A:Fellowswhoteach analyzing writing and writing fromresearch 'toa
greatextent' (inpercent)
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Figure 17B: Fellowswhoadminister tests or Socratically questionideasand
values 'toagreatextent' (in percent)
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Figure 17C: Fellowswhoteach preparing for examstoa'great or moderate extent'
(inpercent)
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Furthermore, students of all levels appear to benefit from Institute units. Fellowswere
asked to identify the groups of students for which the activities, approaches and skills
contained in their units were designed: between 67 and 80 percent said their units were
suitable for average students, while 47 to 63 percent thought they could be taught to the
most advanced students and 37 to 62 percent thought they could be taught to the least
advanced students. Fellows experienced success in teaching units to all these groups, as
is discussed below.

UNiTs IN Use IN THE NEw HAvVEN PusLic ScHooLs

From the outset the Institute has been interested in the extent and pattern of the use
of Institute-developed curriculum units by Fellows and other teachers. Though the units
are developed firstfor their authors’ own use, they are written for an audience of teachers,
and we have encouraged teachers throughout the New Haven Public Schools to make
use of them in their own classrooms. We are accordingly interested not only in how
Fellows use their own units, but how Fellows use other Fellows’ units and how non-
Fellows use Fellows’ units. We have conducted a number of surveys over the last ten
yearstoinvestigate these types of unituse. Thefirst,in 1981, wasadministered to Fellows
and non-Fellows and concerned unitusealone. In 1982 we added questions from the 1981
survey to our first system-wide general survey, and in 1985 we further refined our
approach for a second survey solely on the topic of unit use. In 1987, based on what we
had learned and what we had not learned from the three previous questionnaires, we
added a substantial section of questions on unit use to the system-wide survey of that year.
All of these surveys were given to both Fellows and non-Fellows; those givenin 1981 and
1985 reflect only the use of units in the years in which they were administered, while the
system-wide surveys in 1982 and 1987 asked teachers to report their use of Institute units
in any previous year as well. Because the response rates fell well short of including all
the teachers who may have used Institute units, the 1981 and 1985 surveys yield a
substantial undercount of units used, inasmuch as we did not extrapolate from the results,
but simply tabulated them.

Furthermore, beginning in 1986 we decided we would ask Fellows at the conclusion
of their participation each year about how they planned to use their new units, and
accordingly included a section of questions on that topic in the annual Fellows surveys.
We intended in the future to make comparisons between what Fellows anticipate, and
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“After researching this
unit, | feel competent
and more confident in
approaching this
subject. | know that it
would enlighten other
teachers who are
hesitant about
teaching a subject
they are not familiar
with.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990




“l also found the study
and research for my
unit exciting and
renewed my interest in
teaching the subject
matter for the next
school year. The
seminar leader's
comments and
encouragement
certainly helped me in
preparing my unit and
definitely built my self-
esteem (I can still do a
good, innovative unit
with research even
while working full-time
and doing readings
for seminars).”
-Institute Fellow, 1990

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

what Fellows and non-Fellows actually report about unit use that has already occurred
when surveyed system-wide. The current data from the four system-wide surveys and
the Fellows survey thus consist of responses to different questions asked in different
years, and direct comparison is difficult. These data should therefore be understood more
as documenting the minimum amount of unit use occuring at a given time, rather than as
demonstrating changes in this use over time.

The Institute conducted its firstsurvey on the use of Fellows’ curriculumunitsin April,
1981. The survey indicated that almost all of the units written up to then were still being
used not only by their authors but by other teachers as well. They were being taught that
year in approximately 700 school classes attended by almost 30,000 students. Because
atthattime there were about 9000 secondary school students in New Haven, these figures
indicate that most students were studying Institute materials in at least one of their courses,
and that many students were studying Institute materials in several courses. The survey
conducted in 1985 determined that the number of school classes in which Institute units
were taught had more than doubled since 1981, to more than 1500. At least a third of all
New Haven teachers—Fellows and non-Fellows—were found to be using Institute units,
with 71 percent having used two or more and 43 percent having used three or more.

