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Abstract:
In this study, the responses to 718 mailed questionnaires returned from faculty and administrators at 59
community colleges in eight states in the northwest were analyzed. The purpose of the study was to
obtain and analyze data about the academic training and experience of respondents and to obtain data
concerning the professional preparation and desired qualifications of community college faculty.

Five percent of the faculty had no degree, 26.8% had less than a masters, 56.5% had a masters, and
11.3% had a doctorate. Respondents had taken an average of 10.9 courses in education. Nearly half of
the administrators and 38.1% of the faculty had taught in the secondary schools. Ten percent of the
faculty teaching in terminal programs, 29.1% of the faculty teaching in transfer programs, and 26.7%
of the administrators had taught in four—year colleges. Approximately one fourth of the respondents
had non-teaching work experience. One administrator in ten and l8.4% of the faculty had no experience
at any college or position other than the present one. Respondents had been at their present schools an
average of eight years and in their present positions six and one half years. Nearly twenty percent of the
respondents were currently taking courses which would lead to a higher degree, and another
twenty-five percent planned to do so at a later date.

Over ninety percent of the respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with their present
positions. Nearly three fourths of the respondents would choose their present school as a first choice of
place of employment.

The training recommended for faculty was the same for faculty teaching in terminal and transfer
programs. An in-service program was the recommended training for 26 of 37 skills. The five skills
ranked as most important were: teaching techniques, motivating students, how to deal with students
with weak academic preparation, learning theory and its application for adults, and teaching to
community college students. These were all methods skills.

The desired qualifications were: a bachelors degree in a subject field for faculty teaching in terminal
programs and a masters in a subject field for faculty teaching in transfer programs, professional or trade
certification for all faculty, a teaching internship and teaching experience in a community college, and
membership in professional organizations for all faculty.

Faculty and administrators all had similar views of the training needs of both types of faculty.
Administrators were not hiring people with the training they suggested and in-service programs were
not being provided to meet the training needs. Approximately half of the respondents had received
training in each of the thirty-seven professional skill areas. 
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ABSTRACT
In this study, the responses to 718 mailed questionnaires re­

turned from faculty and administrators at 59 community colleges in 
eight states in the northwest were analyzed. The'purpose of the study 
was to obtain and analyze data about the academic training and experi­
ence of respondents ahd to obtain data concerning the professional 
preparation and desired qualifications of community college faculty.
Five percent of the faculty had no degree, 26.8% had less than a 
masters, 58.5% had a masters, and 11.3% had a doctorate. Respondents' 
had taken an average of 10.9 courses in education. Nearly half of the 
administrators and 38.1% of the faculty had taught in the secondary 
schools. Ten percent of the faculty teaching in terminal programs^
29-1% of the faculty teaching in transfer programs, and 26.7% of the 
administrators had taught in four—year colleges. Approximately one 
fourth of the respondents had non-teaching work experience. One admin­
istrator in ten and l8.U% of the faculty had no experience at .any col­
lege or position other than the present one. Respondents had been at 
their present schools an average of eight years and in their present 
positions six and one half years. Nearly twenty percent of the respon­
dents were currently taking courses which would lead to a higher degree, 
and another twenty-five percent planned to do so at a later date.
Over ninety percent of the respondents were either satisfied or very 
satisfied with their present positions. Nearly three fourths of the 
respondents would choose their present school as a first choice of- 
place of employment.

The training recommended for faculty was the same for faculty 
teaching in terminal and transfer programs. An in-service program was 
the recommended training for 26 of 37 skills. The five skills ranked 
as most important were: teaching techniques, motivating students, how
to deal with students with weak academic preparation, learning theory 
and its application for adults, and teaching to community college 
students. These were all methods skills.

The desired qualifications were: a bachelors degree in a sub­
ject field for faculty teaching in terminal programs and a masters in 
a subject field for faculty teaching in transfer programs, professional 
or trade certification for all faculty, a teaching internship and 
teaching experience in a community college, and membership in profes-* 
sional organizations for all faculty.

Faculty and administrators all had similar views of the train­
ing needs of both types of - faculty. Administrators were not hiring 
people with the training they suggested and in-service programs were . 
not being provided to meet the training needs. Approximately half'of 
the respondents had received training in each of the thirty-seven 
professional skill areas. 1 ■



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

SETTING

Though most of America's educational institutions were patterned 
after institutions in Europe, the junior college was an exception. It 
was a unique American invention.

The concept of a unit of higher education separate from the tra­
ditional college began to grow in the mid-l850's. Henry P. Tappan5 
president of the University of Michigan, in his inaugural address of 

1852 predicted that the first two years of college work would soon be 
offered in the high schools in larger cities (Brick., 196^:19; Eells, 

1936:193-195; Monroe, 1975:7-8). Tappan and other early leaders were 
aware of growing enrollment in the universities. As a means of, easing 

this enrollment problem, they envisioned keeping the first two years of 
college as a part of the secondary school system. William Rainey 

Harper, president of the University of Chicago, gave this idea an ac­
ceptable status by referring to the new institution as a "junior col­

lege" , giving it a separate and unique identity (Brubacker and Ruby, 

1976: 253-254).
Harper's influence was instrumental in establishing what is gen­

erally accepted as the first public junior college in Joliet, Illinois 
in 1901 (Monroe, 1975:9 ; Brick, .1964:11).

From that meager beginning, the junior college grew to over 650



2

colleges (Gleazer, 1966:5) and 660,000 students by i960 (Kumpf,1974:11). 
By 1975, the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
listed 1211 colleges with 206,865 faculty and administrators and an en­
rollment of 4,031,621 (Drake, 1976:95).

The phenomenal growth of -the junior college created an acute 
shortage of qualified junior college instructors. In 1949 the American 
Council on Education called for "immediate consideration of the estab­
lishment. . . of a program designed to develop the competencies of the 
teachers required in these institutions" (American Council on Education, 
1949:13). It predicted that 30,000 new instructors would be needed.
In 1963, Gleazer (1963:5) reported that 17,500 additional faculty would 
be required by 1975. 0 vBanion (1972:63) quoted a need of 78,000 to
118,000 additional faculty in community colleges by 1980.

The shortage of teachers focused attention on the need to expand 

programs designed especially for junior college teachers. A multitude 
of studies which attempted to answer questions about community college 

teacher preparation have been conducted.
The need for new faculty in the junior college was so great that'

'

it far exceeded the expectations of planners and the ability of prep­
aration programs to produce enough qualified faculty. Graduates with 

traditional masters or doctors degrees were not prepared to teach in 
the two-year colleges. Unfortunately, most graduate schools prepared 

students to be researchers and not teachers. While four-year colleges'
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and universities were more interested in the research ability of their 
faculty than in their desire or ability to teach, the reverse was true 
of the junior colleges where teaching was the primary activity. There­
fore , most graduates with advanced degrees sought and accepted positions 

in four-year institutions, rather than in the new and less respected 
junior college.

For over thirty years, the expanding role of the junior college 
went unnoticed or ignored by many university personnel. Hawk (i960) 
described the attitude of many college and university officials and 
faculty this way:

The junior college position in the educational scheme 
is in many respects similar to that of the American junior 
high school when it first appeared on the educational ladder.
It was considered too sophisticated for elementary folks and 
too juvenile for the high school (p.3^0).

Many "senior" college staff did not care about the "junior" college.

They did not understand or agree with the junior college philosophy
and were insensitive to the factors which made the junior college
unique. They ignored both the potential and the problems of the
junior college. As Venuto (1972) stated, "the indifference of the

four-year colleges and universities to the special needs and functions

of the two-year institutions has led to feelings of hostility" (p.23).
A few colleges and universities did recognize the uniqueness of

the two year colleges and established programs to prepare faculty for

the junior college. However, by 195^s there were only twenty-three
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schools which offered any preparation especially designed for the 
junior college faculty. By 1968, seventy-five colleges and univer­
sities offered complete preparation programs for the student planning 
to teach in a two-year college (Cohen and Drawer, 1972:149).

These few pre-service programs were faced with a nearly impos­
sible task. They could not provide enough faculty to meet the demands 

of junior colleges. The faculty shortage occurred for three reasons: 
first, the number of junior colleges increased significantly; second, 
the few trained individuals who did join the community college faculty 

soon moved to administrative positions; and third, some faculty members 
who accepted positions with community colleges chose to continue their 

academic preparation. Medsker (1960:171) reported that ten percent of- 
the community college faculty were working on the doctorate and nine 

percent on the masters degree. According to Principe (1972:113) 

approximately thirty-three percent of the science faculty of community 
colleges in the New York area planned to continue their graduate study 

through the doctoral level. Bushnell (1973:32-33) stated that -fifty 
percent of vocational faculty were actively enrolled in an advanced 
degree program, thirty-three percent of the academic faculty were 

pursuing an advanced degree, and six percent were working on the 

doctorate.
With this proportion of teachers pursuing advanced degrees it 

seemed that the faculty of two-year colleges would improve- its academic
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qualifications as its members completed their advanced- degrees. This 
did not prove to be the case. As faculty members completed their 
degrees, they accepted positions other than teaching in community 
colleges. Some went to the four—year colleges , some went to admin­
istrative positions, and some left the teaching profession completely. 
But, very few continued as community college faculty members.

The teacher shortage in higher education and the expanded role 
of community colleges resulted in very little change in the academic- 
preparation of persons who actually taught in community colleges. It 
has been difficult for the relatively few programs designed to prepare 
community college faculty to demonstrate an impact on community col­

leges because so few of the graduates actually accepted teaching 
positions in community colleges.

Concurrent with the slow growth in programs of teacher prepara­

tion was an expansion of the role of the two-year college. Initially 
the primary role of the junior college was. that of a transfer or 

feeder school to four-year colleges and universities. Good's defini­

tion of the junior college typified this philosophy. The junior 
college is:

. . .generally, a 2-year institution of higher 
learning; a question has been raised about whether it should i 
be classified as an extension of secondary education or as a 
part of higher education; sometimes regarded as a "feeder" 
for 4-year colleges or universities; grants an an associate 
in arts degree in most cases. (Good, 1973:321)
The broadening of the junior college role and an effort to
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expand the number and type of students served brought a change in the 
name of many institutions. Thus, many junior colleges became com­

munity colleges. This move toward change which began after World..
War II and was given new impetus following RussiatS launch of 
Sputnik, was reflected in the development of the community college con-' • 
cept. Good's definition of the community college demonstrated this ■ 
expanded role. The community college is:

. . .  a college typically set up to meet the edu­
cational needs of a particular community and offering 2-year 
training, either terminal or preparatory, in preprofessional 
and liberal arts fields; most community colleges are publi- 
cally controlled and are coeducational. (Good,1973:114)
The role of the junior college broadened to include not only the 

transfer function, serving as a "feeder" facility,but also preprofes­
sional and vocational training. These two roles were often in conflict 
with one another. Proponents of the two roles neither understood nor 

accepted the opposing role. This dual role has continued to cause con-r 

flict and dissention within the community college faculty and admin­
istration since each of these areas has traditionally called for 
instructors with unique teaching skills.

Strained relations between two-year and four-year colleges', - 
absorption of many qualified community college teachers by the four- 

year colleges, the magnitude of the teacher shortage throughout higher 

education, and the dual role of the community college were all signify 
ficant factors which hindered attempts to establish or expand preparation
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programs for community college teachers.

Community college teacher candidates were often unwilling to 
continue their formal education because the positions to which they 
would be appointed were no different than those for which they were 
already academically qualified. Candidates who did continue their 
formal education were appointed to administrative positions or they 
accepted positions in four-year institutions. Faculty members who 

completed higher degrees also moved to administrative positions or to 
four-year institutions.

