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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study isto describe the experiences of engineering
upperclassmen in an engineering design team fadilitator training program. Sixteen mde
and five fema e engineering students from a large southern university participated in 25
to 45 minute phenomenologica interviews in which they were asked to talk about their
experiences in afacilitator training program. The students ranged in age from 19 to 22.

Each student was asked to respond to the following statement, “What has been
your experience of participating in the facilitator training program?’ Interviews were
audiotaped and transcribed. The transcripts were andyzed individudly and in a group
format usng an exisentia/phenomenological method.

Data anaysis reveded a thematic structure comprised of five themes Teams,
Facilitation, Learning, Evauations, and Expectations. The theme of Teamswas
comprised of five sub-themes. Team Composition, Team Development, Team
Differences, Fedlings about the Team, and Team Reaction to the Facilitator. The theme
of Facilitation was comprised of four sub-themes Persond Quadlities, Defining the
Facilitator Role, Understanding the Team, and Intervening. The theme of Learning was
comprised of four sub-themes: What | Learned, How | Learned It, Application of the
Learning Outside of Class, and Learning by the Freshman Team. The theme of
Evauations was comprised of four sub-themes Evaluations of the Class, Evauations of
the Facilitation, Evauations of the Team's Functioning, and Evauations by the Freshman

Team. The theme of Expectations was comprised of the following four sub-themes

iV
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Expectations About the Freshman Team, Expectations About the Class, Expectations
About Engineering Students in Generd, and Expectations From the Freshman Team.
Relationships between the themes are explored. Research on facilitation,
engineering education, and training program development isaso discussed. Thereisaso
adiscusson of the implications of these findings for training engineering design team
fadilitators, developing interdisciplinary programs, and conducting phenomenologica

research.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

In the twenty-first century, post-industrid organization, it has become
increasingly common for employees to work in interdisciplinary teams (Chgpman &
Martin, 1996). Inthisindustrid environment, newly graduated engineers have been
criticized for lacking teamwork skills (Newport & Elms, 1997). In response to indugtria
pressures, the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET), which
accredits engineering programs, has revised its guiddlines (ABET, 1996). The new
gandards include training in team sKills as a necessary requirement for accreditation.

The Nationa Science Foundation (NSF) has aso been involved in engineering educetion
reform through grant support for innovative engineering curricula. One requirement for
obtaining NSF support is to develop aprogram to train studentsin “. . . the ability to lead
and work effectively as amember of ateam” (NSF, 1997, p. 2).

To acquire accreditation, gain federd funding, and secure employment for their
graduates, engineering faculty have taken steps to restructure their curricula to include
teamwork skills as an educationa god (Byrd & Hudgins, 1995). Engineering students
have been placed in teams to produce a variety of products ranging from research papers
to design projects (Marchmen, 1998; Schmahl, 1998). Training efforts have been
expanded to include skill in understanding and influencing team process as well.
Engineering educators have incorporated principles from the Tota Quality Management,

cooperative learning, and team facilitation literatures for the purposes of improving skill
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in working with team process (Hadgraft & Holicek, 1995; Mourtos, 1997; Seat, Poppen,
Boone, & Parsons, 1996).

The present study is an investigation of one example of anew team process-
oriented curriculum, afacilitator training program at the Univerdity of Tennessee. At this
univergity, faculty from the College of Engineering have formed aworking reaionship
with faculty from the College of Education to create an interdisciplinary training program
to teach engineering upperclassmen team facilitation skills (Gilliam et d., 1998). This
fedilitator training program is different from previous facilitator programsin engineering
education. Previous programs have been focused on training engineering sudents to
fecilitate voluntary study sessons scheduled outside of class. These study sessions
typicdly support difficult subjects such as statics or advanced math (Haynes & Riordan,
1996; Murray, 1999). In thefacilitator training program & the University of Tennessee,
engineering upperclassmen are placed in an on-going classroom setting to fecilitate
working freshman design teams.

The desgn of the fadilitator training program is smilar to the Structure of the
traditiond group practicum in counsdling psychology (Conye, Wilson, & Ward, 1997;
Corey, 2000). The program isimplemented as a class during a semester. Facilitator
training is accomplished through multiple methods of ingtruction. Each week, training
takes place in three sttings. In the firgt setting, the facilitators meet in a classroom
environment to learn basic kills of group facilitation. In the second setting an applied
training component is introduced. The facilitators are each placed with two engineering

design teams and instructed to use their skillsto facilitate the teamwork. Theteams are
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composed of freshmen in engineering that are enrolled in an engineering design class. In
this class, teams are required to build a series of design projects. Inthe third setting of
the facilitator training program, the facilitators are separated into smal groups of six for
group supervison meetings. These supervison groups meet with one of the ingructors
of the class to process events that have taken place in their freshman team meetings
(Knight, Poppen, Parsons, Klukken, Seat, & Glore 1998).

Rescarch on Team Process Skills Curriculain Engineering Education

Although programs to develop skill a working in teams have been increasing in
engineering programs, there have been few attempts to study these programs.  Often, only
atheoretica framework for these new programsis provided. In other cases, anecdotal
evidenceis offered (Dutson, Todd, Magleby, & Sorensen, 1997). Mot of the researchers
who have studied the impact of ateam process skills program have used quantitative
methods such as course evaluation questionnaires and objective criteria such as grades,
attendance, or program retention. Merritt, Murman, & Friedman (1997) used course
evauations to evauate ther freshman small group advisng seminar. Howell (1996)
found that introducing cooperative learning, problem solving groups into the class
increased attendance. Murray (1999) used surveys to investigate a study group,
fedilitator training program. This researcher found that sudent-facilitators reported
development in anumber of categories including interpersona communication skills,
learning techniques, and non-verbal communication. Haynes and Riordan (1996) dso
investigated a study group, facilitator training program. These researchers found that

two-thirds of the facilitators petitioned to have the class added to their transcript.
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A few researchers have used quditative methods to investigate team skills
programsin engineering education. Tonso (1996) used quditative, ethnographic
techniques to investigate the process by which mae and femde students acquire
knowledge and develop solutions in student design teams. Tonso used participant
observations, in-depth interviews, and journdl entries to generate awide variety of data
about design team process. Franz, Ferreira, and Thambiratman (1997) used focus groups
and a qualitative method known as phenomenography to understand students
experiences of learning engineering coursework. Focus group members were videotaped
and audiotaped discussing how they learned various engineering topics. The researchers
andyzed transcriptions and videotapes to obtain a structure of the phenomenon. Quinn
(1993) used quditative methods to evauate a team-oriented engineering curriculum.
Data were gathered from student journa entries and structured interviews. The datawere
thematized and summarized, and comprehensive reports were prepared for the program
faculty.

In summary, curricula designed to teach team process skills to engineering
sudents have begun to proliferate, but any investigation of the impact of these curricula
on students has been rare and mainly anecdota. Most of those who have researched team
process skills programs have used quantitative methods of investigation. A few
researchers have used quditative methods to investigate students' experiences of team

skills programs.
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The Present Study

The present study is a phenomenological investigation of the experiences of
engineering upperclassmen in a design team facilitator training program.
Phenomenologica methods are used for the investigation of experience. Undtructured
interviews and detailed anayses of written texts are used to develop a clear and thorough
description of the experience of the facilitators.

The present study is expected to contribute to the literature on team process
training in engineering education. One contribution would be the addition of the
students perspective on the new curricula. Many engineering colleges are engaged in
extensve curriculum restructuring efforts. These efforts imply a number of expectations
about the utility of these curriculum changes for engineering sudents. However, very
few studies have investigated the perspective of the engineering sudent on curriculum
reform.

This study will also complement the research methods used to investigate team
process curriculain engineering education. Currently, anecdotal dataand afew
quantitative methods have been used to investigate new team curricula. A
phenomenologica investigation has the advantage of added rigor over anecdota
observations (Polkinghorne, 1989; Tonso, 1996). Phenomenological methodsinvolve a
different type of data than do quantitative studies. Quantitative researchersaim for
precise specification of variables, prediction, and control in their studies.

Phenomenological researchers seek abroader description and deeper understanding of the

5



Fadilitator Training
research subject than quantitative researchers (Cook & Campbell, 1979; May, 1960;
Polkinghorne, 1989).

A thorough description of the experience of the traineesis aso an important tool
for the development of a new training program (Petton, 1990). Anin-depth
understanding of the meaning of the experience for the trainees enables trainersto tailor
their programs to the needs of their trainees. Thistype of understanding is especidly
important for the design team facilitator training program where a large quantity of
research on fadilitator training exists with little investigation of its gpplication to
engineering upperclassmen and engineering design teams.

Summary

Engineering educators have begun restructuring their curriculato include training
in team skills. One such program is a design team facilitator training program for
engineering upperclassmen taught at The University of Tennessee. In the padt,
investigators have frequently used anecdota evidence or quantitative survey research to
study their team skills programs. The present Sudy is a quditative, phenomenologica

investigation of the experiences of the fadilitators in the facilitator training program.

6
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

During the twentieth century, the field of engineering education went through
three periods of change: during the increase in mass production at the turn of the
twentieth century, during World War 11 and the Cold War at mid-century, and at the Post-
Cold War, post-indusgtrid turning of the new century (Grayson, 1993; Prados, 1998).
Changes in engineering education curricula, often called educationa paradigm shifts,
typicaly go through severa stages. Changes in society and technology lead to changes
inindustrid practice. Theseindustriad changes bring about a need for an expanded or
dternative st of killsfor practicing engineering. Indudtry, through control of hiring
practices, and governing bodies, through control of accreditation and monetary grants,
pressure engineering programs to revise their curriculato include new skills. Through
research and practice, individud programs develop and implement plans for changesin
curricula (Board on Engineering Education, 1995). The following literature review will
provide an overview of the educationd paradigm shiftsin engineering education as well
asareview of the emergng emphasis on teamwork curriculain the current post-indudtria
paradigm shift. Additiondly, no distinction is madein this review between the terms
group and team. Thislack of diginction is common among reviewers of the literature on
work teams who organize interdisciplinary research from the fields of business,
education, and psychology (Conye, Wilson, & Ward, 1997; Guzzo & Shea, 1992;

Schwarz, 1994).
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The First Educationa Paradigm Shift: Mass Production and the Devel opment of |ndustry

At the turn of the twentieth century, methods of mass production transformed
indudtria practice. Standardized methods of production greetly increased the Size,
number, and output of indudtrid organizations. Industrid employers began to hire
increasing numbers of engineering graduates to design and oversee congtruction of the
newly mechanized indudtrid infrastructure and its products (Pandl on Engineering
Interactions With Society, 1986). These employers were usudly looking for engineers
with specidized sets of skillsimmediately gpplicable in that particular industry. In
response, engineering schools diversified greatly and began to teach a specific type of
enginesring tailored to the indudtrid regions in which they were located. For example, a
gpecidized curriculum in cod mining engineering was developed a West Virginia
Univergty. Worcester Free Indtitute developed a distinct form of training for working in
the stedl and iron industry (Grayson, 1993). Methods of training were focused in “the
shop” where students learned mechanica principles and practiced engineering on
industria grade equipment (Panel on Engineering Interactions With Society, 1986). The
emphasis was placed on turning out a practica, technicaly skilled, immediately useful
graduate (Grayson, 1993).

The Second Educationd Paradigm Shift: World War 11 and The Cold War

Changes in engineering education were primarily brought about and maintained
by World War 11 and the Cold War (Bowman & Farr, 2000). In response to the war
effort, the federa government replaced industry as the mgor driver of technologica

development (Prados, 1998). During World War |1, the federa government created the
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Office of Scientific Research and Development and, after the war, the Department of
Defense. With these two initiatives, the federal government became respongible for a
dramatic increase in funding for technologica research and development (Panel on
Engineering Interactions With Society, 1986). These government departments replaced
older, market driven systems of development with government research funding in
academic inditutions, government agencies, and the military (Bowman & Farr, 2000).

In these academic, government, and military environments, newly graduated
engineers often found themsalves at an employment disadvantage. Their training in basic
math, mechanica principles, and the tria and error training methods of the shop proved
inadequate for the development of increasingly complex technology such as aomic
energy and manned space flight (Beder, 1999).

Enginearing indtitutions revised their curriculato respond to increased
technologica demands. Engineering programs shifted their curriculafrom afocus on
practicd, industry specific skillsto afocus on scientific fundamentals. Coursesin
mechanical drawing and machine shop were replaced by advanced mathematics courses
such as differentiad equations and engineering science courses such as control systems
theory (Prados, 1998). Training in amechanica shop environment was replaced with
training in alaboratory environment (Grayson, 1993). Whereas the focus of the shop was
to provide the engineering student with the mechanica skillsto work with industria
equipment, the focus of the lab was to provide the skills to conduct scientific

experimentation (Panel on Engineering Undergraduate Education, 1986). The
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educational goa in engineering programs became the development of the necessary skills
to function in industry, academe, or government as an gpplied scientist (Holt, 1995).

Engineering educators were successful in changing their curriculato meet the
federd government’s high-tech needs. By the end of World War 11, the federa
government was convinced that maintaining the hedlth of the field of engineering was a
matter of strategic nationa security. Toward the end of the Cold War Era, in 1980, 30%
of dl practicing engineers were employed in government jobs (Panel on Engineering
I nteractions With Society, 1986).

The Third Paradigm Shift: The Pogt-Industrid, Informeation Society

The end of the Cold War and the emergence of a post-indudtrid, information
based society at the end of the twentieth century led to another paradigm shift in
engineering education (Nationa Science Foundation, [NSF] 1997). The end of the Cold
War brought about a substantia reduction in defense budgets and less government
funding for technologica development (Touma, 1999). Commercid industria funding
took precedence over government and defense funding for technologica devel opment
(Chapman & Martin, 1996). Industry once again became the mgjor employer of
engineering graduates. The federd government reduced its role in engineering education,
but still plays apart through grant programs.

Theindustrid work environment for the modern engineer is amuch different type
of organization than the one that dominated the early twentieth century. The changing
demographics of the U.S. population and international competition have greetly increased

the diversty of the workforce (Touma, 1999). Also, environmental concerns are now an

10
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important part of any indudtriad project. Organizations must account for a much broader
context in designing their products and improving technology (Mclsaac & Morey, 1998).
Information technology has brought about changes in industry as more and better
information technology has led to a more informed and connected workforce (Chapman
& Martin, 1996).

In the new industrid, work environment, organizations have been restructured
into interdisciplinary sdf-managing teams. In thistype of organization, teeam members
are conddered equally capable of participating in dl leves of organizationd decison-
making (Chapman & Martin, 1996). These types of teams take advantage of the broad
aray of skillsin amore educated, connected, and diverse population. The teams
interdisciplinary nature assists in solving the complicated problems associated with
environmenta context and international competition (Mclsaac & Morey, 1998).

Pressures for curriculareform. In the new globd, team based, indudtrid

environment, engineering graduates are again being criticized for lacking in the skillsto
succeed (Newport & Elms, 1997). Industrial employers, the federal government, and
engineering accreditation bodies are dl pressuring engineering programs to change their
curriculato include training in anumber of new skills.

Industrid employers are not concerned about new engineers skills as gpplied
scientists. These graduates are typicaly rated above average in ardyticd kills, critica
thinking, and the ability to focus on a problem (Beder, 1999; Holt, 1995). Thereisa
generd agreement that these scientific skills will continue to be useful to advance the

field of engineering into the twenty-first century (Bordonga, 1998). The mgor criticism
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from industriad employersisthat the traditiona training as atechnicaly skilled, applied
scientist is too narrow a foundation and comes at the expense of other professond skills
needed to practice engineering.

Industria employers have expressed concerns that training engineering graduates
to extensvely focus and andyze will leave them deficient in the ability to think
holistically about the environmental context of their efforts (Mclsaac & Morey, 1998).
Other indudtrid employers have criticized current training efforts as lacking an emphas's
on the consderation of the multiple vaues and customs inherent in a globd, multi-
cultura, working environment (Jennings, 1998; Mclsaac & Morey, 1998). Findly, a
number of employers are convinced that rigorous scientific training has come at the
expense of training in interpersona skills (Hetcher, 1997; Kean & Gibson, 1999;
Newport & Elms, 1997; Todd, Sorensen, & Magleby, 1993). These researchers have
documented employers concerns that engineering graduates will be lacking the palitical
skillsto make their point heard, the manageria skillsto turn their idess into redlity, and
the teamwork skills to negotiate and compromise with co-workers. For engineering
educators, these criticisms and concerns from industry trandate into pressure for
curriculum change.

The federa government has aso pressured engineering programs to change ther
curricula Although the federal government has reduced its role in engineering education
and employment since the Cold War, there is an on-going effort to influence engineering
educetion through the efforts of The Nationa Research Council (NRC) and The Nationd

Science Foundation (Board on Engineering Education, 1995). The NRC was devel oped
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in 1916 for the purpose of advisng the federal government on scientific and
technologica matters. In recent years, the NRC has been responsible for developing a
series of reports for the purpose of identifying significant issues in engineering education
and providing recommendations for change (Pand on Engineering Undergraduate
Education, 1986; Panel on Engineering Interactions With Society, 1986; Commission on
Behaviora and Socid Sciences and Education, 1991; Board on Engineering Education,
1995). These reports have been highly influentid in providing direction for curricula
changes (Prados, 1998).

The Nationa Science Foundation was cregted by the federal government in 1950
to promote scientific and engineering progress in the United States and to ensure a
consistent supply of college graduates in these areas. In recent years, the NSF has
pressured for change in engineering education through its provision of $170 millionin
grant awards to engineering programs deemed “innovative” Both the NRC and the NSF
have expressed the same concerns as industrial employers about the skills of engineering
graduates. The NSF ingtructions for grant proposals cite the need for “. . . skillsin
communication and persuasion, ability to lead and work effectively as a member of a
team, understanding of the non-technical forcesthat profoundly affect engineering
decisgons, and acommitment to lifdong learning” (NSF, 1997, p. 2).

Engineering programs have been pressured to change their curriculaby their own
governing bodies. Thefidd of engineering education regulates itsdf interndly with its
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET). ABET isafederation of

28 engineering societies who accredit 1500 engineering programs (Phillips, Peterson, &
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Aberle, 2000). Graduation from an accredited engineering program is usualy necessary
to acquire alicense to practice engineering. 1n 1996, ABET began pressuring for a
change in engineering educationd curricula by publishing new accreditation standards
known as EC2000. Developed with the support of representatives from industry as well
as NSF, EC2000 guidelines state that to receive accreditation, engineering programs must
demondtrate that graduates have certain skills. These guiddines include the traditiona
emphags on scientific and technica skillssuch as®. . . an ahility to design and conduct
experiments as well asto anadlyze and interpret data”” The guiddines include anew range
of skillsaswdl, specifying “. . . an ability to communicate effectively” and“. . . an
ability to function in multidisciplinary teams’ (Phillips et d., 2000, p. 98).

Changes in engineering curricula. To acquire accreditation, gain federd funding,

and secure employment for their graduates, engineering faculty have responded to
criticiams and made a number of changes to include awider range of professond skills
inther curricula. Curricula changes can be classfied in the following categories: (a)
talloring the curriculum to attract, retain, and educate a more diverse body of students, (b)
integrating the curriculum to provide a unified rather than compartmentalized view of
enginesring science and practice, and (c) broadening the curriculum to include an
emphasis on the additiond professona skills needed to practice engineering (Board on
Engineering Education, 1995).

In response to the multiculturd nature of engineering practice in agloba
economic community, engineering educators have begun to consder student diversity as

an important component in curriculum design (Ircha, 1999). The traditiona format for
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engineering courses emphasized a content-focused, “boot camp” curriculum.  Difficult
courses were offered with little faculty support in a style that tended toward alecture,
chalkboard, and engineering formulas. Part of the purpose of this type of course was to
weed out uncommitted students. However, this type of curriculum has been found to
weed out dl types of sudents. By 1995, engineering programs were losing 35% of thelr
students prior to graduation (Board on Engineering Education, 1995).

Engineering curricula has been revised to gpped to and educate a more diverse
student body. Coursework has been devel oped to offer students opportunities to work in
multinationa projects (Marchman, 1998). Attention has been focused on the learning
needs of women and minorities (Hermond, 1995; Tonso, 1996). Faculty are dso
beginning to take into account the variety in learning styles of engineering sudents
(Eftekhar & Strong, 1998). Engineering educators are using Kolb's (1984) learning style
modd and learning styles theory derived from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to design
curriculato apped to adiverse range of sudents (Holt, 1995; O’ Brien, Bernhold, &
Akroyd, 1998).

A second category of curricula change has been focused on greater program
integration. Previoudy, engineering programs were heavily compartmentalized.
Fundamental courses such as gatics and dynamics were typicdly taught by different
departments (Gilliamet d., 1998). After thefirst year, students were separated into
different engineering disciplines such as chemical and dectrical engineering (Beeckmans,
1996). Throughout the program, scientific studies and laboratory work were separated

from practica training (Schmahl, 1998). Efforts have been made to offer amore

15
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integrated curriculum. Engineering educators have combined diverse scientific courses
such as physics and calculus into single courses (Hundhausen & Y egtts, 1995). Others
are recommending a“generd practice’ undergraduate curriculum where disciplinary
specialization is reserved for graduate work (Beeckmans, 1996). There hasaso beena
movement toward integrating engineering science and practice through an expansion of
the laboratory format (Schmahl, 1998). Effortsto expand the laboratory formeat have
focused on integrating engineering design projects into the lab from the senior year down
through the freshman year (Sheppard & Jenison, 1997). Engineering educators hope that
an integrated curriculum will provide students with a more solid fundamental education
aswdl as abetter understanding of the relationship between engineering science and
practice (Y oder, Parsons, Weber, & Pionke, 1998).

A third category of curricula change has been focused on broadening the
curriculum to include awider range of professond skills. Traditiond engineering
coursework has been oriented toward scientific training. Engineering educators are
broadening the engineering curriculum to include coursework devoted to other
professond skills. One areaof focusisinterpersond skillstraining (Arms, Duerden,
Green, Killingsworth, & Taylor, 1998). To develop interpersona skillstraining,
engineering faculty have begun to work in interdisciplinary partrerships with other
universty faculty in adiverse range of university departments including English,
communications, education, law, architecture, and psychology (Albano & Salazar, 1998;
Armset d., 1998; Gilliam et d., 1998; Newdll, Marchese, Ramachandran, Sukumaran, &

Harvey, 1999; Ng, 1997).
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Faculty engaged in these interdisciplinary partnerships have developed curricula
to teach arange of interpersond skills. Courses have been developed to teach students
how to speak in public through rehearsing, videotaping, and offering feedback on student
presentations (Gilliam et d., 1998). Students have been taught how to improve their
writing skills by integrating poetry writing into the curriculum (Millan, 1996), and having
students keep journals throughout the semester (Hawkins, Coney, & Bystrom, 1996).
Students have learned management skills through the addition of Total Quality
Management Principles to the curriculum (Hadgraft & Holecek, 1995). Findly, a
number of courses have been developed to build skillsin teeamwork. Curricula
development in the team skills areawill receive an expanded focusin the following
sections.

Teams in Enginesring Education

Engineering educators have used two different strategies to include afocus on
teamsin their curicula. Thefirg drategy isto place faculty and studentsinto severd
different types of teams, and the second Strategy is to focus on team process. Engineering
faculty are more frequently being placed in interdisciplinary teamsto design and
implemert curriculum changes (Gilliam et d., 1998). Team teaching of coursesis
becoming a popular strategy (Arms, 1994).

At the student level, a number of team structures have been introduced. Students
are often separated into teams for educationd activities. For example, Seat and Lord
(1998) separated students into three person teams for the purposes of teaching interaction

skills. Arms (1994) formed teams of students to teach a campus orientation course.
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Aglan and Ali (1996) used a team structure to teach mechanical dissection skillsto
engineering students. Schmahl (1998) used teams in an engineering laboratory to
research topics and develop lab exercises.

One of the most common types of engineering teamsisthe design team. In the
field of engineering, design refers to the process of gpplying mathematics and
engineering science to generate project specifications and produce physica objects
(Sheppard & Jenison, 1997). In engineering programs, design istypicaly taught during
the senior year, and, increasingly, during the freshman and sophomore years (Marchman,
1998; Sheppard & Jenison, 1997). Students are placed in design teams and assigned
design projects. Freshman design teams often design models such as modd bridges,
goals, or chars (Gilliam et a., 1998). In later years, projects become more complex.
The University of Colorado has a sophomore course where students can design and
patent their own products (Carlson, Sullivan, Poole, & Picket-May, 1999). The United
States Military Academy has a course for seniors to design and build a solar powered
racecar (Catalano & Tonso, 1996).

The second dtrategy to introduce teamwork into the engineering curriculum has
been to focus on team process. The rationale for emphasizing team processis that
experience with avariety of team dructuresis not adequate for either faculty or sudents
to build the necessary team skills (Seat, Parsons, & Poppen 1999). Team processtraining
istypicaly presented as atheory of group dynamics and a set of techniques to help teams

work together to achieve their goals (Seat & Lord, 1998). Three types of team process
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training have been used in engineering education: Tota Quaity Managemernt,
cooperdive learning, and team facilitation.

One type of team process training incorporates principles from Totd Quality
Management (TQM) into the engineering curriculum (Hadgraft & Holicek, 1995). W.
Edwards Demming developed TQM for use in ateam environment after World War 11.
TQM became a popular method of team process training after the successes of the
Japanese who used TQM principlesto rebuild their postwar economy (Jensen &
Robinson, 1995). During the 1990's, faculty and administrators began to use TQM
principlesin educationd inditutions (Shelnutt & Buch, 1996). The TOM framework is
congtructed around the idea that every aspect of the organization is constantly improved
until it is performing a ahigh leve of qudity. Organizations employing TQM use teams
to implement the theory. TQM has been usad in engineering faculty teams for Strategic
planning and curriculum reform (Shelnutt & Buch, 1996). TQM has dso been used to
develop student engineering design teams (Newell et d., 1999). Researchers investigating
the use of TQM in engineering education have found that this approach can improve
communication skills, relationships between ingtructors and students, and the quality of
thefina product (Newd| et d., 1999; Rust, Hamouda, Hewitt, Shelnuit, & Johnson,
1995).

A second type of engineering team process training is based on the theory of
cooperative learning. Pioneered by Johnson and Johnson (1989) and Kagan (1994),
cooperative learning is*. . . the ingructiona use of small groups so that students work

together to maximize their own and each others learning” (Smith, 1995, p. 13).
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Cooperative learning instructors use structured exercises to ensure that al team members
cooperate to complete atask. Another cooperative learning technique is group
accountability where each member is equaly accountable for the find outcome (Smith,
1995). Cooperative learning techniques have been used in engineering study workshops
to prepare students for tests (Haynes & Riordan, 1996). These techniques have also been
used in engineering design projects and lecture courses (Mourtos, 1997). Researchers
who have investigated cooperdtive learning techniques have found that this approach can
improve students ability to interact with others and take defined roles within a group
(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Kagan, 1994).

A third type of engineering team process training adopts theory and technique
from the group facilitation literature. One early pioneer in the area of group facilitation
was Carl Rogers. Rogers (1970) developed the role of the facilitator as an dternative to
the traditional group leader role. From this perspective, afacilitator isless directive and
more process-focused than aleader. The facilitator is responsible for setting up aclimate
of respect, listening, and connection in the group. The facilitator assumes that group
members will set their own goals. Rogers facilitator role was adopted by business and
industry. 1n 1991, the Association for Specidistsin Group Work revised its standards to
add a specidization in working with task and work groups (Conye, Wilson, & Ward,
1997).

Schwarz (1994, p. 276) provided a definition of work team facilitation. He
describesfacilitation as, “. . . aprocessin which a person who is acceptable to all

members of the group, substantively neutral, and has no decision-making authority



Fadilitator Training 21
intervenes to help a group improve the way it identifies and solves problems and makes
decisons, in order to increase the group’ s effectiveness.” Working from a position of
neutrdity, with no accountability for the find product, the main advantage of having a
work team facilitator isthat he or sheis free to focus on team process (Schwarz, 1994).

At the Queendand University of Technology in Audrdia, facilitator training is
induded as part of apeer mentoring program for engineering upperclassmen. Peer
mentors are trained to facilitate voluntary, extra-course sudy groups in engineering
gatics (Murray, 1999). Peer mentors are trained prior to the semester and at mid-termin
facilitation skills. Using survey research, Murray found that facilitated group members
improved their grades each year they participated in the groups, particularly among
students who had lower high school grades. Peer mentors a so reported personal skill
improvement in anumber of interpersond sKills.

At the Univergty of Missouri-Rolla, sudent-facilitators have been trained to
facilitate extra- course, cooperative learning workshops for lower division math and
science courses (Haynes & Riordan, 1996). Facilitators receive training prior to the
semester and during one hour per week sessions with speech communication and
university counsdling center staff. These researchers report that the workshops
participants had higher grades and were more often retained in engineering than those
who did not participate. These researchersinfer facilitator enthusiasm for the program
from the fact that two-thirds of the facilitators petitioned to have the workshop added to

their transcripts.
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At the Universty of Tennessee, student facilitators have been used in freshman
and senior engineering design courses to facilitate engineering desgn projects such as a
modd tractor or anew tent design for the U.S. Army. This program isthe result of an
interdisciplinary partnership between faculty in the College of Education and faculty in
the College of Engineering (Seet et d., 1996). Initidly, the program participants were
graduate students in counsdling and seniorsin engineering design courses. The graduate
sudents in counsding would meet weekly with engineering seniorsin design teamsto
work on team interpersona skills and the organization of the design project.

Researchers investigated the program by administering a pre-semester and post-
semester measure of team cooperation and satisfaction to members of facilitated and
unfacilitated teams. All teams reported high team cooperation and satisfaction at the
beginning of the semedter. Fadilitated teams maintained this high level throughout the
semester. On the post-test, unfacilitated teams reported significantly lower scores on
team cooperation and satisfaction than on the pre-test. (Knight, Poppen, Klukken,
Parsons, & Seat, 1998).

These successful results with the senior design teams led to an expansion of the
facilitator program by recruiting engineering upperclassmen to be trained as facilitators
of freshman design teams (Gilliam et d., 1998). An overview of the design of the
expanded portion of the facilitator training program is presented in the following section.

Desgn of the Facilitator Training Program

There are three separate groups involved in the facilitator training program. Firdt,

there are sudents who are trained as team facilitators, and they are referred to as



Fadilitator Training
fadilitators. Second, the people who taught the facilitator training class are referred to as

ingtructors and aso as group supervisors. Those students who received facilitation are

referred to as the freshman team members.