The system-wide survey of 1982 asked Fellows and non-Fellows to report how many
Institute units they had used in any year. Forty-one percent of non-Fellows, along with
90 percent of Fellows, said they had used at least one; 74 percent of Fellows said they had
used two or more, and 79 percent said they had used one that year. Responding to the
same questions on the 1987 system-wide survey, 96 percent of Fellows said they had used
at least one Institute unit; 82 percent said they had used two or more, and 68 percent said
they had used one that year. Only 22 percent of non-Fellows, however, reported having
used an Institute unit, and only eight percent had used one that year. The apparent drop
in unit use by non-Fellows between 1982 and 1987 may be partly attributable to the end
in the early 1980s of New Haven’s city-wide in-service workshops, at which Fellows
frequently presented the units they wrote to their colleagues. Although we attempted to
offsetthisloss by creating teams of Fellows to make presentations in schools on individual
Institute seminars and the units that had been written in them, the statistics above suggest
that these efforts were of limited success. To the extent that the elimination of these
workshops is responsible for a reduction in unit use, it is incumbent upon us to find new
ways of encouraging non-Fellows to make use of the curriculum resources of the Institute,
not the least because of the success non-Fellows have reported in adapting Fellows’ work
for their own classrooms.

In the annual Fellows’ surveys, Fellows have been asked to describe how they plan
to use the unit they have just written. The majority of Fellows—between 68 and 80
percent—expected to teach their unitsin one or two different courses, most of which were
to be a half-year or a year in duration; others expected to teach units in as many as five
courses. Each course may be taught to more than one class of students: for example, a
teacher might teach world history once a day to one class and American history, a second
course, two times a day to two different classes. Table 14 shows in how many classes
Fellows expected to teach their new units.
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TaBLE 14: NumMBER OF CLASSES IN WHIcH FELLows ExPeEcCT TO TEACH THEIR
New UNITS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Fellows in Fellowsin Fellowsin Fellowsin Fellows in

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
1 class 26 31 19 29 31
2 classes 22 36 40 16 22
3 classes 22 8 14 7 17
4 classes 11 8 12 21 15
5 classes 20 17 16 28 15

Because of confusion among the respondents about the relationship of the term
“classes” to “courses” in our survey, some answered this question by giving the total
number of classes in which they taught Institute units, while others gave the number of

classes per course in which they taught Institute units. For the latter group, then, the “I’m sure they [other

number of classes would have to be multiplied by the number of courses they reported to teachers] will be

get an accurate count of the total number of different classes of students to whom they enthusiastic about the

taught Institute units; the table above therefore also represents a minimum, and is an materials and the

undercount. approach newly
available to them.

Based on these figures, and on the average size of classes in New Haven, we have Teaching this year

calculated that 1990 humanities Fellows alone—not including Fellows in the sciences, should be more

former humanities Fellows, or non-Fellows who teach Institute units—anticipated stimulating than ever.”

teaching their own, new Institute units to over 3,000 students in the New Haven Public -Institute Fellow, 1985

Schools inthe 1990-1991 school year. Furthermore, this is only a fraction of the unit use
characterized by all of these studies taken together: as the responses over ten years
demonstrate, the curriculum units available to New Haven teachers—of which there are
now more than 700—are taught in great numbers in classrooms across the city by the
Fellowswho wrote them, by other Fellows, and by teachers who have not yet participated
in the Institute’s program.

FeLLows’ Use oF THEIR OwN UNITS

Fellowsemployedtheir unitsin differentways intheir classrooms, as Table 15 shows.
Thirty-nine percent in 1987 said they used units to introduce topics not in the

TaBLE15: WAYS THAT FELLows UseD THE INsTITUTEUNITS THEY WROTE

Percent of Fellows
To introduce a topic not in the textbook 39

To expand on a topic in the textbook 39

As the primary resource for teaching
the topic of the unit 37

As a substitute for other available

material on the topic because the unit
presented the topic better 30
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“The seminar allowed
me to shape and form
my ideas into a viable
unit that I can teach
with confidence. The
unit will be a new way
of teaching for me and
of learning for my
classes.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990

“I’m going to
implement my unit
shortly after school
begins; it’ll be a
pleasure to use the
knowledge and
confidence (of and in
a topic I’ve avoided in
the past) I’ve gained
in seminar. | feel the
Institute’s impact is
growing in my
school—more people
are involved in the
Institute directly or
reading (and using)
units.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

textbook, and the same proportion used them to expand on topics that were in the textbook.
Thirty-seven percent used them as the primary resource for teaching a topic, with 30
percent adopting them as a substitute for other available material on the topic because the
unit presented the topic better.