The upward movement of qualified faculty members has existed 

since the community college began and has caused.the academic prepa­
ration of the community college faculty to remain nearly constant for 

many years. However, opportunities for selecting better prepared 

faculty in community colleges have begun to appear. Cheit (1971) ' 
studied the financial condition of forty-one colleges and universities 

and painted a rather gloomy picture of the 1970's for colleges and 

universities. He predicted that sizeable reductions in faculty would 
be required at many colleges and universities in order to meet budgets 

and compensate for declining enrollment.
This writer conducted a similar study in the state of Montana 

(Harsha and Boyle,1977)• Cutbacks in faculty have occurred in Montana 
and throughout the nation for the very reason that Cheit predicted.' 
Faculty reductions at four-year institutions have increased the number
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Both four-year colleges and two-year colleges have felt the ,impact of
this increased teacher supply. In interviews with Dr. David Stimmel,

Head of the Psychology Department at Southwest Texas State University

and Dr. Gordon Stone at Belleville Area College, an Illinois community

college, both men noted an increase in the number of highly qualified
applicants for teaching positions. (Stimmel,1978; Stone,1978). As this

,

trend continues and an oversupply of teacher candidates develops, em­
ployers can become increasingly selective. As this situation occurs, 
changes in the quality and preparation of community college faculty 

will take place.
Historically, because of the shortage of teachers, community 

college administrators have not always been able to find faculty with 

the qualifications they desired. As the,competition for teaching 
positions becomes keener, more candidates will be expected to possess 

the desired qualifications as reported by Stimmel(1978). To be more 

competitive, according to Phair (1977), candidates will be inclined to 
enroll in the preparation programs which will give them the qualifi­

cations preferred by administrators. An analysis of -the desirable 
qualifications of community college faculty members' and of the ideal 
preparation programs which will develop those qualifications has been 
the subject of this study.

of applicants available for teaching positions in community colleges.
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NEED FOR THE STUDY

As the community college grew to be an entity separate from 
either secondary schools or colleges and universities, teachers were 

recruited from a variety of sources and came with a multitude of back­

grounds , experiences, preparation, and commitment to their institutions 
and tasks. The Dean of Wright Junior College in Chicago recognized 

in 1939 that this new type of institution would require a new type of 
staff. He said, "if a new type of institution has emerged then we 
should expect to find a new type of instructor, one that is not merely 

a glorified high school teacher, and one that is not a transplanted . 
college professor." (Conley,1939:507)

Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson (1965) expressed the need for 
adequate preparation programs for community college- teachers this way;

One area in which responsibility must be exercised in­
volves the adequate preparation of teachers. In the past, 
teaching personnel have been trained specifically for the 
elementary or secondary school, and the Ph.D. level for re­
search and teaching in the four-year institutions. If the 
• community colleges are to assume the broad responsibilities... 
it is apparent that there must be certain adaptations in the 
pre-service and in-service training of teachers for this 
particular segment of higher education. Instructors in 
the two-year colleges are neither university professors 
nor secondary school teachers. They require a preparation 
that is broader than that ordinarily found among university- 
personnel yet deeper than that necessary for secondary 
school teachers. Both kinds of preparation should be in­
cluded in upper and graduate divisions for individuals 
planning to teach in the two-year colleges, (p.285)
The literature indicates that educators agree with Blocker,
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Plummer, and Richardson (1965), that the type of preparation community 
college teachers receive should he different from the training received 
by teachers at other levels of education. The variety of pre-service 
programs reported by Cohen and Bravrer (1972), suggests disagreement 

among educators concerning the desired or necessary content of prepara­
tion programs for community college faculty. Many studies have been 
conducted to determine vrhat training is appropriate for community col­
lege faculty, but the issue has not been resolved.

Colleges and universities which propose to train teachers for 

two-year colleges need to know what an ideal preparation program for 

faculty members would entail as perceived by the employers of their 
graduates. They need to know how preparation should be different for 

faculty members who teach the traditional transfer courses and for those 
who teach the new voactional or terminal courses. They follow graduates 
so they can know what qualifications are desirable for teachers of dif­

ferent courses and what qualifications are possessed by the teachers 
who were able to secure teaching positions.

Johnson (1977) in his review of literature on community college 

teacher preparation stated:
. . .  it was impossible to know anything about 

institutions or of what goes on within them if we know 
nothing of the men and women who teach in them. It is 
necessary to know what kind of people they are; it is 
necessary to know from what parts of society they come; 
it is necessary to know what forms of preparation they 
have had; it necessary to know their values, their
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roles, and the material they teach. (Johnson,1977:38;
Trent,1972)
To this date, no comprehensive study of community college faculty, 

in the northwest has been attempted. Thus, there is little descriptive 
data available to aid in program planning. The decisions being made 

in higher education concerning the community colleges in the northwest 
are being made without the benefit of valuable data about that faculty.

Accurate, adequate, and timely planning for the preparation of 

community college faculty should be based on data about the qualifi- ■ 
cations and training needs of faculty presently employed and the de­

sired qualifications of faculty as expressed by administrators.. Cur­
rently, neither of these planning tools exist in the northwest.

This study has attempted a comprehensive study of community 
college faculty in the northwest. Demographic data, data about aca­
demic preparation, experience, and training needs of faculty was 

gathered from faculty and administrators. This information can now 
provide the data base necessary for improved planning in higher edu­

cation for more adequate preparation of community college teachers.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The concerns of this study were (l) to develop a profile of the-’ 
background, academic preparation, and experience of administrators and 

faculty at community colleges in the northwest using as a base the

I
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1977-1978 school year; (2) to examine the ideal pre-service and'in- 
service preparation programs, for community college teachers as per­
ceived hy administrators and faculty of community colleges in the 
northwest during the "base year; (3} to compare the actual pre-service 
preparation of faculty members currently employed at community colleges 
in the northwest with the ideal faculty preparation as perceived hy 
administrators from the community college in which those faculty were 
employed; and {k) to compare the responses of faculty that taught 
courses and community college administrators to see if there were dif­
ferences between these groups in terms of how they thought community 
college faculty should be prepared.

QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

The following questions were answered based on the responses to 

the questionnaire.

1. What is the academic background, experience, and degree of 
job satisfaction of the faculty and administrators in the northwest?

2. What academic preparation, work experience, and professional 

education qualifications are perceived as desirable by currently em-. 
ployed community college faculty teaching in terminal and transfer pro­
grams in the northwest?

3. What professional preparation have community college faculty 

and administrators in the northwest actually had?
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4. What professional preparation is seen as most important for 
community college faculty as perceived hy current faculty members.

5. How much, training should current and new faculty receive in 
professional preparation activities?

GENERAL PROCEDURES FOR GATHERING DATA

The information for this study was collected by a questionnaire 
mailed to faculty and administrators employed by fifty-nine community 
colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 

and Wyoming.

Each college in these states, listed in the 1976 .Community, 

Junior and Technical College Directory (Drake,1976), was contacted and 
asked to participate in the study. Initial contact was made with the 
president of each institution to seek his cooperation and approval to 

send the questionnaire to faculty in the institution. His approval was 
indicated by sending a college catalog from which lists of faculty and 

administrators were compiled. This procedure was patterned after that 

used by Cohen (1975) in his study of community college faculty. A 
detailed explanation of procedures is presented in Chapter '3.

After lists of faculty and administrators at participating col­

leges had been compiled, random samples were drawn. Each faculty 
member and administrator selected was mailed the questionnaire shown 

in Appendix F. Each questionnaire contained a self-addressed,-’ stamped
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envelope in which the completed form was. returned.

Demographic data was gathered from each respondent. Each respon­
dent was asked to select, from a list of possible professional educa­

tion skills, the five most important and five least important skills to 

be included in a preparation program for community college teachers.’
Rank orderings by faculty teaching in terminal programs, faculty teach­

ing in transfer programs, and administrators were established. These 
rank orderings were compared to reveal perceptual differences between 
faculty and administration concerning preparation. Recommendations 
concerning desirable pre-service and in-service training were made from 
the rank ordered possibilities.

The desired or ideal faculty preparation as perceived by adminis­
trators was compared with the preparation of instructors actually em­

ployed. The proportion of instructors who have completed each aspect 
of the ideal pre-service preparation program was determined and a com­

parison was made to determine if administrators' hiring practices were 

congruent with their statements of desired preparation.
The need for preparation programs specifically designed for 

community college teachers was determined by comparing the preparation 
of faculty with the desired or ideal preparation. With the above 

information, a model pre-service program was designed and recommen­
dations for needed in-service programs were made.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS •

The terms used in this study are defined as follows:
Community College. The term community college is used inter­

changeably with community junior college; junior college; and two-year 
college. Community college includes any college listed in the American 
Association of .Community and Junior College's 1976 Community, Junior, 
and Technical College Directory, (Drake,1976).

Community Junior College, same as community college.
Two-Year College, same as community college.

Junior College. Although there were differences between the 
junior college and the community college, this study assumes that all 

two-year colleges are now operating with the community college phil­

osophy, regardless of the name they use. Therefore, junior college 
is used interchangeably with community college.

Full-Time. Any staff member who (l) works for the institution 
thirty hours a week or more, (2) teaches twelve or more credit hours, 
or (3) is classified by the institution as .75 FTE or more was 

considered full-time.
Part-Time. A staff member who (l) works for the institution 

fewer than thirty hours per week, (2) teaches fewer than twelve credit 
hours, or (3) is classified by the institution as less than .75 FTE 

was considered part-time.
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Terminal Programs. Programs which offer St degree or certifi­
cation upon completion. These programs include vocational programs, 
trade school programs, and other programs such as the adult education. 

GED preparation program, not designed to transfer to the four-year 
college.

Transfer Programs. Any program of study whose primary goal is 
to prepare the student who intends to continue upper class work at a 
four-year college or university.

Significant. The .05 confidence level was used to determine 
significance in all tests in this study.

LIMITATIONS

A limitation to any study using a mailed questionnaire is the 
responsiveness of the persons invited to participate. Participation 
was voluntary and that fact automatically introduced the potential of 

a distorted population. The possibility existed'that the non-respon­

dents were different demographically from the respondents. As a 

control, three follow-up letters were sent to non-respondents to attempt 
to improve the response rate. In addition, some non-respondents were ’ 

contacted by phone to gather the demographic data of those individuals.

A.second limitation was that the findings of this study can 

only be applied to the population from which the sample was drawn. 

Therefore, generalizations and predictions may be valid only for
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faculty, administrators, and community colleges in the states of Alaska, 
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and.Wyoming who 
participated in the study.

Another limitation was that the faculty list was obtained from 
the college catalog of the institution. Only full-time faculty were 

listed in many of these catalogs. Therefore, the part-time instructors 
were not included in the population of most schools.

DELIMITATIONS

The geographic area from which, the sample was drawn was delimited 
to the states of Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming.

SUMMARY

The preparation a teacher receives is.an important aspect of the 
ultimate quality of teaching he or she will do. This study examined 
the academic background, experience, and professional preparation 

of community college faculty and administrators, the perceived ideal 
faculty preparation program, and the relationship between adminis­

trators' concepts of ideal faculty preparation and the preparation .of 
the faculty members actually employed.



CHAPTER 2

. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
v

INTRODUCTION

Harold C. Reade (1973:19) in his review of literature on com­
munity college teacher preparation, stated:

In 1968 Frank Leet commented that it was significant.- 
to the needs of his study that there had been little research . ' 
done which concerned the specific preparation of junior col­
lege teachers (Leet,1968:17). Unfortunately, this, still 
holds true. Most of the writers in the field do make mention 
of the need, or desirability, for a more specific preparation, 
but there has been no definitive work done in this vein.

This investigator has found the literature to be replete with writings 
about and studies of community college teacher preparation because the- 

field is so broad and multifaceted. The academic preparation, teaching 
experience, and professional preparation of community college faculty 

have been studied in several parts of the country. But, as Reade 
(1973) noted, the preparation needs of the community college faculty 
have not been examined on a systematic basis.

The junior college was conceived as a way to relieve some of the 
pressure of growing enrollments at colleges and universities (Monroe, 

1975:7-8)'. Some educators felt that the first two years of undergradu­
ate education could best be hahdied at some location other than the 
four-year college. The secondary school seemed to be the logical place 

to teach the thirteenth and fourteenth years of schooling. It was 
theorized that moving the thirteenth and fourteenth years off the
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college campuses would free these institutions to concentrate their 
efforts on upper division research and teaching. The four-year col­
leges then would not have to be bothered with the general education 
courses and could teach what they viewed as really important.

This concept was never fully adopted. Resistance came from ■ 
both the public schools and the colleges. The distribution of, educal 

tion took a variety of forms, but eventually the junior college emerged 
as a separate and unique institution (.Brubacker and Rudy, 1976:2^9)

But who was to staff these new institutions? Jarvie (1956:2l6) 
quoted California administrators as saying that "we don't have any 
junior-college teachers in California. We have simply borrowed them 

from high schools and universities." An opposing view of preparation 
needs was expressed by Dolar*.

Since these institutions were viewed as extensions 
of the high school, faculty members were recruited primarily 
from secondary schools. Thus, traditional teacher prep­
aration programs were viewed as sufficient to meet existing 
needs. (.Dolar, 1952:329)•
Following World War II, higher education was flooded with re­

turning veterans when congress passed the G.I. Bill of Rights. The 
president appointed a commission to investigate the impact of higher 

education in America. The report of that group noted the change in the 
role of the junior college and identified the need for programs to 

prepare teachers who were different from either the secondary school or 
four-year college teachers. The report said:
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It is expected that the bulk of the growth in 
college enrollment during the next decade will be ab­
sorbed by the community colleges. The community-centered, 
community-serving institution is rapidly emerging as a 
distinctive American institution. The curriculum it is 
developing calls for some unique teaching abilities. The 
emergency aspects of the need make it desirable to call 
special attention to the problem. There are other special 
subjects which would be included in the training of the 
prospective community college teacher. For example, the 
community college teacher needs an understanding of the 
community, and insight into the total public school pro­
gram and a background in special professional problems 
of the community college.

Two years of graduate study, including a rich 
internship, would be sufficient to equip these teachers 
with minimum qualifications.

Such a 2-year program, however„ should be ac­
cepted only during the period of the emergency and as 
a temporary expedient aimed at meeting the needs of 
prospective teachers for the thirteenth, and fourteenth 
grades. (President's Commission on Higher Education,
Vol 3, .1947:25-26).

This Commission identified important pre-service training needs of 
community college teachers which need attention.

FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Conceived as an institution which would prepare students for ■ 

Itpwer division courses at traditional universities, the junior college 

was intended to be a teaching centered institution. ' Levy (1957:19) 
and Eckert and Stecklein(1959:86) found that community college teachers 
spent about seventy-five percent of their time teaching.