The facilitator training program is offered as a semester-long class for engineering
upperclassmen through the Department of Counseling, Deafness, and Human Servicesin
the College of Education. The course taken by the facilitators is offered for three hours
of engineering program credit as a humanities and socid sciences dective, and is taught
by the indructors. Facilitator training is conducted across 16 weeks using both
engineering and educeation ingtructors. Each week, training takes place in three phases.
During phase one of the training, facilitators recaive ingtruction on the theory and
technique of facilitation. During phase two of the training, facilitators apply their skills
with two freshman design teams. In phase three of the training, facilitators are separated
into groups of 9x facilitators to receive group supervison from one of the course
ingructors. These three phases are described in greater detail in the following sections.

Phase one of the facilitator training program. During the first phase of the

training, indructors use a variety of methods to teach four basic team facilitation skills.
Thefacilitators participated for one hour each week in lecture, discusson, smulations,
and role plays designed to teach facilitation skills (Harvill, Masson, & Jacobs, 1983).
This method of ingtruction is based on amicroskills gpproach and is focused on the
development of very specific, basic skills through the use of didactic, observationa and
experiential components (Toth & Stockton, 1996; Toth, Stockton, & Erwin, 1998). The

ingructors teach the following four skillsto the facilitators: observing the team process,
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building a cohesive team, organizing team meetings and projects, and regulating team
participation.

Schwarz (1994) discussed the first skill, observing the team process. The
facilitators were taught to observe critica eventsin their teams and to diagnose the
importance of these events for team functioning (Schwarz, 1994). To supplement the
observation and diagnosis process, the facilitators were taught amodel of group
dynamics. Robison, Jones, and Berglund (1996) discuss the importance of providing a
modd of group dynamics for beginning facilitators. These researchers argue that prior to
learning how to intervene in groups, facilitators must have the conceptua knowledge to
understand the dynamics of group process. The facilitators learned amodel of group
dynamics developed by Bales (1988). Facilitators were instructed on components of this
model including common group roles, levels of group cohesion, and a variety of possble
relationships between group members.

Fujishin (1997) discussed the second skill, building a cohesive team. Cohesion
can be defined as“. . . the attraction and connection of group members to one another and
to the group” (Fujishin, 1997, p. 126). To help teams become more cohesive, facilitators
learned kills to enhance team communication and better resolve team conflict.
Communications training was focused on specifying behaviors that darify or interfere
with communication (Seat & Lord, 1998).

Schwarz (1994) discussed the third facilitation skill, organizing team mestings
and projects. Facilitators were taught skills for beginning and ending mestings,

developing agendas and goals, and developing team ground rules. Facilitators were
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taught genera problem solving techniques to help the freshman teams brainstorm
solutions and evauate dternatives for their design projects (Schwarz, 1994).

Harvill, Masson, and Jacobs (1983) discussed the fourth skill, regulating team
participation. These researchers Sate that some group members will dominate the
discusson while others will not participate in meetings or will not show up & all.
Facilitators were given training on techniques to regulate participation by drawing out
quiet members, blocking excessively verba ones, and refocusing the discussion from one
member to another (Harvill, Masson, & Jacobs, 1983). Facilitators were ingtructed to
check on team members who were frequently absent to diagnose and intervene on any
participation problems at an early stage.

Phase two of the facilitator training program. The god of phase two of the

training isfor the facilitetors to learn to transfer their facilitation skills to an gpplied team
setting. Robison et d. (1996) stated that incorporating an experientid component into a
group leader training program is one of the keys to successful skill development. To
accomplish this god, engineering upperclassmen serve asfacilitators of two freshman
engineering design teams. These freshman teams are composed of five students who are
enrolled in arequired course for dl freshmen in engineering. In this class, the freshman

are separated into teams and assigned a series of projects designed to teach engineering
design skills. For example, the goa of one project isto design, build, and test a rubber-
band powered tractor. At the end of the project, these groups compete against each other
in acontest known as “The Tractor Pull.” Performance is based on the distance traveled,

the weght lifted by the tractor, and the cost of building materials. The freshman teams
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are aso respongble for writing reports and providing computer generated graphics of
their designs (Gilliam et d., 1998).

Each fadilitator meets with his or her freshman team for one hour per week.
During the freshman team meetings, facilitators are ingtructed to use the facilitation skills
learned in phase one of the training to improve the team process. Schwarz (1994) defines
team process as the way group members are working together rather than what they are
working on. With a process focus, facilitetors can avoid becoming involved in the
content and godls of the project (Conye, Wilson, & Ward, 1997). To maintain aneutra
position on team gods, facilitators are ingtructed to avoid providing technical advice.
Also, the fadilitators inform the freshman teams that they will have no input on freshman
team project grades. Rather, the facilitators are to use their observation skills and model
of group dynamics to diagnose problems in the team process, build group cohesion,
provide organizationd structure for the team, and/or regulate team participation.

Phase three of the fadilitator training program. During the third phase of facilitator

training, the facilitators meet for one hour with agroup of their peers. Each of these
groups is composed of four to Sx engineering upperclassmen facilitators and led by one
of the indructors of the facilitaetor training program. To distinguish this phase of training
from the previous two phases, the ingtructors of these smal groups are caled supervisors

and meeting in these groupsis caled group supervison.

Group supervison has two objectives. One objective isto offer an opportunity
for the facilitators to process their most recent meetings with the freshman teams. The

opportunity to process and clarify facilitation experiences has been found to provide
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trainees with a better understlanding of Smilar situations in which they might find
themsalvesin the future (Delucia, Bowman, & Bowman, 1989). In group supervision,
each facilitator is offered an opportunity to talk about their freshman teams while other
facilitators and the supervisor work to draw out as much information as possible, clarify
emotions and thoughts, share Smilar Stuations in which they were involved, and piece
together criticd incidentsinto a diagnosis.

The second objective of group supervison isto offer an opportunity for
fadilitators to make a plan for goplying ther facilitation skillsin specific Stuations. Here,
group supervison serves as an adjunct to phase one, classroom training. The supervisor
and othersin the supervison group help afacilitator trandate theory and basic facilitation
techniques into an intervention directed at his or her pecific freshman team (Tollerud,
Holling, & Dudtin, 1992).

Summary

Responding to changes in industry and society, faculty and adminigtratorsin the
field of engineering education reformed their curriculathree timesin the twentieth
century. The firgt changein curriculawas in the early part of the century when methods
of mass production transformed industrid practice. Another change in curricula came a
mid- century when World War 1l and the Cold War led to alarge increase in government
funding of technologica development. The most recent change in curriculawas a the
turning of the twenty-first century when the end of the Cold War brought about a

resurgence of industry as the mgjor employer of engineering graduates.
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In the new global, team based, indudtria environment, engineering graduates are
again being criticized as lacking in the skills to succeed. Indudtrid employers have
expressed concerns that engineering educators have placed too much emphasison
scientific and technicd skills a the expense of other professiona skills necessary to
practice as an engineer. Employers have suggested that engineering graduates need more
skill a working interpersondly in teams and with an increasingly diverse workforce.

Enginearing faculty have responded to criticisms and made a number of changes
to incdlude awider range of professond skillsinthar curricula. Engineering curricula
has been revised to appeal to and educate a more diverse student body. A second
category of curricula change has been focused on greater program integration.
Engineering educators have a so broadened curricula to include awider range of
professond skills,

Team Killstraining is one area of emphagsin the newly broadened curricula
Engineering educators have used two different strategies to include afocus on teamsin
their curricula. One strategy has been to introduce awide variety of team structures. One
of the most common gtructures is the design team that has most recently been introduced
into the freshman curricula. The second Strategy to include teamwork into the
engineering curriculum has been to focus on team process. Educators have been teaching
a process focus by incorporating principles from Total Quaity Management, cooperdtive
learning, and team facilitation into the engineering curricula

Training in team facilitation is becoming a more popular form of team process

training in engineering education. One example of ateam facilitation program is found &
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the University of Tennessee where student facilitators have been trained to facilitate
engineering design teams. The facilitator training program is offered as a semester long
classfor engineering upperclassmen through the Department of Counseling, Deafness,
and Human Servicesin the College of Education. During the first phase of the training,
indructors use a variety of methods to teach four basic team facilitation skills. Inthe
second phase of the training program, the facilitators learn to gpply the facilitation skills
thet they have learned with freshman design tesms. During the third phase of facilitator
training, the facilitators meet in group supervison for one hour with agroup of their

peers and a course ingtructor.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD

Asin most empirica sudies, there are two main sections. These are data
collection and data andysis.
Data Callection

Data collection in the present study was carried out in athree-step process. Inthe
firs step, the primary investigator (P1) participated in a bracketing interview. In the next
step, the P sdlected the participants for the study. The PI conducted phenomenologica
interviews with these research participants.

The bracketing interview. For the purposes of the present study, the primary

researcher engaged in a sdif-reflective method known as the bracketing interview
(Polkinghorne, 1989; Pollio, Henley, & Thompson, 1997). In thisinterview, the Pl was
interviewed regarding his own experience in the team facilitator training program. This
interview was taped, transcribed, and anadyzed by the Pl and by members of a
phenomenologica research group. This andyss provided the Pl and the members of the
phenomenology research group with an understanding of the PI’ s perspective on the
program prior to the data collection process. The god of thistype of andysswasto
approach the topic with an enhanced awareness of the PI’s own expectations and biases
about the phenomenon under investigation. The Pl and phenomenology group members
used this awareness to guard against the imposition of the researcher’ s expectations onto
the analysis of the data. The Pl attempted to bracket out his pre-conceptions and remain

more open to the participantS own experiences.
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Research participant selection. The participants sdected for the study were 21

engineering upperclassmen enrolled in ateam fadilitator training program. According to
Polkinghorne (1989), the criteriafor the sdlection of research participantsis that they
have had the experience under investigation and are sufficiently articulate to describe the
experience. All 21 of the engineering upperclassmen in the facilitator program met these
criteria. An interview was assigned to the students in the facilitator program as the fina
requirement for the class. Participants signed up for interview times during the week of
find examinaions. Sixteen maes and five femadeswere interviewed. Agesranged from
19to0 22. All participants were Caucasian.

Interviewing. A second interviewer (Sl) was recruited to reduce any biasesin
reported experiences associated with having one of the course ingtructors as an
interviewer. The Sl wasaPh. D. leve counsding psychologist who had been trained in
the phenomenologica methodology. Participants were assgned to the Pl or the S| based
on the order in which participants sgned up and the availability of the SI. The PI
interviewed thirteen participants and the Sl interviewed eight participants. Interviews
were conducted individualy in the PI’ s office or the course classroom.

Prior to interviewing, research participants read and sgned an informed consent
form (Appendix A). The participants were informed that dthough an interview was a
required part of the class, it was their choice as to whether to include the interview in the
dudy. Participants were dso informed that their interviews would not affect their grade

intheclass. To reinforce this point, the Pl recorded their final grade prior to beginning
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the interview. Participants were ingtructed that they could talk about any part of their
experience of the facilitator training program for as long as they wanted.

The participants were aso informed that steps would be included in the andlysis
of the datato protect their identity. These steps included not using any names during the
interview process, omitting identifying information from the transcribed text, and having
the transcriptionist Sgn a pledge of confidentidity.

Colaizzi (1978) stated that initial phenomenologica interview questions should be
oriented toward tapping the full experience of the participants. The question, “What has
been your experience of participating in the facilitator training program?’ was chosen to
fully explore participants experiences in the facilitator training program. Following this
initid question, the interview followed a format structured by the participant’s
descriptions.  Participants were encouraged to talk about whatever aspects of the
experience stood out to them (Kvae, 1983). All subsequent questions by the
interviewers ingtructed the participants to elaborate, clarify, or add detail to a description
of the experience. To focus on specific instances of the experiences, the interviewers
would prompt the participants in the following manner, “Focus on a specific time in the
program and tell me about that time.” These types of prompts hel ped the participants to
avoid interpretations of experience and theoreticd andysis (Pollio et d., 1997). The
interview proceeded until the participant decided that nothing €lse about the experience

good out for them. The 21 interviews averaged about 35 minutes in length.
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DaaAnayss

In a phenomenologicd study, the data analys's process is known as explication
(Von Eckartsberg, 1998). To explicate the data, the PI’s goal was to produce an accurate
description of the Structure of the experience of participating in the facilitator training
program. The Pl developed a description of the experience by anadyzing the collected
data both individudly and within a group format. The Pl andyzed the data viathe
following four steps (Pollio et d. 1997): transcription of the data, individua analys's of
the transcripts, group analysis of the transcripts, and the development of a description of
the structure of the experience.

Transcription of the data. Thefirst step in the data analysis process wasto hirea

transcriptionist to transcribe the taped interviews into verbatim texts. Upon receiving the
texts from the transcriptionist the primary researcher checked them againgt the origind
tapes to make any needed corrections in accuracy. The transcripts that were produced
were as close to verbatim as possible. Incorrect grammatical usage, for example, was not
corrected from the tape to the transcript. To ensure the anonymity of the participants
materid, awritten pledge of confidentiaity was obtained from the transcriptionist
(Appendix B).

Individud andyss of the transcripts. The primary researcher analyzed the data

with an interpretive procedure known as the hermeneutic circle. Dataanalysis viathe
hermeneutic circle involved a continuous process of relaing the separate parts of the text
to the whole (Colaizzi, 1978; Polkinghorne, 1989; Pallio et ., 1997). Based on the work

of these researchers, the Pl used five steps to complete the hermenetic circle.



Fadilitator Training

Firgt, each transcript was read through to get a genera understanding of its
content. The idea of reading the text as awhole is an extenson of the phenomenologica
concept of figure/ground. Certain components of the phenomenon under investigetion
are described as standing out (figurd), againgt other components that recede into the
background (ground). By developing a sense of the entire transcript, the Pl had a better
background or context for analyzing the separate parts of the text (Polkinghorne, 1989).

Second, the transcript was read through again and analyzed in separate parts. The
PI divided the transcript into parts based on participant spesking turns. A speaking turn
represented the time from which a participant started speaking until the time he or she
stopped and the interviewer began spesking. Statements that captured the meaning of
each gpeaking turn were written in the margins of the transcript. After dl the spesking
turns were analyzed, the Pl made aligt of the Sgnificant statements from each spesking
turn.

In the third step, the researcher developed themes from the list of individua
datements. A themeis an organizationd term used to describe a pattern of smilarity that
appears across various stuatiionsin the text. Thus, a number of the individua statements
describing a participant’ s spesking turns were smilar and could be clustered to form a
theme. Some themes were related in such away as to be subsumed within alarger theme
and could be termed sub-themes. In identifying themes, care was taken to use words
found only in the transcripts. Using the participant’s own words ensured that themes

were closdy related to the participant’ s experiences (Pollio et d., 1997).
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With themes devel oped from each transcript, the fourth step was to cluster themes

together into globa themes that covered dl of thetexts. Globa themes are Smilar to
individuad themesin that they describe a pattern of amilarity across Stuations. However,
globa themes describe a pattern of smilarity across texts rather than within an individua
text (Pollio et d., 1997). The Pl identified globa themes by making aligt of dl the
themes from each interview and looking for amilaritiesin thislist. The purpose of using
multiple texts from a number of participants was to incresse the range of perspectives on
the phenomenon and provide a more complex and broader description of the experience
(Polkinghorne, 1989). Findly, in the fifth step, the PI read through each text again to
determine if the globa themes fully described participants experiences. A copy of one
of the transcripts is provided in Appendix C.

Group andysis of the transcripts. Portions of al the transcripts were presented in

a phenomenology research group. The rationde for including agroup in the analyss of
transcripts is Smilar to the rationde for using multiple research participants to describe
the phenomenon. The research group members offered multiple perspectives on the
transcripts that produced a more detailed description of the experience. In addition, the
group aided the researcher in bracketing his expectations regarding the data. Group
members often took a critical stlance toward data analys's to make sure that any thematic
explication took into account the words of the text and the experience of the participant
(Pallio et d., 1997).

The phenomenology research group used for this study meets weekly and is

composed of graduate students and a professor. Within this group, data andysis followed
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severd steps. Segments of the text were read aoud, with one person taking the part of
the interviewer and the other taking the part of the participant. Each segment was
discussed with respect to the Sgnificant atements and themes that described that
segment. The process continued on in thisway until the entire text wasread. Findly, the
Pl would provide a summary of the themes for that transcript.

Description of the structure of the experience. After the themes wereidentified, a

sructurd diagram was developed to portray each theme and itsinterrelationships with
other themes. The main god of thisdiagram isavisud illudration that provides an
additiona clarity of understanding over averba description (Polkinghorne, 1991). The

diagram is presented in afigure/ground format. The terms figure and ground are

representative of the types of relationships between the themes of an experience (Vale,
King, & Hdling, 1989). In phenomenologica research, afigure is atheme that stands
out in comparison to other themes. In contrast, aground is atheme that provides a
context for other themes to emerge againgt (Pollio et d., 1997). In adescription of a
phenomenologica experience, atheme can be both figure and ground depending on one's
perspective. To develop the structural diagram, the theme that was chosen as the ground
was the one that placed the other themesin the sharpest relief (Polkinghorne, 1991).
Following the development of the structurd diagram of the experience, the
diagram was presented to the phenomenology research group to provide additiona
perspective on the experience under investigation. The group members were invited to
discuss, challenge, or substantiate the description of the experience and organization of

the sructure.
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The fina step was to develop awritten description of themes and sub-themeswith
written quotes from the transcripts added as support (Pollio et d., 1997). To identify
supporting quotes, the Pl read back through the transcripts again. The PI highlighted
quotes, choosing a different-colored magic marker to highlight statements associated with
each theme. When writing up the descriptions of the themes, the PI sorted through the

transcripts for the appropriate matching colors.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

The reaults are contained in this chapter. Thefirgt part of the chapter containsthe
results of the bracketing interview, and the second part of the chapter contains a thematic
andyds of the team fadilitators' transcripts. Thethird part of the chapter contains a
presentation of the differences found between the transcripts.

All three sections of the chapter are characterized by themes that were identified
inthetranscripts. In each section, an overview of the themes is presented followed by
more in-depth descriptions of the themes. There are three separate groups involved in the
description of the themes. These groups will be referred to as follows: the students who

aretrained as team facilitators are referred to as sudents and facilitators, the people who

taught the class are referred to as ingtructors and group supervisors depending on what

component of the training program is being described, and those students who received

facilitation are refereed to as the freshman teams and team members.,

The themes are described and supported by quotes from the research
participants. Each quote is Sngle-spaced and indented within the text. These are direct
quotes with no effort made to correct grammar. When only a portion of a sentence was
used, this portion isintroduced or closed with dlipss points. Names that would identify
specific people associated with the program have been removed and replaced with

generic identifiers in parentheses such as Ingructor, Team Member, or Fecilitator.  There

was no particular order to themes as detected in the transcripts. Different themes became

figurd to different participants across arange of Stuationsand times. Also, it is
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important to remember that dthough the themes are presented separately, they are
interrelated. In reading quotes selected to support a theme, one could find € ements of
other themes within the same sentence or paragraph of the transcript.

The bracketing interview consists of a description of the primary investigator's
(PI) own experience of the team facilitator training program. Themes that emerged from
the bracketing interview were as follows. Program Devel opment, Expectations, Teaching,
Facilitation, and Evaluations. The theme of Program Development can serve asthe
background for the description. Descriptions of the other themes usualy occurred within
the context of gtarting, improving, or dtering the program. Within the context of
Program Development, the Pl described themes related to expectations from seif and
others, teaching facilitation skills and roles, facilitation of design teams, and evauations
of the training program. These themes were interrdlated in that as one theme emerged as
figura, then the others receded into the background.

Program Deve opment

When describing the theme of Program Development, the Pl was aware of three
aspects: putting the program together, the structure of the program, and reshaping the
structure. The Pl described putting the program together by gathering information from a
number of different sources: feedback from students, a literature review, the PI’s
facilitation experience, and other faculty involved with the program. He described this
aspect of the experience asfollows:

And then it was avery loosdy fashioned ides, and in meeting together with the

other professors involved, and looking at the literature, we came up the basics,
and we piloted it last year.
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Mog of my thought as to what went into the class was from talking to other

people who have done facilitation as well as reading literature on facilitation. So,

that istheway that | put it together.

Another aspect of the theme of Program Devel opment was the structure of the
facilitator training program. The Pl was aware of the number of sudentsin the program,
the length of the program, and the various types of meetings involved:

The first year with the freshman program we ran it with 60 freshmen, twelve

teams, and we recruited 18 sophomores and juniors to be in the facilitator training

program that we had put together.

A third aspect of the theme of Program Devel opment was the experience of
restructuring the program. The Pl described reshaping the structure of the program in
response to data gathered from the facilitators and freshman teams:

Another piece of feedback that we got on the qualitative questionnaires was that

some groups were redly disgppointed in the problem solving abilities of their

other group members. . . . So, we aso selected on ACT scores this year and

balanced the group according to ACT scores, which seemsto have helped out a

lot too.

Another thing that came out of the empirica research that we did was the

importance of extroverson in the whole process. We took persondity information

and extroversion seemed to be related to dl the good things that we were trying to
test. So wetook great care when we structured the groups themsalves, the

freshman, to select and make sure that everyone had as much extroverson aswe
had to give out.

Expectations

The Pl described two aspects of the theme of Expectations. an awareness of
expectations from professorsinvolved in the program and an awareness of the PI’s
expectations about the engineering students. The Pl experienced expectations from

severa professors about the design of the program.
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When | gtarted working with (Instructor), who was the professor over in
engineering, he told me that the work that we were doing with the seniors, which
was the graduate class where we put counseling graduate students with senior
engineering design teams, he though that was very important. He said he wanted
to take some of that work and trandate it down to the sophomore levd.

| met extensvely with (Instructor), (Ingtructor), and (Instructor), the other people
involved in the program. Wetalked alot about what a group facilitator training
program would look like.

The Pl described his expectations about the engineering students. He expected
that engineering students would be difficult to team and generdly skepticd and critical:

Engineering students, wdll, the whole reason we end up there in thefirst placeis
because they have areputation for being tough to team, tough to put in groups.
And they are very skeptica and critica folks as a sereotype. | mean thereis
obvioudy varighility in that, but they can kind of be atough audience for any
fecilitator.

Teeching

The Pl was aware of the experience of teaching team facilitation to the
engineering sudents. He described two aspects of the theme of Teaching, teaching
facilitation skills and teaching the facilitator role. The Pl described developing a set of
facilitation skills to teach the sudents:

| picked out initidly, well, initidly | went through the literature and | 1ooked for

al the different kills that were important in facilitating. And in the literature

they aways talk about various skills that facilitators need. So, | kind of grouped

them dl together into four areas and taught that as the skills for the program.
There was also an awareness of teaching the students various facilitator roles: observing,
coaching, fadilitating, and mentoring:

In the class we emphasized the distinction between afacilitator and acoach. . . .

Y ou have coaching days. Y ou go in with a structured exercise and coach them

through it. But, on other days we don’t have structured exercises and we

emphasize being more of afacilitator, which is someone who observes and sort of
diagnoses the Situation and intervenes when they think it is most necessary.
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There isatime when they do amentoring type thing, sort of outsde of the team,
helping people, you know these are freshman, helping them just get used to
college and campus life.
Facilitation
The PI described his experience as afacilitator of a senior engineering design
team. There were two aspects to the theme of Facilitation, an awareness of the design
team and an awareness of intervening in theteam. The Pl was aware of the senior
engineers as a team with specific gods:
The process of facilitation was definitdy influenced by the driving need thet the
team has to get the project completed, and that their main focusisn’t on how
much they get along but on completing the project.
| would go in there and they would aready be hard a work because they would
mest for three or four hours. | would come in the middle of that somewhere. So,
| would have to come in and stop them and get to my agenda.
The Pl described using three team interventions. calming the team members,
focusing the team, and resolving team conflict:
Onetimethey had thisbig fight . . . and some people were angry with other
people because one guy on the team didn’t show up for apresentation. | fdt like

we needed to al talk about it, and they agreed. We spent some time talking about
it, and | think that we resolved some of it.

| set up the rehearsal date, and they were all going to come down and rehearse.
WEéll, | got down there, and they had not gotten far enough to rehearse. They
were dl, they werejust kind of flipping out. So | just sat down with them and
encouraged them to cam down alittle but and tried to help them focus down on a
few things that seemed important.

Evadudions
When describing the theme of Evauations, the Pl was aware of two aspects, the

PI’s experience of evauating the facilitator training program and the experience of being
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evauated by the engineering sudents. The PI described positive evauations of his
experiences in the facilitator training program and working as a graduate teaching
assgant for the College of Engineering. The Pl evaluated the facilitator training program
and research associated with the program as important and novel:

... i sbeen agood experience for me. I've fet fortunate to get on there, and it

has turned out to be really good because they emphasi ze research and let me teach

and create classes. They have sent me out to conferences and paid for meto go
there, giving me agood stipend and an office. 1t has been a good experience for
me over there to be involved with the program.

With thissample, | think it is especidly important to get feedback because

nowherein the literature previoudy has anyone, that | have found, tried to teach

engineering students how to be group facilitators. Mogt of the modes,

techniques, and theories are built up on asample of psychology graduate students.

... S0, it s;ems very important from aresearch standpoint to get feedback from

everybody about what is going on.

The Pl was aware of being evduated by the engineering student facilitators.
Facilitators provided evauative feedback about the structure of the facilitator training
program. The facilitators reported that there should be more facilitation time scheduled
with their freshman teams

... things | got back from the quditative questionnaire: their desire to have more

time with the groups, so we gave them two groups this year rather than just one

and cut down some of the lecture time that they had.
The PI dso had the experience of being evaluated as afacilitator of his senior
engineering design team. He experienced the senior design team members asinitidly
skeptica of hisinterventions:

When | ran that rules exercise, | asked them afterwards, you know, “What did you

think of the exercise? And they said, “Ah, we thought it was a big waste of
time.” So, that was tough feedback to get. | experienced the skepticism there.
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In the second section of this chapter, the results of the thematic analysis of the

facilitators transcripts are presented. This section begins with a short overview of the
themes and a diagram illugtrating the structure of the experience. This section closes
with a description of each theme. Participant descriptions are organized in terms of sub-
themes, and are supported with quotes from the transcripts. As with the bracketing
interview, there was no set order to the themes as detected in the transcripts. Each theme
was detected in al of the transcripts. Although the themes are presented separately, they
areinterrdlated. Inreading quotes selected to support a particular theme, one can find
elements of other themes within the same sentence or paragraph.

Overview of the Structure of the Experience

Five themes emerged from the participants experiences of the facilitator-training
program: Teams, Facilitation, Learning, Evauations, and Expectations. Table 1 depicts
the themes and sub-themes of the facilitators experiences. Thethemes are listed on the
left Sde of the table with corresponding sub-themes listed in the columns to theright of
the theme.

A diagram of the structure of this experienceis presented in Figure 1. When reviewing
thisfigure, it isimportant to remember that this is a description from the perspective of
the facilitators. From this perspective, the themes of Teams and Fecilitation are
represented by the circles at the center of the diagram. These two themes were the most
frequently described experiences in the transcripts and repeatedly emerged as figure and

ground against each other. The arrows between the two circles represent the
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figure/ground shifts in awareness between these two themes. One facilitator described
thisasfollows

Wi, in one of my teams that | had, only three people bothered to show up a a
given time and two of those were consstently the same ones, and we had to lay down the
law of pretty much how to get this team working properly, And, | thought | did a pretty
good jab, but it turns out that they let it go in one ear and out the other and it didn’t redlly
have the effect that we were looking for . . .

In this example, the facilitator was aware a problem with the teeam. He was aware of the
team. This awareness of the team and the problem receded into the background as he
became aware of being afacilitator of the team (*...We had to lay down the law.”)
Following this intervention, an awareness of the team again became figurd as the team
reacted to the facilitator’ s intervention.

The centra themes, Teams and Facilitation, were frequently described in the
context of two additiona themes, Expectations and Evauations. For example, facilitator
expectations about ateam would often be followed by an evaduation of whether the team
met expectations.

When [ first met them asindividuas, there were a couple | thought were going to

probably fall out or dack off. Then, there were a couple more that | thought

would be redly good workers. The couple of good workers ended out to be

dackers and the couple of dackers ended out to be the good workers. . .
Thisrelationship is diagrammed in Figure 1 by the concentric circles surrounding the two
centra themes, Teams and Facilitation. Facilitators also reported the experience of being
evauated by the freshman team members:

A couple of them in the group were like, “1 thought it was redly good having you
there.”
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Tablel

Themes and Sub-themes of the Experience of the Facilitator Training Program

Themes Sub-themes
Teams Team Team Differences Fedings Team
Compostion Development  Between about the Reactionsto
Teams Teams Facilitation
Facilitation Personal Ddiinngthe  Underganding  Intervention
Qudities Facilitator the Team
Role
Learning What | How | Applying the Learning by
Learned Learned it Learning Freshman
Teams
Evduaions  Evduaions Evauations Evdudaionsof  Evdudtions
of the of the the Teams by the
Facilitation Facilitation Freshman
Program Teams
Expectations Expectations  Expectations  Expectations Expectations
about the about the about from the
Fecilitetion Freshman Engineering Freshman
Program Teamns Students Teams
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Evaluations Evaluations

Figure 1. Thematic Structure of the Experience of the Facilitator Training Program
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The arrows between the circles are meant to represent the experience of receiving and
delivering both expectations and evauations.

The rectangle surrounding the outside of the diagram represents the theme of
Learning. The theme of Learning was chosen as the ground in the diagram because this
theme was most often described as a context for the other four themes, Teams,
Facilitation, Evauations, and Expectations. These four themes were often described
within the context of alearning experience with facilitator descriptions including an
awareness of what they were learning, where they were learning it, and a consderation of
the gpplication of thisknowledge. For example, afacilitator description of ateam
problem would include a description of the learning context in which the problem was
discussed. Onefacilitator described learning to solve team problems within the context
of group supervison:

.. . there were five of us plus the supervisor in our smdl group. So there are Six of

usin there. And we got to where we knew everybody’ s Stuation and it was like,

well how are they dedling with this because some of the problems, though they
mutate themsalves differently or whatever, they dl stem from the same, you
know, one person not contributing, or somebody not being there.