Fellows designed the units they wrote for a wide range of ability levels. In 1990, a
typical year, 80 percent of Fellows said they had designed their units for teaching average
students, 50 percent said they had designed them for the most advanced students, and 61
percent said they had designed them for the least advanced students. These figures
indicate that there is a substantial body of units which were designed by their authors to
be taughtto students of more than one ability level, a finding in keeping with Fellows’ and
non-Fellows’ conclusions about the units’ adaptability, as discussed below. Of Fellows
who said they had not yet been able to use a unit they had written, then, it is not surprising
that only 12 percent found that their students’ level of preparation was not what they had
anticipated when they wrote the unit.

Of the relatively small proportion of Fellows who had stopped teaching any unit they
had themselves prepared in previous years, most explained that they were no longer
teaching the subject of the unit (29 percent), that there was no longer enough time in the
curriculum (21 percent), or that the unit was designed for a level of students different from
the level they were currently teaching (21 percent). That teachers are reassigned to a
different subject—in which they may not be formally prepared—reinforces the need for
the subject matter preparation and curriculum development that the Institute provides. It
alsosuggestsanother reason for Fellows’ recurring participation in the Institute, inasmuch
as Fellows may wish to return to develop a unit to replace one which they are no longer
inapositionto use. Asthe nextsectionwill describe, however, the fact thata Fellow may
temporarily stop teaching a unit he or she wrote does not mean that its classroom life is
interrupted. In fact, a majority of the Institute units in active use are taught by teachers
other than their authors, and continue to reach students through their availability from all
school libraries and the Institute itself.

FeLLows’ aND NoN-FeLLows’ Use oF OTHERS” UNITS

The system-wide surveys provided an opportunity to ask Fellows and non-Fellows
about their experience of actually teaching Institute units which others had written.
This was particularly important to us because of the Institute’s aim of producing
curriculum units which are not only useful to the Fellows who wrote them, but which
can be adapted by other teachers for use in their own classrooms.

Table 16 shows the principal sources from which Fellows and non-Fellows

learned about units by other Fellows which they taught, adapted by other teachers for
use in their own classrooms.
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TaBLE 16: WHERE TEACHERS LEARNED ABOUT OTHERS’ CURRICULUM UNITS THEY
UseD
(PRINCIPAL SOURCES)

Percent of Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows
My School Representative 30 54
The teacher who wrote the unit 29 8
An Institute Coordinator 27 31
The Index to Curriculum Units 16 15
A teacher who participated in the
seminar in which the unit was
written 14 31
The Guide to Curriculum Units 13 8
Another teacher who had used the
unit 7 0
The Institute newsletter 6 8

Source: System-wide survey of Fellows and non—Fellows, 1987

For Fellows and non-Fellows, actually reading other teachers’ units was the greatest
incentive for using them: 20 and 26 percentrespectively cited this asareason for adopting
them for their own classrooms. Also influential were the suggestions of the teacher who
wrote the unit or of another teacher who had used it. Most of those in both groups obtained
the unit they used from an Institute Coordinator or Representative.

Most teachers found Institute units at least potentially self-sufficient: 88 percent of
Fellows and 80 percent of non-Fellows thought units written by others contained enough
background information to prepare them to teach lessons on the topic, although 59 and 80
percent respectively did additional reading on the topic. Many also decided to seek help
before making use of the unit: only half of all Fellows and 29 percent of non-Fellows
ultimately sought no additional assistance. Whenthey did seek advice, Fellowswere more
likely toturntothe unit’sauthor (31 percent comparedto 14 percent of non-Fellows), while
non-Fellows tended to turn to other teachers (36 percent compared to 7 percent).

As with Fellows’ teaching of their own units, Fellows and non-Fellows alike taught
others’ units to students of all levels: average students (51 and 38 percent respectively),
advanced students (29 and 31 percent) and least advanced students (20 and 31 percent).
Just as the Institute serves a representative group of all teachers in New Haven, so
Institute units are used with many students of all levels.

When teachers reported they had stopped using others’ Institute units which they had
taught in the past, their explanations varied. Half (50 percent) of Fellows attributed the
decision totheir no longer teaching the subject of the unit, a cause cited by only 20 percent
of non-Fellows. Forty percent of non-Fellows, on the other hand, said the curriculum had
changed; no Fellows listed this reason. A possible explanation for this difference is that
Fellows may be more accustomed to writing units and then adapting them to new
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“I will use my unit not
only in my classroom
with students but with
teachers and staff
from the middle
schools of New
Haven.”