The change to the community college concept brought with it new 

functions for the two-year college. The President's Commission on
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Higher Education (19^7) made the following statement which reflected 
the expanded role and function of the community college:

The community college seeks to become a center of 
learning for the entire community, with or without the re­
strictions that surround formal course work in traditional 
institutions of higher education. It gears its programs . 
and services to the needs and wishes of the people it serves, 
and its offerings may range from workshops in painting or 
singing or play writing for fun to refresher courses in 
journalism or child psychology, (p.69-70)

Later in that same report, the Commission added another dimension to 

the function of the community college, that of adult education.
Reynolds agreed with that concept, but he expressed the role of 

the community college in broader terms. He identified the function of 
the community college as satisfying the educational needs of the sup­
porting community rather than as strictly teaching. He listed the 
following as criteria for identifying a true community college:

1. Sensitivity of the curriculum to community needs: 
the development of practical methods for discovering commu­
nity needs, the facility with which innovations may be adopted
,in the curriculum, methods of evaluating the success with ■ 
which community needs are met.-

2. Extension of the educational program beyond the 
conventional classroom aspects: cultural activities, re­
creational activities, thought-provoking activities, adult 
education classes.

3. Faculty competence used in solving community 
problems.

4. Student competence used in solving community
problems. . ,

5. Community participation in curriculum making.
The development of methods for community participation.

6. Using the community as an instructional lab­
oratory. The development of methods for discovering the 
resources of the community which can be so used, and of 
methods for using these resources.
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7- An effective public relations program.
8. A system for evaluating the success of the com­

munity service program. (Reynolds, 1950:202)

The ideas of an expanded student population and of community
service were included by Bogue (.1950) in discussing the community

college. He stated that "a basic function of the community- college,
it should be apparent, is to make higher education available to larger
numbers of people." (p.67) He later summarized the functions of the
community college this way:

By examination of life situations of identifiable 
problems that need solution, on national, state, and local 
levels, we arrive at conclusions regarding the basic func­
tions of community colleges. They are guidance and counsel­
ing for all students and for the people of the community; 
general education for all students regardless of vocational 
objectives; technical and other vocational training, and 
that on a continuing basis, for students who will not ad­
vance to upper division collegiate studies; the further 
democratization of higher education by surmounting bar- • 
riers of geography and family financial difficulties; the 
popularization of higher education by breaking down -family 
traditions and creating greater personal interest and moti­
vation; adult education and university-parallel studies for 
those students who would continue formal education.
(Bogue, 1950:76)
The role of the community college was restated by Dolan. He 

identified the four major functions of the community college as: popu­

larizing, preparatory, terminal, and guidance^ (1952:329).
Levy, (1957) expressing a similar line of thinking, listed the 

four functions of the community college teachers as: "(l) teaching,
(2) counseling, (3) administrative duties, and (U) community service." 
(p.19) The functions of the community college were similarly described
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by Fritwell. (1968:46)

Most educators agree that the community college is a teaching 
institution, its faculty are primarily teachers, and meeting the edu­
cational needs of the local community through a variety of channels and 

programs is the task of these teachers. Meeting educational needs 
means "opening the doors" and involving the community in the college 

and the faculty in the community. Meeting educational needs also means 
responsible and responsive counseling of students.

From the aforementioned literature, the functions of the com­

munity college can be described as: (l) teaching, all students of all 
ages in terminal, transfer, vocational, or refresher courses, (2) com­
munity service to meet community needs, both directly and indirectly 

related to education, and (3) counseling, assisting students to reach 

their goals arid full potential. To these tasks, the community college 
has dedicated its existence.

TRAITS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

The students and the curriculum are two areas which differentiate 

the community college from other levels of education. These factors 
in turn impact on the faculty member. What type of person is needed to 

teach these special students and to perform the varied functions men­

tioned? The desirable traits of junior college faculty members have 
long been a topic of interest.



2k

Eells talked with many junior college administrators about this 
question. He found the following identified as desirable traits of 
junior college teachers: strength of character, integrity, interest in

both subject matter and students, ability to use a variety of teaching 

techniques, and a sense of humor. (Bells, 1931:391-393)
Conley (1939) listed four necessary characteristics of community 

college faculty:
First, he must possess a distinct philosophy of 

education which is based upon a realization that there is 
a different type of student in the junior college than in 
either the university or the high school. Second, the 
junior college should have a special type of training and 
a broad background. Thirdly, this new type of .instructor 
in the field of college education should be interested in 
teaching. A fourth characteristic of the junior college 
instructor should be intellectual alertness which is 
measured by creative scholarship, (p.507-508)

Hollis (19^1:556) noted that junior college students need counseling and

need to be guided to relate their education to life situations. He
stated that faculty should be able to help meet those needs. Mead, in

a nationwide study, found "broad general scholarship, inspirational
power, social culture, potential teaching efficiency, and specialized
knowledge" as the most desirable qualifications of teachers, while

"ability to advertise the institution, previous secondary school or,
college teaching experience, ability to write texts and articles, and
research ability" were considered "least" desirable qualifications for

the community college teacher. (Mead, 1941:246)
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Blake (1944) reported that potential faculty members should be 

able to demonstrate "common sense and a sense of humor, vigorous per­
sonality and qualities of leadership, sympathy with humanity, under­
standing of the adolescent, his experience patterns, his problems and 
his needs, and work experience" (p.44) before selection to the faculty 

of a community college.

Smith (1949:391-396) named strong spiritual values, interest in 
world affairs, and interest in young people as important characteristics. 

Wood (1950:515) stated that the community college teachers should have 
a keener interest in people than in subject matter. Trabue (1950:l40) 
found that community college presidents felt the most important charac­
teristics were friendliness and concern for students and the ability 
to inspire students to think for themselves and to express their own 
ideas. Bogue (1950:133) listed broad academic background, enthusiasm 
for teaching, background in general education, understanding of students 

who attend the community college, and understanding of the duties of an 
instructor as important qualities in community college faculty.

Other characteristics discussed in the literature were: pleasing 

appearance, confident and pleasant voice (Colvert, 1952:502-503); 
teaching ability (Melvin, 1957=402); warmth, establishes, rapport easily, 
adaptable, motivates students (Merson,■1956:496-501); well adjusted, 
interest in teaching instead of research, cultured background, loyalty 
to the institution, interest in subject matter, adequate professional
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training, good habits of citizenship (Hillvray, 1958:186); -understands 
the institution, communicates well (.American Association of Junior 
Colleges, 1966); possess a masters degree, positive attitude toward 
extracurricular activities, taken courses on the mission of the com­
munity college (Blocker, Plummer, Richardson, 1965:48); likes the 
junior college atmosphere, sold on the value of community college educa­

tion, dedicated to teaching, empathetic (Kelley and Wilbur,1970:55-57)I' 
participates in community activities (.Solomon, 1968:125); academic depth 

as well as breadth, student teaching in a community college, and know­
ledge of the sociological foundations of education. (Stone, 1958:369)• 

These traits or characteristics make an impressive list when 
taken collectively. If any faculty member could have all these quali­
fications , he or she would be a superteacher and would have no trouble 
finding employment. Preparation programs are faced with the task of 

trying to find ways to develop these traits in the students who will 

become community college faculty. '

The fact must be faced that few if any teachers will have all,' 

the desired traits. Three authors reported studies which identified ■ 
weaknesses in community college teachers. Pugh and.Morgan asked com- 
munity college administrators about weaknesses in their teachers.

About fifty shortcomings were identified. They named every desired 
trait listed in the literature as lacking.in some of the faculty. -Over 

half of the respondents identified problems of new faculty members
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•coining from graduate schools as emotional and physical health, and lack 
of orientation toward the community college philosophy. (Pugh and 
Morgan, 19^3:^30)

Stone (1958) identified four major weaknesses in community col­
lege faculty:

One deficiency is too narrow specialization in a 
single subject. A lack of understanding of the concept of 
general education. Too little stress on the concept of the ' 
junior college as an institution - its place in higher edu­
cation and its unique role as a community college. There is 
a lack of understanding of the learning process, (p.368-369)

The areas pointed out by these authors can and should be improved by 
better pre-service and in-service preparation. Programs should be de­
signed which will ameliorate these weaknesses.

PROBLEMS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

The weaknesses discussed in the previous section were those 
identified by administrators. Blake surveyed junior college teachers 

and identified the ten problems of greatest concern to them. Those' 
problems were: -

. . .attempting to teach students whose high school 
preparation had been poor; adjusting assignments and written 
work to the ability of the students; making provision for 
individual differences; integrating the work of the high 
school and the work of the Junior college; revising the 
curriculum; integrating the work of the junior college and 
higher institutions; cooperating with students in building 
loyalty to the college; assisting students to learn how to 
study effectively; cooperating with students in the develop­
ment of their personalities; assisting students to learn 
their responsibility to society. (Blake, 19^3:57)
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Siehr developed a lengthy questionnaire which contained seventy- 

two possible problems for faculty. He asked new faculty to indicate . 
which problems they had encountered and which persisted. Lack of time 
ranked first in frequency and persistence. Other problems which ranked 
high were: arousing and maintaining student interest; adapting instruc­
tion to individual differences, dealing with students who require 
special attention to overcome deficiencies, understanding college 
policies to be followed in curriculum development and revision, chal­

lenging superior students, grading or marking students' work, and in­
creasing my effectiveness in student counseling techniques.
(Siehr, 1962:6l)

The studies by Blake (19^3) and Siehr (1962) identified similar 
types of problems. Garrison (.1967:16-17) also found lack of time to 

be the greatest single problem for community college faculty. Cohen 

and Drawer (1973) in their studies of humanities faculty in junior col­
leges reported that teachers, when asked what they would like to do with 

a summer or extra time, indicated that they would like to be able to 

spend more time in research, in graduate courses, and in interaction 
with students. This finding also seemed to indicate a lack of time, 
which would agree with the previously mentioned studies.

Loomis (1964:9^) questioned community college administrators in 
the western states and found the single most important problem in the 

academic preparation of community college faculty to be insufficient
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grounding in the philosophy of the community college. A lack of under­

standing or acceptance of the community college philosophy could have 

created or at least contributed to many of the problems identified by. 

the authors listed in this section. Loomis recommended pre-service and 

in-service, education programs which he felt would be capable of amelio­

rating many of these problems. Studies conducted since 1964 indicate 

that those programs have not been successfully adopted.

HIGHEST DEGREE ATTAINED

Over sixty studies have reported information concerning the 

highest degree attained by community college faculty. TABLE I, page 

30-36, contains a chronological listing of those studies and their 

results. Although a few of these studies included schools from the 

northwest, none was conducted exclusively in the northwest.

The proportions of the faculty with each degree varied consider­

ably depending on the particular type of faculty or part of the country 

being studied. O 1Banion concluded in his study and book that the per-, 

centages had remained constant for the last ten years. He found the 

averages to be about seven percent doctors degrees(01Banion, 1972:54). 

The studies in TABLE I, page 30-36, confirmed that finding. .The last 

two studies, Johnson (1977) and Phair (1977), reported an increase in 

the number of doctorates. Phair had discovered this trend when he
J

wrote his dissertation in 1975< He predicted an increase in doctorates



Highest Degree Attained by Junior College Faculty (in percent)

30
TABLE I

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

McDowell, 1919 
Nationwide, all faculty

13.8 49.0 31.2 ■ 6.0

Koos, 1924
Nationwide, all ,faculty

32.2 23.1 4i.4 3.6

Ewing, 1925
California, all faculty

17.1 . 23.9 59.0.

Koos , 1925
Nationwide, all faculty

4.4 52.4 41.2' ' 2.0

Wahlquist, 1930 
Nationwide, all faculty

7.0 29.0 59.0 , 5.0

Eells, 1931
Nationwide, all faculty

3.0 47.0 47.0 3.0

Hollis, 1941
Nationwide, terminal faculty

13.0 29.0 52.0 6.0

Koos , October 194-7 
Midwest, South, California 
All faculty

3.3 26.8 63.6 6.3

Mushitz, 1947 
Nationwide, all faculty

10.2* 77.1 12.7

Colvert and Litton, 1953 
Nationwide, all faculty

4.9 23.1 67.6 6.2

Colvert and Baker, 1954 
Nationwide, all faculty

5.7 19.7 67.3 7.3

Levy, 1957 16.0 67.0 17.0:'
One Texas college 
Academic faculty
^includes those with less than a bachelors degree
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TABLE I (continued)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

Levy, 1957
One Texas college
Terminal faculty

67.0 15.0 18.0

Eckert and Stecklein, 1959 
Minnesota, all faculty

16.0« 80.0 4.0 •

Laffin, 1959
New York, mathematics faculty

40.0 57.8 2.2

Rainey, 1959
Oklahoma, accounting faculty

23.4 76.6

Clark, I960
One California college 
All faculty

4.5 31.3 59.7 4.5

Hawk, i960
Nationwide, administrators

4.3 51.9 43.8

Hawk, i960
AACJC records, administrators

6.9 57-0 35.7 ..