Teams

The most frequently described theme across transcri pts was the experience of
teams. The five sub-themesthat describe the Teams theme are as follows: Team
Composition, Team Development, Differences Between Teams, Facilitator Fedings
About a Team, and Team Reaction to Fecilitation. In the first two sub-themes,

fadlitators described different aspects of individua teamsthat sood out. In thethird

sub-theme, facilitators described aspects of different teams that emerged in comparison to
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each other. In the fourth sub-theme, facilitators described arange of fedings
experienced as aresult of interacting with ateam. The fifth sub-theme demonsirates the
Teams theme as aground or context for other themes. Here, teams were a continuoudy
present “other” that reacted to facilitators efforts to intervene. The following sections

will provide more detailed descriptions of the sub-themes.

Team Compostion. In the firs sub-theme, the facilitators were aware of the

components of ateam. Several components were mentioned: the individual team
members, the relationships between team members, and the roles played by team
members. When describing individua team members, the facilitators often referred to

personal qualities such as gender, race, and hometown:

All right, I'll talk about my second group, the group with no team name, but a sort
of asymbol. Five guys, and five guys from small citiesin Tennessee and North
Cadina They've got actudly pretty different backgrounds for guys from smilar
aress. At the sametime, they're just five guys dl up here, first semester.

... and thiswas the group that had the four guys and the one girl . . .

We had ablack guy from Knoxville, who lived dl hislife with his parents, and
gill did, and another guy, a bookworm, | guess you could say, that was from the
area. . . . | had aguy from Pennsylvaniaand | think North Carolina

When describing individua team members, facilitators were dso aware of

different work styles and persondlity characteristics of the team members:

A lot of times, the background smilarities can obscure the working and problem-
solving dissmilarities in people.

Some people come into the program with afull head of steam, and they’ re ready
to conquer the world. Some of the others are just up there in some other class.
They just do the minimum that’ s required to get through the program.

...one member was more or lessintroverted than the rest of them, and wasn't
aways getting hisideas out. They'd just dl sit down, they’d joke, it was dll just
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one big bullshit sesson every time they went to solve problems. He wasn't
aways getting in on that, and the reason they didn’t notice it is because they
didn't redize that he works different, and that he thinks different, and that he
solves problems different.

Another aspect of team composition thet facilitators mentioned was the
relationships between team members. Severa types of relationships were described,
including relationships between team members and the facilitator, between different team
members, and between different facilitators. The relationships between different team
members and the facilitator were dmaost away's described in a positive fashion:

It' skind of like me and my three roommates, we wanted to do something for the
gpartment or we want to go, we wanted to have a party Friday night. Wewould
say, “Hey, let'shave aparty,” and then we sit down and organize our idess. And
that’sthe kind of camaraderie | had with that team. We were al able to sit down,
very low-key working atmaosphere, nothing up-tight, nobody ever got their
feathersruffled. It wasavery, you know, just rlaxed atmosphere; it was a good
working environment.

| seemed to redlly get dong wdl with both of my teams. We never had any
problems with our persondities clashing or anything like that. There weren't any
squabbles with me being the facilitator. | think they enjoyed me being there and
watching them and, you know, helping them.

Y ou know, these kids ook up to me and they are asking me for advice and what
classes to take and you know, what co-op jobs they should look for and things like
that. And I’'m more than happy to help them out and | fed that I’ ve done my part

in getting, in helping them day in enginesring.
These relationships between the facilitators and their team members were
experienced as having an effect on the facilitation process:

And they respected my opinions. They will take what | say astrue. Even about
other stuff that had nothing to do with the team, you know. . . . So, there seemed
to be amutual respect between us. So, it helped our work together . . . and over
the course of the whole semester | mean if you are not redly willing to kind of get
to know the people alittle bit because it sjust the six of you together. . .. That'sa
long time to be around people and um, not redly communicating very much may
be bad. They fdt like they could talk to me and | wouldn't get mad at them.

50



Fadilitator Training 51

... itjust seemsthat if you are closer to a person and you know more about them
and they fed comfortable talking to you about whatever, you can carry on
conversations and have a good time outside of just being in a classroom Situation.
Not that we were best friends but if you can do that, everything you say is not
aways taken as being aword of authority. When ateacher tells me something |
think—I register in my mind totdly different from if afriend wereto tdl me. The
closest exampleis RA’s or resdent assgtants. When you first move into like a
dorm, whet they tdll you is like, the word of God and you follow that and you do
your best to abide by it. But, later down the road, once you become friends with
them you kind of know what can be pushed, and you can tak to them, and you
know they redlly do care about me, or they don’t care about me and if they do say
something alot of times you may take it more persondly rather than just saying,
“Oh, itstheir job.” You are saying, “Oh, they arerealy directing it toward me.
It's not just them doing their job.”

Facilitators were dso aware of relationships between the individua team members.

. . . they worked together redlly well. . . . They would hang out and stuff and |
think that helped them as a group to become friends as well asjust to work in the

group.

It was an instance where once he got to know people and they actudly warmed up
to him, he talked more.

... hejust kind of made it—even though they were redlly nice and they were
explaining it to him, heisjust kind of adefensve person and it just didn’'t seem to
make much difference. So the team, they did well together and they tried to
overlook it even though he didn’t help redly. For awhile he came and was kind
of doing alittle better, but then he dacked off again. So, they tried to just figure
out how to make it the last month of the semester you know. Therewasalittle
bitternesskind of . . . and they till continued to cal him asking how he' s doing,
you know, telling him mesetings, trying to keegp him informed and trying to keep
upwithhim. ..

The facilitators were aware of the relationships between themselves and other
facilitators. These were descriptions of their relationships with their co-facilitators or,
more generdly, their experience of interacting with other facilitators in the program.

I’'ve made alot of friendsin the facilitator class, because we ve got in confidence

with each other especidly in the smaller groups where we talk about the problems
and that type of thing. | aso made afriend with the guy that was my co-facilitator
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who, persondity wise, | would say totaly we clash and everything, but we
actudly got dong pretty well, actualy redly well. And to the point where he's
done parties and I’ ve been over, asfar asif | need help with aclass | will ask him
or, you know, gt there talking to him, and getting his perspective on how the
group works.

| think that stands out, the fact that everyone in the class got dong so well and
enjoyed each other’s company. So | mean, there was not anybody that was redlly
isolated. Everybody got dong extremely well and just had fun together, and its
like we are dl driving towards the same god and we had fun with it.

The third aspect of the sub-theme, Team Composition, was a description of roles

within the team taken by facilitators and other team members. Facilitators described a
role for themsalves in which they were both outsder and team member at the sametime.
Facilitator descriptions of their role varied dong the outsider/team member continuum.
Some facilitators described feding more of an outsider. Others described themselves as a
more passve member of the team. Some facilitators were comfortable in thisrole and

others were not;

| like being a part of the group. | liked being able to show up and fed like one of
them without fedling like an outsider. Yet, a the sametime, it's not my project
and | like for them to not fed like I’'m interfering with their project or fed like
I”’m obligated to help them with their project for being in the way dl thistime,

| fed likeI’min avery frustrating postion because for me persondly, I’'m not in
their group. | can't solve their problems for them. | can point them in the right
direction. 1 can help them bring out their problems. | can give them suggestions

of waysto work around them. | can do that, but they are the ones who haveto do
it.

Well, like last year | was able to become like aredly, actudly like agroup
member, except | was the non-active group member. Thisyear | didn't fed likel
was able to make that bond with the team where | felt like ateam member. |
adways fdt like an outsder lookingin. . .

Fecilitators aso described themselves in the role of a mentor whose job as an

older student was to keep the team together and on task:
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| guess| saw them as my mentees and | their mentor. | fdt like anything | could
do to keep the group together and work with them asawhole. . .

... | was assigned to these groups to be their facilitator....I thought that | owed it
to them to do everything | could to help them as ateam, because they're earning a
grade aswdll. It stheir first semester in college, and to not have them having a
bad impression of the program.

| guessyou'd think of it as a cowboy who'strying to herd cattle. They can't dl

go in different directions, you can’'t do anything with them, but if you get them dll

headed toward the same direction, you can work with them.

Facilitators were also aware of various roles taken by group members. The four
roles that were reported more frequently were the leader, the outsider, the
andytica/technica person, and the devil’ s advocate. These were described as follows:

| guessthey kind of took on different rolesin the group. Like, one person took on

the leadership role, and another person took on the grunt work. Another person

was kind of the andyst. Well, two of them are actudly anadysts. | had two
leaders| guess.

... they never redly defined a person as ateam leader or anything like that even

when they were working. But, like | could see the team leader, and adevil’s

advocate, or you know there were definite people for each category.

In each group there was one outsider, | guess. They weren't up to snuff | guess
with the rest of the group’s dbilities.

Team Development. Wheresas the first sub-theme, the experience of Team

Composition, describes more stable components of the facilitators teams, the second
ub-theme, the experience of Team Development, describes more dynamic aspects of the
team. Facilitators were aware of teams “gelling”, taking on roles, completing projects,
and solving problems. Facilitators described team gelling as an awareness of team
members learning to work together as a team:

| think they kind of gelled quickly, & least four out of five.
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| guessthefact that they gelled so quickly. One of my groups hed avery diverse
background. The fact that al these people have never seen each other beforeis--
from day one, it was amost like best friends.

There were four students that worked pretty well together and then there was one
student that was pretty antagonistic and pretty much just caused problems, and
absent . . . and alot of the problems at the beginning--it was just communication.
He couldn’t communicate with the group. He couldn’t relay hisidess. He didn’t
like being in the group. . . . But, & the same time he wanted to do good. And by
the end of the semegter you, they were actudly functioning hafway, | mean, he
was part of the group. Asto where at the beginning of the semester, they were
trying, but he was just not redly anything.

Fadilitators experienced the team members taking on roles. This process, known
as “dividing up the workload” was described as follows:

| didn’t even redly see where they assigned these roles to each other. It wasjugt,
they kind of picked them up, and then went from there without anything pushing
them together as ateam. They just took on these roles by themsdlves, and | guess
that’swhat | mean by, “they gelled together.” Wheress, they didn't stress
individudity, they stressed—they spoke of thisasateam. They didn't care about
who was doing whét, just as long as it got done.

It was just nesat to see how people would take on the roles that were lacking in the
group if needed.

Whenever I'minagroup | try to like, | find my own role, and we dl define the
roles of each other. And there was like saven in the team maybe and you divide
up the workload.

Another aspect of the sub-theme of Team Development that stood out was the
teams efforts to learn how to complete their projects:

They werejust kind of, “Well, we re trying to figure out what we re going to do
fird.”. ... After they sarted thinking, they started to throw out, “Well, okay, this
would work and that wouldn't,” or “We need to do this” So, that got whole
pprocess going.

.. . when they were trying to brainstorm their initia ideas on the tractor. They
were kind of at aloss, one of our groups was at aloss asto what to actudly Start
on.
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They have a project assigned to them, and they’ ve got to complete it in say, two
weeks. They’re usudly pretty busy then, because they don’t do much the first
week. They kind of dl let off until the next week. So, it's coming down to
crunch time.

Facilitator’ s were aware that teams were developing problem-solving skills.
Some teams “ got better” at handling problems:

She dways fdt that she had to have an idea, whether it was agood one or not;
that she had to fight her point, whether it wasright or not. And she got better
about that towards the end when she started fedling like the group didn’t attack
her as much. And then when they saw that she was actudly going to contribute
good ideas and not just run her mouth al the time, they had more respect for her.

... by them talking about it or saying something abot it, it helped the Situation.
And then the guy started doing his part better than he had so, you know, it had
come to everybody in there together that it's worth atry to say something . . .

... a first when they would have disagreements they wouldn’t redly use their
disagreements or their misunderstandings to try and say, “ Okay, well we ve got
these two different options. How can we look at those to try and maybe come up
with athird option that might have been better?” And they would just kind of
squabble alittle bit and pick one.. . . and one of them would be like, “Well, | don’t
want to.” But, by the end they had kind of gotten to where they would use their
different options that they had and try to come up with athird one that everybody
agreed on.

Other teams were |ess successful at learning how to handle problems. These
teams would solve problems that would later re-emerge:

| think they would come away ready to do things differently and they would start
out. But by the end of the project they aways reverted back to their old ways.

We thought, the first week after the intervention sesson, that they did redlly well
and then they dacked back off again, and | think maybe one of the members kind
of sarted pulling alittle more of hisweight and the other guy was toning down
his attitude, but it just went back to pretty much the way it was.
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Differences Between Teams. A third sub-theme of the theme of Team is

Differences Between Teams. Fecilitators were aware of comparing one team to another.
Fecilitators compared differences between their two assgned freshman teams:

... One of my groups was the top group in their section every time. And then the
other group was a mediocre group, but | probably would have said that the
mediocre group functioned better as a team.

WEél, on my team and since there is usualy only three people there, it was kind of
hard with the two of usto St back and watch those three without saying stuff
there. But, ah for the other team that | co-facilitated, ah, it was pretty easy to Sit
back in the shadows and leave them done.

.. . thetwo groups were like night and day . . .
Facilitators al'so compared differences between teams they were involved with in
the current semester and teams they had been involved with in previous semedters.

... last year, we weren't as open-minded to it. We didn’t have as much group
time to meet, and 0 we fdt like every time the facilitators were there they were
kind of infringing on our time so to speak. And these groups this year have been
alot more open-minded . . .

Uh, this being my second timeis alat different from thefirs. Thefirg timel was
uh, it ssemed to me that | was alot more in touch with the teeam asfar as, | had a
group of five guys and | was asingle facilitator and we kind of formed abond, an
dl-guy kind of bonding thing. So | was more friendly with that tesm and then
that group worked redly well together. . . . Thisterm, it may have something to
do with the fact that you know, now there isafive year difference between me
and these kids, and uh, there are some girlsin this group, and I'm aso a co-
facilitator thisyear. | fed abig separation between last year’ s group and this
year's group.

Fedings About the Teams. The facilitators experienced fedings about their

freshman teams that ranged from pogtive fedlings of pride and happiness concerning the
team’s achievement to frustration or disappointment over poor team performance.

Facilitators aso reported some frustration and disappointment with the team’ s reaction
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to them and their role in the group. Facilitators described their positive fedings as

follows,

wdl:

| was impressed by the fact that they actudly put some thought into these ground
rules, instead of just, “ Okay, let’s just focus on how to keep the facilitator happy
so that we can get to working on our project.”

So | was glad that he did try.

That’ s fun, to st there and watch them. Like last week, say, they were dropping
eggs, and their sand kisses, and splats, and the works.

| enjoyed doing the group projects, so | was kind of frustrated as | couldn’t
actudly get in and hdp them, but it was redly fun to watch them.

Facilitators described their frustration and disappointment with their teams as

The guy that wasthere dl the time, you couldn’t help but to fed sorry for him
because he didn’t have ateam, and at the same time he was pushing the rest of his
team members away because he was so cocky.

And they blew me off, they kind of resented that | wasin the group. . .. You
know not trying to make me happier, not trying to do what | want them to do; they
wanted to do their own thing. So when that first happened, | guess 1’ d never had
that experience before so | was kind of upset | waslike, “Man | don't likeyou
guys”. ...l don't think | took it persondly, but | waskind of frustrated by it
because aside from them doing it to me, that's just not a good thing to do to
anyone that comesin there and does that.

Well, it was tough. | mean, you would come in and they would, they would never
betadking. They would just be sitting there. 'Y ou would ask them what did they
get done. They would dl dig alittle bit out of their folders and each one had done
alittle bit, but none of them redlly had any idea of what the other one had done.
Soit was, | meanit’'skind of frustrating as far as getting them to work as a group.

Team Reactions to Fadilitation. In thefifth sub-theme, the facilitators were avare

of their teams reacting to the facilitation. Facilitators experienced teams reacting to them

persondly aswel asto ther facilitation efforts. When reacting to them persondly, the
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facilitators reported experiencing respect and criticism from their teams. These reactions
were described asfollows:

| think that it's necessary that they have a mutual type of respect for you. But, |
don’'t know if they have to be your best friend. They have to have respect for you
and appreciate you, and they have to like you but they don't have to be like, “Oh,
what would | do if she didn’t come today,” that type of thing.

... but | felt that they respected me more than some of my past groups have and
saw me as helpful more than some of the other groups.

... acouple of people actualy questioned why we were there, why are we doing
thiskind of thing and s0 | knew that they were watching my every move and that
every habit was going to be critiqued . . .

... theteam this year seemed to show alot of, | wouldn’t say resentment, but they
were like, “Well, we are il getting good grades. So why do we care?’

Facilitators also experienced the team reacting to their facilitation efforts. These
were reactions to the facilitators efforts to run exercises or to intervene in the team to
affect some aspect of the process:

S0, | just decided, well let’sthrow out these lists. Let’s just come up with some

ground rules. So they jumped on that. They werelike, “Well no fighting. If

you' ve got a disagreement, wait until your meeting is over and take it outside.”

After the exercise, they werelike, “Y ou know, we usudly do this three or four

days beforeitsdue,” and here we were, like | said, two and a half weeks before it

was due.

In some of the past groups you don't find out about it until you are doing those

mid- semester interviews because everybody seems to be working, everything

seems to be going well, and then dl of a sudden every single person was like,

“Wdl thisign't working out. This particular areais not going well.” And you get

that from dmost every person, so you know it’s redly a problem.

Facilitation
Teams and Fecilitation were the two main themes of the present study (See Figure

1). Four sub-themes describe the experience of Facilitation: Persona Qudities, Defining
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the Facilitator Role, Understanding the Teams, and Intervention. The first sub-theme,
Persond qudlities, refersto the facilitetor asaperson. The facilitators bring a persond
range of experience and a persond working style into the training program.  The second
sub-theme, Defining the Facilitator Role, refersto the job of the facilitator. The
facilitators used their persona characteristics and the needs of their teams to define the
facilitator role. The third sub-theme, Understanding the Teams, refers to the process by
which facilitators reached an understanding of team dynamics. In the fourth sub-theme,
Intervention, facilitators described “what | did” to affect the team process. Facilitators
described both a generd intervention strategy and specific interventions.

Persond Qualities. When describing the first sub-theme, facilitators were awvare

of their own persondity traits and fedings and the effects of these qualities on their
fecilitation. Facilitators described their own personality characteristics and the effect of
these characterigtics on their understanding of the team, their efforts to define the
facilitator role, and intervention:

With the first team, it's not that hard at al to not get in theway. None of them
work inasimilar way that | do, and S0 it’s very easy for meto see, “Well what
I’mdoing hereisinterfering,” or “What I’'m doing here is asssting too much,”
because its obvious to me when that’ s happening, because it' sthe way I'd be
working as opposed to the way they’d be working. With the other group these
guys are more Smilar to me.

| didn’t want people to tell me | have to confront this because I’'m not abig
confronting person....I didn’'t want to be there to make them sort out problems
and to be like, “here’ s a bad thing that’ s been brought up,” you know. Becausel

don't persondly like confrontations, and | tend to be a person who holds in bad
suff until it like explodes one day. | know that is not necessarily hedthy, but |
have trouble confronting people on negative issues. ..

| don't ever think of myself asaredly—I guess the word is“asshol€’ isthe only
way | can think to describeit. But, you know, | don't have any problem telling
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somebody, “Thisiswrong and you've got to fix it.” | can dothat. | candoit
camly. | don't ever rassemy voice. I'm not oneto get angry, get upst, or yell
about anything. | just tell them in avery cam fashion and try to be very rationd
about it.

And | think it has alot to do with persond maturity over the last year. I've grown
up alot now that I've redlized that I'm getting married this summer, I’'m getting a
job, I'm graduating, and it's dl coming around redly fast....And when you hit
that stage, level of maturity, you start growing up o that alot of the things that
you may have found funny last year, | don't find that amusing thisyear. And |
don’t take things as light per say as| did last year. So it probably was alot of me
being a much different person than | waslast year. And so when they are cutting
up and they are getting off-task, last year | would have thought that that was kind
of funny, thisyear | don't think it's so funny and | try to get them back on task.

Facilitators described arange of persond fedlings about their facilitation.
Facilitator descriptions tended to cluster in three categories. confidence, nervousness, and
awkwardness. In describing their confidence, facilitators were aware of developing a
sense of comfort and easein ther facilitation:

It wasn't that difficult for me.

So, | was very comfortable in doing thet.

| guess | fdt that because | was more confident in what | was doing because I’ ve

done it before severa times. Because | camein morelike, | know what I'm

doing, and | was't so tense with them. | was more laid back with them.

When describing their nervousness, facilitators spoke about fears related to

inexperience or fears of criticiam from the team:

Sometimes, | just get nervous in front of people, and especidly this group. They
weredl redly smart . . .

| knew that they were watching my every move and that every habit was going to
be critiqued, and so that made me alittle nervous to make sure that | was doing it
the way it should be done.

And | was actudly redly nervous about doing the individud facilitation and thet
was thefirst group | had. Then | did that and | was redly nervous about it, but
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after it was over with, | liked it alot because | kind of had my ideas about,
compared to last year, how | wanted to approach it this year.

Facilitators a so reported feding awkward about their facilitation efforts:

They came and asked me for suggestions and | pretty much had to tell them that |
couldn’t do that. It waskind of avkward actualy.

Y esh, | mean, it feds funny making, having someone do something when they al
are not redly going to put any the effort into it.  So, you know, you just kind of
fed like—kind of wasting your time.

| was pretty upset consdering the fact that my roommate was one of them and |
couldn’t even drag him out of bed at three 0’ clock in the afternoon. | don’t know.
I’m not redlly oneto get upset very easlly and it was just an awkward Situation.

Defining the Fadilitator Role. The second sub-theme of the theme of Fadilitationis

Defining the Facilitator Role. Facilitators began defining their role in the initid team
meetings. They were aware of defining the facilitator role to meet team needs or affect
the team process. Facilitators aso reported switching roles to meet different team needs.

Ininitid team meetings, facilitators attempted to provide their teamswith a
definition of the facilitator role:

... when | went into the first group | was kind of like, you know | want to be your
friend and | want to be here if you need me, but I am not going to put on an act.

Y ou know I've got aclassthat I'm trying to get stuff done for period. Y ou know,
| hope you like me. | hope that it goes okay, but thisis you know, you have to do
this. | havetodothis Let'sdoit. Get it over with in the best way possible, learn
fromitand I'll let you guys kind of do whatever you want to. And then | il

grew afriendship with that group, but it started off from the point of, “Thisisthe
way that it hasto be. We can make the best out of it or the worst of it, and kind of
go from there.”

| tried to be red nice and introduce mysdlf and not take up too much of their time
but just set it down that | was going to have to teke alot of their time and for like
every other week | will aways be there.

| talked to them, and tried to explain to them what | was there for and what |
wasn't therefor.
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Facilitators described the process of choosing and defining their role in the team
to affect team process or team performance. Thiswas described asfollows:

So, it was, | mean it' skind of frustrating as far as getting them to work as a group
because they never wanted to. . . . It was dways you being kind of the, | don’t
want to say leader, but you were kind of the person that kick-started them dl the
time asfar as how they were working, so you kind of had to be alot more verba
and involved and outgoing.

They dways seemed to talk to melike | was some kind of an authority figure.
And | never tried to give that appearance, but that’s just the way it seemed to
work best thisyear. | took that role as the authority figure, aways the one gving
back the negative feedback and that sort of thing . . .

I”’m trying to see the big picture more than caring about them as people, not trying
to betheir “best pas’ asmuch asit’sjug, “I’ve got ajob to do to keep you on

task, and I’'m going to make sure | get my job done, because that's why I’'m doing

this. I’d be wasting your time and (Ingtructor’ s) time, and everyone e sg' stime if
| wasn't doing that.”

Facilitators reported switching from role to role, defining the facilitator role
differently in reponse to changing Stuationsin their teams.

... withthisyear’steam | fet like | was kind of outside looking in, and there
were timeswhen | had to, kind of, change my position to get apoint across. In
last year’ steam, it was—I never had to be outside the group. | never had to
change my view-point if | needed to get my point across . . . and when they are
cutting up and they are getting off-task, last year | would have thought that that
was kind of funny. Thisyear | don't think it's so funny and | try to get them back
on task. Which kind of puts me in an opposing role to what the other members of
the team are doing, and thus, they put you outsde their circle. Andthenasa
facilitator, I'm gill able to be effective, but | have to do it from adifferent angle
now. I’'m not working from the insde out to the team. I’'m working from the
outsdein.

...I redly didn't like that attitude so | kind of, | wouldn’t say force my hand a
little bit, but | did kind of change from the nice facilitator into, “Hey look, you
guys have some issues that need to be addressed. Let’s get on the ball and get it
done.”

62



Fadilitator Training 63

Wekind of just fed off each other and one day one of uswould be kind of the lead
fecilitator and the other one would just kind of add in where things needed to be
added in. And then we'd swap around for another meeting just depending on
what the Situation was and whose strong suit it was. They would just take over.

Undergtanding the Team. Understanding the team is the second sub-theme of the

overdl theme of Facilitation. Facilitators used avariety of methods to help them reach an
understanding of the dynamics of their teams. They described the experience of having
reached an understanding and some of the ways this understanding changed over time.
Facilitators dso were aware of trying to reach decisions about appropriate interventions.
Facilitators described a number of methods that they found ussful for
understanding their team: team comparions, supervision, previous experience,
observation, and team structured exercises. Facilitators used each method as atool to
develop greater clarity into team dynamics. Facilitators were aware of comparing
dynamics across teams to increase their understanding of team performance and clarify
intervention choices:
... every group is going to function alittle bit differently based on persondity
types and the make of other groups as far as race--like gender basis and race basis.
| liked it alot, it gave me just paralels between the two and something to
compare and kind of contrast with and to make sure things were al on track.
.. . asthe semester went on, | got to see how contrasting both these teams were.
It was a cool kind of contragt, too. It wasn't a, “ Thisteam is good, thisteam is
bad.” Itwasa, “Thisteamisgood here, here, and here. Thisteam could use
some adjustments here, here, and here. Whereas, this team does't know what in
the heck they’re doing here, here, and here.” It was really coal to try and decide
what factors were causing this group to be more effective at this and what factors
were causng this group to be more effective a this and this,
... and ds0 see like pardlds between the two groups that you have asfar as

strengths and weaknesses and maybe if you noticed a particular role that’s
working well in another group and you kind of use it in another group.
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Facilitators were aware of group supervision as atool for understanding team

dynamics and choosing interventions:

... | could listen to other teams with different problems with working with
different persondities than I’d encountered. | have ateam that has smilar
problems as (Facilitator’ s) team or (Facilitator’ s) team or any of the other guy’s
teams, maybe something will click. MaybeI’d say, “Hey, didn’'t so-and-so have
that problem? Didn't he solveit like this? Maybe | should try that?’

It gave us an opportunity to talk about our teams. | find alot of times just being
either forced to, or alowed to, or being given the opportunity to tak things out
will dlow you to reason things out at the same time. Having that opportunity
every week to sit down and devote an hour to considering your teams definitely
helped with gaining indght into what was going on with them.

Facilitators used their previous experience as freshman design team membersas a

tool for understanding their teams.

There sjust so many people from my class that didn't quite click with their teams.
... | just want to make sure that even if things aren’t working out quite right, that
they can see that, well, thisworks out here, this works out here.

Theonly thing | know isjust that | think thet having been through it before was a
very, was agood strength that | had, asfar as| had been in their position and |
knew. | think it hdpsthem asfar asit heps me fed alittle bit more confident
about what they were doing because it was a project smilar to what we had done.
And | know that type of thing and | think it made them fed more confident
because they knew that | had been there before and they—even though they could
not necessarily ask me, “What should we do exactly right here to make it work?’
they could ask me more related questions about the engineering program and does
it get better...and to just be like, “Hey, here is somebody who went through al we
went through in another semester and she is doing okay. Here is somebody who is
in enginesring,” and S0 it gives them somebody that they kind of , to know that it
gets better and that it is going to work out.

Facilitators spoke about the advantages of observation as a method for

understanding teams. Learning by observation was described as atime to “sit there and

watch’:
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From above, from being outside, | could see that it was going to work. That these
guys had this to bring and these guys had this, and uh, when they came together
you could just tell. . . . It was interesting because the group was kind of confused
and separated but | thought | knew what was going on and saw how they worked.

On our observation days, we St there and just watch them. Those things stuck out
to methe mogt. The fact that—because that’ s the problem with my groups they
hed, that | noticed, the communication skills, not dividing up the work.

...in the observation process...you realy do notice them when they are arguing
and dl the other things that go aong with it, and they have no ideathet they are

doingit...

Facilitators were aware of gaining knowledge about their teams by running
structured group exercises. Three exercises were mentioned: the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator exercise, the interviewing exercise, and the brainstorming exercise:

But, because | knew that he was an introvert . . . | was able to use the uh, the
Myers-Brigs type exercise. . . to help people recognize that he was actudly just,
you know, more reserved, and they needed to encourage him to bring out hisideas
more.

We do interviews mid-stream just to kind of get afed for how everybody is
doing. We interview each member of the group one-on-one and we ask them
guestions about how they fed the group isworking and you get varied responses
from different team members and a the same time you dso get alot of amilar
responses of what the problemsthat arein the group. . . . Wehadto set up a
specific meeting for that and al the group team members were there and we sat
down and | pointed out, you know, “Okay, from everybody’sinterview |
compiled alist of the following problems. Now we are going to address them.”

And we had done the brainstorming, the silent brainstorming, they had their ideas
of which way they wanted to go, you know what the group thought was the most
important things to look &t.

A second aspect of the sub-theme of Understanding the Team was and awareness

of reaching an understanding of thelr teams. They described this understanding as

developing “impressions’ and having “passed judgment” about the teamsin terms of



Fadilitator Training
dynamics and problems. Facilitators were aware thet their understanding of the teams
changed over time:

Sometimesiit very hard to see these things, and then sometimesit is very blatant
that there saproblem. | think that alot of times when thereis un—I felt thet in
groups where it was mainly just that somebody wasn't working, that tended to
come out later. Wheress, if there were persond conflicts, Suff like that, that was
very obvious because there was so much tension.

It wasinteresting to me, when you first meet the teams, your first impresson and
comparing that to the fina impresson of the team and the team members. When |
first met them, | don't know if | stereotyped or if | just made judgments based on
gppearances or whatever, but it wastotaly different. | thought, “Well, I don’t
think that this group is going to work well,” and they proved me wrong.

Y ou know first impressons they say are redly important, but they are al'so wrong
alot of thetime. They kind of surprised me.