-Institute Fellow, 1984

“| feel certain that
other teachers will use
the unit which 1
developed as they
have in the past. It
will certainly enrich
the reading and
writing assignments of
students taking
American literature.
The unit will be used
as part of the
American literature
program and will take
about three or four
weeks. Using other
units and my own will
greatly improve and
enrich the English
curricula.”

-Institute Fellow, 1985




“l am not only looking
forward to using my
unit with my own
students, but to
sharing my unit with
my fellow English
teachers. At a
department meeting |
will be able to give a
demonstration of the
unit and be on hand to
share my resources
and expertise as the
need may arise.”
-Institute Fellow, 1988
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purposes. Other reasons cited less frequently for no longer teaching a unit given by both
groups included a lack of time in the curriculum and a change in the age or ability level
of students in the teacher’s class.

Fellows and non-Fellows tended to agree on the usefulness of the different
components that make up an Institute unit. As Table 17 indicates, everyone inboth groups
found the objectives somewhat or very useful, and all non-Fellows and 98 percent of
Fellows thought the same of the teaching strategies. Fifty-eight percent of Fellows and
two thirds (67 percent) of non-Fellows thought that the sample lessons and classroom
activities were very useful, and the rest thought they were somewhat useful; approval of
the lists of resources for students and teachers and the classroom materials developed or
purchased especially for teaching the unit was similarly high. Thirty-six percent of
Fellows and 46 percent of non-Fellows found the entire unit very useful; the rest, except
for 2 percent of Fellows who didn’t use one, thought it was at least somewhat useful.

TaBLE 17: USErFULNESS TO FELLOWS AND NON-FELLOWS OF COMPONENTS OF
INSTITUTEUNITS

Percent who found each component...

very somewhat notatall Did not
useful useful useful use

F NF F NF F NF F NF

Sample lessons or

classroom activities 58 67 42 33 0 O 0 O
List of resources

for teachers 51 50 37 50 8 0 4 0
List of resources

for students 47 36 45 55 2 9 6 0
Objectives 49 50 51 51 0 0 0 0
Teaching strategies 43 67 55 33 2 0 0 O
Entire Unit 36 46 62 54 0 0 2 0

Source: System-wide survey of Fellows and non—Fellows, 1987

As Fellows did with their own units, both Fellows and non-Fellows put the Institute
units by others that they taught to a variety of uses (see Table 18). Forty-five percent of
Fellows and 46 percent of non-Fellows employed them to expand a topic in the textbook,
while 21 and 30 percent respectively used them as a substitute for other available material
on the topic because the unit presented the topic better. No non-Fellows used units as the
primary resource for teaching a topic, though 14 percent of Fellows did; most of the rest
of bothgroups (18 and 23 percent) used themto introduce atopic not in the textbook. Both
non-Fellows and Fellows were less likely to use others’ units as the primary resource on
agiventopic than were Fellows teaching their own; they were similarly less likely to use
others’ units to introduce a topic not in the textbook. This is probably attributable to the
Fellows’ greater familiarity with their own units, and the breadth of their research in
preparing them.
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The Curriculum Units

TaBLE 18: WAYS THAT FELLows AND NoN-FeLLows Usep OTHERS’
CURRICULUM UNITS

Percent of Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows
As the primary resource for teaching
the topic of the unit 14 0
To introduce a topic not in the textbook 18 23
To expand on a topic in the textbook 45 46
As a substitute for other available
material on the topic because the unit
presented the topic better 21 30

Eighty-six percent of Fellows found the sample lessons in curriculum units appropriate
for the students for whom the unit was intended; 10 percent thought the reading level was
too high, and 4 percent thought it was too low. Sixty percent of non-Fellows thought the
sample lessons were appropriate, and the rest were evenly divided. Most teachers found
Institute units adaptable to different grade levels: 84 percent of Fellows agreed with this,
as opposed to 60 percent of non-Fellows. Again, the discrepancy may be attributable to
the Fellows’ greater familiarity with the format of the units.

The fact that so many Fellows and non-Fellows cited this adaptability underscores
again the effectiveness of Institute units with the greatest range of students. As a group,
Fellowsin 1987 were able to use Institute units with students of all abilities, and many used
units with students at two or three different levels. Furthermore, as Figure 18 illustrates,
almostall of the Fellows who used units with students of any level reported success. The
responses to these questions in 1982 were almost identical, and corroborate this evidence
for the adaptability and success of Institute units with all students.