Medsker, i960
Fifteen states, all faculty

8.8 17.0 . 64.0 9*6

Donnelly, 1961 
Michigan, all faculty

2.5 89.9 7.6

Montgomery, 1962 
Florida, all faculty and 
administrators

4.0* 81.0 . 12.0

Siehr, 1962
Nationwide, new faculty

1.2 18.4 73.2 7.2

Loomis, 196U
Western states, all faculty

2.3 13.8 74.5 8.9

^includes those with less than a bachelors .degree
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TABLE I (continued)

Author and Date Less than
Location and Sample Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

Smith, 1964
Nationwide, all faculty

11.4 79-5 9.1

Blocker, 1965 
Nationwide, all faculty

1.2 18.4 73.2 7.2'-

Blocker and others, 1965 
South and Southwest, all faculty

'12.3 78.0 9.7

Lipscomb, 1965 
Mississippi, all faculty

20.0* 78.0 2.0

Maul, 1965
Nationwide, new faculty

23.0* 70.0 7.0

Birnbaum, 1966
New York, all faculty

3.2 21.8 64.0 11.6

Phair, 1968 (1967-68) 
California, new faculty

21.0* 76.0 3.0

Cashin, 1968 
California, all faculty

5.8* 83.8 10.3

Hurlburt, 1968 
Florida, all faculty

11.0* 77.0 12.0

Leet, 1968
Missouri, all faculty

6.5 89.O 4.5

National Science Foundation, 1968 
Nationwide, science faculty

3.0 ' 11.0, 77.0 9..0

Phair, 1968 (1968-69)
California, new faculty

18.0* 78.0 4.0

Anderson and Thornblod, 1969 
Illinois, all faculty

6.0 13.0 77.0 4:0

^includes those with less than- a bachelors degree
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TABLE I (continued)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

Beazley, 1969 
Nationwide, all faculty

18.4* 74.9 5-9

Morrison, 1969 
Florida, all faculty

14.0* 79.0 7.0 •

Reynolds, 1969 
Nationwide, all faculty

5.0 19.0 69.0 7.0

Yarrington, 1969 
Florida, all faculty

11.0* 77.0 12.0

ICoos, 1970 ■
Nationwide, public faculty

4.0 46.0 47.0 3.0

Koos, 1970
Northern states, private faculty

6.0 58.0 35.0.- 2.0

Cohen and associates, 1971 
Nationwide, all faculty

24.0* 69.O 7.0

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 
Nationwide, all faculty

3.5 10.2 77.7 8.6

Buxton, 1972
Phoenix College, all faculty

1.6 78.5 19.8-

Hawaii**, 1972 
Hawaii, all faculty

3.0 8.0 74.0 7.0

Hisert, 1972
New York, all faculty

10.1 84.5 5.4

O1Banion, 1972 
Nationwide, all faculty

18.Q 75.0 • 7.0

*includes those with, less than a bachelors degree

**Title: Selected Characteristics of Full-^Time Professional Staff
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TABLE I (continued)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorhte

Ohm, 1972
Nationwide, physics faculty

1.0 79.4 O vo

Principe, 1972
New York, science faculty

10.1 74.8 16.1

Rydzik, 1972
New York, allied health faculty

6.2 16.4 68.9 4.0

Rydzik, 1972
New York, allied health
administrators

. 3.1 9.4 56.3 ' 28.1

Thornton, 1972 
Florida, all faculty

7.0* 89.0 7.0

Bushnell, 1973 
Nationwide, all faculty

5.6 13.9 75.0 5.5

Cash, 1973
Texas, natural science faculty

3.4 80.2 16.4

Larson, 1973 
California, new faculty

9.0 17.0 ' 67.0 O 7.0 . ■

Reade, 1973
Mississippi, all faculty ■

4.1 85.8 10.2

Smith, 1973 ■
Texas, allied health faculty

31.2 4l.l 17.8 2.3

Brown, 1974
North Central Association area 
all faculty

8.4 31.0 53.7 6.9 '

Grymes, 1974
One Virginia college, part-time 
faculty

■^includes those with less than a

5.0 34.7

bachelors degree

52.8 T.5
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TABLE I (.continued)

Author and Date Less than
Location and Sample ________ Bachelors Bachelors Masters- Doctorate

Grymes, 197^
One Virginia college, full-time 
faculty

1.0 9.0 74.0 16.0

Hale, 1974
Nationwide, mathematics faculty

6.7 23..4 65.5 4.4

Kumpf, 1974
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky 
Administrators y

2.2 9.0 69.7 19.1-

Kumpf, 1974
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, 
all faculty

4.9 22.4 66.6 6.1

Sylves, 1974
New York, all faculty

3.8 13.7 72.4 8.8

Hawaii**, 1975 
Hawaii, all faculty

15.0 20.0 57.0 8.0

Hill, 1975
Pennsylvania, all faculty

21.7* 72.7

in.LfX

Phair, 1975
California, all faculty

28.0* . 65.0 .7^0

Cohen and Brawer, 1976 
Nationwide, humanities' faculty

10.0* 76.0 i4.o

Quanty, 1976
One Kansas college, part-time 
faculty

8.0 ■ 23.0 56.0 V'13.0

Johnson, Robert, 1977 
Western states, administrators

8.0 52.0 .,40.0

'I
*includes those with less than a bachelors degree

**Title: Selected Characteristics of' Full-Time Professional .Steiff
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TABLE I (continued)

Author and Date Less than
Location and Sample Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate'

Johnson, Robert, 1977 
Western states, all faculty

5-0 71.0 19.0 -

Phair, 1977
California, new faculty

23.0* 65.0 12.0

^includes those with less than a bachelors degree

because of keener competition in four-year colleges and because of 

better opportunities to teach in the community colleges. He also ex-■ 

plained that the number of faculty with less than a masters degree had 

increased because of the new emphasis on para-professional, vocational- 

technical , and occupation programs which did not need faculty with ad­

vanced degrees (Phair,1975:^1-53) His findings agree with the predic­

tion of Cheit (1971) Vhich was discussed in Chapter I.
'

Although the academic degrees possessed by community collage 

faculty remained relatively constant for many years, recent trends indi­

cate that changes have begun to take place. There is now an over supply 

of teachers, employers are being more selective, and the academic quali­

fication of community college faculty members is increasing (Stone,1978)

DESIRABLE ACADEMIC DEGREE

Attitudes concerning which, academic degree is most desirable for- 

community college faculty have been mixed and changing. Garrison
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(1941:135-136) stated that the masters degree is almost universally- 
accepted as the desired degree. This sentiment was restated by Sexson 
and Harbeson (1946);

As a general principle, it may be stated that in 
the academic departments the minimum amount of academic1 
training acceptable for appointments as a junior college, 
instructor is that represented by the master’s degree with 
a major in the field of his teaching. In some cases, the 
equivalent of a master’s degree may prove satisfactory, 
but in general it will be found that the best evidence of 
advanced training is the actual possession of the advanced 
degree, (p.l80)

Pugh (1947), Colvert (1952), Chambers (1976), and Johnson (1977), all 
reported the same finding. These studies dealt with faculty teaching 
in transfer programs and little attention was given to faculty in 
terminal programs.

Other writers reported that the doctorate is not a desirable 
degree as community college teacher preparation. Garrison (1967:70) 

stated that "there is general agreement that the PhD is not necessary 
for junior college teaching. It is recognized and respected as a re­

search degree; but it represents a depth and manner of training rarely, 
required of junior college faculty." Kovack (1972:31) noted that 

Michigan administrators felt that "the doctorate as a degree for faculty 

members is- not needed or wanted in the community college."
The masters degree remained as the primary degree in theory and 

in fact. Other degrees were invented as alternatives. The "Diplomate 

in Collegiate Teaching" degree was begun at the University of Miami in
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conjunction with Miami-Dade Junior College (Besvinick and Fryer,1969). 
This degree had some positive advantages, hut offered nothing not al­
ready available in a well planned doctoral program. The Doctor of Arts 
degree has been tried, but Johnson (1977) found little better acceptance 
of this degree than the traditional doctorate as preparation for the 
community college teacher.

Previously cited studies show that the masters degree still holds 

the most promise as a desired degree for community college transfer pro­
gram faculty. Too little information is available to make conclusions 
about faculty in terminal programs. However, the content rather than 

the name of the degree seems to be most important. Content of prepa­
ration programs will be discussed later in this chapter.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

The teaching experience of community college faculty has often 
been recorded as a part of other studies. The results of nearly fifty 

such studies are presented in TABLE 2, page 39* Again, none of these 

studies were conducted in the northwest.
■ The trend, as these studies show, was from recruiting the 

greatest share of the faculty from the secondary schools to hiring 
teachers from many sources. Eells(1931) reported that eighty percent 
of the California faculty had secondary school experience. Phair(1977). 

questioned new faculty in California and found that only twelve percent
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TABLE 2
Teaching Experience of Junior College Faculty (in percent**)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Grad
School

Non-
Educ

Elem
Sch

High
Sch

Commun
College

4-year 
\College

Wahlquist, 1930 
Nationwide, all faculty

28.1 53.1 32.1

Eells, 1931
California, all faculty

21.0 80.0 34.0

Garrison, November, 1941 
Nationwide, all faculty

38.0 ' 70.0 : ' 35.0

Koos, November, 1947
Midwest, South, California, all faculty

6.2 12.1 61.7 ■ 7.3 12.7

Roland, 1953
Nationwide, administrators

19.0 70.0
■■

Levy., 1957
One Texas college, academic faculty

11.5 29.4 59.0 g.9 41.2

Levy', 1957
One Texas college, terminal faculty

7-5 17.5 '12.5

Laffin, 1959
New York, mathematics faculty

20.0

Clark, I960
One California college, all faculty

■13.0 2.0 67.0 ' 3.0 15.0

Hawk, i960
Nationwide, administrators

27.2 •15.9 40.9 31.8' 34.0

Medsker, i960 ■
Fifteen states, all faculty

64.0*

Montgomery, 1962
Florida, all faculty and administrators

70.0*. 44.0

Siehr, 1962
Nationwide, new faculty

10.9 49.4 19.1 ■ 23.5

Siehr and others, 1963 
Nationwide, all faculty

11.0 49.0 , -25.O

Siehr and others, 1963 
Nationwide, new faculty

20.5 ' 27.1 ■ 2.1 /30.6 7.0 ■ 11.4

Johnson, 1964 (1957-58) 23.0 46.0. 15,0 . 13.0
California, new faculty
**Not all studies will have figures which total 100%. This is because of the various ways 
of reporting experience.
*reported as from public schools. May include both elementary and high school experience.



TABLE 2 (continued)
Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Grad
School

Non-
Educ

Elem
Sch

High
Sch

Commun
College

4-year
College

Johnson, 1961* (1962-63) 
California, new faculty

27.0 37.0 16.0 13.0

Johnson, 1964 
Nationwide, all faculty

27.6 11.1 30.0 ■ 17.6

Wattenbarger, 1964 
Nationwide, all faculty

21.0 11.0 33.0 " 17.0

Carter, 1965 
Florida, all faculty

11.1 66.7 11.5 30.8

Lipscomb, 1965 
Mississippi, all faculty

66.0*

Maul, 1965
Nationwide, new faculty

23.7 22.9 1.3 31.3 17.1

National Education Association, 1965 
Nationwide, new faculty

24.0 11.3 30.0 ■ 17.0

Birnbaum, 1966
New York, new faculty

0.5 ' 35.1 28.2 9.8 ■ 26.3

Gleazer, 1967 
Florida, new faculty.

36.0 10.0 27.0 . i4.o

Gleazer,.1967
Miami-Dade Junior College, all faculty .

11.5 23.4 31.0* 28.0

Cashin, 1968 
California, all faculty

12.3 18.4 44.7 19.8 -

Farris, 1968
New York Metropolitan Region; new faculty

12.0. 15.0 20.0 46.0

Good and others, 1968 
Kansas, all faculty

17.0 67.0 11.0 5.0

Hurlburt, 1968 
Florida, all faculty

70.0* '

Leet, 1968
Missouri, all faculty

20.d

Phair, 1968 (1967-68)
California, new faculty

9.0 11.0 .2.0 36.0 19.0 15.0

Phair, 1968 (1968-69)
California, new faculty -

7.0 11.0 34.0 19.0 19,0

^reported as from public schools. May include both elementary and high school experience.



TABLE 2 (continued)
Author and Date 
Location and Sample

Grad
School

Non- 
Educ ■

Elem
Sch

High
Sch

Commun
College

4-year
College

Cohen and Brawer, 1969 
Nationwide, humanities faculty

3.6 53.1 ■ ' 36.'8

Morrison, 1969 
Florida, all faculty

53.0*

Phair, 1969
California, new faculty

, 4.5 19.0 5.0 36.5* 20.00 ■ 15.0

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 
Nationwide, all faculty

22.0 10.0 33.0* 11.0

Buxton, 1972 . . ,
Phoenix College, all faculty

1 8.4 . ■ 7.0 11.3 38.5 4.2 ■ 30:5

Hisert, 1972
New York, all faculty

8.9' 16.1 49.4' 19.6 • .28.0

Eydzik, 1972
New York, allied health faculty

11.8 12.4 25.2 32; 8

Rydzik, 1972
New York, allied health administrators

9.4 9.4 53.3 5.6.3

Thornton, 1972 
Florida, all faculty '

20.0

Bushnell; 1973 
Nationwide, all faculty

10.7 40.8' . l4.l . • 26.8

Cash, 1973
Texas, natural science faculty

• 51.7

Larson, 1973 
California, new faculty

. 13.0 27.0 2.0 17.0 26.0 , 15,0

Reade, 1973
Mississippi, all faculty

42.6 56.1 100.00 18.9

Reade, 1973 (more recent study) 
Mississippi, all faculty

21.6 2.0 10.9 46.6 18.9

Smith, 1973
Texas, allied health faculty

52.0 4.6- 6.9 48.0 7-5

Brown, 197^
North Central Assn, region, all faculty

' 19.2 48.8 1.0 4.9 14.3 11.8

Fricke,' 197^ 22.0 • 24.3 ■ 31.4* 8.1 13.8
Florida and Texas, psychology faculty
“reported as from public schools. May include both elementary and high school experience.