In another agpect of the sub-theme, Understanding the Team, Facilitators were
aware of ultimately reaching “apoint” or a“time’ where some decision was needed
about the appropriate way to handle a Situation:

... a first he seemed like he was telling the truth. But then everybody else said
he had started lying from the get go, you know, he was just telling excuses, and 0
it just took alittle while to get afed for it and be able to decide what would be the
best way to handleit. Get to know them alittle bit for one and see whet they are
like and then try to figure out how they handle him.

But um, my observation again, even though they noticed it they just kept letting
things go on because they were afraid to say anything. So, in alittle while longer,
it was kind of time to say something and try to make it work better.

Wel, it waskind of . . . he wanted me to be understanding about what was going
on with him, because he had alot of problems with his health and his family and
different thingslikethat and 0. . . you know, | was trying to be understanding
but then there' s a point where you draw the line, and say, “1 know thisisgoing on
and things are kind of bad for you right now but the other four group, team
members are having a hard time understanding why you keegp on missing dl the
time.” So, it waskind of at the point where we needed to draw the line.
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Facilitators aso described situations where they were not able to decide how to
handle astuation in the team. Facilitators were aware that they had either missed
opportunities to make the right decisons or were “at aloss’ asto what to do:

| think there was alot of opportunities that | missed to fix problems that would
make the team better.

When ingteed of me supporting his answer, | should have dedlt with how they
were working as ateam, how you' re just telling somebody to, “ Shut up, you
idiot,” isn't the way to get rid of abad ides, if you think it'sabad idea

After | redlized what was going on, | was at aloss of what to do because the

group had dready come up with asolution. . . . Wheress, if they were not

cohesively decided what they wanted to do, | guess| would have stepped in and
tried to work something out, but they decided on their own.

Intervention. Intervention is the fourth sub-theme of the overal theme of
Fecilitation. Facilitators were aware of intervening in their teams and often referred to
ther interventions as “ stepping in.”  Facilitators described their interventions in three
separate ways. facilitators described a generd strategy of intervening, they described
interventions that were focused on specific types of team problems, and they described
the experience of intervening in their teeams with structured team:building exercises.

Facilitators described a genera intervention Strategy that they applied across
teams. When describing a generd intervention strategy, facilitators reported darifying
and confronting team problems. Clarification involved asking questions for the purposes
of drawing information from the team and encouraging the team to congider their own
problems. Facilitators added their observations about team dynamics to the discussion:

| had to step in with this group severd times and just have them St down and say,

and | would let them each go around and you know they would al be angry, and |

would say, “Okay, we are going to sit down, everybody is going to go around,
everybody is going to tell me what happened this week and what you saw that
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worked well and what you saw that didn’'t work, and | don’t want anybody to
interrupt, just everybody get their turn and just | want the facts. | don’'t want you
opinions. | don't want you saying well she just doesn’t care anymore because you
don’t know that. Just tell me how you, from you perspective, how the week went.

So judt kind of pointed out alot of inconsistencies within the group and how one
person was really angry about something, but in alot of waysif they had just
picked up the phone, or if they had just let somebody know that they are mad
about it, everybody would have been willing to step in and solve the problem.
And then | would say, “Okay, what al can we do,” and if they didn’t offer
anything | would start making suggestions and they would then start throwing

stuff out. | would ask them, “How can you improve the problem, and what would
you like the team to do?” and then just trying to compile dl that into some
concrete, “ Okay, thisiswhat we are going to do,” and have them do that.

| had to tdll them that | wasn't dlowed to give them suggestions or to tell them
how to doit. But inturn | just, | tried to ask them questions to what they think
would be agood way to come up with an aternative and uh—so | guessinstead of
getting the information out of me | just turned them toward getting advice from

me about how to go about it. Rather than saying, you know, “Connect A to B and
do thisand do this” | kind of said, “Well, what do you think would work here?’

As another generd intervention sirategy, facilitators confronted problems with
ther teams.

So | took them dl out and into the hal and we spent alot of time while the other
groups were presenting, just trying to work something out with the team.

| made them St down and confront their problems one at atime.

We had to set up a pecific meeting for that and al the group members were

there, and we sat down and | pointed out, you know, “ Okay, from everybody’s

interview | compiled aligt of the following problems. Now we are going to

address them.”

Another aspect of the sub-theme of Intervention was an awareness of intervening
to solve specific team problems. Facilitators described arange of team problems and

their effortsto solve them. Facilitators were aware of intervening to solve both socid and

task-related problems with their teams. They intervened to resolve conflict between their
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team members, fadilitate involvement in the team, motivate team members, and keep
team members focused on thetask.  Facilitators described their conflict resolution efforts
asfollows

There was a big persondity conflict there, and so | talked to her done outside of
classjust, “How do you fed about this? Are you acting maybe more
confrontational because you fed that you have to prove something?’ and to kind
of see where she was coming from. And then there was a guy who was the |eader
of the guys. And so | taked to him one-on-one outside of class asfar as, you
know, “Maybe you should cut her some dack, she probably feds alittle awkward,
and maybe the guysfed alittle awkward too because thereis just one of them.”
So | kind of tried to tak to both of them individudly and then seeif they can

affect the group. And then, s0 it made her fed more comfortable to talk about it
with the group. So they brought it up with the group and things got alot better
after that.

| wanted to make sure that they got to say what they wanted to say, say what they
needed to say S0 that the team could go on, there wouldn't be any underlying
conflicts just waiting to happen as the semester moved forward.

Facilitators were aware of intervening in the group to increase involvement.
Interventions were typicaly focused on assigning tasks and roles to people, attempting to
draw members out with questions, and coordinating meetings so that everyone could be
there. These interventions were described as follows:

So in ameeting where he Ieft early from lunch, we stayed and talked about ways
that they could get (Team Member) more involved in the next project. Like, in
this project we' ll let this be (Team Member’s) project. He can organizeit. HE's
going to get things done. He might not even have the biggest workload, but
(Team Member) is going to have the biggest hand in the direction this project
takes, and we're hoping that as he is forced to work with us and forced to get this
project done, he'll become more aware of what happensin this process of
completing a project and be more sengtive to his obligations to the team and the
roles he should fill.

... trying to probe a person that usudly doesn’'t come out with their ideas as
much and trying to help somebody who doesn't communicate well, trying to St
down with them and figure out exactly what they're saying. Usudly it'san
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ingance too if they fed alittle more comfortable then they have an easier timeto
communicate.

... and this other guy was saying, “Wdll, nobody showed up.” And | said, “Wéll,
did you cdl anybody?” And hesad, “No.” And | sad, “Wdll, perhapsin the
future if you cal somebody because (Team Member) wanted to work, but she
didn’'t know that you al were meseting.”

Facilitators described their efforts to motivate their teams. Intervention efforts
were focused on “getting them started.” Facilitators described situations with their teams
when they “lit afire under thar butts’:

They didn’t require much guidance. They required alot of, what's the word, just
getting them started. As soon as| got them started they’ d take off.

They were kind of ssumped and | just, by probing al of them about those things,
and you know, have them make more lists and narrow it down again and kind of
amplifying. The topics they had were pretty broad. | mean, make sure the car is
grong. You know, by just asking them questions like, “What makes the car
srong? What do you have here that you can use that is going to be
srong?’....So, it helped them to kind of amplify it down to the main parts they
needed to look at, and | mean, | didn’t bring up those, they had those main parts
dready. It just took actudly probing and getting them to get something out on
paper and do it rather than just think about it . . .

So, | just kind of asked them if they fdt like they would want to try and talk about
it and see what they can do, and they wanted to. But, you know, they didn’t want
to step on anybody’stoes. But, it took this one word from mein starting it by
saying, you know, “Maybe there s alittle problem.”

| could see that this team could redlly work together pretty well once you lit afire
under their butts. . .

Facilitators were aware of intervening in their teams to keep their teams focused
and on task:

| guessthe difficulty of the facilitator was how to melt these different persondity
types into one homogenous group, to try to focus on one god and achieve that

god.
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We were trying to encourage them to work together. \We were noticing there may
be arift developing, and we were trying to get them to join together.

... sometimes you just kind of have to crack the whip and say, “Hey, guysthat's
enough. You've got to get back on task, and there' s no need for that kind of
comments or behavior,” and I" ve, on more than one occasion, done thét.

A third aspect of the sub-theme of Intervention was a description of intervening
with assigned team:-building exercises. When describing the exercises, facilitators were
aware of the need to sl or explain the exercises and the need to modify the exercises to

work with a specific team. Facilitators efforts to explain the exercises were described as

follows,

| tried not to gloss over the exercise when | ran them. | tried either not to run
them at all acouple of times or to run them the whole class period. Just like,
“Okay, screw it. 'Y ou guys are not going to get anything done. We're going to do
this, and we' re going to do it right, and | don’'t care what it sgoingtodo.”. . . |
fed likeit ought to—if we're going to do it, we should probably go ahead and
smack them over the head withit. . . . If you're not going to make them do the
exercise, and force them to at least be able to see how it could have benefited the
team, they never will, and there' s just going to be this congtant conflict between
the facilitators and the team. It'sthe “Okay, herel am. I've got things I’ ve got to
do. You'vegot thingsyou've got to do. Let'sseeif we can get them done.”
Rather than, “I'm the facilitator. I’'m hereto help you guys. Thisisgoingto help
you guys, and you've just go to trust meonit.” That's the gpproach that | tried to
take.

| wanted to run the exercises, because | thought, “Wadll, if we actudly run it
maybe they’ Il see the light, see that it was aworthwhile thing.” It was so hard
sometimes to get them to see the worthwhileness. | guess| fdt like, wdl, thereé's
no way |I’m going to be able to get them to do this.

... | tried to stress what the exercises were trying to show them. Whether it be
the focus on teamworking or whatever it was that week.

Facilitators aso spoke about their efforts to modify exercises to work in a specific

team Stuation:
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| was trying to get the team to follow a standard format that they had given us,
somewhat of abrainstorming sesson. Some of them—was obvious that they
weren't too interested in doing it . . . so, | tried to get the whole group to do it
informaly. Ingtead of writing it down, they could do it for fifteen minutes by
themsalveslike they told usto doit. | tried to get themto do it verbdly asa
group and that helped alittle bit.

I’m trying to think of one in particular—the benefits and drawbacks of teamwork.
... | could tell they were bored or just stumped. So, instead of doing it
individudly, | just put them together as agroup and said, “ Okay well, what's
important about working together on ateam?’ After that, it ended up getting to
what kind of sucks about working on ateam. So they kind of jumped on that. So
| redized that if you kind of show them why you' re doing whét you' re doing, they

can kind of be more agreegbletoit. They’ll take the time to actudly do the
eXercises.

| decided, well I’'m not going to do it the way the indructors had told meto. | just
decided, well, as agroup to work on this together and throw out some ground
rulesinitially when I'd belooking at the list. Then, &fter they threw out about Sx
or seven, | said, “Okay, now let’slook at the list and make sure we' ve covered
everything.”. . . . | was pleased that | was able to get such agood result from
something | related to them ingtead of just running the standard format.
Learni
Four sub-themes are used to describe the theme of Learning: What | Learned,
How | Learned It, Application of the Learning, and Learning by the Freshman Team.
Thefirg sub-theme, What | Learned, refersto the percelved outcomes of participating in
the training program. The second sub-theme, How | Learned It, refersto the educationd
contexts in which learning took place. In the next sub-theme, Application of the
Learning, facilitators were aware of gpplying what they had learned with their teams, in
other classes, and on the job. Thefind sub-theme of the theme of Learning, Learning by
the Freshman Team, describes an experience common across themes, a description of the

other asfigurd. In addition to their own learning, the facilitators were aware of learning

taking place in their freshman teams.
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What | Learned. When describing the first sub-theme, the facilitators were aware

of learning about teamwork and facilitation. Facilitetors were aware of learning avariety
of subjectsincluding how people work in teams, how to facilitate teams, how to be a
better listener, about team roles, and about different teamwork styles. Facilitators
described learning about how people work in teams asfollows:

I'velearned alot . . . . | learned alot of thingsthat | didn't know that | was going
to learn. What | mean by that is| learned alot more about teamworking, and |
guess the psychology of how people work together in agroup and how that affects
the team as awhole, and individuas.

And then just persondly my organizationa skills have gotten better just because
knowing what it takes to keep ateam organized . . . you can’'t keep ateam
organized if you are not going to keep yoursdf organized, and you can't leed
anybody eseif you are not organized. So, my persond god in every team that
I'ministo betheleader. So, if that'sthe way it works out, if I'm going to be the
leader, | got to lead by example. So, | start with mysalf and work out. And it’sjust
the way | approach it now. Whereas | used to just lead by, you know, barking
orders. | wasreal good at that.

It' saso shown me alot about how I’ ve worked in groups before; which role I’ ve
taken on, group participation number one and then aso communication of the
team.

It was't like | wasjust taking information you were giving me and relaying it to
agroup. | waslearning for mysdf too.

Facilitators also described learning to facilitate. When spesking about this type of
learning, facilitators often used the phrase, “learning how to ded with them:

And 0 it dso taught me alesson about going ahead and confronting things when
they came up rather than trying to let them just Sit back . . . that it’'s okay to
confront if you don’t confront in an accusatory way. Just bring up, “Wdl, here's
anissue. Weneed to discussit,” instead of saying, “ One person is causing the
problem.” If you just put it on middle ground it will work alot better . .. and |
think knowing how to confront makes me more comfortable with confronting.
That maybe | was uncomfortable confronting because | didn’t redly know how to
doit.
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So, I'd say the whole semester was a big learning process, especidly for me. You
know, learning how to ded with them, learning how to heed off problemslike
that.

| fed that I’ve learned awhole lot just about dedling with people because I've
learned to step away and watch a group work. When I’'minagroup | fed likelI’'m
more efficient because | understand . . . | know to look at where people are
coming from and to take those types of things into consideration. | don’'t know, |
just fed like I’ ve learned alot about thet.

From beginning to the end, it was basicdly just being able to learn more or less
how to talk with people and dedl with them, dedl with them well and be more of a

neutra party.

Fecilitators were aware of learning about their own and others different working
gyles, and the importance of having different working styles within a team:

Firg of dl, just the understanding of the fact that different people work and think
and fed different ways has been huge . . . starting to look at people and actualy
trying not to judge immediately . . . . | find mysdf imagining what they'd be like to
work with. What sort of gpproach they would take to problem solving . . . This
whole experience has been something that just redly facilitates that part of me and
that part of my education here.

That helped me appreciate how important the contributions of other people and other
viewpointsisto teeamwork. Asafacilitator, I've been able to observe how the
different persondlities, the different problem solving methods, the different work
ethics and work methods of individuas can combine to hinder or to facilitate
teamwork.

| think this has facilitated mein learning how to solve problems and learning how
things dick for different people and how working with other people can illuminate
how things click for other people. If someone never has the opportunity to work
with someone who's a great musician, they'll never even have a clue what happens
when asong getswritten. But if they're able to work closdy with that type of person
and see what goes on, maybe they'll have jugt alittle bit of hint about what they go
through when they create. That'sthe kind of thing that I've wanted to get out of
engineering and which has been dlowed me by this facilitation program . . . was
beyond what | ever expected.

| think the classin generd hes changed me abunch. Onething | noticed . . . last
year | took the Myers-Briggs type indicator and | was an ESTJ straight down the
left Sde, and thisyear | wasan ESTP. And last year | didn’t think that the profile



Fadilitator Training 75

quite fit and most engineers, if you talk to them they will tel you, “Oh, these
psych tests and persondity tests are a bunch of shit, they don’t mean anything,
they aredl wrong.” Actudly, | reed my profile this year and said, “Wait a second.
Thisian't quite...thisis pretty close” And | started thinking about that and | have
changed quite abit. 1’m not as quick to judge someone.

Facilitators described learning about the necessity of taking different rolesin
teams and dividing up the workload so that everyone had a part:

| think it's helped mejust to kind of take alook a mysdf and make sure, you
know, that in groups I’ ve always seen stuff from my point of view and maybe--

I’'ve tried to see it from other points of view but | wasn't very good &t it. But now
that | see the different roles that have to be taken, it makes it easier and better for
mewhen | go into agroup that | can kind of, ingtead of just taking the role that
naturally comesto me, see arole that needsto be filled morein the group. Likeif
thereistwo or three of uswho are dl going for the leadership role, that | can look
at it and take a step back and say that’s great but this role needs to be met too.

Y ou know, that somebody needs to be questioning the ideas, and so it’s helped me
to look at mysdf and to see how | can do better.

Widl, when | wasin the group last year, and | was actudly doing the projects, |
think 1 learned how to divide the workload up. But . . . I've learned how to divide
the work up better thisyear. Y ou know, we redly didn't look at each other’s
work. Likeit was, “You go do your thing, and I'll see you on the day of the
presentation.” Thisyear, | say, “Weve got to show everybody what you've done
to make sureit's approved.”

I’ ve taken two different classes which had groups but I’ ve never redlly looked at
how each person takes on a different role, | mean as definite as they redlly do.
And now this semester as I’ ve had groups aong with my own teams, I’ ve noticed
those roles taking effect.

Facilitators gpoke about learning how to be better listeners and the importance of
being open to other team members’ ideas.

I'd have to say as ateam member, when | wasin the group last year, I'd maybe
want to take command, do it my way kind of . . . . | was more of a“take charge’
typeof guy. I'm still that way to a certain degree, but | listen now. Last yesr, |
didnt listen to them. That'swhat | fed | did wrong last year. And, | redize this
year that | was doing it wrong last yesr.
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The most important thing thet | thought | learned was learning to be a good
ligtener. He taught usthe different things you can do and the different ways you
do them and different questionsto ask yoursdlf . . . | didn’t think | knew that to
begin with. Not only dedling with these teams, but just with other people | dways
noticed how people like my parents and teachers were really good at that. They
could listen to me talk and not interject and then say something, summarize what |
said and it dl seems, that seemed redly important to me.

I’d say dso learning to listen to peopl€ sideas. When we're facilitating, we're
not supposed to talk. We St there and listen alot of time when they're doing
drategy or brainsorming sessons. S0, it's taught me that when I’ m in teams that
other people do have ideas and you can't just shut them out, or close your head to
their ideas. Y ou need to listen to them, weigh, and listen to what other people
have to say, not be passive, but not be aggressive either. It'slike, “Hey, this
might not be too bad of anidea” So, it isjud the kind of thing that has built up
over time, where dl of the sudden it’s like, you know, it sgood to listen . ... So,
maybe when | go out and work in ateam, | can St there and listen to someone's
idess. ..

How | Learned It. The second sub-theme refers to the contexts and sources from

which the facilitators learned about facilitation. Facilitators learned in the context of
supervison meetings and lectures. Facilitators reported learning from a veriety of
sources induding instructors, supervisors, other facilitators, the course materid, and from
their own observations and team comparisons.

Facilitators described learning from their supervisors and ingtructorsin the
following manner:

| redly like (Supervisor). He's extremely cam and quiet and laid back. Hejust
facilitates the discusson. Heletsit go whereit goes. Y, a the sametime, he
managesto keep it on topic. | liked the interest he showsin us and in our teams.
Seeing that we learn from our teams, seeing that we're able to assst our teams, and
working together. 1 just redly enjoyed working with him.

| liked it alot because not only can | learn from my fellow co-facilitator, the
peoplein my smal group, but then it was there is somebody who had been down
this road even more than any of us had been down it. And they knew even more
of like book ways to do stuff and then hey, thisredlly doesn't work but thisredlly
doeswork. | think that it is aways comforting to know somebody that has been
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there before you and been down that road, and so it worked out to go to not only
somebody who has just done another semester or another two semesters but
somebody who has studied this and who teaches it and who knows really how to
doit.

I’d sy that definitdly one of the biggest learning experiences was when | was
watching (Supervisor) actualy facilitate the group. He was doing everything that
(Ingtructor) had said, but it was in his own style, and not as canned and cheesy as
what had been demondtrated in class. | think that helped me to see how you can
take the basic knowledge from what was presented in class, and adapt it to your
own gyle.

Facilitators described learning in the context of the supervision group, and were
aware of the importance of learning about other facilitators problemsin case these

problems came up in their own team:

At the sametime, | could listen to other teams with different problems with working

with different persondities than I'd encountered. | have ateam that has smilar
problems as (Facilitator’ s) team or (Facilitator’s) team or any of the other guys
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teams. Maybe something will click. Maybe I'd say, “Hey, didn't so-and-s0 have that

problem? Didn't he solveit like this? Maybe | should try that.” It gave usan

opportunity to talk about our teams. | find alot of times just being ether forced to,

or dlowed to, or being given the opportunity to talk things out will dlow you to

reason things out a the same time. Having that opportunity every week to St down
and devote an hour to congdering your teams, definitely helped with gaining insight

into what was going on with them.

... therewere five of us plus the supervisor in our smal group. So there are Six of
usin there. And we got to where we knew everybody’ s Situation and it was like,
well how are they dedling with this because some of the problems, though they
mutate themsalves differently or whatever, they dl stem from the same, you

know, one person not contributing, or somebody not being there. So, it was

interesting to see how other people approached it and what their groups were like.

And okay, my group isnormd; it's okay thet they are having problems. And to
try different techniques based on other peoples'. | liked it alot.

We got into small groups and talked about other peoples’ problems and it was
nice because they had other problemsthat | didn’t have, and so | could get their
vantage point too. So it’skind of a group learning project.
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Facilitators described learning from lectures on facilitation topics and from course
materid such asatraining video on team roles. Thislearning was described asfollows:

Widl, when you are sitting here in the class and the lights are out and you are
watching a horribly acted 15 minute movie on how to work in ateam, you are
thinking, “Thisisthe dumbest thing I’ ve ever seen in my life, what good is it
going to do when you get in ared Stuation,” and you see wdll, pretty much they
cut dl of thefat off of it and that isredly the way it works. . . And they cut out
al of the Sde conversations that make working in ateam interesting but they hit
the red stuff onthe head. . . . They diagram them pretty well and stereotype them

pretty well.

The class sats you in the right direction. | mean it gives you the tools and the
skills and the thought process maybe, that you need to have when you are
working in the group.

We learned about the Myers-Briggs. Y ou learned what kind of person you are,
and now | look at mysdlf in certain Stuations, and | say, “1 did that because I’'m
an extrovert,” or, “Of course | did thet, I'mintuitive” That was fun, the Myers-
Briggs. It focuses you, even tells you how to ded with different types of
gtuations. . .

Facilitators a so reported learning from comparing teams. They learned by
comparing their two teams they were assgned to facilitate, and from comparing their
current teams to the teams they had been on the previous year:

Itisaso alot different having worked in the same Situation that they did. | know
how it goes towards the end of that project. And that was another interesting
thing. Things that happen that you think are by circumstance, maybe they aren’t
because it seems like the same events or circumstances reoccur. Likethisyear |
was watching my--1 had two groups, and it seemed like the same kind of things
come about. Latein the project this happens and you didn’t think that it would
happen, that it was by chance, but it did. It waskind of interesting.

Mm, it was good. . . | think that did as much as anything because every group is
different. | mean not just different people but the way they work, what kind of
people you are going to have in it, chemidtry, everything. Any group that has
different peopleinit isdways going to be different. Y ou just learn. Some groups,
some things may work better with them, some groups they may not.”
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| think, having gone through it last year and then going through it this yeer, | think
that it isredly helpful because you go through it last year and you comein
knowing awhole lot about it.

Facilitators reported learning by observing their teams, which they typicdly
referred to as “watching.” In their role as observers, facilitators were aware of feding
free from the anxieties of a grade and a project deadline. Thisfreedom dlowed them “a
bird’ sview” making it easier to observe the team dynamics. This was described as
follows

There are so many things that are different when you see them from a bird’ sview,
you are looking down. | guess part of it isyou don't have to put up with alot of,
you know, concern with the grades and everything so you can just pay attention to
your--the way they aredl working. It'sredly interesting. | guessit’'slike,
suppose you are driving down the road and it' s dl twisty and turny. It'salot more
disorienting than if you are a bird and you are looking down and you are just
seeing it dowly working, moving and . . . are able to catch things maybe for what
they are. When you get projects and when you get problemsin agroup, | think
whenever | wasin agroup the way they seemed to act, you know, al of asudden
they start to get worried, frustrated with the way the projects are working.
Everything iskind of flying by, you are running out of time, you are concerned
with time, that’ s dl you do, istry and budget your time and everything. That was
the least of my concerns. It wasther project, it wasthelr time, it was their grade .
.. | could just observeit . . . and pay attention to each individua and each facet
maybe of the group without other things distracting me.

| don't know. | fed like | was there to watch and observe them. Y ou know, it
waseaser. Last year, | wasworrying about doing aproject. | redly didn't care
how everything dsewas going. | just warted to get the project done. Thisyear, |
didn't have to worry about that. So, | could redly focus on what was going onin
thegroup. . . . It was very easy to, you know, | was able to pick things out thet |
would have never picked out had | been in the group. That's the biggest thing
about it.

| don't think that, as a group, the group redlized dynamically that these ideas and
concepts were actudly a part of the solution. That it helped them achieve the
solution, you know, on time and efficiently. | learned that from weatching them. |
don't think that is something that you could have told mein class. It was
something | learned from watching them.
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Applying the Learning. The third sub-theme of the theme of Learning is

Applying the Learning. The facilitators described severd stuationsin which they
goplied the “tools and skills’ they had learned. Facilitators described applying their
facilitation skillsin their own freshman teams, in their jobs, and in other classes.
Facilitators described applying their knowledge to their freshman team as follows:

The class sets you in theright direction. | mean it gives you the tools and the

skills and the thought process maybe, that you need to have when you are
working in the group. But, then when you are in the group, ther€' s--you know, no
two groups are ever the same. Ther€' s thousands of things that could happen, and
you just try to sort through the things that you' ve learned in the classto use in
groups. And actualy that thought process of what you use isimportant--more
important than . . . just learning the skills. If you can't goply them then knowing
them doesn’t do you any good.

Other than like math and number crunching that engineers are supposed to be so
good &, | think we dl do better. ..in a hands-on type thing, you know, building
things...and | think that having the groups to work with and kind of work on...is
kind of our own little hands-on project as far as building this, you know, taking
these five supplies, or these five people, and putting them together in afind
product thet is efficient and works well together. And o, it wasit's own little
congtruction project that we did for the semester. And | think it gives usaway to
take away what we learned in class and seeit actualy work.

WEel, when we learned about the ODI day . . . and the cycle, | thought it was
another one of those things that was just psychobabble or something, until | had to
use it for the intervention session, and | ended up having to map out the plan of
action there on how to intervene with our team.

It seemed like they were giving us generd Stuations, and every Stuation isn't
generd. It's specific when you'reinsgde of the group.

Facilitators were aware of applying their facilitation skills on their current jobs
and the posshility of applying these skillsin future jobs:

There were severd ingtances this summer where. ..a work, a my internship, they

would have teams set up for certain tasks and | would go Sit in on their meetings,

and | mean, | didn’t redly have much say-so. | didn't ever get achanceto redly
gep in, and you know, kind of help them head on the right track or whatever. But
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| could see alot of ingtances where they would just, they would go into the
meetings, and this was supposed to be ateam to take care of something, they
would get in there and they would just kind of delegate everything out. Therewas
no red team, you know...and there were alot of exercises, | mean, even things
like the sllent braingtorming exercise that we did in class, | mean just doing things
like that. They could have come up with idess better as a team and talked over
those ideas and figured out. Y ou know, | could see alot of exercises there or
exercises that could just be made up, or just making the team sit there and think
about things and work together.

Actudly, | planto teach. The wholereason | got into engineering anyway was to
fecilitate a different gpproach to teaching in ajunior high context. | wanted to come
with actual experience behind me. | wanted to come with, “Thisiswhat you're
learning . . . Herésthat Stuation. It happens. I've been there.” 'Y ou know, | want
the confidence to come to that experience. | want theingght into problem solving
that comes with that.

Oh yeah, that's a big thing about it. 1'd like to work there in the future, after |
graduate. So, | go to work now, like, over the summer, | see what's going on
there, and then | go to school and learn stuff. Y ou know, I'm like, “Hey, | can
apply this here, | can apply thisthere” Y ou know, | see people arguing down
there. WEII gt there and well talk, you know, and it helps out there. If | ever get
up to a management position, it's going to help out alot.

Facilitators described using the knowledge gained in the facilitation program to
improve their teamwork in other classes. They described using knowledge about their
own style of working, other member’ swork styles, and organizationa skillsto improve
their team projects.

I’ ve had the opportunity this year with my senior design classes to work in teams
and I’'m not so quick to be on top of everybody else, or making al the decisions.
I’'m more apt to listen, to take in and account for the other team members and
what they have to offer before | throw out my two cents and say, “ That’ sthe only
two cents that matters.” And that has made a big difference in my effectiveness
and my--in just working with teams.

Recently, my senior design project that | just turned in last week as a matter of
fact, um--we had four members of the team, mysdlf and three others. And we
have got different persondities. We have one guy who is hard working and wants
to get it dl done because he is super-smart. And we have got a couple of other
guys who are smart but they are quiet, and if the other guy iswilling to doiit all
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they’ll let him doit. And uh, knowing that to get the best grade in the dlass we
needed to work together, and | kind of drew upon some of the things--you know,
I’m not going to be more voca than the guy that knows everything. That’s not
going to work in this Stuation, so | needed to just organize and just lead by
example. So | got myself organized, figured out what needed to be done, and then
| let the other team members delegate the tasks by way of what they did be<t, and
it worked out well, and we were able to finish the project two weeks early, and
everything worked out redly wel with that.

... another facilitator was in the group with me, actualy two more were, and we
knew to like, set up time lines and how to work best with everybody and that type
of thing. And s0it redly helped out alot | thought . . . wewere dl involved and
we dl had different ideas and so the overdl qudlity of it was better because it had
been quegtioned dl the way through it and been worked through in the group.

Learning by the Freshman Team. When describing the fourth sub-theme,

Learning by the Freshman Team, the facilitators were aware of the freshman team
members learning about teamwork and problemsolving. Freshman team members were
described as learning more about teamwork as the semester progressed. Facilitators
described this asfollows:
| think they learned alot about--not so much what answer you come up with, but
how you go about doing it. | think they learned alot about thet and just the
techniques of how you use each other and your positive aspects and your negetive

aspects and you work off each other with techniques to get the answers.

... | think that the girl learned alot as far as she doesn’'t dways have to atack
other people and to maybe listen and then talk.

... itkind of let them see that sometimes girls know whet they are talking about
in engineering, and it is okay to let us be a part of the group.

