UM TASS I – overall evaluation
House Life


Because house life was largely defined by having two TASSs in one house, it will be more efficient to discuss house life in the context of the two program situation.

Two programs in one house – negatives


One part of the two program experiment that tutors were unprepared for was the need for stronger cohesion between the two plans for program discipline and management. Though both programs' tutors agreed during tutor training on basic house rules (e.g., curfew), methods for enforcing these rules were not covered. In effect, the situation that arose was one in which two different families, each with a unique set of parents, expectations, and disciplinary dynamics, were living under one roof.


For example, we believed that TASS1 needed to work at self-government. We held students responsible for calling emergency meetings to discuss difficult dynamics or bothersome situations; we repeatedly encouraged students to hold each other accountable for acting at a level of respect acceptable to all members of the group; we would relate to the group how, if they depended solely on us, an official figure of authority, to police and punish them, they were in effect allowing the perpetuation of a national situation that allows for grossly disproportionate amounts of minority population to fill American penitentiaries.


These tutor expectations in TASS1 yielded considerable community learning. Students began calling each other out in informal settings for inappropriate behavior. In group meetings, students were discussing ways to make self-government work for them; when some would express frustration with the concept of self-government, asking why they couldn't just have the tutors take care of governance, others would jump in, creating analogies to present societal situations, claiming that their generation must be responsible for helping itself help the plethora unacceptable situations in the United States.


Ultimately and unfortunately, this promising experiment in self-government was destined for failure, because there were 17 people living under the same roof as our students who were not as familiar with it and who were not spending as much time laboring towards it. When TASS1 would leave its meetings, which  tended to be considerably longer and much more frequent than TASS2's, they would be looked at like crazy people. Why did TASS1 meet so often? Why did TASS1 seem to have tension within its group so often, and why did they so often meet to resolve it? These questions, posed by TASS2ers amongst themselves and towards TASS1ers, were hard for many members of TASS1 to ignore, particularly when self-government seemed to be causing more headaches than solutions.


Finally, several weeks into the program, TASS1 tutors had to submit to the fact that the house was running rampant with disrespect for the community and for the tutors, despite the encouraging discussions that TASS1 frequently held. A set of strict, painstakingly laid out rules was established by the four tutors, and was presented to the group in a specially-scheduled house meeting (note: all house meetings that occurred were called into order to address concerns; it may be advisable to future two-program TASS houses to hold regular house meetings, rather than to call reactionary house meetings as the guinea pig tutors did). When TASS1 tutors addressing the group before the rules were announced mentioned that self-government had been repeatedly failing, and that for the sake of the program's success it was required that strictly policed and enforced rules be created, TASS2 students reacted with looks of confusion.


The reason for these reactions was later made clear in informal conversations with TASS2 students. The concept of self-government hadn't been discussed with TASS2 as it had been in TASS1. This was the fault of all 4 tutors, for apparently the plan to implement self-government in the TASS as per Telluride tradition and per the more complete education of program participants had not been clearly enough communicated between all four tutors. As such, only half of the house community was working towards successful self-government, leading to a situation in which TASS1 was inevitably undermined by TASS2.


It is the sincere recommendation of the TASS1 tutors that self-government be more explicitly a part of the TASS program in the future, especially in the case of a two TASSs in one house situation. Not only did discussions of self-government enable TASS1 to learn invaluable lessons about group development patterns, handling of group dynamics, and potential sources and solutions of serious societal problems, it also unquestionably led to a situation in which, through more time spent in working through problems, TASS1 became an all-inclusive, performing “family” for much of the program, rather than an often fragmented, clique-prone group.


The sheer amount of people also made for a situation in which many things in the house were broken: glasses, glass panes in tables, pool sticks, ping-pong paddles, etc. If a system of mandatory repayment (whether via money or work) had been created by all four tutors during training, the frequency of these occurrences might have been lessened.


In conclusion, having two TASS programs in one house, a total of 35 (18 in TASS1, 17 in TASS2) teenagers and 4 tutors, created various problematic situations that we tutors were unprepared for, though we did do our best to resolve them. However, with the much-improved tutor preparation that will now be possible in the future (having completed the first experiment), it is likely that the two programs in one house can be a more sound success than this summer's initial experiment was, and that less students need not be admitted to partake in the potentially life-changing opportunity that TASS offers. In short, tutor preparation needs to be improved, careful thinking and planning need to go into making self-government work, and 18 committed students should be admitted to each TASS for the sole sake of allowing this outstanding opportunity to as many deserving young people as possible.

Two programs in one house – positives


There are more reasons to keep the programs large than simply allowing as many students as possible the chance to do a TASS.


Early on in the program, a student proposed that the students of both TASSs put together a play, to be performed at program's end. It was quickly decided that the play be Hansberry's A Raisin in the Sun, and that auditions be held promptly. The student was even so thorough as to provide a selection of audition monologues for interested students to practice and perform.


Audition night showed that, had there been merely one program in the house, or two smaller programs, barely enough people to cover the 10 roles in the play could have been scraped together. However, the large pool of talented students put forth a large number of aspiring actors, and it was quickly decided that pairs of students would take on each big role.


Unfortunately, when the planned performance night was only a week away, TASS's intensive nature, combined with the underestimated length of the play, led to the group of actors deciding to abandon the play (which none of them had even been able to start memorizing yet), and instead push for high participation in a performance night to be held on the same date at the same time in the already-reserved Angell Hall auditorium.


While a single-program or two-smaller-program TASS might have been lucky to pull together 15 acts, the large two-program TASS was able to pull together more than 20 diverse acts, ranging from poetry to rap to drama to dance to comedy, and in less than a week's time. Professors, friends, and available family all attended the event, which lasted longer than two hours, and had the polish of a set of acts put together over the course of weeks rather than days.


Though this situation was largely possible due to the unquestionably incredible caliber of students that participate in TASS, we believe it would not have been as successful had such a large pool of students not been encouraged and prodded by one another to participate in a large, co-group event that played upon both the playful competition between TASSs and the underlying unity that the two programs had developed with one another.


Another benefit of two TASSs in one house is the increased amount of programs that become available to all students. With four tutors planning speakers and events rather than just two, students have access to twice as many programs. This led to TASS1 students being able to partake in a poetry workshop and fraternity step show that TASS2 tutors put together, which TASS1 was very grateful for. With more planning towards this type of cross-program event offering, all four tutors could maximize on this great source of potential program enrichment.


On a similar note, the two large programs under one roof gave events a larger potential audience, and thus a greater likelihood of improved group discussion. For example, when TASS1 students began organizing Deep Intellectual Conversations, the presence of TASS2 students at these events gave TASS1 students perspectives that they had not yet been exposed to in class or in their own TASS1 meetings.


In short, the two large programs under one roof did, indeed, enrich the TASS experience for all involved. If matters of disciplinary concern were more carefully and with more cross-program unity addressed before they became major issues, we believe that two large programs in one house can be a success. Please: do not underestimate the serious challenges presented by putting two TASSs (regardless of size) in one house; these need to be carefully and critically analyzed and addressed before another experiment is attempted.