TABLE 2 (continued)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample.

Grad 
School■

•Non—
Educ

. Elem 
Sch

High
Sch

Commun
College

4-year
College

Kumpf5 191b
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, all faculty

6.3 35.6 63.9 - .

Kiimpf, 191b
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, administrators

5.6 48.3 58.4

Phair, 1975
California,, new faculty !

5-0 • 3,0 l6.0 31.0 16.0

Phair, 1977
California, new faculty

20.0 2.0 '12.0 44.0. 15.0

had secondary experience while fifteen percent had taught in four-year , 

colleges, and twenty percent had come from non-teaching positions. The 
increased proportion of faculty with four-year college teaching experi- . 

ence has followed the prediction of Cheit (197.1) as discussed in the ,pre­

vious chapter. Phair (1975) explained the increase as a reflection of 
a shortage of jobs in the colleges and universities. He also theorized 

that fewer teachers with secondary, experience were being hired because

more applicants with community college and four-year college teaching.
- ' -

experience were available and preferred. He further pointed out that . 

more fatiulty came without any teaching experience because more community 
colleges were obtaining, both ■ full-time and part-time faculty members' 

from, the Ideal community.
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Increased diversity of experience of the faculty has offered new 

potential and new problems for administrators and new challenges for 
people attempting to design preparation programs for community college 
faculty.

DESIRABLE TEACHING EXPERIENCE .

Early leaders in the junior college movement envisioned the 
junior college as an extension of the secondary school. This concept 
led administrators to seek and employ faculty with secondary teaching 
experience. Hamlin (.1950) in a study in California, reported that 

sixty-three percent of the administrators wanted faculty members with 

high school experience. The reasons given were because faculty with 
this experience were more sympathetic toward students and their problems 

and because they were better able to relate subject matter to the needs 

of the students (pp.236-239)• Dolan (1952:330) reported that high 
school teaching experience was desirable because the preparation of 

high school teachers had emphasized teaching rather than research.

Levy (1957=48) found that high school experience was rated as being of 
great value due to the close relationship between secondary school and 

community college and to former secondary school teachers’ improved 
ability to understand the student.

Other writers have made conflicting suggestions. Garrison (l94l) 

wrote that "administrators prefer instructors with experience first in
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other public junior colleges; second, in colleges and universities; 
third, in high, schools" (p.136). Buechel (.19^8:117) stated that "those 
who have had practical experience in industry or professional fields 
develop into better instructors."

The literature indicates that the issue of desired or optimum 
experience of faculty members has not been decided but attitudes are 

changing. Administrators seem to have moved from preferring secondary 
experience to looking for teachers who have varied backgrounds and work 
experiences.

EXPERIENCE AS A JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENT

■Two problems of faculty mentioned earlier in this chapter were: 
insufficient grounding in the philosophy of the community college, 

(Loomis,1964) and failure to understand the junior college (Colvert, 
1952). Teachers who have had experience as students in the junior col­

lege find it easier to cope with these problems. TABLE 3, page .45, 
presents the findings of studies concerning this aspect of the back­
ground of teachers. "

The percentage of teachers who have had experience as a junior 
college student should be gradually increasing as a result of the in­

creased number of students attending junior colleges before entering 
four-year institutions. However, too few studies were found to ade­

quately establish a trend.



TABLE 3
Faculty With Experience as a Junior College Student (percent)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample Yes None
Gopdon, 19^9 
California, all faculty

10.0 90.0

Medsker, i960
Fifteen states, all faculty

.27.0 73.0

Montgomery, 1962 16.0 84.0
Florida, all faculty and administrators

Lipscomb, 1965 
Mississippi, all faculty

52.0 48.0

Good and others, 1968 
Kansas, all faculty

30.Q 70.0

Leet, 1968
Missouri, all faculty

7-5 92.5

Morrison, 1969 
Florida, all faculty

20.0 80.0 ■

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 
Nationwide, all faculty

28.0 72.0

Hisert, 1972
New York, all faculty

13.7 ' 86.3

Cash, 1973
Florida, all faculty

11.0 ■ 89.0

Cohen and Drawer, 1976 
Nationwide, humanities faculty

25.1 74.1

Evans, 1970
Nationwide, all faculty

26.2 73.8
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The study by Evans (,1970;67) found, experience as a junior college 
student to be significant at the .0001 level as a factor relating to 
faculty agreement with, the community college philosophy. He recommended 
that "communities should give preference to applicants who have been 
junior college students" (p.88). He thought faculty with a background 
as a junior college student would help the community college accomplish' 
its goals.

PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

The central aspect of teacher preparation considered in this 

study was professional preparation. Some community college instructors 
have had formal course work designed primarily for teachers. Others 

have come into the teaching profession with no teacher training. ■

According to Loomis (196U) administrators thought the most im­
portant problem of faculty was a lack of grounding in the philosophy of 

the community college. After his study of junior colleges, Medsker 

(1960:319) wrote that "even the most adequate preparation of teachers , 
is incomplete if their attitudes toward the junior college is incom­

patible with its purpose."
Morrison's study revealed that taking a formal course or an in- 

service program in education helped faculty to more fully accept the . 

philosophy of the community college (Morrison,1969:159). Another con-, 

elusion he reached was that "the greater the acceptance of the community



junior college concept bypublic junior college faculty, the greater 
the probability that they will exhibit more student consideration in 
their role orientation."

In a similar study, Montgomery (1962) found that faculty who ac­
cepted the community college philosophy were more likely to have had a 
teaching methods course than were those who did not accept that phil­

osophy. Litton (1953), studying the preparation of teachers, discovered 

that a.course in the history of education had been a part of the prepa­
ration of more "good" teachers than those in the control group. Carter 
(1965: l80-l8l) found that teachers who had taken courses in Testing 
and Measurements and Foundations of Education were more likely to be 

rated "high" by administrators than teachers who had not taken these 
courses.

The results of studies which explored the professional prepa­
ration of teachers are presented in TABLE U, page 48. The only national 

study which reported this data was Medsker and Tillery (1971) who found 
that one third of the faculty had taken a course dealing- with the 
community college.

The relationship between taking a course dealing with the com­
munity college and faculty agreement with the community philosophy was . 

studied by Evans (1970). He found this course to be significant at the'

.0001 level. Apparently, having taken a course dealing with the com­
munity college did make a difference in faculty acceptance of the
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TABLE k

Professional Preparation of Community College■Faculty (percent)

Author and Date 
Location and Sample

None
Some Community.
Education College 
Courses Course

Levy,, 1957
One Texas college, academic faculty

76.0 10.0

Laffin, 1959
New York, mathematics faculty

35.6 64.4

Good and others, 1968 
Kansas, all faculty

32.0 33.0 33.0

Leet, 1968
Missouri, all faculty

16.0 ■ 84.0

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 
Nationwide, all faculty

33.0

Hisert, 1972
New York, all faculty

50.0 50.0 3.6

Cash, 1973
Texas, natural science faculty

43.0 57.0 57.0

■Evans, 1970
Nationwide, all faculty

. 22.5

. *•
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community college philosophy Cp■66-67).

These studies and those cited earlier indicated that faculty 

acceptance- of the community college philosophy and the resulting.teacher 
effectiveness were enhanced by professional preparation. A course 

dealing with the community college was especially helpful to faculty. 
Evans (1970:88) recommended that "community colleges should give pref- . 
erence to applicants. . .who have taken a course in the junior college." 
He further recommended that "courses on the community college need to 
be offered more widely and made more acceptable."

The present study attempted to determine which professional edu­
cation courses were most important and needed to be included in the 

preparation programs. It also attempted to differentiate between the 
needs of faculty teaching in transfer programs and faculty teaching in 

terminal programs.

PREPARATION PROGRAMS

Correspondence with the American Association of Community and 
Junior Colleges '(AACJC) revealed that they listed one hundred two col­

leges and universities which offer some type of preparation.for com­

munity college faculty in 1977 (Castillo, 1978). The AACJC list makes 
no distinction between schools which offer full degree programs and 

those which offer only a few courses. The AACJC does not list schools 
or organizations which conduct primarily in-service programs.
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The schools from the geographic area of this study which offer 

pre-service community college courses are: Idaho State University,

University of Oregon, Oregon State University, Brigham Young University, 
University of Utah, Eastern Washington University, University of Wash­

ington, Washington State University, University of Wyoming (Castillo, 
1978), and Montana State University.

The major weakness, in most traditional preparation programs has 
been that the graduates are too narrow and too specialized. Pugh and 
Morgan (194k), Fields and Pike (1950), and Stone (1958) all addressed 

this weakness. 0'Banion (.1972) in his book noted that;
The disciplines in universities are inflexible;■ 

the colleges of education are unsure and unpracticed.
Available instructors are either discipline-oriented, 
narrow, subject-matter specialists or secondary school- 
oriented, college of education graduates. Neither is 
prepared to instruct at the community-junior college..
(p.84)

He goes on to say that many of the courses in these pre-service programs 
are often taught by faculty who have had no experience with the com­

munity college.

A list of ten weaknesses in professional preparation programs was 

developed by Pugh and Morgan (1944).
1. Preparation is frequently of a narrow and specialized nature.
2. Have the content point of view rather than the student point 

of view.
3. Lack of suitable balance of subject-matter and professional 

training.
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k. Do not understand the junior college.

5• Fail to develop personality traits adapted to the dynamic 
leadership of youth.

6. Lack ability or knowledge to relate their teaching to 
practical everyday problems.

7• Placement officers make recommendations upon insufficient 
evidence.

8. Interested in research, not classroom teaching.
9• Considered junior college with attitudes of condescension.
10. Lack of work experience (.p. h06-h0Q).

The similarity of these statements by Pugh and Morgan in 1 9 W  and those 

by 0'Banion in 1972 indicate that the same weaknesses and problems 
have persisted.

PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION COURSES

The desirable or ideal preparation for community college teachers 

has been studied since shortly after the junior college movement began. 
It would be impractical and beyond the scope of this study to review 

every study individually. Most of the studies or writers recommended 
particular content ranging from one course to a complete two or three 
year masters or doctoral program. TABLE 5, page 535 presents an over­
view of the courses recommended and the number of studies which recom­

mended each course as a necessary part of the pre-service preparation
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of community college teachers. TABLES 6 to 14, pages 54-59, list the 
authors recommending each course.

As TABLE 5i page 53, indicates, the course most often recommended 
by researchers and authors was the Teaching Internship (TABLE l4, 
page, 59). Just as student teaching is a prerequisite for certification 
of public school teachers in most states, these authors basically recom­
mended the same for community college faculty. The writers did not.rec­

ommend certification but the supervised teaching experience-was viewed 
as a valuable, if not essential, aspect of professional preparation;

They recommended that, other things being equal, administrators should 
give preference to applicants who had participated in a supervised 
teaching experience in a community college.

The second most frequently mentioned course was The Community 

College (TABLE 6, page 54). Faculty, administrators, and writers in 
this field identified a course on the community college, its functions, 
organization, and philosophy as vital to community college teachers.

Morrison (1969) and Evans (.1970) both studied what effect a course on
.

the community college had on a faculty member's acceptance of the com- 

munity college.philosophy. They both found that such a course was 

significantly related to faculty acceptance of the community college 

philosophy.
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OVERVIEW OE COURSES RECOMMENDED
TABLE 5

Number of Studies
____________________________ ______________________ Making Recommendation

Teaching Internship 55
TABLE Ik
Tlie Community College 5k
TABLE 6
Techniques of Teaching 37
TABLE 10
Characteristics of Community College Students 
TABLE 7
Principles of Counseling and Guidance 
TABLE 8

Evaluation 2k
TABLE 13
Curriculum Development 22
TABLE 12
Educational Psychology of Junior College Students 17
TABLE 9

Learning Theory l6
TABLE 11

36

26

Course Title or Description 
Location of Data _____



TABLE 6

The Community College: It's Functions, Organization, and Philosophy

Author and Date Author and Date

Eells, 1936 La Grandeur, 1966
Garrison, 19Ulb Samlin, 1967
Pugh and Morgan, 1943 Cashin, 1968
Blake, 1944 Hurlburt, 1968
Pugh, 1947 Leet, 1968
Koos, 1949 Pass, 1968
Smith, 1949 Cashin, 1969
Colvert, 1950 Gleazer, 1969
Koos, 1950 Stratton, 1969
Tapley, 1950 Ward, 1969
Colvert, 1952 Evans, 1970
Dolan, 1952 Moore, 1970
Hawkins, 1955 Hisert, 1972
Merson, 1956 0'Banion, 1972
Levy, 1957 Ohm, 1972
Hillway, 1958 Rydzik, 1972
Levy, 1958 Thorntonj 1972
Stone, 1958 Lewis, 1973
Laffin, 1959 Reade, 1973
Pyle, 1962 Stockdale and Wochok, 1973
Siehr, 1962 Huff, Kinneavy and.Kline", 1974
Rudick,. 1963 Kumpf, 1974
Eaton, 1964 Sylves, 1974
Fitzgerald, 1964 Chambers, 1976
Loomis, 1964 Hammons and Wallace, 1976
Blocker and o t h e r s 1965 Moe, 1977
Carter, 1965 Smith, 1977
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TABLE 7

Characteristics of Community College Students

Author and Date Author and Date

Garrison, 19Ulh Cashin, 1969
Koos, 19U9 Gleazer, 1969
Smith, I9U9 Stratton, 1969
Kpos, 1950 Ward, 1969
Colvert, 1952 Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
Dolan, 1952 Moore, 1970
Merson, 1956 Hisert, 1972
Tapley, 1956 O 'Banion,'1972 .
Levy, 1957 Rydzik, 1972
Stone, 1958 Thornton, 1972
Medsker, i960 Reade, 1973
Eaton, 1964 Lewis, 1973
LaGrandeur, 1966 Huff, Kinneavy and Kline, 1974
Louk, 1966 Sylves, 1974
Samlin, 1967 Phair, 1975
Cashin, 1968 Hammons and Wallace, 1976
Hurlhurt, 1968 Moe, 1977
Leet, 1968 Smith, 1977
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TABLE 8
Principles of Counseling and Guidance

Author and Date Author and Date

Garrison, November 19^1 Siehr, 1962
Garrison, December 19^1 Rudick., 1963
Pugh and Morgan, 19^3 Gleazer, 1969
Pugh, 19^7 Moore, 1970
Smith, I9U9 Gunderson, 1971
Colvert, 1950 Lindahl, 1971
Colvert, 1952 Hisert, 1972
Dolan, 1952 Ohm, 1972
Tapley, 1956 Principe, 1972
Levy, 1958 Thornton, 1972
Stone, 1958 Kumpf, 197%
Laffin, 1959 Moe, 1977
Pyle, 1962 Smith, 1977

TABLE 9
Educational Psychology of Junior College Students

Author and Date Author and Date

Garrison, November 19%1 Laffin, 1959
Garrison, December 19%1 Donnelly, 196l .