Figure 18: 1987 Fellowswho used Institute units prepared by other teachers and
whothoughttheywere successful with students of differentability levels (in percent)
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“Our department head
tries to rotate the
courses we teach, but
no matter how the
rotation goes, most
teachers have to have
some lower level
students. These
students are the most
difficult to teach and
need to be in smaller
classes with excellent
material. That’s not
the situation. They
are our largest classes
and the material
available for them is
detrimental—
reinforcing of failure.
The material I’ve
produced at the
Institute has been
primarily aimed at
filling this need, but it
automatically provides
good material for
problems for algebra
and geometry classes,
where there already
is, usually, good
material.”

-Institute Fellow, 1988




“Preparation of the
curriculum unit has
been a tremendous
learning adventure.
As a teacher there are
many ideas that seem
to be good ones, but
time and/or
opportunity will not
allow you to develop
them. Through the
Institute and
structured guidance,
the dreams of doing
this become a reality.”
-Institute Fellow, 1990
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Fellows and non-Fellows differed on the amount of preparation time they thought
Institute units required: half of all non-Fellows (50 percent) thought they required more
preparation time to teach than other curriculum materials, as opposed to only 22 percent
of Fellows. Again, Fellows’ familiarity with the format and design of the units may
account for this discrepancy. More than a third (36 percent) of Fellows found Institute
units more enjoyable to teach, and only 4 percent found them less; though only 11 percent
of non-Fellows thought they were more enjoyable, all of the rest thought they were equally
enjoyable to teach.

Fellows and non-Fellows both compared Institute units favorably with their commer-
cial counterparts (see Table 19). Sixty-four percent of Fellows and 90 percent of non-
Fellowsthought that Institute units’ objectives compared favorably to those of commercial
units, and 82 and 60 percent, respectively, thought the same about teaching strategies.
Seventy-eight percent of Fellows and 60 percent of non-Fellows agreed that the units’
sample lessons and classroom activities compared favorably to commercial units, and half
or more of both groups expressed the same opinion of the lists of resources for teachers
and students. In none of these areas did more than 10 percent think that Institute units
compared unfavorably to commercial materials.

TaBLE 19: FELLows’ AND NoN-FELLows’ CoMPARISON OF INSTITUTE UNITS
WITH COMMERCIALLY PREPARED CURRICULUM MATERIALS
(F=Fellows, NF=non-Fellows)

Percent who compared units...
Unfavorably  No difference  Favorably

F NF F NF F NF

Objectives 6 10 30 0 64 90

Teaching strategies 2 10 16 30 82 60

Sample lessons or

classroom activities 10 10 12 30 78 60
List of resources

for teachers 6 10 18 40 76 50
List of resources

for students 8 10 26 40 66 50

Nevertheless, both groups had recommendations for how Institute units might be
improved: 32 percent of Fellows and 62 percent of non-Fellows wanted to see more
sample lessons and classroom activities. Seventeen and 30 percent, respectively,
suggested more resources for students; 23 percent of each group suggested more
classroom materials for teaching the unit; and 21 and 30 percent respectively expressed
a wish for more teaching strategies.

Overall, 42 percent of Fellows and 10 percent of non-Fellows thought that Institute
units were superior to their commercially prepared counterparts, and only 4 percent of
Fellows—and no non-Fellows—found them inferior. Itisnotsurprising, then, that sixty-
two percent of all Fellows agreed that the Teachers Institute has had a large impact on
their teaching curriculum, along with 10 percent of non-Fellows; only 15 and 40 percent,
respectively, disagreed.
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V. FELLows’ REPORTS OF STUDENT RESPONSE

The ultimate test of the effectiveness of the Institute is, of course, the benefit that it
bringsto students inthe New Haven Public Schools. Itisatraditional dilemmaof program
evaluation that the effects for students, of programs whose direct beneficiaries are the
teachers of such students, are diffuse and difficult to measure. Asshould beamply evident
from this report, teachers respond to the Institute in personal ways. While the
overwhelming majority report having benefitted in many of the same ways, the reflection
of this benefit in their teaching is less easily described. Given this difficulty, the Institute
staff chose to ask the Fellows themselves to report on changes in their teaching as a
function of their participation in the Institute, and on the response of their students to the
curriculum units they, the Fellows, had developed. Fellowsand non-Fellows were asked
to report the reactions of their students to the units that were developed through Institute
participation and to compare (the teachers') perceptions of student response in the cases
of classes in which Institute units were and were not taught. Such measures are clearly
not without bias. They provide some degree of insight into the effects that teachers
perceive for students, but leave unanswered questions of students' own perceptions.
Nonetheless, the results are instructive.

