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On December 7 and 8, 1981 I visited the Yale-New Haven
Teachers Institute. This was, for me, a stimulating and
rewarding experience and I wish to thank everyone who
contributed so generocusly of their time and welcomed me
so enthusiastically to the educational community in New
Haven. I wish especially to thank Jim Vivian, Director of
the project, for arranging a most productive visit and for
maintaining just the right balance cf,éeﬁachment and support.

The Yale-New Haven Teachers Institute was created in
1978 as a joint project of Yale University and the New Haven
public schools. The goal of the program is to use university

resources to improve teaching and learning in the New Haven

public schoels.}
Through the Institut%/mi&dle and high school teachers

wark with Yale faculty to strengthen their academic back-

groundsand to develop new materials for the classroom.

During the past three years approximately one-third of the

eligible middle and high school teachers in New Haven have

§articigated,as‘f§llcws in the Institute. BAbout one half of
Jenrhols .

thesgfhave participated more than once. In addition, several

dozen Yale faculty have been actively inveolved as consultants

or instructors.



The initial three-year grant from The National
Endowment for the Humanities is coming to an end. The
Institute confronts hard choices, Strengths and weaknesses
of the current program must be canézély'assesseé and / J

f‘ e P .\
priorities for the future must be shaped z After an intensive

two-day visit I'm pleased to present tentative impressions
and suggestions, acknowledging that my own mental snapshots

will necessarily overlook essential snbtgties and leave key
PSSR 24 .

aspects—of the-pregram unaddressed.

Strengths of the Program:

I must report--at the very outset--that the impact of
the Yale—-New Haven Institute far exceeded my expectations.
}?’!Z oun as diketek
Past experience {including »¥® three yearsﬂgf The Santa Barbara
Coordinated Education Project) £L¥e left me suspiciocus of
such ventures. School-college collaboration frequently is

either ceremonial with naagbshcscasézfii§§E§!I* luncheons or
S boevifatic

it ds pracecupied with the—maebine:y—e§—ca;?a:atiea_chaf&ctsr-
Sl Foos —ansg 5 #0acs
Feed—by—many—committee

and organlzatlonal . Rarely
does the program get to the heart of the matter--helping
teachers and advancing the quality of education.

The Yale-New Haven teachers project is a dramatic
exception to this rule. After talking with dozens of teachers
and visiting classrooms I conclude that this project has
fulfilled its stated goals. 1In this program teachers are
academically strengthened and classroom instruction is improved.

Three characteristics have Ied to this success.
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PR AClassroom teachers are involved. -'ilhetel:e
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K acfw€-coordinators in eac égi who clearly are

committed and who pass on their enthusiasm to

thei¥® colleagues. I felt this strongly during

my visits mﬁzlgﬂ#ﬁgﬁ, and (Kﬁlc (lf['#v,{/ z/‘i fij}}* ;[é

Stlegl T 20 5{1‘;}}’
schools. At each imstitution I was hosted by Dy et

the Institute coordinator who struck me as an
L CL, f@""fég
assaéi?&iiy'ahle person who had the respect of

colleaques generated, in Qartifl suspecg}by

the University connection.
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In addition, tﬁesgﬁssezéiﬁaters meet regularlyae 4 |7 [/
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a kind of "shadow administration™

for the project overall. One of the most
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impressive of my visit was the aftergschool
session I haé,wit§k15 coordinators from the New

Haven schools. Arriving after a fatiquing day
\%M ;\l:’i—‘vf
they turned, with enthusiasm, to key issues.

“Bow_can we impreve—;;;\;gggil\ggf\fffkéhe
Institute best help us meet this goal’? indeed with
i Comatrdts

the battering ram of bad ?&blicity;hamﬁering

away'at.tﬁerschools the dedlcatlon and optimism of )
% Hééﬂ-%é‘ﬁ"é} Jr ;wé,,&ﬁ“’ g;,,; }M;’/
thregroup was, t,uchlng. -/
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sign:égéiﬁt that the content of the summer project

is shaped by teachers. 1It's the teachers who
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identify the topics to be studied and then the
Y 7. A

University shapes seminars to provide integrative

themes. ~/Ae ? Y M?ﬁ
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ﬁZf/ Yale University is committed. Tygicaglyﬁkézgﬁpi:
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programs of this sor%qare naged by Schools
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of Education. Several bureacratic

separate the project and the university’s

top administration. At Yale, no such bureaucracy
exists. Yale has no School of Education and
in this case,.aledeeast, that’'s a plus. Chief
university administrators know about the program
and #ey give it full support. This-uni?ersity
backing pays off in very tangible ways. Teachers
in the program have access te full resources of
the university. For the first time ciassraa@;”ﬂ§a ?
teachers feel at haﬁ‘saszé§§s. Time and time
again, I heard the teachers speak of the excite-—

. ment of being part of the Yale ceamaniiy and for

t €/
using ¥, e facxiltles. Zgé&a, % *i. #V 'ﬁ}
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ale faculty serve as mentors. Frequently
;tw;»ﬁww
school §§§}e€ts are supported by "fringe™ faculty

“Z* vie
or ose rking in research who view the schools

as a laboratory for their own advancement. It is
truly remarkable that world-ranking faculty at

Yale are committed to this prograsy. Especially
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significant is the feellng the%'coﬁzig to teachers
i al/ﬁﬁ

that they care. The faculty e viewéd as

colleagues and-—-not surprising--the respect was

1 $,§£1d~faw§-,&u?Tﬂﬂf’ﬁ*{t% "ot BHeT itadiie

‘mutual. /In evefy'latervxeﬁ Institute pértlczgaﬁts

spoke gicwingiy of the academic excellence of the

e e Zg;fﬁ%uﬁ
progranggd stories o{ﬁhelg y had
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the courses, One teacher told of receiving

7405 773
a book fromyé—Yale faégitgggégber long after

[
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the Institute was over. Anocther told of faculty !ﬁ’ﬁé?;

visie)g & her classroom to help teach a Shakespeare
ey

7
unit. I pressed to get some signal thaghfaculty
ad 100 il daw. m I Aastet.