Blake, 19%% Carter, 1965
Koos, 19%9 Ward, 1969
Colvert, 1950 Ohm, 1972 ,

Koos, 1950 Thornton, 1973
Dolan, 1952 Smith, 1973
Tapley, 1956 Kumpf, 197%
Levy, 1957
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TABLE 10

Techniques of Teaching

Author and Date Author and Date

Eells, 1936 Leet, 1969 1
Blake, 1944 Ward, 1969
Koos, 1949 Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
Smith, 1949 Gunderson, 1971
Colvert, 1950 Lindahl, 1971
Colvert, 1952 Hisert, 1972
Dolan, 1952 0'Banion, 1972
Tapley, 1956 . Ohm, 1972
Levy, 1957 Principe, 1972
Hillway, 1958 Rydzik, 1972
Laffin, 1959 Thornton, 1972
Donnelly, 1961 Smith, 1973
Montgomery, 1962 Stockdale and Wochok,' 1973
Loomis, 1964 Huff, Kinneavy and Kline, 1974
Carter, 1965 Kumpf, 1974
Louk, 1966 Sylves, 1974
Cashin, 1968 Moe, 1977
Gleazer, 1968 
Cashin, 1969

Smith, 1977

TABLE 11 

Learning Theory

Author and Date Author and Date

Garrison, December 194l Ohm, 1972
Tapley, 1956 Rydzik, 1972
Samlin, 1967 Thornton, 1972
Cashin, 1968 Lewis, 1973
Cashin, 1969 Kumpf, 1974
Gleazer, 1969 Sylves, 1974
Stratton, 1969 Smith, 1977
Ward, 1969
Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
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Curriculum Development
TABLE 12

Author and Date Author and Date'

Koos, 1949 
Smith, 1949 
Colvert, 1952 
Koos , 1950 
Colvert, 1952 
Dolan, 1952 
Tapley, 1956 
Hillway, 1958 
Baffin, 1959 
Carter, 1965 
Siehr, 1965

Cashin, 1968 
Cashin, 1969 
Gleazer', 1969 
Stratton, 1969 
Ward,. 1989
Worthen and Shugrue, 1969 
Moore, 1970 
Lewis, 1973 
Rydzifc., 1972
Stockdale and Wochok, 1973 
Kumpf,'1974

TABLE 13 
Evaluation

Author and Date Author and Date

Garrison, November 194l
Garrison, December 194l
Smith, 1949
Colvert, 1950
Colvert, 1952
Koren, 1952
Baffin, 1959
Donnelly, 196l
Rudick, 1963
Cashin, 1968
Tapley, 1958
Levy, 1957

Cashin, 1969 
Ward, 1969 
Moore, 1970 
Rydzik, 1972 
Thornton * 1972 
Reade, 1973
Stockdale and Wochok, 1973 
Stratton, 1973 
Sylves , 1974
Hammons and Wallace, 1978 
Moe, 1977 
Smith, 1977



TABLE Ik

Teaching Internship

Author and Date Author and Date

Eells, 1936 Cashin, 1968
Garrison, 1941 Cohen and Drawer, 1968
Garrison, 1941b Gleazer, 1968
Pugh and Morgan, 1943 Hanzeli, 1968
Blake, 1944 Henry, 1968
Pugh, 1947 Howe, 1968
Bishop, 1948 Leet, 1968
Smith, 1949 Solomon, 1968
Koos,1950 AACJC, 1969
Colvert, 1952 Birkholz, 1969
Dolan, 1952 Gleazer, 1969
Merson, 1956 Stratton, 1969
Tapley, 1956 Ward, 1969
Henderson, 1957 Anderson, 1972
Kinerson, 1957 Cohen and Drawer, 1972
Stone, 1958 Moodie, 1972
Baffin, 1959 Nelson, 1972
Medsker, i960 0 'Banion, 1972
Donnelly, 1961 Ohm, 1972
Wilson, 1961 ' Principe, 1972
Pyle, 1962 Reese, 1972
Clark, 1963 Rydzik, 1972
Eurlch, 1963 Thornton, 1972
Gleazer, 1965 Cash, 1973 .
Cohen, 1967 Lewis, 1973
Garrison, 1967 Kumpf, 1974
Gilbert, 1967
Gleazer, 1967

Chambers, 1976
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IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS

Even the most cursory comparison between the estimated need for ■ 
new community college faculty and the ability of current programs to 
prepare the teachers to meet those needs reveals that community colleges 

will have to look for sources other than conventional university pro­
grams for adequately prepared faculty. Many of the instructors cur­
rently employed have not had the necessary training to prepare them to 

teach in the community college. 0 fBanion (1972) pointed out that the 
only way to meet the training needs of these teachers was the well, 

planned in-service program. ' TABLE 15 presents a list of the authors 

who have written about the need for in-service training.

TABLE 15

In-Service Programs

Author and Date . Author and Date

Ivey', I960 
Samlin, 1967 1 '
Hurlbert, 1968 
Roueche, 1968 
Solomon, 1968 
Wetzler, 1970 
0 'Banion, 1972 
Sims, 1972
Bornheimer., Burns and Dumke, 1973

Croy, 1973 
Smith, 1973 
8Wilson, 1973 
Cohen and Brawer, 1975 - 
Falk, 1975
Justice, June 1976 ■ 
Riechmann and Malec, 1976



6l

Ivey (i960), writing about part-time faculty, noted that adjunct 
faculty often lacked adequate pre-service training. Meeting' the prep­

aration needs of this large segment of the faculty required "a contin­
uous in-service program" (p.4l). According to Solomon (1968) the pur­
pose of the in-service program should be to assist faculty to reach a 
minimum level of preparation.

Samlin (.1967), also concluded that in-service programs were needed 
as an essential part of the preparation of faculty. He found that 
thirty-eight percent of the schools conducted in-service programs, 

twenty-eight percent of those without in-service education planned to 
begin such programs in the next year, and eighty percent of the schools 
held pre-school orientation seminars.

The list of topics for in-service programs which have been pre­
sented or identified as needed was very similar to the courses listed 

in the previous section. Studying topics needed for staff development, 
Justice (1976) found that forty percent of the teachers questioned 
stated that they would attend in-service programs concerning Learning 

Theory and Student Motivation.- The topic, Improving Your Lectures, ■ 

was identified as the next most popular program.

In-service training, as 0'Banion (1972) stated, may offer the 
most feasible and acceptable means of providing adequate preparation 

for the community college faculty. Carefully and skillfully presented 

programs offer real and immediate hope for improving the professional



preparation of faculty. Both the need and success of in-service educa­
tion have been demonstrated.

SUMMARY

This chapter has presented a review of the literature germane to 
community college faculty preparation. The findings of this review can 
be summarized by the following statements.

1. The primary function of the community college is teaching.
2. The community college should attempt to meet the educational 

needs of the local community.

3. Community college faculty must.have a greater interest in 

teaching and in students than their colleagues in four-year institu­
tions .

4. The major weaknesses of community college faculty are too 
narrow a specialization in subject matter and lack of understanding of 
the community college philosophy and role.

5. Lack of time is the greatest problem of the community college 
instructor.

6. The- masters degree is the most common degree held by faculty 
members, and is considered by administrators to be the most suitable 

degree for community college faculty.

7. Although historically, many faculty,members have been re­
cruited from secondary schools, the recent trend is toward seeking
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teachers with previous teaching, experience at the community college- 
level.

8. Experience as a junior college student is perceived as ad- ' 
vantageous for faculty members, and other factors being equal, persons 
with, that background should be given preference.

9. Having taken a course dealing with the community college is 
significant factor in helping a faculty member accept the philosophy of 
the community college. Nationwide, only about one quarter of the 
faculty have taken such a course.

; 10. There-are IOU colleges and universities nationwide offering

some pre-service preparation for community college faculty. Their 
capability to produce new faculty, is well below the predicted require­
ments of community colleges.

11. The teaching internship, the community college, characteris­

tics of students, and the techniques of teaching are the courses most 

often identified as desirable in preparation programs.
12. In-service programs are needed to fill the present needs for 

professional preparation of faculty members.

Preparation of its faculty may be the most critical issue in the 
success of the community college. The lack of definitive studies of 
preparation and. the total lack of studies of community college faculty 
in the northwest, indicate the need for further study.

The differences between faculty who teach in transfer programs



and faculty who teach in terminal programs has not been addressed in 
the literature.



CHAPTER 3

PROCEDURES

INTRODUCTION

The problem of this study was to develop a descriptive profile 
of faculty and administrators at community colleges in the northwest., 
and to examine their responses concerning the ideal pre-service and 
in-service preparation of community college faculty.

Random samples of faculty and administrators were•surveyed with 

a mailed questionnaire to obtain the data. The data was analyzed to 
determine an ideal pre-service program for faculty and' to determine the 

need for pre-service and in-servic'e preparation programs in the north­
west .

POPULATION DESCRIPTION AND SAIiPLING PROCEDURE

The population for this study was the faculty and administra­
tors of two-year colleges listed in the 1976 Community, Junior, and 

Technical College Directory.(Drake 1976) in the states of Alaska,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. A total 

of seventy-six schools were listed in this geographic area. Thes.e 

schools were contacted and asked to participate in the study. The 

fifty-nine schools listed in APPENDIX A agreed to participate. The 
three schools listed in APPENDIX B declined to participate, two 

schools had become four-year colleges since 1976, and the twelve
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schools listed in APPENDIX B did not acknowledge the request. The 
two colleges which had "become four-year schools were no longer consid­
ered for this study. The twelve schools who did not respond were con­
tacted a second time and encouraged and invited to participate. None 
of the twelve responded to the second request and so were counted as 
non-participants. The faculty and administrators at the fifty-nine 
schools who agreed to participate became the population of the study.

Lists of faculty and administrators were compiled using the 
names listed in the college catalogs of the institutions. Two random 
samples were drawn for the study, one of administrators and one of 

faculty. Both samples were drawn using the following procedure.
The names of faculty and administrators were consecutively 

numbered in the respective college catalogs. Numbering began with the 
first school listed in the directory (Drake 1976) and continued in the 
order in which they appear in the directory. A random number table was 
used to draw a sample from each list (Parsons 197^ •’819-822).

The formula suggested by Cochran (1963:74-75) was used to de­
termine the minimum sample sizes.

t2PQ,
The formula is: n = d2

In this formula, "t is the abscissa of the normal curve that cuts an 

area qC. at the tails."(p.75) In this study, a t of two was used.
P is the probability of the parameter and Q is equal to (l - P).



67
P = .5 and Q = .5 were used in this study because they produce the 
largest required sample' size. The value of d is the margin of error,
.05 was used. N is the population size.

When the original sample was drawn, fifty-five schools had 

agreed to participate. The minimum required sample size was 27^ admin­
istrators arid 369 faculty of the 86l administrators and 4724 faculty 
members listed in the catalogs of the participating schools. The re­
quired sample size approached 400 as the population increased. This 
number exceeded the minimum and was used as the faculty sample size; 
Twenty percent was added to each sample to account for the people who 
could not be contacted because they had terminated their employment 

with the college and had moved, retired, or died.
Questionnaires were mailed to 329 administrators and 480 fac­

ulty members. Later, four more schools agreed to participate. Nineteen 

administrators and sixty-two faculty members were added to the sample 

from these schools by examining the random number table again to the 
same point that the first sample had stopped and choosing all the 

numbers which appeared.
The final population was 914 administrators and 5010 faculty 

members. The final sample was 348 administrators and 542 faculty

members.
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE ^

Development

The questionnaire was constructed "by the- investigator after an 

extensive review of literature on this topic. The design had two goals 

first, to obtain, the.necessary information for the study, and second, 

to be brief enough so that it could be completed in a reasonable time.

The knowledge- or skill areas listed in the Professional Prepara­

tion section of the questionnaire were derived from the literature.' 