The majority of Fellows reported that, as a result of their Institute seminar, they had
a higher expectation of their students’ ability to learn about the seminar subject. Given
well-known findings about the established correlation between teacher expectations and
student achievement, this is particularly significant. Figure 19, representing responses
from 1990, is typical of the last five years.

Figure 19: Fellows’ response to the statement “Asaresultof my seminar, | havea
higher expectation of my students’ ability to learnabout the seminar subject” (in
percent)
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“l have found that
student interest and
enthusiasm are
directly proportional
to teacher enthusiasm;
so, | look forward to a
good several weeks of
high energy learning
in my classes coming
solely from the
Institute program. |
guess this means I’ll
have to do more
Institutes to keep the
level high all year.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989




“Don’t be afraid to
put issues on a higher
level, because sooner
or later these
statements will make
sense, and also the
students should be
exposed to a higher
level of thought.”
-Institute Fellow, 1989

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

Furthermore, 64 percent of Fellows in 1982 and 65 percent in 1987 agreed that the
Teachers Institute had led to an increase in student learning; 13 percent in 1982 and 22
percent in 1987 agreed strongly, and no more than 5 percent disagreed. Twenty-two
percent of non-Fellows, asked the same question in 1987, agreed, and only 15 percent
disagreed.

Both Fellows and non-Fellows considered students’ response to Institute units at least
as good or better than student response to commercially prepared curriculum units, as
Table 20 shows.

TaBLE 20: STUDENT RESPONSE TO INSTITUTE UNITS

(F=percent of Fellows, NF=percent of non-Fellows)

1982 1987

Higher About Lower Higher About Lower
the same the same

F NF F NF F NF F NF F NF F NF

Studentattention

in class to Teachers

Institute units has

been... 29 32 71 68 0 0O 36 20 64 8 0 O
Student interest

for Teachers

Institute units has

been... 42 33 58 67 0 0O 4 30 56 700 O
Student motivation

for Teachers

Institute units

has been... 26 20 73 80 0O O 46 10 54 90 0 O
Student mastery

of Teachers

Institute units

has been... 32 24 68 77 0 0O 40 20 60 8 0 O

Source: 1982 and 1987 system—wide surveys

Student attention was one area where this improvement can be seen: 29 percent of
Fellows in 1982 and over a third (36 percent) in 1987 thought that attention in class to
Institute units had been higher, and 32 and 29 percent of non-Fellows, respectively,
agreed. Well over athird (42 and 44 percent) of Fellows in each year thought that student
interest in Teachers Institute units had also been higher, and 26 and 46 percent thought
that their motivation for Institute units had been higheraswell. In 1982 33 percent of non-
Fellows agreed that interest had increased, as did 30 percent in 1987; 20 and 10 percent
thought the same of student motivation. Student mastery was also cited: a third or more
(32 and 40 percent) of Fellows reported that mastery of Institute units was higher, and 20
and 24 percent of non-Fellows agreed. Finally, in neither of the years that this question
was asked did any respondent—Fellow or non-Fellow—say that student response to
Institute units was lower than their response to commercially prepared curricular

materials.
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Fellows’ Reports of Student Response

Figure 20 reports Fellows’ answers to questions about their students’ overall
response to curriculum units used in their classroom.

Figure 20A; Fellows' response to the statement, " Asaresult of my teaching of my
curriculumunits, students exhibitgreater mastery of the subject I teach." (in
percent) 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Stronglydisagree
Disagree

Neitheragreenor
disagree

Agree

Stronglyagree

Figure 20B:Fellows'response to the statement, " Asaresultof my teaching of my
curriculumunits, students see me asmore interested in what | am teaching."” (in
percent) 0 1‘0 2‘0 3‘0 4‘0 50
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Figure 20C:Fellows'responseto the statement, " Asaresult of my teaching of my
curriculumunits, students viewthe class more positively.” (in percent)
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“After teaching for a
number of years, | am
always looking for
new ways to get things
done as much for
myself as for the
students in my classes.
The excitement | feel
about my unit this year
will surely be felt by
my students as well.
By bringing together
different types of
readings, and then
developing different
modes of writing for
self expression, my
students will gain
confidence in their
ability to write more
comfortably in their
own voice.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990




Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

These chartsindicate that a substantial majority of Fellows agree that students exhibit
a greater mastery of the subject, are more interested in what is being taught, and view the
class more positively when the Fellow is teaching an Institute curriculum unit. Sixty-two
percent also agreed that students saw them as more caring when they were teaching an
Institute unit, and 85 percent believed that, as a result of the unit, students understood that
their teacher was continuing to learn. No more than three percent of Fellows disagreed
with the last two claims.
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SOME CONCLUDING ISSUES

TeAcHER RETENTION AND CONTINUING PARTICIPATION IN
THE INSTITUTE

A major goal of the Institute has always been to enhance the retention of teachers,
especially good and committed teachers, in the New Haven Public Schools. To thisend,
we have continually tracked retention rates among Fellows.

In 1990 the Institute updated its ongoing study of Fellows who have remained in
teaching in New Haven. The study shows that of the 309 individual teachers who have
completed the program successfully at least once between 1978 and 1990, two-thirds
(203) are still teaching in a New Haven Public School. An additional 13 individuals (5
percent) have assumed positions in the New Haven Public Schools administration, and
one Fellow is on leave from secondary teaching. Thus 70 percent of all Fellows currently
work in the New Haven Public Schools. Table 21 shows the proportion of current New
Haven school teachers, by subject and school level, who have participated as Fellows.

TaBLE 21: INSTITUTE FELLOWS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE NEW
HAVEN TEACHERS*

Middle Schools High Schools
English 53 37
History 45 53
Foreign Language 26 19
Arts 59 33
Math 15 25
Science 36 25
Total 43 37

*Does not include elementary school teachers to whom the Institute opened its
program first in 1990.
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“I will go back to
school feeling more
organized and
confident because |
will have something to
use in my teaching
that | developed
myself and that has
been written down in a
structured manner. |
had time to reflect on
what | wanted to do,
then the time to write it
out.”

-Institute Fellow, 1990




“| feel I have tackled
a difficult task and
have done it well. |
will probably take a
break for a year or so
before applying for
the Institute again, but
I would definitely do it
again.”

-Institute Fellow, 1987

“In my seven years of
participation | have
never been
disappointed. The
process of the Institute
helps me to turn out a
good product on
paper and a better
product in my
classroom.”

-Institute Fellow, 1984

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

As the table also shows, a similar proportion of middle school teachers (43 percent)
and high school teachers (37 percent) have participated in the Institute. Overall, 40
percent of all New Haven middle and high school teachers of the humanities and the
sciences have completed the Institute successfully at least once.

With respect to the number of years Fellows still teaching in New Haven have taken
part in the Institute, 40 percent have participated once, 39 percent have taken part either
two or three times, and a few other Fellows have participated between four and twelve
times. Thus, while the Institute has served a significant proportion of all eligible New
Haven teachers, and while it has become a regular part of the professional lives of some
teachers, there are many teachers who have yet to participate and others who we hope
will participate on a more recurring basis.

On the other hand, of Institute Fellows who have left the New Haven school system,
80 percent completed the program only once or twice, and only six individuals (6 percent)
completed the program four or more times. Thus, as an indication of its cumulative
influence in the New Haven school system, and as potential evidence of its effects in
retaining teachers in New Haven, the Institute has worked in the most sustained way with
those individuals who have chosen to remain in teaching in New Haven schools.

In our surveys we asked Fellows and non-Fellows a series of questions about their
plans to remain in teaching and their satisfaction with the profession. Table 22 shows
Fellows’ and non-Fellows’ responses to the question of whether, in view of their present
knowledge, they would still decide to teach if they had the choice of professions to make
over again.

TaBLE 22: TEACHERS WHO WouLD CHoosE TEACHING IF THEY CouLD START
THEIR CAREERS OVER AGAIN

Percent of  Percent of Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows Teachers

Nationally*
Certainly would become a teacher 23 24 23
Probably would become a teacher 16 16 26
Chances about even for and against 27 23 20
Probably would not become a teacher 22 24 22
Certainly would not become a teacher 13 13 9

*From the National Education Association’s 1987 report on “The Status of
the American Public School Teacher.”