The freshman teams were described by the facilitators as initidly unskilled about
teamwork and unwilling to learn about teamwork, preferring to focus more on the
completion of the projects. Over time, facilitators perceived the freshman teams learning

more about tesmwork and becoming more open to learning about teamwork:
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And the two spring semester teamsthat | had last spring, things went very
smoothly. . . . The groups tend to not work aswell fall semester . . . then, they are
learning how to work in agroup and they are not redly gpplying it with this group
but then they carry it over to next semester and apply it with that group when they
get to Sart over fresh.

| guess| can see definitely too another thing. Even if a group was good at the
beginning of the semester, or what seemed to be good, after they had gone--you
know working together and no quarrels in the group or whatever--by the end of
the semester, through this program and learning about working in teams and
everything and having afacilitator, | could see a difference in the group from the
beginning to the end asfar as how they worked together. | could see they redly
improved dmost dways.

Widl, | mean just seeing--this program:--1 can see that from the beginning of the
semedter there will be afew students who will think and recognize thet thisis
important; afew freshman students, you know. And there will be some that will
be redly frustrated with it. And then by the end of the year or even once they’ve
worked on another project somewhere ese, they will redly see the importance of
what they went through asfar as learning how to work in teams.
Evadudions
Thefour sub-themes that describe the theme of Evaluations are asfollows:
Evauations of the Facilitation Program, Evaduations of the Facilitation, Evaluations of
the Teams, and Evauations by the Freshman Team. Thefirg through the third sub-
themes describe facilitator evauations of various aspects of the three previoudy
described themes, Learning, Facilitation, and Teams. In these Situations, one of these
themes would serve as ground againgt which an eva uative description would become

figurd.

Evauations of the Facilitation Program. The facilitators described an overall

evauation of the facilitation class dong with a detailed critique of the structure of the
team facilitation program. The facilitators were aso aware of the relevance of the

program both professonaly and persondly. Many facilitators either began or ended
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ther interview with a brief, overal evauation of the program. Overdl evauations
ranged from positive to very positive and were described as follows:

| enjoyed the dlassimmensdly.

I’ve just never seen aclasslikethisone. It was so much fun. | redly get dong
like that.

| know it’'s helped, the class as awhole has heped me awhole lot.
| thought that it was redly good. | mean | Sgned up for next semedter.

So, it's been agood experience for me, afun experience for me, just an al around
goodtime. ... It's what, three semesters and it skind of fun.

| think as awhole the experience is agood one.
Thefacilitators were aware of evauating the structure of the facilitator training
program. A wide range of program components were evaluated. Facilitators evaluated
the indructors, the ingtruction, the course material, the supervison group, the freshman
team meetings, and the vadue of having two teams. Evauations were generdly pogtive.
However, the facilitators provided a moderate range of congtructive criticism aswell.
Facilitators were aware of an attitude of enthusiasm when evauating the program
indructors:
It's aso been cool being around guys like you, (Ingtructor), (Instructor), (Instructor),
and (Ingtructor). People who threw this thing together, that are trying to make it
work. That's exactly what you guys are doing, trying to find new ways to make
those connections, new ways to get different people to look at things different ways,
better ways to ded with things, better ways to teach things, better ways for people to
learn things. Being around people that are into that or are working on that gives me
idess, just givesme alot. | redly gppreciate being able to be around al this.
(Indtructor) made it interesting for us, after the first day we filled out alot of
surveys, and then he wanted some feedback on what we thought, and we said that

we don't like thismuch at dl, it’stoo structured. And we completely changed the
format, changed the place we met, and it ended up being an enjoyable experience.
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What's good is that you guys were excited about the class. A lot of the professors
aren't excited.

Fecilitators were aware of the manner in which the course was ingructed. The
course was evauated pogtively for its socid, open, and laid-back environment.
However, one facilitator was critical of the style of ingruction:

| liked the relationship that | dso got to make with just the other peoplein the
class. . . and the way that the class was held where that was an open forum to talk
about things and air issues and siuff | think helped out alot. 1t offered a class that
actually deals with a pretty serioustopic and | think that everybody learned about
it without having to makeit just red strict and kind of boring and people could
discuss their ideas and learn more from a hands-on type of learning environment,
and | think engineers as awhole do better in a hands-on type of thing. So | think
that . . . it' sredly vauablefor dl of us.

| liked the way that we were ableto bring up issueslike. . . “Hey, thismight
happen or this might happen,” and that type of thing until it wasn't just in the
gamaller group, it was the whole group of us and everybody kind of aring their
ideas of this and their ideas of that. We did alot of brainstorming and that type of
thing. I think that thereiskind of a confidence that we dl built with each other
and just a confidence kind of within oursalves that, hey, we can do this. . . and it
was a vauable technique and lesson and dl that type of thing but it wasn't taught
in away that makes--you are in amore laid back learning environment.

| enjoy having a socid aspect to this school and to be ableto say, “Man, I'm
redlly struggling this semester, or here are the classes that I’ m taking,” and then
when everyoneislike, “Wdl, you shouldn’t have taken dl those classes,” at least
| fed better for you know, struggling through it, you know thet type of thing.
And to get to know the people that you see in class everyday and that type of
thing | think is beneficid.

There were some things that | felt were abit belabored. Maybe the childlike
repetition was unnecessay.

The facilitators were aware of evauating the course materid in genera and the
team-building exercises in particular. Facilitators described positive, negative, and

condructive evaluations. Some facilitetors experienced an initid negetive evauation to
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the materia that developed into a more pogtive evauation. Generdly, positive feedback
was related to finding the materid useful and/or interesting. Thiswas described in the
fallowing mamer:

Theinterview skillsiskind of nice to know because I’ ve had afew interviews for
jobsin the past, and it would have been nice to have known it then. But, in the

future when | do interview for more jobsit will help alot.

It was fun reading, you know as engineers sometimes we don't read words as
much asit isformulas. So that was kind of a nice change of pace.

But it'skind of nicefor theleader . . . like getting rulesset up . . . “Hey, you sad

that you would be on time and you weren’'t on time so you broke the rule,” and

whatever punishment we came up with. It waskind of nice to have thingslike

that to go back to.

Some facilitators were aware of negatively evaluating the team building exercises.
These negative evauations were generdly related to the design, usefulness, or

implementation of the exercises:

| fed like alot of times, you guys design these exercises for usto do, but you give us

a scapegoat by making them to where maybe they don't hit at everything hard
enough o it worit take as long, it won't be asfrudtrating. Theniit's just so much
fluff, so much suff to get through.

It's tough to think of one offhand, but just in genera alot of the things we did
seemed like something that--when you go in there, alot of the facilitators and the
teams would be concerned with getting it over and done with rather than actudly

getting it to benefit the team. If it's not going to benefit the team or the facilitator, it's

not worth doing at dl.

Those were one of the things that | wasn't extremely fond of . . . | don't like that
much structure . . . | don't like exercises to force teams to work together . . . |
have dways seen Suff like that as awaste of my time. An exercise can hep me

come up with an ideawhen I’ ve aready got an idea, | mean an exercise that takes

up my time writing an ideathat | have aready had down.

Some of the suff didn't help in alot of ways. Like we had to do certain activities
with them about every other week. And those were kind of weird. They didn’t
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directly help a the time, and it was kind of like pulling their leg to get them to do
it.

At times, facilitators experienced an initid negative evauation of the course
materid that developed into a positive evaluation over time. This usualy took place after
seeing the usefulness of the results:

All the Myers-Briggs type tests, those tests that we took whereiit listed where you
were, and we had to circle how much that related to us, those were redlly beyond
annoying. It wasredly just because my entire freshman year, | had tofill out dl
those surveys and never got anything back. But, when we findly got our results
back, it was pretty interesting seeing how the results were, but aso noticing how
they didn’t exactly apply. . . . When | actudly saw them do something with them,
it was different.”

| fed like most of the things that we had to do were worth doing. For instance,
taking it back to the box checking . . . to me that just looked like the dumbest,
cheesed, “I'm never going to learn anything from this” As| sa there, trying to do
it, | began to see where this could be useful if we had spent more time talking about
it, talking about whet it meant.

Well, when you are stting here in the class and the lights are out and you are
watching a horribly acted 15 minute movie on how to work in ateam, you are
thinking, “Thisis the dumbest thing I’ ve ever seenin my life. What good is it
going to do when you get in ared Stuation,” and you see wdll, pretty much they
cut dl of thefat off of it and that isredly the way it works.

At other times, the facilitator evauations took the form of congtructive feedback
on improving the course materid:

| actualy enjoyed the seminars, | enjoyed thetopics. A lot of the times, | wished we
were given an opportunity to implement some of the activities wed had planned
more effectively and moretimely. A lot of the things we did this year, | could see,
“Wat aminute! I'm actualy learning something about the team from this, but it's
running out of control, running out of time, what am | going to do? Oh wdll, I'll just
dick it in afolder and forget about it.” Like with the--whatever the ded was where
they, where you listen to how they spoke with each other. “Oh, that's a checkmark
for listening. That's acheckmark for slent.” Y ou can St there; it seems dumb to put
checkmarksin boxes. I'm going dong and saying, “ That's another interruption for
s0-and- o, another interruption for so-and-so.  So-and-so might have a problem with
interrypting people!” But we didn't get to practice it enough that | was able to get
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everything we could out of it. So, | think maybe working on how some of those
things get implemented would benefit the class.

Some of the other things, like the activity we did with the note cards, and the butcher
paper, that was something | had wanted to do the entire year. Get the team down,
get the team together, and more-or-less guide them through an dternative way of
getting ideas presented, which would maybe get some of the ideas out of some of the
other members that weren't contributing as much. It's something | fed like should

be introduced much, much earlier when they haven't gotten locked into aroutine
process of brainstorming, where they'll be more open to new ways of brainsorming.
It should dso be more timely, at atime when they need to get at problem solving. |
don't think that we met with the teams enough right after they got their project and
began braingorming on it.

Instead of writing it down, | tried to get them to do it verbaly as a group, and that
helped alittle bit. | think it came out better in the long run, because we got more
ideas, and | think they actualy started to think about their ideas more.

The facilitators were aware of evauating their group supervison. Facilitator
reactions were typicaly postive. They found value in hearing about other facilitator's
teams and in receiving suggestions from facilitators about their teams:

| thought it was redly cool. We spent the meetings mainly talking about our groups,
talking about the problems we had with our groups, and discussing ways to solve
those problems. A lot of times we have to ded with some of the massively
dysfunctiond groups. . . . We were able to do what we could to savage some hope
for them getting that team in line, but it's just not as fun when things arent working
right.

Atfirg | didn't likeit, but then | got to likeit . . . We got to where we knew
everybody’'s Studtion . . . it wasinteresting to see how other people approached it
and what their groups were like.

It helped alot when we would get into smal discussion groups and other
facilitators would have suggestions. Then we would lay out our problems, they
would lay out their problems, and then everybody else would offer suggestions on
what to do. And then we would get afew good suggestions every now and then
and we gave afew.
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Facilitators were aware of evauating the structure of their freshman team

meetings. Some found this structure helpful for facilitation, while others suggested

modifications to the exigting structure of the meetings.

| didn't redizeit a the time, but looking back on it, the meetings on Fridays that
were extremely informa, helped to smooth out some of the non-problem-solving
problems that arose on the teams. Guys not pulling their own weight, not being
organized enough to get everyone involved. . . . Those things could get addressed on
Fridays without the pressure of having to get anything done. When they met to get
things done, they didn't have to worry about them as much. | think that helped that
team awholelot.

Y ou know, probably the open dates were more important to the groups asfar as.. .
. what they got done on their projects. And then the days where we had scheduled
stuff helped them learn more about how they were working in the group. So it was
akind of agood mix between thetwo . . . At the same time, the open days were
good for us because we observed how the groups worked together. The more you
observe, the more you learn.

Onething that | do want to say and I’ ve said thisa million times but | just wanted
it on paper. Friday afternoon is a horrible time for usto have team mestings. . . |
fdt that if we met on aweekday they would start working on it and say, “Wel,
wewill continueit this afternoon or later tonight.” But people aren’t going to
work on Friday night. That's just not going to happen, especidly not with
freshmen. And | think just by the end of the week you are just so tired and just
ready for the weekend and dl of that. | felt that that was poor planning.

Facilitators were aware of pogtive and negative reactions to having been assgned

two freshman teams to fecilitate. Pogitive evauations were generdly focused on the
vaue of learning thet “there’ s different kinds of good teams,” while negeative evauations
were focused on the consequences of favoring one team over the other:
This semester it was absolutely gresat to have two groups. It showed that there's
different kinds of good teams. There's different things to ook for in agood team.
Having two teams with ten people who are committed to engineering, and
committed to school, and committed to their teams redlly helped.

| liked having my two groups alot. | was looking forward to having it next
semester because . . . not only can you compare with other groups that other
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people have, but compare. . . like parallels between the two groups that you have
asfar as strengths and weaknesses. . .

| don't like having two groups. . . . | don't fed like my entire focus will be on
ether one of the groups. So, | think it would be grest if they could have an
individud facilitator for each group. Because | fed like | interact more when |
only have one group, and | am more devoted to that group and working with their
problems and dl that. In our groups when we sit down with the other facilitators
and discuss things, alot of them have aredly good group and aredly bad group,
which iskind of the comparison that you make, is not good for either group.

A third aspect of the sub-theme, Evduations of the Facilitation Program, was an
awareness of the professond and persond relevance of the facilitator training program.
The facilitators eva uated the professona benefits of the program asfollows:

My employer right now was extremely impressed with it because they are big on
working in teams, and they don't have anybody facilitating how they were
working in teams and they were impressed with it. Seeing that people were going
into that direction asfar as engineering curriculum, | think that’s pretty good in
itself. And plus| mean, | can seewhere I'll be able to use dl this stuff eventudly
and put it to use.

| think it will redlly help out to have this on my resume.

| have some other friends that are in colleges of engineering and | talk to them
about what they are doing and they—basicdly, in dl the classes you just do
problems, and s0 just from some of them that I’ d heard from so far the facilitation
cassisjust like, wow, I’'m so much more prepared than they will be by the time
they graduate. Well, | guessalot of engineering is going to be teamwork, and so
it slikel'm set forit. I'mjust ready for it.

The facilitators were aware of evauating the persond benefits of the facilitator
training program:

And | redly enjoyed it, and I’ ve met some friends and | think that it has helped
me out probably as much asit has helped them.

| think it'sgoing to help out alot inthe rest of my lifeand in my career. . . . It's
interesting that, related to how it works with—usudly seeing some thing both
with your groups and with many people you interact outside of class Smilarities
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and duff. | don't think it just pertains to working with groups. It hdpsout in red
life

It's been a good persond lesson as well as a professiona/academic lesson too.

Evauations of the Fadilitation. When describing the second sub-theme of the

theme of Evauations, the facilitators were aware of evaduating specific facilitation
interventions and the entire facilitation process. Facilitators aso provide eva uative
information on co-fadilitation and thelr co-facilitator. When evduating the entire
facilitation process, the facilitators reported a positive evauation:

| guess when they were trying to brainstorm their initid ideas on the tractor, they

were kind of at aloss. One of our groups was a aloss as to what to actualy start

on. So fdt like, asafacilitator, | could help them by starting the brainstorming
sesson theway | did. That seemed to help, and | think | was satisfied with the

result. Had | not worked with them theway | did, | fed like they might have been

unfocused in their design and possibly--1'm not going to say that they wouldn't
have come up with the same design or even as good or better of adesign, but I'd
say that early on as much guidance and the right directionisagood thing . . . just
the fact that we're there to help guide them al toward one god instead of each
person trying to throw in their idea of what they thought was best.

... | know severa times they would come out of the class after we would do
things like that and would be like, “ This was definitely the best meeting we ve

hed inalong time.” They would be like, you know, “We got alot more done and

talked about more, and actudly did more as ateam asfar as design work or
whatever, did alot more as ateam than we had in along time.”

| think it was good because they needed somebody to help them like how they go

through the steps and they learn how to work together. | had some bad

experiences from last year that | could add to it . . . helped me to find weaknesses

in mysdlf, and that helped me to help them. And | fdlt like they probably came up
with better projects because we were there to help them.

.. . we had done the exercises of the Myers-Briggs and the persondity tests and
things like that, talking about how they would conflict and . . . just helping them
keep trying to work with him rather than just giving up. . . . That probably--if it
had been a class where the students were just in a group and turned loose and
therewas. . . no red concentration on how the teams work together, then he
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probably would have--they probably would amost shove him out at the beginning
and he probably wouldn't even had made it that first semester.

The fadilitators were aware of evauating specific facilitation interventions with
thelr team. Some interventions were evaluated positively. A pogtive evauation usudly
meant that the intervention seemed to improve the teamwork:

So, in amesting where he left early from lunch, we stayed and talked about ways
that they could get (Team Member) more involved in the next project. . . . It went
well. (Team Member) became one of the guysthat wasthere a every meeting even
when most of the other guys weren't.

It was alittle nerve-racking for me to step in with the group, but actudly after it
was over it helped everybody out because everybody was able to see where they
were coming from and kind of meet on middle-ground.

The group that | had the semester before that, they were al--even if they were
extroverted, they didn’'t hardly say anything. They never, you know, never ever
talked about- - never any kind of persond talk at al; what they were doing, what
they were going to do afterwards, what they were doing that weekend. . .. You
know they would just comein, and they would just St there s0.. . . In that instance
maybe, when | did acommunication and listening type exercise, it was an

ingtance where they might learn alittle more about each other, uh and get to
talking with each other. It probably helped them as far as how they related in the
group further on down the road.

Facilitators reported negative evauations of some interventions. A specific
intervention was eva uated negatively when ateam initialy responded to an intervention,
but failed to follow through with the response. At other times, facilitators were aware of
evauaing an intervention negatively when a team appeared to reject the intervention by
“just going through the motions™”

The onething that | suggested for them to do with the next project wasto teke it

from the very beginning, divide it up into five parts, you know the desktop part,

the presentation, the paper, dl the caculations, and then like the congtruction of
whatever they were building and put each person in charge of something. . . . But

that didn’'t seem to work out too well. They did it but it was kind of like they
assigned parts but then they never redlly followed through with it past that.
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... wehad to lay down the law of pretty much how to get this team working
properly, and | thought | did a pretty good job, but it turns out that helet it goin
one ear and out of the other and didn’t redlly have the effect that we were looking
for...

Y eah, | mean, probably this semester even with the Myers-Briggs type exercise,
asfar as what type each person was, how they would be different and the same
and everything . . . | guess they’ve had the Myers Briggs stuff in class and they dll
seemed to click together pretty well, so they probably didn't see the redl
usefulness of it if they dready . . . thought they knew mogt of it anyway, so they
just kind of went through the motions and wrote stuff down.

The facilitators were aware of evauating their co-facilitation and their co-
fecilitator. Mot facilitators evaluated co-facilitation postively and found that the co-
facilitator helped considerably with the workload and offered a different perspective:

My co-facilitator, he just made a couple of opening commentsthat | was totaly
like, that wasn't theway | had approached it in the first group and | was kind of
nervous about--1 don’t know--thisisn't going to work, or whatever. But then, |
darted listening to hisideas, ad he had been through it before and kind of why
he felt thisway about things. And then | presented my ideas and why | fdt this
way about things and we were able to come to a compromise that | think worked
redly well for the group.

| enjoyed it. It happened to be one of my best friends that was my co-facilitator so
it mede it alot easier to get dong with him and to communicate back and forth
with each other, but | think it made it alot eesier than doing it by myself.

.. . just working with others in the same cgpacity. Trying toward a common god
instead of gtriking out asthe lone wolf. This has been a good experience, an
enjoyable onetoo. Also, it was good for me, because my co-facilitator dso had a
team of her own earlier. So, she'saready donethis. So, that wasabig help for
me just to have someone who has been doing the same things.
One facilitator evaluated co-fadlitation less favorably than facilitating

individudly. Thisfacilitator thought that the increased responghilities of asngle

facilitator provided more opportunities for learning:
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| know facilitating by yoursef isalot more work, but | think at the sametimeit's
alot more rewarding because it’s your team. When the team succeeds, you fed
that you' ve had a definite impact on that, whereas when you are co-fadlitating it's
ashared responsibility, but you don’t know if it’'s what you' re doing isagood
thing or if it swhat asawholeis being done isagood thing, or if these kids were
just naturdly gifted to start with. | thought also that you learn alot more asa solo
facilitator because you are forced to do it al by yoursdlf. Y ou can't throw off, you
know, you can't separate the roles, you've got to do it dl. And that putsyouin a
gtuation where you' ve got to learn how to give somebody feedback.

Evauations of the Teams. Another sub-theme of the theme of Evauationsis

Evduations of the Teams. The facilitators were aware of evauating the performance of
ther freshman teams both postively and negatively. A negative evduation was usudly a
description of the teams' problems including the participation of the members,
communication, procrastination, gender problems, membersin crisis, and a tendency for
the teeams to avoid dedling with their problems.

Participation problems were mentioned frequently. Evauations of the freshman
teams participation problems were focused on the team members' lack of interest, poor
attendance, or excessve dominance. Problemswith members' lack of interest were
described as follows

One of the girlsjust didn’t appear to care at al and, you know, she showed up

when it was convenient for her and worked when it was convenient for her which

was very rare.

And there dways seems to be at least one person in the group thet just, | don’t

know if they redly don’t care, | don't know if they figure that they see that the

other group members do care and so they say, “Oh well, they’ll carry me no
matter what.” | don’'t know why it happens that way, but there dways seemsto

be one person in the group that just does't care.

... thisguy isgoing to transfer out of engineering, and one of the other team
members thought that he maybe didn’t care about the grade that much.
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The facilitators also described attendance problems. These were described as
follows

There would be people not showing up for the project, people running late.. . .

Well, | thought there were lots of occasions, but the one that redlly sticks out is

that they’ d plan ahead of time to meet at a certain time, like the library on a

Sunday afternoon. One, they might not show up, two, they’d show up late. We

had them dl showing up at different times.

The facilitators described problems with teeam members dominating the team
mestings.

There was one girl that fdt thet she was congtantly being left out, she wasn't

working because they wouldn't let her work. 'Y ou know she would go to the

meeting and try to help and they wouldn’t let her participate.

And then this other guy, the group members felt that they had one guy that was
very dominant in the group that kind of ordered everybody around.

The facilitators described communications problems within their freshman teams.
Facilitators reported that team members either got into arguments or did not talk enough.
This was described as follows:

One of thelr problems was that they didn’t talk enough.

Just, you know, bad communication for one, their little arguments. Y ou now,
they were uncalled for a times. They were rude to each other at times, | fdlt.

The group | had the semester before that, they were dl, even if they were
extroverted, they didn't hardly say anything. They never, you know, never ever
talked about, never any kind of persond talk &t al; what they were doing, what
they were going to do afterwards, what they were doing that weekend, how they
did on their tests. Y ou know they would just come in and they would just Sit
there.

The facilitators described problems with their teeams' procrastination and inability

to Say on atime-line
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Our main problems were judt trying to get them, keeping them on atime-line and
trying to say, “Okay, guys | know you have about two weeks left, but you need to
be at a certain point. Y ou need to have at least started the project.”

Sometimes, the big problem that my team has faced is just the procrastination.

... they were late. They would Start the projects afew days before they were due.

The facilitators described problems related to the gender composition of the team.
Facilitators described tension and conflict within the team between males and females

And then the girl of the group waks in and they sarted cdling her “bush.” Her
last name was (Team Member) so it’s kind of understandable, but at the same
time you think most girls probably don’t want to be called bush for obvious
reasons....Then | heard it again and | was like, “Guys, what's up with this?’...and
they were, “Wdl, we ve been doing it for aweek and she hasn't said anything.” |
said, “Wdll, does that mean she doesn't care or does that mean that she just
does't want to say anything about it because sheistrying to fitin?” | heard it
again and so findly | just grabbed one of them aside and said, “Look, | don't need
that kind of stuff. I’'m sure she doesn’t gppreciate that.” And then | proceeded to
ask her about it. | said, “If that kind of behavior bothersyou, let usknow.” | said
that there is stuff that could be done about thét....No one needs to be harassed.

... | have agroup with three girlsand aguy. Asany guy probably would be, he's
alittleintimidated. He wants to be the dominant male. He wants dl the power.
So, | felt he was acting smarter than he was. He was acting like a smartass. At
one point, he did tdl the group, he goes, “1 know I'm right. I’m smarter than you
al.” Thegirlsthereredly didn't think anything of it. | waslike, “Wow, | can't
believe he just said that!”

Y ou know, this group this year, we ve got one girl in the group and we' ve got
severd guys and the guys are good a picking on the girl. It'sgood that she had a
good sense of humor where she could take the kind of jokes that they were
throwing out. They were saying some pretty off-color things sometimes.. . .

The facilitators described instances in which teeam memberswerein criss. A

crigs usudly involved a member becoming emotiond and “blowing up”. Thiswas

described as follows:
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| walked in and one of the guyswasjust like, “Everything is going horrible.
Nobody is doing what they are supposed to do.” Hewaslike, “I'm redly mad.”
Hewas like, “We need to talk.”

| haven’t had anyone with any mgor life criss to ded with, no crises within the
team.

... onekid just blew up on the last day, and | just said, “It' s al going to be over
soon.”

The facilitators were aware of their teams' tendenciesto avoid dedling with
problems within the team. Facilitators described team members denying or ignoring
problems:

... | pointed out, you know, “Okay, from everybody’sinterview | compiled alist

of the following problems. Now we are going to address them.” And they were

like, “Wdll, those aren’t problems, and those aren't problems” And | waslike

“Well, why did they come up?’ And so it waskind of a baitle back and forth

between me and the group to get them to redlize that, yes, they do have problems

and that they do need to work on them.

... my team’sinitid response wasto just ignore it and hope that it will go away
or hope that it will get better but not say anything.

He probably would have just avoided it and kept it all constant if he could have.

He probably would have €ft, just sail on by with their grades. | think in that

senseit did help having someone to talk to about this.

In addition to reporting on team problems, facilitators dso evaluated their teams
postively at times. Pogtive eva uations were not as frequent or as detailed as negative
evauations, but covered awide range of the team’ s functioning including the ability to
organize the project, keep motivated, and communicate with each other. Facilitators dso

provided overd| evauations of the team’ s performance:

Wl the first team | had worked so well together that they redly didn’t need a
facilitator dmogt.

But, dl indl the group gill worked rdatively well.
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They ended up, they worked together redly well, and | didn’t think they would.

The facilitators provided positive feedback on the team’ s ability to organize the
project:

Y eah, and they did agood job. | only saw them present one time, but the one

time | saw them present their project to ther instructors, they did agood job, a

real good job. A lot of people go up there, didn't know what to say, throwing

their hands around the whole time, and my group, they flowed pretty well.

They came up with some pretty good designs.

The fadilitators eva uated the team’ s drive and motivation to get the project
completed:

And | could see that this team could redly work together pretty well once you lit a

fire under their butt and get them to redize, individudly, | don’t think they would

have come out with the same results, because they just don’t have the same drive

to do what they can as ateam.

They worked harder than | thought they would.

Pogtive eva uations were made of the team’s ability to communicate and get
aong with one another:

So you know, they did pretty well asfar as communicating, listening, and they

were adl fairly polite and there was nobody that was areal devil’ s advocate or

anything.

They learned redly well over the course of the semester to compromise, to give a
little and take alittle and get dong better than they had at the beginning.

Evauations by the Freshman Team. The facilitators were aware of being

evauated by their freshman team members. The facilitators experienced the team
members eva uating the team building exercises, their own projects, and the facilitators

themsdves
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When they come into the class they will think that it's supposed to be redly good.
But then after a couple of weeksthey sometimes are like, “Why do we need dll
this Myers-Briggs type stuff and team working together, | don’t care about that
suff.” But then you know, maybe not even a the end of the semester or end of
the year, but once they work on another team in another class, they are definitey
probably going to seewhereit . . . comesinto use. Because they are going to have
todoitin al their other classes eventually once they get junior, senior classes and
once they get out in the work field too.

... the projects they redlly liked, | mean | think they hated it at times, but for the
most part they redly enjoyed what they were learning inthe dlass. . . . It' s better
than taking dynamics, and they are understanding what they can useit for asthey
go. | mean some of the projects weren't that hard but there was that little, you
know, chdlenge. They redly liked it.

A couple of them in the group were like, “1 thought it was redly good having you
there.”

Sometimes | just get nervous in front of people and like, especidly this group
they were dl redly smart, and so | fdt like maybe they were going to question
how | was doing this. . . . acouple of people actualy questioned why we were
there, why are we doing thiskind of thing, and so | knew that they were watching

my every move and that every habit was going to be critiqued and so that made
me alittle nervous to make sure that | was doing it the way it should be done.

Expectations

Four sub-themes describe the theme of Expectations. Expectations about the
Facilitation Program, Expectations about the Freshman Teams, Expectations about
Enginearing Students, and Expectations from the Freshman Teams.  Thefirst sub-theme,
Expectations about the Facilitation Program, refers to a set of beliefs held by the
facilitators a the beginning of the facilitation program. Another aspect of this sub-theme
refersto externa expectations from instructors about what the facilitators should be doing
with their teams. The second sub-theme, Expectations about the Freshman Teams, refers

to pre-concelved notions held by the facilitators about their teams' performance and
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reaction to the facilitation. The third sub-theme, Expectations about Engineering
Students, refers to an engineering stereotype about the characteristics of the “typica”
engineering Sudent. The fourth sub-theme, Expectations from the Freshman Team,
refersto the facilitators awareness of expectations from their team members.

Expectations about the Facilitation Program. When describing the first sub-

theme, facilitators were aware of expectations about what the facilitation program would
belike. Fecilitators were so aware of expectations about what the facilitation program
should be like based on ingtructions from the class teachers. Facilitators described their
expectations about what the program would be like as follows:

Um, since | went through it last year | knew what was going to happen thisyear. |
figured maybe | would kind of get a new perspective and that was kind of my idea

in getting into it

| thought it was going to be one of those courses where you didn't actudly learn
anything, you just got an easy three hours credit, but | was surprised alot at how
relevant the stuff in the course was and how much | actudly had to useitin
dedling with my team.

That iswhat | kind of expected the whole class to be like. That both my teams

would be perfect and | would just St back and watch the whole semester. This

other team was hell on whedls, and three whedlsfell off.

Fecilitators described expectations about what the class should be like. These
expectations were based on a series of ingructions from the instructors and supervisorsin
the course and were usudly described in terms of “the standard format” and “what we

were supposed to do.”