After the areas were identified, they were divided into six basic 

categories. See APPENDIX G for.the literature citations and the list 

of areas in each category. The skill or knowledge areas were placed 

on the questionnaire in alphebetical order rather than by. category to 

avoid a-built-in category bias.

Validation ' ■

After the knowledge or skill areas were identified, faculty ■ 

members at Montana State University who teach in the "subject areas 

corresponding to the categories reviewed the questionnaire for thor­

oughness and made any needed additions. Three former community, college 

faculty members' who were now students at Montana. State University also 

reviewed the questionnaire and made comments' and additions. These ■ 

reviews and the pre-test- of the questionnaire were used to establish' 

the validity of the instrument.
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The instrument shown in APPENDIX D was pre-tested on a random, 

sample of thirty-five faculty and fifteen administrators in each of two 

community colleges. Belleville Area College, Belleville, Illinois, and 

St. Louis Community College at Forest Park, St. Louis, Missouri, two • 

community colleges close to the investigatortS home, agreed to par­

ticipate in the testing of the instrument. They had faculty and stu­

dent populations very different from each other. Belleville Area Col­

lege was a rural middle class college and St. Louis Community College atI
Forest Park was primarily an urban community college. These two schools 

offered somewhat the extremes on a rural-urban continuum of faculty and 

administration which could have been included in the study sample.

Their responses and feedback were valuable in establishing the effec­

tiveness and clarity of the instrument.

Several weaknesses were found in the instrument. Modifications 

were made and a similar procedure' was followed with the improved ver­

sion. A new questionnaire was pre-tested on a random sample of twenty- 

five faculty and ten administrators at St. Louis Community College at 

Meramec, St. Louis, Missouri. The responses to this improved instrument 

were satisfactory and no additional alterations were made. Following 

this process, the instrument shown in APPENDIX F was mailed to the 

samples of faculty and administrators.

Data Obtained

The questionnaire was divided Into three sections. Descriptive .
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Data, Desired Qualifications, and Professional Preparation. APPENDIX J 
presents the breakdown of professional skills.

1. Descriptive Data: This section provided the data for an
analysis of the respondents concerning:

a. State of employment.

b. Level of employment: administrator, faculty teaching in
terminal programs, faculty teaching in transfer programs, or a combi­
nation of those.

c. Full-time or part-time employment.
d. Highest degree attained.
e. Credits taken beyond the highest degree.

f. Pursuing higher degree.

g. Experience as a community college student. ■

h. Teaching and non-teaching experience.

i. Length of employment at present school and in present
position.

j. Student teaching experience.

k. Teaching internship experience.
l . Number of courses taken in' education.

m. Degree of satisfaction.
n. Preferred place of employment.

2. Desired Qualifications: This section provided the data
necessary to compare:



a. Desired academic preparation.

b. Desired teaching and non-teaching experience. '
c. Desired professional activity.

d. Desired combination of degree, professional preparation, 

and work experience.

3. Professional Preparation: This section provided the data
necessary for analysis of:

a. Professional training received by respondents.

b. Amount of professional education training faculty 

teaching in terminal programs should receive in each of the thirty-seven 

professional skill areas.

c. Amount of professional education training faculty 

teaching in transfer programs should receive in each, of the thirty-seven 

professional skill areas.

d. The most important and least important of the thirty- 

seven professional education skills or knowledge areas.

All analysis of data was done on the.basis of responses to this' ques­

tionnaire .

DATA COLLECTION

The data for this study was collected from the responses to the 

questionnaire shown in APPENDIX F . The questionnaire was mailed to 

random samples of administrators and faculty at the community colleges

listed in APPENDIX A.
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Initial contact was made with the president of each institution 
to seek his permission to mail the questionnaire to the staff .at that 

college. This procedure wus used because Cohen (1975) found that when 
initial contact was made with and permission received from the president 
of the institution, fewer schools would agree to participate, but a 
higher percentage of the instruments would be returned. . He found a 
return rate of nearly ninety percent using this method (p.4).

Each questionnaire included a self-addressed, stamped envelope 

with which to return the completed .questionnaire. The questionnaires 

were not coded in any way so that the information could be kept confi­

dential. The return envelopes were coded so that follow-up letters 

could be mailed to non—respondents.

Three weeks after the first questionnaire was mailed, the first 

follow-up letter was mailed. Three weeks later, a second follow-up 

letter was mailed. A third letter was sent two weeks after the second. 

Each letter contained a questionnaire and a self-addressed stamped 

envelope.

A fourth letter was mailed two weeks after the third letter.

This letter asked the recipients to complete only the Descriptive Data 

section of the questionnaire and informed them that they would be con­

tacted by phone if they had not responded by 20 July.' On 21 and 2h 

July, telephone contact was attempted with some of the non-respondents. 

Copies of the letters are shown in APPENDIX E.
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STATISTICAL HYPOTHESES

There were thirteen variables derived from the information in 

the Descriptive Data section of the questionnaire. These variables are 

listed below.

a. Four types of employment.

b. Part-time or full-time employment.

c. Six categories of highest degree attained.

d. Three categories of those taking courses toward a higher

degree.

e. Attended a community college or not attended a community

college.

f. Eight types of teaching and non-teaching experience.

g. Five divisions of length of employment at present school.

h. Five divisions of length of employment in present position.

i. Had student teaching or had not had student teaching.

j. Had teaching internship or had not had teaching internship.

k. Five divisions of number of courses taken in education.

l . Five degrees of satisfaction.

m. Seven first and second choices of place, of employment.

The following hypotheses were suggested by the questions to be

answered by the study. The hypotheses are stated in the null form.

I. (Ho) There are no differences among, the states when compared



on each of the fifteen variables listed above.

2. (Ho) There are no differences among administrators,, faculty 
teaching in terminal programs, faculty teaching in transfer programs, 
and faculty teaching in both terminal and transfer programs when com­
pared.on each of the fifteen variables listed above.

3- (Ho) There are no differences between full-time'employees 
and part-time employees when compared on each of the fifteen variables 
listed above.

4. (Ho) There are no differences among respondents with.less
than the bachelors degree, respondents with the bachelors degree, re- ' 

spondents with the masters or teaching specialist degree, and respon­
dents with the doctorate when compared on the fifteen variables listed 
above. '

5. (Ho) There are no differences between respondents with ex­
perience as a community.college student and,respondents, without experi-. 

ence as a community college student when.compared on each of the fifteen 
variables listed above.

6. - (Ho) There are no differences among respondents who are 
taking courses'which will lead to a higher degree, respondents who are ", 

not taking' courses which will lead to a higher degree, and respondents 

who are not now taking courses which will lead to a higher degree but 
plan to when compared on each of the fifteen variables listed above.
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

The information gathered from the Professional Preparation and 
Desired Qualifications sections of the questionnaire did not lend itself 
to analysis by meaningful statistics. The information was compiled and 
presented in tabular form. Each of these sections is discussed at .. 
length in CHAPTER 4.

There were three major questions asked in the Professional 
Preparation section of the questionnaire. They were:

a. What proportion of respondents had received training in each 
of the thirty-seven professional skill areas?

b. How much training should faculty teaching in terminal pro­

grams and faculty teaching In transfer programs■receive in each of -the 
thirty-seven professional skill areas?

c. Which five of the thirty-seven professional skill areas were 
the most important and which five were the least important?

There were five major questions asked in the Desired Qualifi­
cations section of the questionnaire.. Each'question was asked about 
four subgroups of the faculty, giving a total of twenty questions. The', 

five major questions were:
a. What degree is desired for the different faculty groups?.

b. What teaching,experience is desired for the different 

faculty groups?
c. How much non-teaching experience is desired for the
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different faculty groups?

d. Which professional activities are desired for the different' 
faculty groups?

e. Which combination of degree, professional preparation, arid 
work experience is most important and which is least important for the 
different faculty groups?

The discussion of the Professional Preparation and Desired 
Qualifications sections of the questionnaire attempted to answer the 

following questions.
1. Were there differences among, states in the way they answered 

the eight questions listed above?

2. Were there differences among administrators, faculty teach­
ing in terminal programs, faculty teaching in transfer programs, and 

faculty teaching in both terminal and transfer, programs in the way in 
which they answered the eight questions listed above?

3. Were there differences between full-time respondents arid 

part-time respondents in the way in which they answered the eight 
questions listed above?

4. ' Were there differences among respondents with less than the 
bachelors degree, respondents with the bachelors degree, respondents 

with the masters or teaching specialist degree, and respondents with 

the doctorate in the way in which they answered the eight questions

listed above?
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MALYSIS of data

The data gathered from the Descriptive Data section of the 
questionnaire was compiled and arranged in tables. A chi-square test 
was computed for each table and tested for significance at the .05 
level.

The information from the Professional Preparation section of 
the questionnaire was used to determine professional skills in which 
training was needed.

All other analyses were non-statistical.

PRECAUTIONS TAKEN FOR ACCURACY
All responses to the questionnaire were checked by the inves­

tigator .to insure that the respondents had properly followed the in­

structions. When erroneous information was detected, the response to 
that question was considered unusable and deleted from consideration.

All coding for computer input was double checked by the inves­
tigator and all keypunched cards were verified.

All keypunch operations, data distributions, and chi-square 

tests were done on the computer at Montana State University.

SUMMARY

This study attempted to develop a descriptive profile of the 

faculty and administrators at community colleges in the northwest, and 
to determine differences in the several subgroups of the sample ■



mentioned in this chapter.
The purpose of the study was accomplished "by developing- a 

questionnaire and sending it to a random sample of administrators and 
faculty at community colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, 
Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 338 administrators and 5^2 faculty were 
included in the sample.

The data was collected, compiled, analyzed, and presented in 
appropriate tables. Six subgroupings of the sample were compared on 
fifteen variables. The hypotheses based on these comparisons were 
tested at the .05 level with a chi-square computed on the tables.

In addition to the statistical analysis, non-statistical com­

parisons were made of the attitudes of four sub groupings of the sample.



CHAPTER 1+

RESULTS MT) EIKDIHGS 

INTRODUCTION
This study collected information about faculty and administra­

tors at fifty-nine community colleges in eight states in the northwest. 
The responses of the faculty and administrators were sampled concerning 

the training needs of faculty members at community colleges. The
findings of the study are presented in four major subdivisions. First,

v
a description of the population and response received is presented. 

Second, a descriptive profile of faculty and administrators in the 
sample was developed from the questionnaires and is presented. The 

third and fourth sections deal with the responses concerning the pro­

fessional preparation and desired qualifications of faculty members.
Each subdivision contains tables which present the data col­

lected and a discussion of the findings as compared to previous re­
search in the area. The tables are presented using percentages.

Tables with the raw numbers can be found in APPENDIX H.

THE POPULATION

Enrollment, Faculty, and Administrators

The population of this study was the faculty and administrators

employed by the fifty-nine community colleges listed in APPENDIX A.
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TABLE 16 shows the enrollment, number of full-time faculty and part- 
time faculty, and the number of administrators at these schools as 
listed in the 1976 Community,' Junior, and Technical College Directory. 
(Drake, 1976) and in the 1978 edition of the same directory (Drake, 
1978).

TABLE 16
The Population of The Study

Enrollment
Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty Administrators

.Alaska 1976 3865 79 197 26
8 schools 1978 6862 99 34o 31
Idaho 1976 9011 342 135 64
3 schools 1978 9381 409 4o 95

Montana 1976 2 W 55 57 10
2 schools 1978 2600 57 96 11
Nevada 1976 7651 • 51 196 11
2 schools 1978 7738 84 ’ 381 15
Oregon 1976 40919 708 1298 188
10 schools 1978 40121 1080 1946 272

Utah 1976 11976 359 343 45
5 schools 1978 13575 448 446 54
Washington 1976 103067 1902 2852 328
22 schools 1978 112423 2104 3839 347
Wyoming 1976 10436 316 278 51
7 schools 1978 10375 368 393 54
Total 1976 189369 3812 5356 723
59 schools 1978 203075 464g 7481 • 879

'i
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This table shows a seven percent increase in enrollment in this geo­
graphical area between October 1975 "and October 1977- The number of 
full-time faculty and administrators grew by twenty-two percent and 
part-time faculty grew by forty percent during the same period.

The faculty was kl.6% full-time and 58.4% part-time in 1975.
By 1977 the number of part-time faculty had increased so that only 
38.3% were full-time and 61.7% were part-time (Drake, 1976 and Drake, 
1978).
The Sample

In this study, department heads were considered to be adminis­

trators. Therefore, the number of administrators was 9l4. ‘Not all 
schools listed part-time faculty in their catalogues. Thus, the 

number of faculty from which the sample was drawn was 5010. TABLE 17 
shows the distribution of the population by state. TABLE l8 shows the 
distribution of the sample by state. The response rate for faculty 
and administrators in each state is displayed in TABLE 19. The rate

TABLE 17
Distribution of Population by State

AK ID . MT NV OB UT WA WY TOTAL

Administrators 47 95 14 15 220 85 351 87 . 914 -

Faculty 272 455 56 101 1145 434 2163 384 5010
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Distribution of Sample by State

TABLE 18

AK ID MT .HV OR UT WA WY TOTAL

Administrators 19 32 9. 7 81 32 133 35 348

Faculty Ul 48 lU 13 99 Ul 239 47 542
Total ■ 60 80 . 23 20 180 73 372 ' 82 890

TABLE 19
Response Rate by State

AK ID MT HV OR UT WA WY TOTAL

Administrators 15a 31 7 5 77 29 120 31 315
78.9^ 93.9 77.8 71.4 95.1 90.6 90.9 88.6 90.5

Faculty 23 39 12 10 85 35 161 38 403
56.1 81.3 85.7 76.9 85.9 85.4 67.4 80.9 74.4

Total ■ • 38 70 19 15 162 64 281 69 718
63.3 87.5 82.6 75-0 86.6 85.3 75-5 84.1 80.7
anumber of respondents
^percent of each group who responded

of usable responses was 90.5% for administrators, for faculty, and

80.7% overall.
Seventy-six questionnaires were returned because the addressees
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had terminated their employment at the college subsequent to the 
printing of the catalogue used to define the population. Twenty of 
these were administrators and fifty-six were faculty. When these re­

sponses were added, the response rate was 96.3% for administrators,
8k.7% for faculty, and 89.2% overall.