Fellows’ and non-Fellows’ responses to this question were almost identical, with 39
and 40 percentindicating that they probably or certainly would choose to become teachers
again, andan almostequal number—35and 37 percent—saying they probably or certainly
would not. In the NEA survey cited above, 49 percent said they would choose
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Some Concluding Issues

to become a teacher, and 31 percent said they probably or certainly would not. We also
asked Fellows to tell us in what occupation they would like to be working in ten years.
Their responses are shown in Table 23.

TaBLE 23: OccupraTIONS IN WHIcH FELLows AND NoN-FELLows WANT TO BE
WORKING IN TEN YEARS

Percent of Percent of
Fellows Non-Fellows
Teaching in the New
Haven Schools 32 36
Teaching in a different
school system 10 10

Working as a school

administrator in New

Haven 17 9
Working as a school

administrator in

another school system 6 4
Working in a different
profession altogether 35 41

Respondingtoarelated question, 40 percent of Fellowsand 37 percent of non-Fellows
said they intended to remain in the teaching profession until they are eligible for retirement.
Seventeen percent of each group planned to stay in teaching at least five to ten years
longer, while 33 and 28 percent respectively expected to teach for at least another one
to five years. One percent of Fellows and 2 percent of non-Fellows planned to leave
teaching at the end of the 1986-1987 school year, when the survey was conducted. Eight
percent of Fellows and 16 percent of non-Fellows said they would teach until they were
required to retire.

Although there is no statistically significant difference between Fellows and non-
Fellows on these questionsabout their plans to stay in teaching, whenasked directly, many
Fellows have said that their participation in the Institute had contributed to their decision
to continue teaching in the New Haven Public Schools. Figure 21 illustrates their
response.

Figure 21:Degreetowhich Fellowsreportthattheir participation inthe Institute
hasinfluenced their decision to continue teaching in the New Haven Public
Schools
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[The Institute] was a
rewarding experience,
especially the sharing
of ideas and the
reading for the
seminar. | found
intellectual stimulation
that | do not get a
chance to enjoy
during the school year
because of the
isolation found
working in a middle
school. There seems
never to be enough
time. There are
always meetings after
meetings called by the
administration but they
are not teacher
oriented.”

-Institute Fellow, 1989




“l have thoroughly
enjoyed every minute
of my seminar and
research. This is my
first year as a Fellow,
and | do hope it is not
my last.”

-Institute Fellow, 1984

Progress Report on Teacher Surveys

Forty-eight percent of Fellows in 1982 and 41 percent in 1987 said that their work at
the Institute had influenced their decision to continue teaching in New Haven; signifi-
cantly, the percentage who said the Institute had influenced them “a lot” more than tripled
between 1982 and 1987, going from 7 percent to 23 percent.

It is therefore encouraging that 14 percent of non-Fellows in 1987 said they would
definitely participate inthe Institute in the future, and a further 40 percent said they might.
This degree of interest is indicative of the number of teachers in New Haven who might
benefit from and would also consider participating in the Institute, but have not yet done
SO.

Fellows, too, were asked at the completion of each Institute session about their own
plans for participating in the future. At the conclusion of the Institute’s 1990 session,
almost twothirds of the Fellows who had participated (63 percent) said that they definitely
intended to return to the Institute in future years, as Figure 22 shows. A further 31 percent
said that they would consider returning; only 6 percent indicated that they would not.
Forty-two percent of new Fellows indicated that they would definitely return, and the year
before a full 72 percent of first-time participants said they would. Of those in the group
as a whole who were not certain or expected not to participate again, forty-six percent
said a higher stipend would increase the likelihood of their coming back, 38 percent said
it would not, and 17 percent were unsure. Fifty-eight percent said they would be more
likely to return if the recognition they received from the school system for their
participation were greater, and 46 percent said they might be persuaded if the Institute’s
schedule began earlier. Asked to give the reasons why they would not or might notreturn,
the largest proportion (40 percent) cited family or personal plans. Others mentioned full-
time summer employment (10 percent), graduate school coursework (15 percent) or the
amount of time demanded by participation as explanations for not coming back. One
Fellow claimed not to have benefitted from participating—the only person to make this
statement during the entire five years that the survey was administered.

Figure22: 1990 Fellows' plansto participate in Institute seminars in future years
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Maybe (31%)
No (6%)
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