Wéll, you are not redlly supposed to take sides but ah, it was kind of hard not to
want to. It was hard to remain kind of neutrd.

Wdll, we were working on that last project, the tractor. We got the standard
procedure given to us by the instructor, was to put a sheet up on the board and
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have each person list--throw out idess. . . . What we were supposed to do was to
have each person write down on their own pad what they thought would be
important to the design. Then, I'd write up each person'sideas, and then they'd
vote on them and decide which ones they wanted to concentrate on as a group.

Well, | guess as afacilitator you shouldn’t--the way the job was described to me |
try to do it. You are not trying to get them to get better grades and you are not
trying to get them to be better friends or worse friends. Youare just trying to
make them work better together as ateam.

When they were trying to come up with their initid team rules, they . . . were
supposed to . . . write down al the benefits and drawbacks to the team, into
different categories, and then come up with rulesfor each category. . . . But, |
decided, “Well, I'm not going do it the way the ingtructors had told meto.” | just
decided, wdll, as agroup to work on this together and throw out some ground
rulesinitidly. . . . | was pleasad that | was able to get such agood result . . .
something that | related to them ingtead of just running the standard formet.

Expectations about the Freshman Teams. This is the second sub-theme of the

theme of Expectations. When describing the second sub-theme, the facilitators described
anumber of expectations about their freshman teams. These included expectations about
how the team would perform, how the team would react to the facilitation, and
expectations about different types of team composition.

Facilitators described expectations about the performance of their freshman
teams. Facilitators were aware of expectations about ateam as awhole, individud team
members, and the effect of the structure of the freshman design program on the freshman
teams performance. Expectations about the team as a whole were described as follows:

When | first met them I--1 don’t know if | stereotyped or if | just made judgments

based on appearances or whatever, but it wastotdly different, and | . . . think,

“Wadll, | don't think that this group is going to work well,” and they proved me

wrong. They grew different and that was surprising to me and | guess it taught

me to be alittle bit less judgmenta.

| would have these ideas of how they would do it and they would do it completely
different.
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It'sjust weird how people don't stay in the roles that they might bein for the
week ahead.

Facilitators also described expectations about individua team members and how

they would perform:

When | first met them asindividuds there were a couple | thought were going to
probably fal out or dack off. Then there were a couple more that | thought would
be redly good workers. The couple of good workers ended out to be dackers and
the couple of the dackers ended out to be the good workers. . . . You know first
impressions they say are redlly important but they are aso wrong alot of thetime.
They kind of surprised me. | put them each into their own little category and |
came up with characterigtics for them. A ot of those were wrong. They ended
up--they worked together redly well. 1 didn’t think they would. They worked
harder than | thought they would.

At firg, | kind of thought that he might be less--for lack of a better word, a
“troublemaker.” Heredly didn't turn out to be a troublemaker as much as he was
just not contributing to the group at dl.

... I didn't want him to not join the fraternity, but | kind of made ajudgment that
he wouldn't be a good worker based on that he had aready been bragging about
the, you know, the pre-rush partiesin the first week of school and how he found
where hisplacewas. That wasn't what frustrated me but he would talk about that
before he talked about the team. So | kind of passed judgment on him right then.

Facilitators described expectations about the effect of the structure of the
freshman design program on the freshman team and its members:

If they had fun in freshman engineering they are more likdy going to Say in. If
they had fun and make good grades at the same time, but if they have ahorrible
time and they make C's and D’ sthey will probably get to be psychology mgors|
guess.

| think it will be interesting when they get dl the enginearing sudents in this
program. Of course they are going to have alot more people dropping out and |
wonder how that is going to affect the groups . . . | wonder how that will work.

Like, when they have dl of the freshmen in it and there’ s four hundred peoplein
it, and we have so many more groups and just dedling with those and you know
when you have somebody in the group that won’t work or if you had somebody
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that drops out mid-semedter, | just fed that these problems will be on alarger
scale because of dedling with so many more people.

The facilitators were aware of expectations about how their teams would react to
the fadilitation:

... S0, | talked to the group members individudly, me and my co-fecilitator.
Pretty much the common reply was that, “Y eah, he's not doing anything, but we
don't mind.” That surprised me, because | thought, “Wéll, here they are, working
on agroup project. He's going to get the same grade they are, whether or not he's
working onit.” | thought that they'd be like, “ Okay, well, if he's going to get this
grade, he's going to earn his grade,” because, me as a student, that was my
thought coming into the freshman program.

And | felt like, if I had known about thet earlier, if | had maybe met with them
earlier intheweek . . . | would have been able to kind of--because thisis after
everybody had gotten angry at each other. Maybe if | could have seen them on
Tuesday and gotten some other people to participate more in the project and to do
more work on this particular project, that that might have dleviated alot of hard
fedingsthat | think that they carried with them for the rest of the semegter.

... that everything | did they were like, going to pull everything under a
microscope and belike, “Well!” you know so . . . but it actually turned out okay .
.. thisgroup, | said was alot more open to the fact that we had to be there and
everything, and 0 it ended up working out fine, but origindly | was alittle,

“What is going to happen?’ but it'sfine.

The facilitators were dso aware of expectations about different types of team
compoasition and the effect of team composition on team performance:

Y eah, I've thought about, | wonder if | traded this team member for that team
member if it would be able to increase their efficiency here without taking away
from the credtivity here. At the sametime, if | brought this dude over here, could he
increase this team's crestivity here without decreasing their work ethic here.

| think that would be interesting to look at the psychologica factorsthat gointo. .
. having al guys work together. Maybe thereis not as much competition and you
know, the girlsdon't fed the need to assart themsdves, that kind of thing.

The best kind of group to have would be one that if they had a problem, you made
suggestions and you got to help them and they followed . . . they would al work
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together and with you and actualy make an effort. | think that would be. . . the
eadest position for meto bein.

If they didn't gel so well, where they were kind of suspicious of these other people
that are working on the project . . . that they weren't "up to snuff,” and didn't have
the abilities that they did, then | think they'd be seclusive and try to work on this
thing individudly. The project wouldn't be unified, and it would be going in
different ways.

Expectations about Engineering Students. The facilitators described expectations

about engineering students' professiond characteristics. These expectations usudly took

the form of a stereotype of engineering students. Engineering students were expected to

have leadership qualities, to be good a math and number crunching, to learn quickly, and

to prefer “hands-on” projects to other types of learning:

Wi, engineers probably got afew leadership qudlities. . .

| think most of the engineering students | know work better when they can like
see stuff work, physical type modes and that type of thing, just because that is
kind of what the world, you know, the engineering world is based on, physicd
modds. Y ou know building a bridge or building a machine, that type of thing.

... the group of people we are working with have atendency to learn quickly . . .

So, | don't know if itsjust because I'm an engineer, and we' re used to getting
through it redly quick . . .

Expectations from the Freshman Team. When describing the fourth sub-theme of

the overal theme of Expectations, the facilitators experienced expectations from their

freshman team members. Facilitators were aware that team members had expectations

about their facilitation and the performance of their teeams. This was described as

They had started to wonder if one of the team members might, down the road a
couple of projects, start not contributing as much, start not showing up, just because
he had missed a couple of outside-of-class meetings for questionable events such as
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parties or intramura footbal games, and because he didn't seem as into the whole
team problem-solving part as the rest of them were.

Wel, | guess the students are coming in with the idea that they're going to work
on ther project the whole hour, whether it's the ingructors haven't told them
differently, or they didn' listen, or what.

From when | talked to them it seemed that when they first saw mein the group
they thought that | was going to be telling them what to do al the time and taking
up their whole class period.

Differences Between the Transcripts

While analyzing the transcripts, the primary investigetor (Pl) was aware of
differences between the transcripts. Two types of differences were observed. There were
differences between facilitator transcripts. There were aso differences between
fecilitator transcripts and the bracketing interview.

Two types of differences were found between facilitator transcripts. As part of
another sudy (Knight et. d., 1999), the Pl had access to facilitator scores on the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (Myers & McCaulley, 1992). Differences were observed
in the content of the transcripts based on the persondities of the facilitators as assessed
by the MBTI. Also, there were differencesin the content of the transcripts based on who
interviewed the facilitators, the primary investigator or the secondary investigator.

There were differences in the content of the transcripts as assessed by facilitator
scores on the MBTI Introversion/Extroversion scale and scores on the MBTI
Thinking/Feding scde. Specificdly, those facilitators who scored higher on the
Extroversion scae provided more content in their interviews. Thaose facilitators who
scored higher on the Thinking scale were the only participants to provide critical or

negetive evauation.
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Introvers on/Extroverson scores were andyzed for the facilitators interviewed by
the primary investigator. Of the 21 facilitators, 16 scored higher on the Extroverson
scdewhile 5 scored higher on the Introversion scade. Those facilitators who scored
higher on the Extroversion scae provided more content. Those facilitators scoring higher
on the Extroversion scale averaged ten pages of text while those facilitators scoring
higher on the Introversion scae averaged seven and one-haf pages of text.

Thinking/Feding scores were andyzed for dl of the facilitetors. Fifteen
facilitators scored higher on the Thinking scale and six facilitators scored higher on the
Feding scde. Of those scoring higher on the Thinking scale 9 of 15 reported negative or
critica feedback about their teams, the instruction, or the structure of the class. Of the
sx facilitators who scored higher on the Fedling scale none reported any negative or
critical feedback.

MBTI scores on the Sensing/Intuition scde and the Judging/Percelving scde were
aso avalable. Thefacilitator observed no differences between transcripts based on these
scales.

Differences were a so observed between the transcripts based on whether the
interview was conducted by the primary investigator (PI) or secondary investigator (S).
When conducted by the PI the interview length averaged 14 pages. When conducted by the
Sl theinterview length averaged 8 pages.

When comparing Sl and PI transcripts the smilarities across transcripts stood out far
more than the differences. Both sets of transcripts had the same themes and sub-themes.

Also, theinitid question and the types of questions asked for the purposes of clarity and
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elaboration were smilar for Pl and SI. By prior agreement, theinitial question was
identical for both interviewers. When clarifying responses, both the Pl and Sl asked
amilar questions to focus the facilitators on specific experiences. The primary
investigator asked:

Can you think of a particular Stuation where you remember that hgppening?

Can you think of a specific timein your group whenever something like thet
happened?

The secondary investigator asked asmilar st of questions for the purposes of
clarification

Can you think about a specific time where you were learning to ded with people?

Do you remember a specific time when teamworking stood out to you?

Both interviewers used the same types of questionsto offer the facilitators an
opportunity to further elaborate on their experiences. Once afacilitator would finish
describing and clarifying a section of the experience, both interviewers would typicaly
propose a question smilar to the following, “What €se would you like to describe about
your experience of the facilitation class?’

A find st of differences was observed between the bracketing interview and the
facilitator transcripts. The emphasis on the educationa component of the experience was
one difference between the bracketing and facilitator transcripts. In the facilitator
transcripts the theme of Learning served as the context for the experience, but was less
frequently afigurd, heavily emphasized theme. In the bracketing interview, educationa
experience was much more heavily emphasized. The bracketing interview had two

educationa themes, the theme of Program Development and the theme of Teaching.
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The emphasis placed on the themes of Teams and Facilitation was another
difference between the facilitator transcripts and the bracketing interview. In the
facilitator transcripts the facilitator themes of Facilitation and Teams were the most
frequently figura themes. In the bracketing interview, the theme of Facilitation was a
minor theme, with both the experience of intervening and the experience of the team
subsumed under the same theme.

Other differences between the transcripts were the evauations of the facilitation
program and the expectations about engineering sudents. The bracketing interview
contained only positive evauations of the facilitation program, while the facilitator
transcripts had awider range of evauations about the program. Similarly, the facilitator
transcripts had only positive expectations about engineering students would be like to
work with, while the bracketing interview had both positive and negetive expectations

about working with engineering students.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
This chapter contains a discussion of the results of the present study and is

organized into five parts. In the firgt part, connections are made between the structural
description of the experience presented in Figure 1 and theoretical models of facilitator
training presented in the facilitation literature. In the second part, connections are made
between the themes described in the results section and research on facilitation, training,
and engineering education. In the next part, the differences between the transcripts are
discussed. In the fourth part, the implications of the study are discussed. Inthefind
part, suggestions for future research are presented.

The Structura Description of the Experience

A dructural description of the experience is described in Figure 1. Thisfigure
describes the rel ationships between the five themes. Figure 1 issSmilar in organization to
some of the theoretica modes of team facilitation that are presented in the facilitation
literature. The main Smilarity isan emphasis on context as an important part of team
fadilitation. In Figure 1, the theme of Learning is a context for the experience of the
other themes. For example, facilitators reported an awareness of the main themes of
Teams and Fadilitation in various learning contexts such as group supervision, lecture,
and freshman team mesetings.

Conye, Wilson, and Ward (1997) and Schwarz (1994) proposed theoretical
models of the facilitation process. Schwarz's model includes a component entitled

organizationa context that is composed of aspects of the organization that are outside of
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the fadlitators control. Examples of contextua componentsinclude aclear misson
Statement or parts of the organizationa culture such as a supportive climate. Conyeet d.

discuss a contextua component, environmenta press, which is aso outsde of the

fadlitator’s control. Thisisthe organizationd pressure on ateam to meet specific
performance standards. Any intervention by the facilitator must take into account the
demands of the organization.

Thefacilitators in the present study were also aware of agpects of the learning
context that were outside of their control. One facilitator described her evaluation of the
dructure of the freshman team meetings and the affect of this structure on her facilitation
efforts

Onething that | do want to say and I’ ve said thisamillion times but | just wanted

it on paper. Friday afternoon is a horrible time for usto have team mestings. . . .

| felt that if we met on aweekday they would start working on it and say, “Well,

we will continueit this afternoon or later tonight.” But people aren’t going to
work on Friday night. That's just not going to happen, especidly not with
freshmen. And | think just by the end of the week you are just so tired and just
ready for the weekend and dl of that. | felt that that was poor planning.

The structural description of the experience of the facilitator training program as
presented in Figure 1 is aso different in severa ways from theoretica modes of
facilitation. Some of the theoretical models presented in the facilitation literature have
abstract and complicated terminology (Conye, Wilson, & Ward 1997; Schwarz, 1994).
The purpose of thislevel of abgtraction in atheoretical modd isto dlow for grester
clarity and precison in the description of concepts and their relationships. With clear and
precise concepts, researchers can better specify hypotheses, assess variables, and test

predictions (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
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The phenomenologica description of the facilitators experiencesis organized
differently than mogt theoreticd modelsin the facilitation literature. The themes are
presented in the words of the participants. Themes are organized in figure/ground
relationships to emphasize shiftsin perspective as one theme becomes figura and another
recedes from experience. This structura description is less abstract and more experience-
near than theoretica modds of facilitation and might be more useful for heping
undergraduate engineering students understand facilitation and the dynamics of their
teams.

Rollo May (1960, p. 18-19) described the digtinction between a phenomenologica
description and atheoretical modd. May wasiill and spent aperiod of time in a hospitdl.

During this time, he described his experience of reading two prominent books on anxiety,

Freud's, The Problem of Anxiety and Kierkegaard's The Concept of Dread:

What struck me powerfully was that Kierkegaard was writing about exactly what
my fellow patients and | were going through. Freud was not; he was writing on a
different leved, giving formulations of the psychic mechanisms by which anxiety
comes about. Kierkegaard was portraying what isimmediately experienced by
human beingsin criss. . . . Freud was writing on the technical level, where his
genius was supreme; perhaps more than any man up to histime, he knew about
anxiety. Kierkegaard, agenius of adifferent order, was writing on the existentid,
ontological level; he knew anxiety.

In the second part of this chapter, connections are established between the themes
found in the facilitators descriptions and the literature on facilitation, training, and
engineering education. Similarities and differences between these themes and the

literature are discussed.
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The theme of Teams was the most frequently described theme in the study. One
ub-theme of the overdl theme of Teamsis Team Compostion. The facilitators were
aware of the compostion of their teamsin terms of characterigtics of individua members,
relationships between members, and roles taken within the team. Schwarz (1994) made a
smilar point when he stated that facilitators must learn to observe the team at three
levels at theindividud level by observing the actions of the team members, at the
interpersond leve by observing the interactions between the members, and at the group
level by observing the patterns within the team.

One part of the sub-theme, Team Compostion, is a description of the
relationshi ps between facilitators and team members. Facilitators described the effect of
these relationships on the facilitation. Asfacilitators developed closer and more persona
relationship with team members, they were aware that team members were becoming
more open to facilitation:

....Itjust seemsthat if you are closer to a person and you know more about them
and they fed comfortable talking to you about whatever, you can carry on
conversations and have a good time outside of just being in a classroom Situation.
Not that we were best friends but if you can do that, everything you say is not
aways taken as being aword of authority. When ateacher tells me something |
think—I register in my mind totdly different from if afriend wereto tdl me. The
closest exampleis RA’s or resdent assgtants. When you first move into like a
dorm, what they tdll you islike, the word of God and you follow that and you do
your best to abide by it. But later down the road, once you become friends with
them, you kind of know what can be pushed and you can talk to them and you
know they really do care about me or they don't care about me, and if they do say
something alot of times you may take it more persondly rather than just saying,
“Oh, itsther job,” you are saying, “Oh, they are redly directing it toward me.

It's not just them doing their job.”
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Rogers (1970) made asimilar point in the literature on facilitation. He stated that
one important function of the facilitator was to establish a safe psychologica dimate
within the group where each member feds respected. Team membersfed safeand are
able to be open with each other and with the facilitator. According to Rogers, the
fecilitator can create this type of climate by developing empathic, warm, and genuine
rel ationships with group members.

Team Development is another sub-theme of the overall theme of Teams. The
facilitators described development in the team’ s functioning: in the ability to work
cohesively, take on roles, solve problems, and complete projects. One difference
between facilitator descriptions and discusson in the facilitation literature is an emphass
on developmentd stages. When describing team devel opment, the facilitators did not
indicate an awareness of developmenta stages. Much of the literature on facilitator
training assumes a stage modd of team development (Corey, 2000; Gladding, 1995;
Vander Kolk, 1985).

Many models of group development are derived from the work of Tuckman
(1965) who theorized that teams move through a sequence of developmental stages as

they learn to work together. Team developmenta stages are known as forming, sorming,

norming, and performing. Teams are thought to be unable to complete their tasks in the
performing stages without first learning to work together and solve conflictsin the earlier
stages. In the present study, the facilitators were aware of development in the ability to
work together and solve conflicts. However, they did not describe a series of stagesin

these developments.
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Gersick’s (1988) results were similar to facilitator descriptions of team
development. In this study, quditative observation and audiotaping techniques were
employed to investigate naturaly occurring work teams. Gersick found that the teams
did not go through specific developmenta stages. Team development varied depending
on the compostion of the team, type of project, the working context, and the team’stime
limit.

The sub-theme, Fedings About the Team, is another part of the theme of Teams.
Fecilitators described fedlings of frugtration with the team’ s performance. One facilitator
remarked:

Well, it wastough. | mean, you would come in and they would, they would never

betaking. They would just be sitting there. 'Y ou would ask them what did they

get done. They would al dig alittle bit out of their folders and each one had done
alittle bit, but none of them redlly had any idea of what the other one had done.

Soitwas, | meanit’ skind of frudirating as far as getting them to work as a group.
Schwarz (1994) described a tendency for the facilitator to express frustration and anger
over ateam’s poor performance. He stated that this reaction sends a type of message that
issmilar to that delivered by amedica doctor who tells a patient that he/she cannot help
them because they are sck. Schwarz cautioned facilitators againg holding the team's
disadvantages againgt them, but to continue to work towards improvement at the team'’s
current level of functioning.

Facilitation
The theme of Facilitation was another frequently described theme. One sub-

theme of thistheme is Persond Qudities. The facilitators were aware of their own

persond qudlities as facilitators and the effect of these characteristics on the facilitation
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process. Facilitators were aware of their own persondity traits as one persond qudity.
They often described themsalves as serious, involved individuas who were comfortable
confronting problems. One facilitator described himsdf in this fashion:
| don't ever think of myself as aredly—I guessthe word is*asshol€’ isthe only
way | can think to describeit. But, you know, | don't have any problem telling
somebody, “Thisiswrong and you've got to fix it.” | candothat. | candoit
camly. | don't ever raise my voice. I'm not oneto get angry, get upset, or yell
about anything. | just tell them in avery cam fashion and try to be very raiond
about it.
The facilitators descriptions of their persondity characterigtics often resembled
their predominant personality style as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(Myers & McCaulley, 1992). For the facilitators, the prevailing Myers-Briggs style was

Extroverted, Sensng, Thinking, and Judging known asthe ESTJ style (Knight et d.,

1999). ESTJsare described as“life' s naturd adminigtrators’ who prefer a “. . . lifestyle
of structure, schedule, and order” and are“. . . given to fregly expressed opinions’
(Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 369-370).

These personality descriptions correspond to afacilitator style described as
authoritarian in the facilitation literature. According to Berman (1982), facilitator styles

can be described as authoritarian, democratic, or laissez-fare. Authoritarian facilitators

take respongbility for the group process and gods. Democratic facilitators negotiate
responsbility with the group. Laissezfare facilitators alow the group to assume
respongbility for its own direction.

The authoritarian leadership style has been criticized in the facilitator training

literature (Vander Kolk, 1985). The concernisthat a highly directive style will interfere
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with the autonomy of the group. At times, the facilitators described a concern that their
persond style would interfere with the teamwork:

With the firgt team, it's not that hard at al to not get in the way. None of them

work inasmilar way that | do, and so0 it’s very easy for me to see, “Well what

I’m doing hereisinterfering,” or, “What I’'m doing here is asssting too much,”

because its obvious to me when that’ s happening, becauseit’sthe way 1'd be

working as opposed to the way they’ d be working.

Other researchers have found the authoritarian style to be effective with groups
that need structure (Fujishin, 1997; Guzzo & Shea, 1992). In engineering design teams,
freshman have been found to benefit from externdly imposed structure, while senior
design team members were successful at maintaining their own structure (Knight et .,
1999).

A second part of the sub-theme of Persond Qualities is a description of facilitator
fedings about facilitation. The facilitators described feding confident in ther fadlitation
at certain times and nervous and awkward about their facilitation at other times. One
facilitator described her nervousness asfollows:

| knew that they were watching my every move and that every habit was going to

be critiqued and so that made me alittle nervous to make sure that | was doing it

the way it should be done.
This description is an example of a common source of anxiety for beginning facilitators,
concerns about negative evauation from the team members (Corey, 2000). This
researcher datesthat it isimportant for beginning facilitators to discuss fedings of

nervousness S that anxiety can be normalized, and beginning facilitators will not be too

inhibited to practice their kills.
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Facilitators al so described fedlings of confidence about their facilitation asa
result of increased experience and practice:

| was actudly redlly nervous about doing the individud facilitation and that was

thefirst group | had. Then | did that and | was redly nervous about it, but after it

was over with, | liked it alot because | kind of had my ideas about, compared to
last year, how | wanted to approach it this year.

| guess| fdt that because | was more confident in what | was doing because I’ ve

done it before severd times. Because | camein more like, | know what I'm

doing, and | wasn't so tense with them. | was more laid back with them.

In the facilitation literature, practicing skillsis seen as an important activity for building
confidence and reducing anxiety. From practice, the facilitators can experience a sense
of accomplishment and develop abdlief in their gbility to intervene in their teams (Toth
& Stockton, 1996).

Another sub-theme of the theme of Facilitation is Defining the Fecilitator Role.
Facilitators were aware of defining themsdlves professondly in the role of the facilitator.
Facilitators described Situations in which the needs of the team required arole that was
different from their own persondity characterigtics. In these situations, facilitators would
take arole to improve the team’ s process.

So, it was, | mean it'skind of frustrating as far as getting them to work as a group

because they never wanted to, so you never got to observe. It was awaysyou

being kind of the, | don’t want to say leader, but you were kind of the person that
kick-garted them dl the time as far as how they were working, so you kind of had
to be alot more verba and involved and outgoing.

They dways seemed to talk to melike | was some kind of an authority figure.

And | never tried to give that appearance, but that’s just the way it seemed to

work best thisyear. | took thet role as the authority figure, dways the one giving

back the negative feedback and that sort of thing, and it worked out well with my
co-facilitator that way . . .
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The need to dternate roles in response to the team is known in the facilitation literature as

gtuationd leedership (Fujishin, 1997). Situationa team leaders redize that a variety of

problems will arise in the team and that they will need to use awide range of roles, ills,
and behaviors to solve these problems (Hersey, Blanchard, & Natemeyer, 1979).

Understanding the Team is an additiond sub-theme of the theme of Facilitation.
The facilitators were aware of understanding the team’s dynamics, reaching a judgment
about the team, and reaching a decision about the proper intervention strategy. Facilitator
descriptions of this sub-theme were Smilar to Schwarz' (1994) description of diagnoss
in team fadlitation. Diagnossisdefined as“. . . the process by which the facilitator
observes agroup’s behavior, determines the nature of the behavior, and infers causal
rel ationships consistent with the facilitator' s modd of group effectiveness.” (Schwarz,
1994, p. 67).

As part of the sub-theme, Understanding the Team, facilitators described working
to understand the dynamics of their teams. The facilitators described a number of tools
they used to reach an understanding of team dynamics. These tools included direct
observation of their teams, comparisons made between their different teams, group
supervision, and the use of structured exercises. The use of different tools used by
facilitators to ad in reaching an understanding of teams has been discussed in the
fadlitation literature. Casey, Roberts, and Salaman (1992 p. 9) describe the process of
“making sense” out of team dataas onein which “. . . the facilitator knowingly applies
models and theories to the welter of digointed information assaulting his’her sensesfrom

outsde and ingde.”
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Dies (1980) identified four tools that facilitators could use to better understand
their groups: structured exercises, observation of groups, supervison, and experience asa
group member. Each of these tools was a so described by the facilitators. Dies (1980)
asked experienced therapists to rank the helpfulness of each of these four tools for
understanding groups. He found that both supervised practice and experience as a group
member were consstently ranked as most helpful while direct observation of the group
was ranked as least helpful. In contrast, the facilitators frequently reported observation as
an especiadly helpful method of understanding their team. One facilitator described the
helpful aspects of direct observation as follows.

| fed like | was there to watch and observethem . . . Last year, | was worrying

about doing aproject. | redly didn't care how everything elsewas going. | just

wanted to get the project done. Thisyear, | didn't have to worry abou that. So, |
could really focus on what was going oninthegroup . . . . It was very essy to,
you know, | was able to pick things out that | would have never picked out had |
been in the group. That's the biggest thing about it.

Intervention is another sub-theme of the theme of Fecilitation. The facilitators
described a genera method of intervening that they referred to as“ stepping in.” When
sepping in, the facilitators were aware of clarifying and confronting team problems.
Problem dlarification was an active process in which the facilitators worked with team
members to gain an understanding of the problem. One facilitator described clarification
asfollows

| had to step in with this group severd times and just have them st down and say,

and | would let them each go around and you know they would al be angry, and |

would say, “ Okay, we are going to sit down, everybody is going to go around,
everybody is going to tell me what happened this week and what you saw that

worked well and what you saw that didn’t work, and | don’t want anybody to
interrupt, just everybody get their turn and just | want the facts. | don’t want your
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opinions. | don’'t want you saying well she just doesn’t care anymore because you

don’t know that. Just tell me how you, from you perspective, how the week went.

These descriptions of problem clarification have pardldsin the literature on
intervention. Some modds of intervention include darification asan initid sepin
intervening. Schwarz (1994) described nine types of facilitetor interventions. Hisfirst
two types, exploring and seeking specifics about the problem, are smilar to facilitator
descriptions of clarification in that they are focused on gathering more information from
the teams. Facilitator descriptions of confronting team problems can dso be related to
the literature on intervention. Corey (2000) includes skill at confrontation as 1 of 22
important facilitator kills,

There are dso some differences between the facilitator descriptions of a generd
method of intervening and descriptions of intervention proposed in the facilitation
literature. The main difference isthat the facilitator descriptions are much smpler and
less technical than those proposed in the literature. While the facilitators describe two
types of intervention, clarification and confrontation, Schwarz (1994) discussed nine
types of intervention and Conye, Wilson, & Ward (1997) discussed three types of
intervention with each one having as many as four sub-categories. Compare afacilitator
description of the intervention process with one from amanua on facilitation. One
fecilitator described her experience asfollows:

... Sojud kind of pointed out alot of incons stencies within the group and how

one person was redly angry about something, but in alot of waysif they had just

picked up the phone, or if they had just et somebody know that they are mad
about it, everybody would have been willing to step in and solve the problem.

And then | would say, “Okay, what dl canwe do,” and if they didn’t offer

anything | would start making suggestions and they would then start throwing
suff out. | would ask them, “How can you improve the problem, and what would
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you like the team to do?” And then just trying to compile dl that into some
concrete, “ Okay thisiswhat we are going to do,” and have them do that.

This description can be contrasted with a more complicated description of intervention
from Conye et d. (1997, p. 133-134):

Task group intervention choices. . . emerge from three domains. (a) intervention
type-a combination of problem-solving or of group processes, (b) intervention
level-either individud, interpersond, group or organizationd; (C) and intervention
functiona combination of caring, meaning, motivating, or managing. A task
group leader congders making a leader intervention within an ongoing group
gtuation by intentionaly weighing the dynamic possihilities existing between the
presenting group Stuation and the three domains of intervention type-level-
function.

As another part of the sub-theme of Intervention, facilitators aso described
intervening to solve specific types of problems. Facilitators tended to separate task
problems from socid problems when discussing interventions. One facilitator described
his efforts to intervene to solve a task-rel ated problem:

They were kind of sumped and | just, by probing dl of them about those things,

and you know, have them make more lists and narrow it down again and kind of

amplifying. Thetopicsthey had were pretty broad. | mean, make sure the car is
grong. You know, by just asking them questions like, “What makes the car
strong? What do you have here that you can use that is going to be strong?” So,
it helped them to kind of smplify it down to the main parts they needed to look &,
and | mean, | didn’t bring up those, they had those main parts dready. It just took
actually probing and getting them to get something out on paper and do it rather
than just think about it.
The digtinction between task problems and socid problemsin work teams hasitsrootsin
work done by the Tavistock Ingtitute of Human Rdations during the 1950’ s (Guzzo &
Sheg, 1992). These researchers devel oped sociotechnica theory, which states that any
team is composed of two separate but interrelated systems. One system isrelated to the

task functions of the team while the other system isrelated to the socid functions.
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Modern modds of facilitator intervention typicaly have this digtinction between sociad
and task systemsin the teams (Conye, Wilson, & Ward, 1997).
Leaming

Anather theme described by the facilitatorsis the theme of Learning. The
facilitators described the experience of learning in the facilitator training program. One
sub-theme of thisthemeisWhat | Learned. When facilitators described what they
learned, their descriptions included learning how people work in teams, how to fecilitate
teams, how to understand individua differences, and how to be a better listener.