"pulled rank.'ﬁ I left convinced that the rela-

tionship was authentic.

Equally impressive were Yale faculty'cemments

A aad i
suqgestirg-how—impressed they were by the

teachers with whom thz; worked. T@gy'qainea
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respect for thée teachers-and their wesk. One
A

partieipating faculty put it directly. The

teachers he said are "rather more hercic than

i
ones colleagues.™

The program is well run. Traditionally,
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collaborative programs fall between the slats.
They are at once "everyone's business™ and K j )
"no one's business.? In time they fall apart, Jim
Vivian has guided the iZZégg;ge with great skigg,
bridging the gap between the University and the
community. He has convinced skeptics on both

sides that the program has integrity and is worth

their time,
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Issues for the Future:

The Institute, with all of its success, stands at a

S . . el
crossroad During my visit four key q;esi;eﬁs emerged. They i??xav/
570"', £

relateto soft spots in the program. Jhe right answers

must be found if the vitality of the Institute is to be

retained. I'd like to discuss each issue briefly-—moving

AP
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wte. The National BHumahi

grant is—rwmmingoutT—This—money has pri:vi&ejl the core
of funding and if the grant is not renewed or, new funds

secured the Instltute cannot contlnne ln,lts present
. f{sﬁ? yL

form. . ; G y > : et
s alad Vntree
Given the remarkable success of the adventure the
prospects of continued funding from NIH or from some
other philantropic source-—locksgood. This program

is so vital to New Haven that local private support
should be agressively pursued. Business in the com-
munity should be enthusiastic about a program that
WOrks.

However, the central issue is whether the sponsoring
institutions will alsc give support. I do not believe
that this program should live exclusively on soft
money. As the Institute moves beyond the experimental

stage both Yale University and the New Haven city schools

have an cobligation to invest., ég? Aerres /{éﬁxf il Ke
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related matter relates to structure. Where_is the

Institute -89 be lodged in the administrative

structure of the University? It's not surprising fs;/

¥

i

that up to now this extramural project has been ﬂ S~ Z;

*free floating.® It’s true, the director has f?—gy

worked with a gﬁﬁs&:sﬁ:}g aésszsszg committee .gut }.ﬁ i* 3/{

a very real sense beeﬁ&es-po&s:b-}e—e&l-y

himself. There is an advantage to such independence,
but there is weakness, too. The program lacks

accountability and is wvulnerable. {f!;} ,‘{ . 4 ,7‘?(

“ToF S tlen 2R of P Y oz
Bgiﬁ, as phsse two ins I ecaﬁ&eg& a more formal g“f’”‘i’%

e 1%
structure. (ﬂbe Institute should be given an adminis-— ::/{é

trative home at a high level within the university,
Y AL 1 7%
while still i flexibility, required.

This raises the issx‘:\?z’ of the meuntity status of the
director. One could argue that the leader of this

project should also have high faculty rank. (It

YT/

should be high or not at all.} However, such a pi=n

is, I suspect, unrealistic. Directing the Institute

. 7 -7 s 2 oS pee  Jredld fu
is a full-time job, &_ﬁé few willing to

#éordmil W7 AN
beeeme their p for such work. A well ﬂé@

administrator who believes in the program and is

credible seems a yrodt ’4@7’ m
—
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Participawts in the Instltute. Is it the intention I

of the Institute to work with all of the teachers /
v el i pelppre o dem oz :éﬁmwfréﬁ?é% :

in New Havenji If , how is t&t objective toc be &
2 ety £ s P2 L e L pwta]

fulfilled?/ Does the current self-selective method

)
make good teachers better and bypass those who f@

f' 2

m. I found full support

for the Ezstltate in the central affise of the New \
W 24é f; L \‘
Haven schmls. Howeved] Sev, aﬁ key tions remain ¥ 3
Y
unanswered. It's still not clear &e—me how the %g;\ g?’

materials developed by ea;ch teacher are related to

Ao Wl 3 el ¥ N
the overall cumcuitmy of New Haven., How does the

M-M The Institute is an educational venture

Wi O kit X
andAon ose terms it . However, I cannot g} J‘R

T2t T F L 1S ,{,:?L S & pefi.

aveid an observation

T
~sibuation. It’'s no secret that the University and New Haven Y!bz

are two separate worlds., 5 ities .3 ;,!
is-great—indeed. The challenge of+#he—88s is to find a way K\? %% ‘?g
for these worlds to meet-and from my observation the Institute o‘j‘
‘i“"
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offers dramatic promise. It has put a human face on the Ly’
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University, opened doors and focused resources where they are
. , . L EF1 2L
needed most. The University has gained gnrellment from the

Institute in terms of creditability and respect. gg{f qéqf éi%%
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