These reported outcomes are Smilar to training outcomes specified in the
engineering education literature. Both the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) have specified training
outcomes for engineering education programs (ABET, 1996; NSF, 1997). NSF and
ABET have delineated three important training outcomes that overlap with facilitator
descriptions: the ahility to function on multidisciplinary teams, the ability to
communicate effectively, and the ability to recognize diverse learning styles (NSF, 1997,
Phillips et d. 2000). The following facilitator descriptions highlight some of these
amilaities

I'velearned alot . . . what | mean by that is| learned alot more about

teamworking, and | guess the psychology of how people work together in a group.

And how that affects the team as awhole, and individuds.

I"d say dso learning to listen to people'sidess.. . . . We St there and listen alot of

time when they’ re doing strategy or brainstorming sessons. So, it's taught me
that when I’'m in teams that other people do have ideas and you can't just shut
them out, or close your head to their ideas. Y ou need to listen to them, weigh,
and listen to what other people have to say, not be passive, but not be aggressve

gther. It'slike, “Hey, this might not be too bad of anidea.” So, it isjust the kind
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of thing that has built up over time, where dl of the sudden it’slike, you know,
itsgoodtoligten. ... So maybe when | go out and work in ateam, | can gt there
and listen to someone' s idess.

That helped me gppreciate how important the contributions of other people and other

viewpointsis to teamwork. Asafacilitator, |'ve been able to observe how the

different persondlities, the different problem: solving methods, the different work
ethics and work methods of individuals can combine to hinder or to facilitate
teamwork.

Facilitator descriptions of what they learned are different than training outcomes
specified in the fadilitaetor training literature. 1n the facilitation literature, researchers most
often emphasze the development of pecific skills. This gpproach is known as microskills
training (Toth & Stockton, 1996). Microskills programs often specify skills such as
daifying, initigting, linking, and modeling (Corey, 2000). These types of outcomes have a
narrower focus than those specified in the engineering education literature and by the
facilitators.

The second sub-theme of the overadl theme of Learning isHow | Learned It. The
fadlitators described their awareness of the contexts of learning and the sources from which
they were taught. Taken together the first sub-theme, What | Learned, and the second sub-
theme, How | Learned It, are Smilar to research in the training literature ontraining
outcomes and training process. When conducting training outcome research,
investigators focus on the assessment of success in achieving learning objectives. When
conducting training process research, investigators choose and eval uate specific
techniques for teaching the materid (Cascio, 1987).

Two of the most frequently described aspects of the sub-theme, How | Learned It,

were the supervisors and the supervision group meetings. These were described asfollows:
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| likeditalot. . . thereis somebody who had been down this road even more than

any of us had been down it. And they knew even more of like book waysto do

suff and then, “Hey, thisrealy doesn’t work but this redly doeswork.” | think
that it is dways comforting to know somebody that has been there before you and
been down that road, and so it worked out to go to not only somebody who has
just done another semester or another two semesters but somebody who has
studied this and who teaches it and who knows redly how to do it.

... there were five of us plus the supervisor in our smdl group. So there are Six of

usin there. And we got to where we knew everybody’ s Stuation and it was like,

well how are they dedling with this because some of the problems, though they
mutate themsdves differently or whatever, they dl sem from the same, you

know, one person not contributing, or somebody not being there. So, it was

interesting to see how other people agpproached it and what their groups were like.

And okay, my group is normd; it's okay that they are having problems. . . . |

likedit alot.

This emphasis on supervison as an important part of the “how | learned it” in
training can be found in the research literature aswell. Bradley and Olson (1980)
examined arange of counsgor training program components including tota number of
hours of client contact and amount of coursework. These researchers found that only two
variables correlated with percelved competence as a counsdor, the number of hours of
forma supervison and the number of supervisors. Robison, Jones, and Berglund (1996)
reported on a survey in which experienced group facilitators were asked to list the
training experiences they found most hdpful in learning to facilitate. Supervised practice
consgtently ranked at the top of thelists. Tollerund, Holling, & Dustin (1992) devel oped
amodd for teaching group leadership. This modd proposed a number of important
components (e.g., leedership style) in the training of group facilitators. In thismode the
supervisor has the centrd role. The supervisor is responsible for making timely decisons

as to how each component is incorporated into the training process.
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Application of the Learning is the third sub-theme of the theme of Learning.
Facilitators were aware of gpplying their knowledge outsde of the classroom setting.
They described gpplying the techniques learned in dlass with their freshman teams, in
other classes, and on thejob. One facilitator described applying his knowledge as
follows
The class sets you in theright direction. | mean it gives you the tools and the
skills and the thought process maybe, that you need to have when you are
working in the group. But, then when you are in the group, ther€ s--you know, no
two groups are ever the same. There' s thousands of things that could happen, and
you just try to sort through the things that you' ve learned in the classto use in
groups. And actudly that thought process of what you use is important--more
important than, you know, just learning the skills. If you can't apply them then
knowing them doesn’t do you any good.
In the training literature, the idea of applying learned knowledge is known as trandfer of
training (Cascio, 1987). Campbell (1971) stated that transfer considerations were the
single mogt important issue in designing training programs.
In the engineering education literature, transferring learned skills beyond the

classroom setting is known as verticd integration of the curriculum (Marchmen, 1998).

In describing curricula, engineering educators digtinguish between horizonta integration,
which is concerned with broadening the program beyond traditiona engineering courses,
and verticd integration, which is concerned with applying skills learned in the freshman
year in later years of the program (Shepard & Jenison, 1997). Evidence of an integrated
curriculum is one criterion used by the NSF in deciding which programs to support with
grants. One student described her vertica integration of learned skills as follows

I’ve had the opportunity this year with my senior design classesto work in teams

and I’'m not so quick to be on top of everybody ese, or making all the decisions.
I’m more apt to listen, to take in and account for the other team members and
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what they have to offer before | throw out my two cents and say, “That' s the only
two cents that matters,” and that has made a big difference in my effectiveness
and my--in just working with teams.

Learning by the Freshman Teamsis the finad sub-theme of the theme of Learning.
The facilitators were aware of learning by their freshman teams. One facilitator
described it in the following manner:
| guess| can see definitey too another thing: Even if agroup was good at the
beginning of the semester, or what seemed to be good, after they had gone--you
know working together and no quarrels in the group or whatever--by the end of
the semester, through this program and learning about working in teeams and
everything and having afacilitator, | could see adifference in the group from the
beginning to the end as far as how they worked together. | could see they redly
improved, dmost dways.
This sub-theme, Learning by the Freshman Teams, is Smilar to research in the training
literature. Goldstein (1986) stated that a consderation of the effect of training on people
in the organization who were not directly trained is an important part of ng the
impact of the training efforts.
Evauations
The fourth theme described by the facilitators is the theme of Evaduation
Facilitators were aware of eva uations across arange of topicsincluding evauations of
the facilitation program, evauations of their teams, and evauations by their team.
Evauaion isdso an important topic in the training literature. Goldstein (1986) stated
that an evauation plan is one of three key steps, ong with needs assessment and an

implementation plan, to designing a systemdtic training program. Bernard and Goodyear

(1998, p. 152) described evauation as “the nucleus’ of the training effort.
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Thefirg sub-theme of thisthemeis Evauations of the Facilitation Program. The
fecilitators offered both positive and critical evauations of program components. One
component of the class that was evduated positively wasthe style of ingruction. Some
of the facilitators described the style of ingruction as follows.

I liked the rdationship that | dso got to make with just the other peoplein the
class. . . and the way that the class was held where that was an open forum to talk
about things and air issues and stuff | think helped out alot. It offered a class that
actudly deals with a pretty serioustopic and | think that everybody learned about
it without having to make it just red strict and kind of boring . . .
| enjoy having asocia aspect to this school and to be ableto say, “Man, I'm
redly struggling this semedter, or here are the classes that I’ m taking,” and then
when everyoneislike, “Well, you shouldn't have taken dl those classes” a least
| fed better for you know, struggling through it, you know thet type of thing.

And to get to know the people that you see in class everyday and that type of

thing | think is beneficid.

A more socid dyle of ingruction is gaining increasing acceptance within
engineering education In the past, engineering programs have been criticized for being
indructed in a“boot camp” manner, emphasizing individual competition and weeding out
undesirable students (Board on Engineering Education, 1995). Consequently,
engineering programs have been losing a percentage of their intdlectudly gifted sudents
because the style of course ingtruction did not match the students preference for amore
interactive, supportive teaching style (Eftekhar & Strong, 1998). Engineering education
reform efforts have been focused on making the classes gpped to awider range of
students by including a variety of ingructiond styles (Gilliam et a. 1998).

One of the program components that received more critical than pogtive

evauation was the use of structured team building exercises with the freshman teams.

Sometimes, the facilitators had a hard time convincing their teams and themsalves that



Fadilitator Training
the structured exercises were useful. They criticized the exercises as overly structured
and atificd:

Those were one of the thingsthat | wasn't extremely fond of. I'm not & -1 don’t

like that much structure. | remember when going into engineering projects, |

would go and--I like working in teems-- but | don’t like exercises to force teams
to work together. | don’'t know, they just--1 have dways seen stuff like that asa
wadte of my time. An exercise can help me come up with an ideawhen I’ ve
dready got an ideg; | mean an exercise that takes up my time writing an idea that
| have dready had down.

Some of the suff didn't help in alot of ways. Like we had to do certain activities

with them about every other week. And those were kind of weird. They didn’t

directly hdp at thetime, and it was kind of like pulling their leg to get them to do
it.

There has been some debate about the utility of structured exercises for team
building in the facilitation literature. Structured exercises are a very popular group and
team devel opment technique in industry, education, and counsdling. Kroehnert (1991)
stated that the mgority of the airline industry, manufacturing firms, human resource
companies, and military establishments use structured exercises for training. Kagen
(1992) commented on the proliferation of structured exercises as a group based
cooperative learning tool in schools. Over thirty years ago, Rogers (1970) remarked on
the growing emphasis on structured exercisesin counsdling groups.

Some researchers have been critica about the use of structured exercisesasa
team building tool. Rogers (1970) cautioned that planned exercises could be
unsuccessful because they do not correspond with the current mood and needs of the
group. Similarly, Schwarz (1994) cautioned against imposing unnecessary structure on
theteam. He Stated that facilitators should use only the amount of structure necessary to

help the team reach its gods. If facilitators try to use too much structure, teams can
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become defensive, and performance will be inhibited rather than facilitated. Findly,
Rogers stated that structured exercises most likdly did not work in his groups, because he
lacked faith that they were redlly useful.

Evauations of the Teams is another sub-theme of the theme of Evaluations. The
fecilitators were aware of evauating the performance of their freshman teams. The most
frequently mentioned team problems were: organizing the project, communication,
participation of the members, gender issues, and atendency for the team to avoid dedling
with their problems.

The firgt two problems, project organization and communication, are mentioned
frequently in the facilitation literature. Fujishin (1997), in his book on facilitating small
groups, devoted six of nine chapters to either communication or task issuesin team
performance. Schwarz (1994) divided team problemsinto five levels of depth. The first
two levels are devoted to task-related problems while the second two are devoted to
communication problems. The deepest leve is devoted to intrgpersona concerns.

Another problem frequently mentioned by facilitators was team participation.
When describing participation problems, facilitators were typicaly aware of members
who where ether too dominant or too passive:

There dways seemsto be at least one person in the group that just, | don’t know if

they really don't care, | don’t know if they figure that they see that the other

group members do care and so they say, “Oh well, they’ |l carry me no matter
what.” | don’t know why it happens that way but there always seems to be one

person in the group that just doesn’t care.

And then this other guy, the group members fdt that they had one guy that was
very dominant in the group that kind of ordered everybody around.
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Participation problems are mentioned in the facilitation literature as well. Bales
(1988), working on afactor anayss of group functioning, found a participation factor
smilar to the one described above. Baes |abded the poles of his factor dominance and
submission. Harvill, Masson, & Jacobs (1983) and Corey, (2000) mention member
participation as a problem that facilitators must learn to manage. These researchers
specify skillsfor facilitating group participation. These skills are defined as cutting off
and drawing out and are intended to help facilitate group members who are too dominant
or too passive.
Another problem described by facilitators was associated with gender. One
fecilitator described a conflict related to gender:
And then the girl of the group waksin and they started cdling her “bush.” Her
last name was (Team Member) so it’skind of understandable, but at the same
time you think most girls probably don't want to be called bush for obvious
reasons. . .. Then | heard it again and | waslike, “ Guys, what's up with this?’
And they arelike, “Oh, we just started calling her that.” And | said, “Is she cool
with that?’ And they said, “Oh, she doesn't care” And | waslike, “How do you
know she doesn’'t care?” And they were, “Well, we ve been doing it for aweek
and she haa't said anything.”
For many years, gender problems were rarely discussed in the facilitetion literature
(Gladding, 1995). Recently, gender problemsin groups have been discussed more
frequently. Corey (2000) described how client contracts made with female clients could
guard againg mae thergpists imposing their values on female clients. Vander Kolk
(1985) described the relationship between culture and gender in groups. He stated that
the relationship between men and women in groups could best be understood by taking in

to account the cultura background of group members, as the nature of male-femde

rel ationships varies sgnificantly across cultures and sub-cultures. Gladding (1995)
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described problems more frequently associated with women in a group such as
dependency and passvity.

Although attention to gender issues in groups has been recalving increased
attention, this focus has been confined to discussions of facilitation in counsdling and
thergpy groups. There has been little discussion of gender issuesin the facilitation of
work teams (Fujishin, 1997; Schwarz, 1994). A comprehensive review of the literature
on work teams did not include any mention of gender or gender problems in teams
(Guzzo & Sheg, 1992). Problems associated with gender are mentioned in the
engineering education literature. Some researchers have observed that engineering isa
male dominated profession with a masculine culture (Carter & Kirkup, 1990). Tonso
(1996) used an ethnographic methodology to investigate sophomore engineering design
teams and found that team norms margindized feminine vaues and often excluded the
women on the team from any sgnificant participation in the design process. These types
of gender problems were described by facilitators as well.

Fecilitators described another problem related to the team’ s tendency to avoid
deding with its problems. One facilitator described thisissue:

| pointed out, you know, “Okay, from everybody’ s interview | compiled alist of

the following problems. Now we are going to address them.” And they were like,

“Well, those aren’t problems, and those aren’t problems.” And | was like “Well,

why did they come up?’ And S0, it was kind of a battle back and forth between

me and the group to get them to redize that, yes, they do have problems and that

they do need to work on them.

... my team’sinitid response wasto just ignore it and hope that it will go away
or hopethat it will get better but not say anything.
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The tendency for team members to avoid confronting team problems has been addressed
inthefadlitation literature. Schwarz (1994) identified a number of strategies by which
teams manage problemsin the group. One drategy isavoidance. Teamstha use an
avoidant drategy often see problem solving as afutile effort and will either withdraw or
ignore team problems. Avoidance is seen as a problemeatic strategy in teams because
problems that are ignored often persist until relationships are damaged and collaboration
becomes impossible.

An additiond sub-theme was Evauations by the Freshman Teams. Fecilitators
were aware of being evaluated by their freshman teams, and reported that their team
members evaluated their facilitation efforts:

Sometimes, | just get nervousin front of people and like, especidly this group

they were dl redly smart, and 0 | fdlt like maybe they were going to question

how | was doing this and you know, whatever. And they had been, a couple of
people actudly questioned why we were there, why are we doing this kind of
thing, and so | knew that they were watching my every move and that every habit
was going to be critiqued and so that made me alittle nervous to make sure thét |
was doing it the way it should be done.
In this description, the facilitator experienced a critical evauation of her facilitation
efforts. Inresponse to this awareness, the facilitator described an increase in anxiety and
acorresponding increase in effort amed at facilitating properly.

Fecilitator anxiety about evauation has been reported in the facilitation literature
(Corey, 2000). Beginning and even experienced facilitators can become anxiousin the
face of criticism from their group members. How facilitators respond to this evauative

criticisam is often afunction of the degree of anxiety experienced. Y erkes and Dodson

(1908) described the relationship between anxiety and performance. Whilelow to
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moderate amounts of anxiety lead to the type of increased effort and performance
described in the above description, high anxiety tends to inhibit performance,

Expectations
The theme of Expectations was the find theme found in the descriptions of the
fecilitators. One sub-theme of this theme is Expectations about the Freshman Teams.
The facilitators described a set of expectations that they formed about team members and
team performance. Once formed, these expectations were held in arigid fashion. The
facilitators expressed surprise when teams did not conform to facilitator expectations.
When | firg met them I--1 don’t know if | stereotyped or if | just made judgments
based on appearances or whatever . . . and | get and think, “Well | don’t think that
this group is going to work well,” and they proved mewrong. They grew
different and that was surprisng to me and | guess it taught me to be alittle bit
less judgmentd.

It'sjust weird how people don't stay in the roles that they might bein for the
week ahead.

Y ou know first impressons they say are redlly important but they are dso wrong
alot of thetime. They kind of surprised me. | put them each into their own little
category and | came up with characterigtics for them. A lot of those were wrong.
The tendency to develop rigid expectations about team members could be a by-
product of traditional engineering educational methods (Beder, 1999). Engineering
education has traditionally focused on task issuesin teams. To solve task-related
problems, engineering students are taught to expect that problems will have oneright
solution, and when problems are solved that they will stay solved. If the problemis

ambiguous and openended, then the teacher is at fault for setting up such a problem

(Beder, 1999).
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Although these expectations about problem solving are reasonably valid for
efficently solving many task-related problems, they are often ingppropriate expectations
for team socid systems (Guzzo & Shea, 1992). In the team socid system, people cannot
be expected to behave with the predictability of objects. Solutionsto socid problems are
often multiple, ambiguous, and reached through extensive negotietion. In thistype of
environment, expectations formed about team members should be held tentatively (Seat
& Lord, 1998).

Anther sub-theme of the theme of Expectationsis Expectations about Engineering
Students. The facilitators described expectations about engineering students
professonal characteristics:

Wi, engineers probably got afew leadership qudities. . .

Other than like math and number crunching that engineers are supposed to be so

well at, | think we al do better, or most of the people that | know, in a hands-on

type thing. Y ou know, building things, what most people would say is building

things. . .

| think most of the engineering students | know work better when they can like

see suff work, physica type models and that type of thing. And um, just because

that is kind of what the world, you know the engineering world is based on,

physica modds. Y ou know building abridge or building amachine or, you

know, that type of thing.

... the group of people we are working with have atendency to learn quickly . . .

The facilitators were aware of expecting engineering students to be intelligent
leaders and builders who prefer hands-on work building physicd moddls. This st of
expectations, described by anumber of facilitators, is different than the set of

expectations described in the engineering education literature. In thisliterature,

expectations about engineering students are discussed as the engineering stereotype




Fadilitator Training 135
(Beder, 1999). This researcher expressed a concern that the public image and status of
enginearsis declining in part because of a“nerd” sterectype. Those who subscribe to this
stereotype expect an engineering student to be “. . . anerdy looking character, with thick
glasses, short hair, severa pens and pencilsin his shirt pocket, perhapsin a plastic pocket
protector, wearing clothes that are never quite up to fashion” (Beder, 1999, p. 13). The
concern isthat this stereotype could discourage people who would otherwise be
interested from enrolling in the field.

A find sub-theme of this theme is Expectations from the Freshman Team. The
facilitators were aware of operating in a context of expectation. Facilitators described
expectations from their teams that differed from their own expectations about facilitation:

W, | guess the students are coming in with the idea that they're going to work

on their project the whole hour, whether it's the indructors haven't told them

differently, or they didn' listen, or what.

From when | talked to them it seemed that when they first saw mein the group

they thought that | was going to be telling them what to do dl the time and taking

up their whole class period.

Schwarz (1994) advised facilitators about the necessity of checking team
expectations. He reported that team members often have arange of unvoiced
expectations about team gods and team facilitation. If left unandyzed, thereis adanger
that the meeting will have the officid facilitator agenda and multiple unofficid agendas

al vying for atention.

Differences Between Transcripts

Some differences between facilitator transcripts could be attributed to the

persondity of the facilitator. Facilitator persondity was assessed by Myers-Briggs Type
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Indicator (MBTI) scores that were obtained as data from another sudy (Knight t. d.,
1999). Some differences between transcripts could be attributed to MBTI scores.
Specificdly, more extroverted facilitators provided more interview content, averaging ten
pages of content, while the more introverted facilitators averaged seven and one-hdf
pages. Also, only thinking-oriented facilitaetors offered negative or critical evauation
with 9 of 14 thinkers offering negative/critica feedback. None of the seven feding-
oriented facilitators offered negative or critical feedback.

These findings are consstent with persondity descriptions for the MBTI
dimensons. Extroverts can be described as individuas who prefer to interact socidly
with people, while introverts are more reticent and prefer solitude (Keirsey & Bates,
1984). The extroverted facilitators greater preference for sociability and engagement
could explain the greater length of the transcripts. Thinking types tend to be objective
and to make decisons based on impersond, factud criteria. Feding typestend to be
more sengitive and to base decisons on persond, affective criteria (Keirsey & Bates,
1984). Fedling-oriented facilitators, out of consderations for others fedings, would be
lesslikely to report an experienced negative or critica evauation. Thinking-oriented
fecilitators, operating from amore impersond style, would be more likely to report
criticism if they thought this criticism was an objective fact.

Implications

This part of the chapter isadiscusson of the implications of the findings of the

present study. Three different sets of implications will be discussed: implications for the

design of the fadilitator training program, implications for the interdisciplinary
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relationship between The College of Engineering and The College of Educetion a The
Univergty of Tennessee, and implications for conducting phenomenological research.

Implications for the design of the program. The results of the present study can be

used to improve the design of the facilitator training program in four aress. (a) the use of
Figure 1 asatraining tool, (b) the need for facilitators to modify expectations about the
team during the semedter, (¢) an emphasis on facilitator persona qualities asafactor in
facilitation, and (d) an awareness of the possibility of gender and avoidance problemsin
their teams. The phenomenological structura description of the experience as presented
in Figure 1 could be a useful training tool for engineering sudent facilitators. Facilitation
models were taught to the facilitators, but facilitators did not describe using them to work
with their teams. There has been some debate in the literature about the utility of
theoretica models of facilitation for beginning facilitators. Some researchers have found
that facilitation models are too removed from the experiences of beginning facilitators to
be useful asatraining tool (Toth & Stockton, 1998). Similarly, researchersinvestigating
the relationship between experience level and use of facilitation modes have found that
more experienced facilitators use theoretica models more frequently (Wile, Bron, &
Pollack, 1970). Toth and Stockton advocate training beginning facilitators to work with
very specific intervention skills. Other researchers have argued that for beginning
fadlitators to learn to practice competently they should be provided with atheoretical
model a the beginning of training which they can grow comfortable with over time

(Robison, Jones, & Berglund, 1996).
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One solution would be to use Figure 1 as atraining tool for beginning facilitetors.
This phenomenologica description is Ssmpler and easier to gpply than more abstract,
theoreticd modds of team facilitation. Also, the description presented in Figure 1isin
the words of engineering student facilitators. This may increase the likelihood that
beginning facilitators will make meaningful connections between this phenomenologica
description and their own experiences with their teams (May, 1960).

A second way to improve the design of the facilitator training program would be
to encourage facilitators to modify their expectations about their teams during the
semedter. Traditiona engineering training encourages students to reach judgments
quickly about objects with stable properties (Jennings, 1998; Seat & Lord, 1998). The
facilitators expected initid expectations to be valid throughout the semester and often
expressad surprised when team members did not behave according to their expectations.
During fadilitator training, indructors could emphasize the need to modify expectations
in response to the dynamic and developmenta nature of the teams.

A third way to improve the design of the facilitator training program would be to
increase training on facilitator persond qudities. Facilitators were aware of fedings and
their own persond characteristics and the effect of these qudities on their facilitation.

The fadilitator training program emphasized intervention skills over an awareness of
persond qudlities. In the facilitation literature, training facilitators to be aware of their

personal experience is often considered an advanced skill (Harvill, Masson & Jacobs,

1983; Toth & Stockton, 1996). Some researchers have taken an opposing view. Casey et

a. (1992) found a reationship between qudity facilitation and high awareness of internd
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dynamics. These researchers acknowledge that traditiondly the training emphasisis
ether on group dynamics or specific intervention skills. Casey et d. (1992, p. 9)
conclude that more balanced training would teach facilitators to attend to inner processes
so that they know, “. . . who we are, what sensations we are having, what they mean for
Us”

A fourth way to improve the facilitator training program would be to make
fecilitators aware of the possibility of gender and avoidance problemsin their teams. The
training was focused on three frequently identified team problems in the literature, task
problems, communication problems, and participation problems (Baes, 1988; Fujishin,
1997; Guzzo & Shea, 1992). Facilitators were aware of these three problems, but aso
mentioned conflicts in teams around the issue of gender and a tendency for their teamsto
avoid deding with problems,

Facilitators tended to confront gender problems by ordering male team members
to stop an offensive behavior. Facilitators could be trained to better understand gender
issuesin teams. For example, facilitators could be educated on gender differencesin
learning Styles (Eftekhar & Strong, 1998). Facilitators could be taught about covert
gender discrimination againgt women by assigning margind rolesin the team such as
scribe or shopper for materids (Tonso, 1996). Facilitators can be taught to anticipate
women team member’ s greater needs for collaborative decison making, discussion of
fedings, and persondly meaningful goas (Gladding, 1995).

Facilitators could aso be taught strategies for confronting avoidance in teams

(Schwarz, 1994). The facilitators generdly authoritative facilitation style could be
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helpful in countering team members' tendencies to avoid their problems (Fujishin 1997).
Facilitators could aso be taught how to help teamsidentify their own problems (Bales,
1988).

Implications for an interdisciplinary relationship. A second set of implicationsis

related to the interdisciplinary partnership between the College of Education and the
College of Engineering a the University of Tennessee. The facilitation program is
offered by the College of Education as a set of service classesfor the College of
Engineering. The concerns of members of The College of Education are that the program
iswdll received and meets the needs of the program consumers in the College of
Engineering (Cascio, 1987). Animplication of the data from the present study is that the
program was well received by the students as most of the facilitators provided an overal
positive evauation of the program. Trainee reactions to atraining program are typicaly
taken as one important criterion of program success (Goldstein, 1986).

The facilitator training program aso appears to be meeting the needs of members
of the College of Engineering. The concerns of the College of Engineering faculty are
that the program aids in meeting ABET accreditation requirements, aids in securing
additional NSF funding, and builds the skills of engineering sudents. Facilitators
reported arange of experiencesthat are in agreement with ABET requirements. ABET
(1996) encourages new and innovative programs and requires evidence of the ability to
function inteams. Facilitators described the program as an innovative effort that
prepared them for working in teams:.

| have some other friends that are in colleges of engineering and | talk to them
about what they are doing and they—basically, in dl the classes you just do
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problems, and so just from some of them that I’ d heard from so far the facilitation

dassisjud like, wow, I'm so much more prepared than they will be by the time

they graduate. Well, | guessalot of engineering is going to be teamwork, and so

it slikel’'m set for it. I’'mjust ready for it.

ABET accreditation requires that the program develop an ability to communicate
effectively. Fadilitators reported an increase in ligtening skills:

I'd have to say as ateam member, when | wasin the group last year, 1'd maybe

want to take command, do it my way kind of. 1'd listen to other peoples idess, of

course, but | was more of a*“take charge’ type of guy. I'm il that way to a

certain degree, but | listen now. Last year, | didn't listen to them. That'swhét |

fed | didwrong last year. And, | redize thisyear that | was doing it wrong last
year.

Members of the College of Engineering would like for the program to aid in
securing National Science Foundation (NSF) funding. NSF (1997) published alist of
requirements for funding engineering programs. To receive funding, an engineering
program must show evidence of curriculathat, “. . . provide learning experiences that
meet the needs of students with different learning styles’ (NSF, 1997, p. 4). The data
imply that the facilitator training program meets the needs of students who prefer amore
socid gyle of ingtruction. One facilitator reported:

| enjoy having a socia aspect to this school and to be ableto say, “Man, I'm

redly sruggling this semester, or here are the classes that I'm taking” and then

when everyoneislike, “Well, you shouldn’t have taken dl those classes” at least
| fed better for you know, struggling through it, you know that type of thing.

And to get to know the people that you see in class everyday and that type of

thing | think is beneficid.

To receive NSF funding an engineering program must dso, “. . . dress active,

collaborative learning with less dependence on lectures’ (NSF, 1997, p. 4). The

facilitator training program employs a practicum sructure that is common in group



Fadilitator Training 142
counsdor training (Corey, 2000). This structure employs avariety of educationd
methods in addition to traditiona lecture methods.

Based on facilitator descriptions, it would appear that members of the College of
Education are supplying afacilitator training program that is evauated favorably by its
participants, and that is meeting the needs of The College of Engineering to secure
accreditation, funding, and skill development for its students. These results lead to the
conclusion that the partnership is beneficia to both parties and should be continued.

Implications for conducting phenomenologica research. A third set of implications

of the results from the present study is related to the utility of phenomenological methods for
investigating a design team facilitator training program. One concern voiced by consumers
of phenomenologica research is whether or not a specific interviewer influenced the
contents of participant descriptions to the extent that the descriptions are not areflection of
participants experience (Polkinghorne, 1989). In anticipation of this concern, a second
interviewer was recruited for the present sudy. Similar themes and sub-themes were found
across both the interviewers in the sudy. The smilarity in findings across two interviewers
is evidence that the results are areflection of facilitator experiences.

These phenomenologica datawere aso useful for generating suggestions for
program improvement. Patton (1990) reported on the utility of quditative data for
improving educationa programs. Quditative data are useful because they provide in-depth
and direct ingght into the experience of the participants. When devel oping the program, the

ingtructors anticipated the experience of the students and designed the program accordingly.
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While anticipation was a useful strategy for piloting the program, phenomenologica deata
provide information for re-structuring the program to account for student experiences.

Suggestions For Future Research

The results of the present study can be used to formulate suggestions for future
research. Researchers could apply the phenomenologica method to a variety of experiences
smilar to the experience of adesign team facilitator. Future researchers could dso explore
the relationships between described experience and the characteristics of phenomenological
research participants. Investigators could use quantitative research to supplement quditative
findings. Findly, future investigators could research other gpplications for the group
practicum structure used in the facilitator training program.

Future researchers could focus on experiences smilar to the facilitation experience
investigated in the present study. Researchers could narrow the phenomenologica
investigation to focus on various aspects of the design team facilitators experiences or
widen the investigation to include different types of facilitators. The investigation could be
narrowed to focus on specific themes such as facilitator expectations. Researchers have
found that an individua’ s expectations have a strong effect on god setting and involvement
inaproject (Kernan & Lord, 1990; Tinsdly, Tokar, & Helwig, 1994). A broader description
of facilitator expectations could lead to increased understanding of facilitator actionsin the
training program.

Researchers could widen their phenomenologica investigations to include other
types of facilitators. One example of thistype of investigation was conducted by Conyne

(1998, p. 247) who surveyed experienced counseling group facilitators on a series of opent
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ended questions designed to, “. . . icit descriptive, qualitative accounts of the leaders
persond experience and meaning in group work leadership.” Thistype of research could be
further expanded through the use of phenomenologicad methods with management team
facilitators or group therapy leaders.

Future researchers could supplement their quditative data with other types of
quditative or quantitative data. This is known as mixed-method investigation, and is
becoming a popular method for assessing educationa programs (Patton, 1990). Although
facilitators provided helpful, critical feedback on the curricula, they provided lesscritica
feedback of the ingtructor or the ingtruction. One useful strategy would be to include a
series of anonymous written questions for facilitator feedback (Goldstein, 1986). Data
collected in this fashion may provide a broader range of critical feedback.

Future researchers could collect quantitative data on design-team facilitators as well.
In the present study, facilitators described learning a variety of team skills and gpplying
these skillsin their teams, jobs, and classes. These quditative descriptions could be
supplemented with skill surveysfilled out by the facilitators or behaviord rating forms filled
out by the team members. Poole et d. (2001) developed a skills survey to be administered
to freshman to rate engineering skills before and after the semester. A similar skills survey
could be developed for facilitators to rate the development of their sKills.

Future researchers could further explore the relationship between the characterigtics
of research participants and the experience under phenomenologicd investigetion. Inthis
study, an investigation of facilitator Myers-Briggs scores indicated that extroverted

facilitators provided more content than introverted facilitators, and thinking-type facilitators
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provided more critica evauation than feding-type facilitators. These findings can be
interpreted to suggest that facilitator personality characteristics modified reported
experience. Polkinghorne (1989) stated that characteritics of the interviewer might affect
reported experience in a phenomenologica study. This hypothesis could be extended to
suggest that characteristics of the research participant could affect reported experience as
well. Currently, the only criteriareported in the literature for research participant selection
isthat participants have had the experience under investigation and are sufficiently articulate
to relate the experience (Polkinghorne, 1989). Future researchers could include individua
difference variables in their phenomenologica sudiesto seeif other participant
characteristics modify reported experience.

Finally, future researchers can look at other gpplications of the traditional counsdling
practicum structure which was the model for the facilitator training program. This Structure
received an overal postive evauation by the engineering facilitators and gppears to meet
the needs of the College of Engineering faculty. Thistype of structure could be exported to
other engineering schools or tested in a college of business for management team
facilitators.

Summary

Engineering educators have been restructuring their curriculato conform to new
industry and accreditation pressures. One curriculum change has focused on integrating
teamwork into the curricula. Ingtructors have included ingtruction in facilitation skills as

one type of teamwork training.
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Engineering educators have turned to other university programs for assstancein
developing new team-oriented curricula. At the University of Tennessee, members of the
College of Engineering have formed a working relationship with members of The College
of Education to develop an engineering design team facilitator training program for
engineering upperclassmen. Thistype of program was anove effort for both colleges and it
was determined that a thorough understanding of the experience of the program’s
participants would be aussful research effort. Existential phenomenological research
methods were employed to investigate participant (e.g., facilitator) experience.

Researchers andyzed the data and found five themes in the experience of the
fecilitators: Teams, Facilitation, Learning, Evauations, and Expectations. These datawere
discussed in relation to research on team facilitation, engineering education, and training
program design. The data were used to draw implications for restructuring the design of the
program, for evauating the effectiveness of the program, and for the use of
phenomenologica research methods. Findly, the data were used to generate possibilities

for future research.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Y ou have been invited to participate in a study of the experience of participating
in agroup facilitation class. Your part in this reseerch will involve participating in an
ungtructured question-and-answer interview in which you describe your experiencesin
the group facilitation class. The interview will last approximately 30-45 minutes.

Since your participation in this study involves a question-and-answer interview
there should be no risk or discomfort on your part. Your participation in this sudy is
completely voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study a any time without pendty.
Y our answers to the questions will not in any way affect your sanding in the class or
future classes you might take.

The information you share about your experiences will help provide the
foundation for further research on the experiences of sudentsin afacilitation class.
Please understand, however, that your identity will in no way be reveded to anyone other
than the interviewer a any time. The audio tapes will be numericaly coded before they
are transcribed in order to maintain your anonymity. All origind tapeswill be erased
after they have been transcribed. Signed consent formswill be kept for three years after
completion of the study. Theformswill be stored in alocked file box at a University of
Tennessee facility. Tapes and any other identifying information will dso be stored et the
same location until they are erased at the completion of the study.

Upon completion of this study, the researcher will provide you with an
explanation of the findings, if you so desire. Any questions you may have about this
study may be answered by contacting Daniel Knight at (423) 974-5131.

| have read and understand this explanation of the research project and have had
my questions regarding the study and/or my participation in it answered to my
satisfaction. | voluntarily agree to participate.
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APPENDIX B: TRANSCRIPTIONIST’'S PLEDGE OF CONFIDENTIALITY

Asthetranscriptionist for thisstudy, | understand that | will be transcribing
confidentid interviews. The information in these transcripts has been reveded by
research participants who participated in this project in good faith that their interviews
would remain drictly confidentid. 1 understand that | have a responsibility to honor this
confidentiaity agreement. | hereby agree not to share any information in these
transcripts with anyone except the primary researcher of this project, Daniel Knight or the
research advisor, Mark Hector, Ph. D. Any violation of this agreement would congtitute a
serious breach of ethica standards, and | pledge not to do so.

Transcriptionist

Principal Investigator
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE INTERVIEW

Q: We are here today with one of our facilitators, and I'm going to ask him a question.
What has been your experience of participating in the facilitator training program?

A: | redly enjoyed it. It'sactudly alot of the reason | got into engineering to begin
with. | redly get off on trying to understand the problem-solving process. Since I've been
involved with the entire Freshman Program as a student and now as afacilitator, I've been
able to see how different aspects of problem solving can be developed further in certain
gtuations. That's something thet | found extremely rewarding in my decison to cometo UT
to begin with.

Q: Y eah, do you want to say some more about how being in the facilitation class and
being in the Freshman Program has affected this understanding of problem solving?

A: Certainly. Firg of dl, just the understanding of the fact that different people work
and think and fed different ways has been huge. | was starting to look at people and
actudly trying not to judge immediately, but when | meet people | generdly observe people.
| find mysalf imagining what they'd be like to work with. What sort of approach they would
take to problem solving. What sort of things would stimulate that part of their brain which
is cgpable of solving problems. This whole experience has been something that just redly
facilitates that part of me and that part of my education here.

Q: Do you want to say some more about what in the experience facilitated that?

A: Allright. 1 wanted to work with the teams and be a part of the teams. My first
semester here | was part of an extremely organized, successful, and fun-to-work-with team.
We got alot of creative and efficient projects done. | learned alot about how having other
people to depend on can improve my own work and can pick up for some of the faults |
have in theway | work and in theway | problem solve. The second semester | was here, |
had aredly, redly lousy team that pretty much degenerated into me and one other person.
The results of our projects, alot of times, looked alot like the results of projects which |
might have taken on mysdf as more or less the more dominant of the two peoplein my
group. The results were extremey disgppointing. It reflected an individud trying to do a
project that's more suited for ateam. That helped me appreciate how important the
contributions of other people and other viewpoints are to teamwork. Asafacilitator, I've
been able to observe how the different persondities, the different problem: solving methods,
the different work ethics and work methods of individuas can combine to hinder or to
fecilitate teamwork. That's been something I've redly enjoyed. Trying to focus on that,
bring that out, and keep the negatives which may be associated with that, and keep the
negatives which may be associated with having to work with people in generd to a
minimum has been askill that | think 1've developed this semester that | didn't have to this
extent before.
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Q So something about being a facilitator yourself has developed that beyond--
A: --beyond being on ateam. Very much so.
Q What is it about the facilitation that has developed that for you?

A: Obvioudy there's no pressure to complete the prOJ ects. It's not my work, it'stheir
work. I'veredly never had much of aproblem not crossing that line into helping them
technicaly with ther projects. It's not my project, and | don't care that much. On the other
hand, I'm usualy extremely proud of the work they do. One satisfaction they get from their
work could be from them seeing how they themselves have come up with a project that asa
team none of them could come up with asindividuals, because that'swhat | got out of it asa
freshman. Trying to get that out of everyone | facilitate has been my main god. There'sjust
S0 many people from my dass that didn't quite click with their teams and never got that
experience. | just want to make sure that, even if things aren't working out quite right, that
they can seethat, "Well, thisworks out here, this works out here. If things were working out
right, this could be aredly big ded!" So | try to do what | can toward that end.

Q: Y egh, can you think of a specific timein your group whenever something like that
happened?

A: Allright, I'll talk about my second group, the group with no team name, but a sort of
asymbal, five guys, and five guys from amdl citiesin Tennessee and North Carolina.
They've got actudly pretty different backgrounds for guys from amilar areas. At the same
time, they'rejust five guys dl up here, first semester. A lot of times, the background
gmilarities can obscure the working and problem-solving dissmilaritiesin people. Whet |
tried to do early on wastry to get them to acknowledge where they're different, and try to
get them to work with thet insteed of ignoring it. Ignoring it alot of times prevents them
from seeing some of the negative things that are happening such as one member who was
more or less more introverted than the rest of them, and wasn't dways getting his ideas out.
They'djust dl St down, they'd joke, it was dl just one big bullshit session every time they
went to solve problems. He wasn't way's getting in on that, and the reason they didn't
noticeit is because they didn't redlize that he works different, and that he thinks different,
and that he solves problems different. So, that's an example of how | tried to show them
what's different about them despite what's the same about them.

Q: Okay, so0 you tried to get them to focus and bring out the differences rather than
sweeping them under the table.

A: Right.

Q: Alright, you mentioned that you had two groups this semester. Did you want to say
some more about what that was like to have two groups?
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A: This semester it was absolutely great to have two groups. From the first day when |
went in there, after | met with the first group, | was so pleased with the way things went and
S0 excited about getting to know the five team members- - even though only four of them
were there mogt of the time at that meeting. | was S0 excited about it thet | redly didn't even
want to meet this second group, because | wanted to focus on this one group and learn about
them and be a part of their group. Asthe semester went on, | got to see how contrasting
both these teams were. It was a cool kind of contrast, too. It wasn't a, "Thisteam is good,
thisteamisbad." It wasa, "Thisteamisgood here, here, and here. Thisteam is good here,
here, and here. Thisteam could use some adjustments here, here, and here. Wheress, this
team doesn't know what in the heck they're doing here, here, and here." It wasredly cool to
try and decide what factors were causing this group to be more effective at this and what
factors were causing this group to be more effective a this and this.

Q: It sounded like, by seeing them both in contragt, it was more helpful in helping you
understand each one.

A: Y eah, I've thought about, | wonder if | traded this team member for that team
member if it would be able to increase their efficiency here without taking away from the
credtivity here. At the sametime, if | brought this dude over here, could he increase this
team's creetivity here without decreasing their work ethic here,

Q: Y eah, s0 having the two teams gave you a broader understanding of dynamicsin
generd.

A: It showed that there's different kinds of good teams. There's different things to ook
for in agood team. Having two teams with ten people who are committed to engineering,
and committed to school, and committed to their teeams redlly helped. | didn't have to dedl
with the non-teamwork problems of laziness, idleness, or just not caring at al aout what
was going on.

Q: Y eah, 0 you've found that both of your teams were very involved.

A: Right. | was able to study how to solve problems rather than how they got everyone
together a the library.

Q: Okay. Y ou said something about--you talked both about being outsde the group in
the project and being a part of the group aswell. Do you want to talk about how those fit
together?

A: Definitely. | liked being apart of the group. 1 liked being able to show up and fed
like one of them without feding like an outsder. Y et at the same time, it's not my project

and | like for them to not fed like I'm interfering with their project or fed like I'm obligated
to help them with their project for being in the way dl thistime. So, most of the semester |
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tried to become a part of the team more or less as like afriend or an extra teammate without
being someone they needed to depend on or someone that was getting in the way.

Q: You said you tried to do that. How did you go abot it?

A: With the firgt team, it's not that hard at al to not get in the way. None of them work
inasmilar way that | do, and soit's very easy for me to see, "Wdll, what I'm doing hereis
interfering,” or, "What I'm doing here is asssting too much," because it's obvious to me
when that's happening, because it's the way 1'd be working as opposed to the way they'd be
working. With the other group, theré's guys that are more smilar to me. So | took myself
out of the working context even more by al of us going to est, which served hillions of
different functions this semester, going to eat with these guys. The reason we started is
because they don't get amed plan on Fridays. 1t brought out--1 could tell that every Friday,
they'd be leaving ten minutes early to try to sprint to the cafeterias before they closed. So
the only way to get to the cafeteria to edt, to save that ten or fifteen minutes, plus fifteen,
twenty, half and hour or an hour, because wed just St there and continue talking while we
were there. While they met, | wasn't able to see them in aworking environment. However,
this team was the team that had a little more problem working in generd. | didn't redize it
at the time, but looking back on it, the meetings on Fridays that were extremey informd,
helped to smooth out some of the non-problem:solving problems that arose on the teams.
Guys not pulling their own weight, not being organized enough to get everyone involved,
just the stupid stuff that happens that you have to ded with that you shouldn't have to ded
with. Those things could get addressed on Fridays without the pressure of having to get
anything done. When they met to get things done, they didn't have to worry about them as
much. | think that helped that team awholelot. It helped meto observe them in a setting
where they're more comfortable working in.

Q: Can you think of a particular time when you were in there with lunch with them
when you had to address something?

A: As amatter of fact there was; it turned out to be nothing, maybe because we
addressed it, maybe because it was nothing. They had started to wonder if one of the team
members might, down the road a couple of projects, start not contributing as much, start not
showing up. Just because he had missed a couple of outside- of-class meetings for
questionable events such as parties or intramural footbal games, and because he didn't seem
as into the whole team problem-solving part as the rest of them were. So, | Sarted to
wonder about if that would happen, and if it would, what they could do. So in ameseting
where he left early from lunch, we stayed and talked about ways that they could get (Team
Member) more involved in the next project, like, “In this project, well let this be (Team
Member's) project, he can organize it, he's going to get things done. He might not even have
the biggest workload, but (Team Member) is going to have the biggest hand in the direction
this project takes, and we're hoping that as he is forced to work with us and forced to get this
project done, helll become more aware of what happens in the process of completing a
project and be more sengtive to his obligations to the team and the roles he should fill.”
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Q: How did it go?

A: It went well. (Team Member) became one of the guysthat were there at every
meeting even when most of the other guys weren't, probably just because it was redly never
aproblem to begin with. At the same time, the question was presented, and it gave me the
opportunity to at least consder different methods of gpproach. It gave me something to talk
about with (Supervisor) and the other people in our other facilitation group. Even if it wasn't
aproblem, it was asolution that could be implemented should ancther problem ever arisein
another team I've facilitated--or a member of.

Q: Okay. So, that information-or going through that experience--you think might be
hepful if you find yoursdf in another Stuation like thet.

A: Massvely. Infact, | wish | would have addressed problems better like thet last year
when | wasin that second semester group that degenerated very rapidly down to two people.
Maybe | could have gotten the other group members more involved.

Q: Yeah. So, some of the stuff that you've gotten out of this semester, looking back,
would have been helpful with that.

A: And since looking back, | think it might have been helpful then, | can definitey
leave it open that it might be beneficid in the future.

Q: Okay. So these are some of the things that you see yourself taking awvay from it.
A: Right.

Q: Allright. 'Y ou mentioned (Supervisor's) group and being in there. Do you want to
say some more about what that was like?

A: | thought it was redlly cool. We spent the meetings mainly talking about our groups,
talking about the problems we had with our groups, and discussing ways to solve those
problems. A lot of times, we have to ded with some of the massvely dysfunctiona groups,
such as (Facilitator's). Every week it was something different, something totaly unrelated
to the normd difficulties associated with different persondities. It was the difficulties
associated with different people, people with different goas and different directions. We
were able to do what we could to savage some hope for them getting that teem in line, but
it'sjust not as fun when things aren't working right.

Q: Right, and you were kind of watching them, or listening to them talk about it.

A: Right. It made me gppreciate my own groups alot more, and how effective both of
them were.
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Q: Okay, so it kind of gave you some picture into how bad it redlly could be without
actudly having to beinvolved iniit.

A: Right. At thesametime, | could ligten to other teams with different problemswith
working with different persondities than I'd encountered. | have ateam that has smilar
problems as (Facilitator's) team or (Facilitator's) team or any of the other guys teams, maybe
something will click. Maybe I'd say, "Hey, didn't so-and-so have that problem? Didn't he
solveit like this? Maybe | should try that." It gave us an opportunity to talk about our

teams. | find alot of timesjust being ether forced to, or dlowed to, or being given the
opportunity to talk things out will alow you to reason things out a the sametime. Having
that opportunity every week to st down and devote an hour to considering your teams,
definitely helped with gaining indght into what was going on with them.

Q: Just the act of going through and talking it out put the pieces together in your heed.
A: That done was beneficid.

Q: Y ou mentioned (Supervisor) aswell. Did you want to say alittle more about whet it
was like to be working with him?

A: | redly like (Supervisor). He's extremely calm and quiet and laid back. Hejust
fecilitates the discussion. Heletsit go whereit goes. Y e, at the same time, he managesto
keep it ontopic. | liked the interest he showsin usand in our teams. Seeing that we learn
from our teams, seeing that we're able to assst our teams, and working together. | just redly
enjoyed working with him.

Q: Okay. Anything ese about any of the other ingtructors you worked with.

A: (Ingtructor), running into her in the computer labs, talked to her about different
things, she discussed the possibility of an engineering communications degree. Some of the
other things she's doing, like some summer program with middle-school kidsin rura aress
learning about computers and physics and crazy suff. It'sjust neet to talk to people with
redly different views on education and problem solving.

Q: Anything e se about any of the other ingtructors?

A: Uh, let'ssee...you! Yeah, | liked you! | actualy enjoyed the seminars. | enjoyed the
topics. A lot of the times, | wished we were given an opportunity to implement some of the
activitieswed had planned more effectively and moretimely. A lot of the things we did this
year, | could see, wait aminute! I'm actudly learning something about the team from this,

but it's running out of control, running out of time, what am | going to do? Oh wdll, I'll just
dick it in afolder and forget about it. Like with the-- whatever the deal was where they--
where you listen to how they spoke with each other. Oh, that's a checkmark for listening.
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That's a checkmark for dlent. You can st there, it seems dumb to put checkmarks in boxes.
I'm going dong and saying, "That's another interruption for so-and-so, another interruption
for so-and-so0. So-and-so might have a problem with interrupting people!™

Q: Right.

A: But we didn't get to practice it enough that | was able to get everything we could out
of it. So, | think maybe working on how some of those things get implemented would
benfit the class.

Q: Yeah. How would you haveit, if you could.

A: Firg of dl, the communication things should be something we do frequently.
Frequently, just take five minutes out of any sesson to just Sit there, and say, "Check here,
check here, check here, check here Wed become fluent with it. It would become not that
big of aded, and wed start noticing things. Wed start actually considering how to address
thingsinstead of worrying about how to observe them. Some of the other things, like the
activity we did with the notecards, and the butcher paper?

Q: Brangorming.

A: That was something | had wanted to do the entire year. Get the team down, get the
team together, and more-or-less guide them through an dternative way of getting idess
presented, which would maybe get some of the ideas out of some of the other members that
weren't contributing as much. It's something | fed like should be introduced much, much
earlier when they haven't gotten locked into a routine process of brainstorming...where
they’ll be more open to new ways of braingorming. It should dso be moretimely, a atime
when they need to get a problem solving. | don' think that we met with the teams enough
right after they got their project and began brainstorming on it. | think that'salot of where
the project is shgped isin those initid meetings where they toss out idess. If we could alter
the way ideas got tossed out, | think it would show alittle bit more about the possibilities of
using their team to produce different results.

Q: Okay. So, that's severd things that you brought up there, one being that you'd like
more depth on some of the exercises. Isthat--

A: Definitdy.

Q: And aso some of the exercises to be switched around to different times aswell.
Y ou were going to say something?

A: | was going to interrupt you iswhat | was going to do, checkmark for me!

Q: Hée's learned nothing!
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A: Poor communication skills give me away!

Q: The last thing | was going to throw out there was just that it sounded like you
wanted the timing of giving the exercise to correspond a bit with your meeting with them.
Do you have any more thoughts on any of that?

A: One more thing I'd like to say about the butcher paper activity. A problem my group
had with it and alot of other groups had with it was not knowing what problem it was they
were addressing. An activity thet isvery smilar to it, that | toyed with using instead of
random observation meetings just for the hell of it a couple of timesis one that (Facilitator)
had tossed out early on. More or less, get abig sheet of butcher paper, and instead of
putting it on the wadll, you s&t it on the table. Everyoneis gtting around the teble. Inacirce
you put more or lessthe topic you'll be addressing. Y ou put spokes radiating from the circle
toward each of the team members, same kind of ded where you get five minutes to write
down ideas. Y ou write down idess, try and start going with something. 1t doesn't redlly
matter what, it can be anything related to the topic. 1t doesn't have to be related to a pecific
problem, and then, bam, rotate the butcher paper. Then you've got someone el se's idess,
someone elsg's something in front of you. Maybe it's about the same thing yoursis abot,
but with a different gpproach. Maybeit's about something else entirely. You look &t it, then
you add to it, and you say, "Wdll, that'skind of cool. If were going to do it thisway, why
dont we do it thisway too,” then add something to it, maybe put an argument againg it in
there. Then you rotate it again. You'relike, "Whoa! Here we were talking about design,
weve got different things that need to be considered before we know what's going to work
well on thedesigns” So, herés this guy, and hes thinking, “Testing. Well, well see.

Maybe we can test like this” By thetime it gets rotated around a few times, everyone starts
looking at dl the different aspects of the project instead of getting locked into one. It aso
solves the problem of not knowing what it is they're trying to accomplish with the butcher
paper, because it's open-ended in nature. So it dlows them to go into it without feding
obligated to stick to one thing.

Q: Yeah, that'sagood idea. So one thing that came up for you and some of the other
facilitators is not being totaly sure up front what exactly the god for the butcher paper
project was.

A: Right. Well, | knew what the god was. The goa was to put the project itsdlf in an
indructive light. However, to the teamsin afunctiond light, I'm not sure they knew what it
was doing, because they didn't have an actud problem that they were addressing. Whereas
when we ran the exercise here, it's--what wasit? What's cool and what's not cool about
teams?

Q: Y eah, what's anding in theway? What barriers--
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A: What barriers are sanding in the way of teamwork? That's very specific, you can
toss out ideas and get them up there. Whenit's, "Okay how are we going to build atractor?’
Uh--you need some whedls. Okay, whedls Whedsgo up here. Any votes for wheels?
Eight of you vote for whedd Way to go, you guys decided to put wheels on your tractor!
This has been an extremely productive team meseting.”

Q: So, what was missing was some redl integration between the exercise and the task
that was laid out for them. Okay, I've got that. Anything else about what it was like for you,
running the exercises?

A: | tried not to gloss over the exercises when | ran them. | tried either not to run them
at al acouple of times or to run them the whole class period. Just like, “Okay, screw it.

Y ou guys are not going to get anything done. We're going to do this, and we're going to do
it right, and | don't care what it'sgoing to do.” | fed likealot of times, you guys design
these exercises for usto do, but you give us a scapegoat by making them to where maybe
they don't hit a everything hard enough so it won't take aslong. It won't be as frustrating.
Then it's just so much fluff, so much stuff to get through. | fed like it ought to--if you're
going to do it, you've got to pound it in there, and say, "Thisiswhat were doing. Thisis
what you guys are doing. Thisis how it's going to make you a better team regardless of the
fact that you aren't actualy working on your project.”

Q: | gotcha. So when you say, "water it down™ or "fluffing it up,” it felt to you like
some of the exercises were hedged a bit.

A: Oh yeah, definitdly.
Q: Okay. Canyou think of onein particular?

A: It's tough to think of one offhand, but just in genera alot of the things we did

seemed like something that--when you go in there, alot of the facilitators and the teams
would be concerned with getting it over and done with rather than actudly getting it to
benefit the team. If it's not going to benefit the team or the facilitator, it's not worth doing at
al. | fed like we should probably, if we're going to do it, we should probably go ahead and
smack them over the head with it. If you're going to do that, neither of my teams have had a
problem with it. Every now and then, I'd run across, "Hey, (Facilitator) are we going to
have to do anything thisweek? No. That'scool." Or like, "Y esh, we're going to have to do
something thisweek. Redly? Y eah, you're going to do it, and youre going to like it.

Alright, whatever."

Q: Right. So what you're describing is--at least you've described other facilitators
getting it over with. What was going on there?

A: A lot of times the teams don't immediately see what vaue can be gained from
exercises that don't directly relate to their project or don't obvioudy relate to the project. If
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you're not going to make them do the exercise, and force them to at least be able to see how
it could have benefited the team, they never will and ther€'s just going to be this constant
conflict between the facilitators and the team, isthe "Okay, here | am. I've got things I've
got to do. You've got things you've got to do. Let's seeif we can get them done," rather
than, "I'm the facilitator. I'm hereto help you guys. Thisisgoing to hep you guys, and
you've just got to trust meonit." That'sthe approach that | tried to take.

Q: Right, and you contrast that with the approach where somebody just kind of comes
inand getsit done.

A: Where someone wants to appease their team and to not cause problems with their
team by doing what the team wants. When actudly that might not be what benefits the
team.

Q: Right. 1t would benefit the team the most to get what you want out of running with
the exercises. Okay, or not doiit at al.

A: Right, or not doit a dl. | fed like mogt of the things that we had to do were worth
doing. For ingtance, taking it back to the box checking of the--to me that just looked like the
dumbest, cheesies, "I'm never going to learn anything from this™ As| sa there, trying to
doit, | began to see where this could be useful if we had spent more time talking abot it,
talking about what it meant. After we did it, if we discussed it, looked at the results,
discussed what the results might mean, discussed if thereis a problem with the results,

discuss how you might fix the results. Just running the project for the sake of running the
project didn't benefit alot of people.

Q: | gotcha. It'smore depth. Okay. Well, asyou look back across the semester what
else gticks out for you?

A: Just working on the team, redlly, being around different team members. | liked
walking around campus, "Hey (Team Member)!" It's your team, that's your team dude right
there. It'slikewaking around, “Guys! That'saguy on my team.” If you seethemdlina
group, it'slike you know they're working on their project. It'slike, "Oh, you're working on
your project!” That's cool.

Q: Yeah. What isit exactly that's cool about it?

A: Getting to see how you can form persond relationships with people from aworking
environment. That's something thet | redly, redly drew on my first ssmester up here with
my teammeates on that first team. Getting to see my teammates now making that kind of
connection with each other is cool. It'saso cool to see that, as afacilitator, | can develop
the same kind of thing with them.

Q: Okay. Just making the connection with them was ared cool experience for you.
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A:  Righ Ddinitdy.

Q: Seeing them around campus. More people you know. Asyou think back acrossit,
does anything ese come to mind for you?

A: Oh, boy. Lotsof things. For me, alot of it comes back to problem solving and
working with people. Those two things are the two things that are hugeto me. Actudly, |
plan to teach. The whole reason | got into engineering anyway was to facilitete a different
gpproach to teaching in ajunior high context. 1 wanted to come with actua experience
behind me. | wanted to come with, "Thisiswhat you're learning. Yes, youll useit, and
you're going to useit now. I'm not going to gloss over this, and I'm not going to gloss over
that. This, you factor in and it sucks, and it's stupid, but at the same time things bresk down
into Situations which can be modded by an equation which you have to factor to find out
about it. Herésthat Situation. It happens. I've been there” Y ou know, | want the
confidence to come to that experience. | want theingght into problem solving that comes
with that. | want to challenge mysdlf, because I've never been a math person or a science
person. I've dways been an English person and alanguage person. Challenging those parts
of my brain didn't dways click at the right time, and getting them to dick hepsme
understand how you get things, which don't come eesily, to click. How to get that future
sorority chick in your seventh grade math class to suddenly redize, "Wait a second, this
goes from hereto here, and it goesthisfast. | can find things out from that." That's
something, | think, this has facilitated me in learning how to solve problems and learning
how things click for different people and how working with other people can illuminate how
things click for other people. If someone never has the opportunity to work with someone
who's agreat musician, they'll never even have a clue what happens when a song gets
written. But if they're able to work closely with that type of person and see what goes on,
maybe they'll have jugt alittle bit of hint about what they go through when they create.
That's the kind of thing that 1've wanted to get out of engineering and which has been
dlowed me by thisfacilitation program--was beyond what | ever expected.

Q: Just the opportunity to chalenge those parts of yoursdf that you're not inherently
good at and hopefully apply them down the road in your teaching god?

A: It's als0 been cool being around guys like you, (Instructor), (Instructor), and
(Instructor). People who threw this thing together, that are trying to make it work. That's
exactly what you guys are doing, trying to find new ways to make those connections, new
ways to get different people to look at things different ways, better ways to ded with things,
better ways to teach things, better ways for people to learn things. Being around people that
areinto that or are working on that gives meidess, just givesmealot. | redly appreciate
being able to be around al this.

Q: Okay. Sothat'salot about what's made it aredly rewarding experience for you.
W, did you have anything else?
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A: Not off the top of my head. No.
Q: | don't have anything on my list either. | guessthat about doesit. | appreciateit.

A: No problem.
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