The response rate in this study was similar to that reported by 
Cohen (1975) using a similar method. The response rate also indicated 
the interest in this subject among community college personnel.
The Responses

When the questionnaires were returned, many of them had comments 

written on them. These comments included explanatory remarks, a com­
plete outline of possible* courses and in-service training sessions in 

which, all thirty-seven professional preparation areas could be pre­

sented, and' a five page letter explaining why community colleges are 
failing and how university education departments are contributing to 
the failure.

The comments were categorized as: negative toward education, .
negative toward the questionnaire or project, positive toward educa­
tion, positive toward the project or questionnaire, and neutral. 

Comments categorized as negative toward education included comments 
such as: "Education courses are a bunch of worthless methods courses,

I avoid them at all costs," "Education courses are for high school 

only," "I hope I never have to take any (education courses)," "Don't



waste your time trying to improve education, it's hopeless." Comments 

categorized as negative toward the questionnaire' or project included 
comments such as: "This is too long," "This is too complicated,"
"I quit four times before I finished," "Who is paying for this any­
way," "There is no way to choose the least important, it is impos­
sible," and "Where did you get these anyway?"

Positive comments about education were: "Everyone needs all
these courses, how can anyone teach without them," "They (professional 

education courses] are the key to successful teachers," and "We need 
more in-service stuff." Positive comments about the questionnaire 
or project were: "This is a well designed questionnaire, it must

have taken you a long time to do," "It's about time someone did this," 
"This is very interesting, I would like to know how it comes out," and 
"Good luck, I wish I had thought of this."

TABLE 20 shows the distribution of the comments. TABLES 21-24 
present the same information by state, administrator/faculty groups, 

full-time/part-time, and degree groups. There were more negative com­
ments than positive, 9-7% compared to 1.0%. Alaska had the highest' 

percentage of negative comments about the questionnaire or project. 
Part-time employees were more positive than full-timers. In fact, 
only one part-time employee had a negative comment. Respondents with 
less than a bachelors degree had the lowest proportion of comments, 

7.8%. Respondents with the masters or teaching specialist degree made
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TABLE 20

Type of Comments.

Negative Negative Positive Positive
Bone Education Project Education Project ■ Neutral

Number 567 19 51 3 k 74
Percent 79*0 2.6 7.1 0 > 0.6 10.3

TABLE 21

Type of Comments By State

Total
AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY Sample

None 2ha‘ 6l 16 12 130 51 216 57 . 567
63.2% 87.1 84.2 20.0 80.2 T9.7 76.9 82.6 79.0

Negative I 2 I 0 3 I 9 2 19
Education 2.6 2.9 5.3 0.0 1.9 1.6 3.2 2.9 2.6

Negative 6 5 0 I 6 5 23 5 51
Project 15.8 7.1 0.0 6.7 7-8 8.2 7.2 7.1
Positive 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 I 3
Education 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 ' 1.4 0.4
Positive 0 0 I 0 I 0 I I ' 4
Project 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.6 0,0 0.4 1.4 0.6
Neutral 7 2 I 2 22 7 30 3 74

18.U 2.9 5.3 13.3 13.6 10.9 10.7 4.3 10.3
dumber of respondents 
^percent of respondents



TABLE 22
Type of Comments By Administrator/Faculty Groups

Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total 
Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

Hone 2k2a 139 lk6 4o 567
77-8h 80.8 81.6 71.4 " 79.0

negative 5 7 5 2 19
Education 1.6 4.1 2.8 3.6 2.6
Negative 29 9 9 4 51
Project 9-3 5.2 5.0 7-1 7.1
Positive 2 0 I 0 ' 3
Education o. 6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.4

Positive 2 I I 0 4
Project 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.6
Neutral 31 l6 17 10 74

10.0 9-3 9.5 . 17.9 " 10.3
anumber of respondents 
^percent of respondents

the highest proportion of negative comments, 20.6%. Respondents with 

the doctorate were more negative than other degree groups about the 

questionnaire or project, 11.0%.
These findings generally agree with the expectations of the 

investigator. It was anticipated that the lower the educational level 

of those who received the questionnaire, the more willing they "would be 
to participate because respondents with lower education levels would 
more readily accept the project as a genuine attempt to improve the
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TABLE 23

Type of Comments By Part-r-time/Full—time

Full-time Part-time Total Sample

None 542 25 567
79.2 73.5 79.0

Negative 18 I 19
Education 2.6 2.9 2.6

Negative 51 0 51
Project 7.5 ' 0.0 7.1
Positive 3' 0 3
Education 0.4 0.0 0.4

Positive 4 0 4
Project 0.6 0.0 0.6
Neutral 66 8 74

9.6 23.5 10.3
aTiumber of respondents 
^percent of respondents

situation in community colleges. They would see the greatest need for 
training and as a result be the most positive toward the project.

It was also anticipated that respondents with higher degrees 

would be more critical of attempts to improve the community college 

program and would be more critical of the questionnaire because they 
would view any discussion of training as leading or forcing them into 

additional training which they perceive to be redundant and counter­

productive. The comments written by respondents with the masters or
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• TABLE 24
Type of Comments By Degree Groups

Less than 
Bachelors

Masters and 
Bachelors Specialist

Total
Doctorate Sample

None 47a 85 331 io4 567
. 92.Plb 78.7 78.3 78.3 79.0

Negative I 5 12 I 19
Education 2.0 4.6 12.8 0.7 ' 2.6 1
Negative 0 3 33 15 51
Project 0.0 2.8 7.8 11.0 7.1
Positive 0 0

/
3 0 3

Education 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.4

Positive I 2 3 0 4
Project 2.0 1.9 0.7 0.0 ■ 0.6
Neutral 2 13 41 16 •74

■3.9. 12.0 9.7 11.8 10..3
anumber of respondents
^percent of respondents

doctors degree agreed with this expectation.

DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 

A descriptive profile of the respondents was developed. The 
respondents were divided into six different suhgroupings; states, 

administrator/faculty groups, full-time/part-time, degree groups, 

respondents pursuing advanced degrees, and community college student 

experience. These six suhgroupings of respondents were compared on
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fifteen variables. A chi-square was computed on each comparison.
State

The respondents, were from eight states. TABLE 25 displays the 
distribution of respondents by state.

TABLE 25 '
Distribution of Respondents By State.

AK .ID . MT NV OR UT WN WY Total Sample

Number 38 70 19 15 162 64 281 79 718
Percent 5-3 9.7 2.6 2.1 22.6 8.9 29.1 9.6" 100

Administrator/Faculty Groups

The sample was divided into four groups by position of employ­
ment: administrator, faculty teaching in terminal programs, faculty

teaching in transfer programs and faculty who teach in both terminal 

and transfer programs. The distribution of the respondents into these 
groups is presented in TABLE 26, Administrators comprised b3.3% of the 

respondents and faculty comprised 56.7%.
The distribution of these groups in each state is shown in 

TABLE 27. Because so few respondents were in the All Three group, it 

was collapsed into the administrator group for the chi-square test.

The chi-square of 47A l  is just short of the 49.Bi required for
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significance.

TABLE 26
Distribution of Respondents By Administrator/Faculty Groups.

Faculty

Admin
Faculty
Terminal

Faculty-
Transfer

■ Admin/ 
Faculty 
Terminal

Admin/
Faculty
Transfer

Terminal/
Faculty
Transfer

All
Three

Number 252 172 179 27 2k 56 8
Percent 35.1 2k.0 24.9 3.8 3.3 7.8 1.1

TABLE 27
Distribution of Administrator/Faculty Groups By State (in percent)

AK ID MT NV OR UT WA
Total' 

WY Sample

Administrator 47. u 32.9 31.6 40.0 38.3 39-1 32.0 31.9 35.1
Faculty/Term 21.1 17.1 10.5 33.3 23.5 37.5 24.9 18.8 24:0
Faculty/Trans 10.5 28.6 47.4 26.7 22.8 15.6 26.3 30.4 24.9
Admin/Fac Tern). ■ 2.6 4.3 5.3 0.0 2.5 4.7 3.9 5.8 3.8

Admin/Fac Tran 2.6 8.6 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.6 2.8 7.2 3.8

Fac.Term/Fac Tran H vn CD 7.1 5.0 0.0 9.9 1.6 8.5 4.3 7.8

All Three 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.4 1.4 1.1
Chi--square = 47.41 <if = 35
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The null hypothesis was retained. No significant differences existed . 
between the states in the administrator/faculty groups.

TABLE 28 compares the percentage of part-time and full-time 
people in each of the administrator/faculty groups. This distribution 
was found to be significant. The null hypothesis was rejected and it 
was concluded that significant differences in the percentages of full­

time and part-time employees existed among the administrator/faculty 
groups.

TABLE 28
Distribution of Administrator/Faculty Groups 

By Part-time/Full-time (in percent)

Faculty

Admin
Faculty Faculty 
Terminal Transfer

Admin/
Faculty
Terminal

Admin/ 
Faculty 
Trans fer■

Terminal/
Faculty
Transfer

All
Three

Full-
Time

36.0 23.4 25.1 3.8 3.5 7.0 1.2

Part-
Time

17.6 35.3 20.6 2.9 0.0 23.5 0.0

Total
Sample 35-1 24.0 24.9 3.8 3.3 7.8 1.1

Chi-square = 18.26* df 
^significant at the .05

= 6 p <.05
level
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Part-time/Full-time

The sample was divided into those who indicated they were em­
ployed part-time and those who indicated they were employed full-time 
in education. The number and percent of the sample in each group is 
presented in TABLE 29. Only k.ffy of the sample was part-time. This 
compared with 6l.J% in the population as listed in the 1978 Community, 

Junior, and Technical College Directory (Drake, 1978). The problem of 
getting part-time people into the study was anticipated and discussed 
in CHAPTER I.

TABLE 29
Distribution of Respondents By Part-time/Full-time

Full-time Part-time Total Sample

Number 684 34 718
Percent 95*3 4.7 100

The distribution of part-time and full-time respondents from 

each state is shown in TABLE 30. The chi-square of 19.48 determined 

from this table was significant. The null hypothesis was rejected and 
it was concluded that there were significant differences between the 

states in the proportion of part-time and full-time employees. This 
finding was expected because not all schools listed part-time employees.
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Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents 
By State (in percent)

TABLE 30

AK ID MT EV OR UT WA WY Total Sample

Full-
Time 81.6 97.1 ioo:.0, 93.3 96.9 96.9 94.7 97.1 95.3
Part-
Time 18.4 2.9 o:a 6.7 3.1 3.1 5.3 2.9 4'. 7

Chi-isquare = 19.48* iIf = 7 P<.05
^significant at the .05 level

Part-time employees were not included in the population of each state 
and therefore, the distribution of part-time respondents was not evenly 

distributed.
The distribution of part-time and full-time employees within 

the Administrator/Faculty groups is shown in TABLE 31. This distri­

bution was found to be significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
was rejected and it was concluded that there were significant differ­

ences between these groups in part-time and full-time employees. This 
finding was also expected. Few administrators were part-time. The 
Faculty Terminal/Faculty Transfer group had the largest proportion of 

part-timers and contributed over half of the chi-square total..
TABLE 32 compares part-time and full-time respondents by degree. 

Those with an associate or bachelors degree had the largest proportion
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Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents 
By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

TABLE 31

Faculty
Admin Terminal

Faculty
Transfer

Admin/
Faculty
Terminal

Admin/
Faculty
Transfer

Faculty
Terminal/
Faculty-
Transfer

All
Three

Total
Sample

Full-
Time 97.6 93.0 96.1 96.3 100.0 ■' 85.7 100.0 95.3

Part-
Time 2.4 7.0 3.9 3.7 0.0 14.3 0.0 4.7-

Chi-square = 18.26* 
^significant at the .

df = 6 
05 level

P <-05

TABLE 32
Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents 

By Degree Groups (in percent)

Total
None Assoc . Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate Sample

Full-
Time 96.7 85.7 • 90.7 96.6 90.0 97.8 95.3

Part-
Time 3.3 14.3 9.3 3.4 10.0 2.2 . 4.7

Chi-square = 
^significant

15.19*
at the .

df = 5 
05 level

P <(-05
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of part-time respondents, lh.3% and 9.3% respectively. The difference 
between the percentages of those with, the Specialist degree compared 
to those with the masters or doctors degree may indicate that some 
people misunderstood what Specialist meant. Some respondents may have 
indicated this degree if they had special certification or training 
rather than if they had a Teaching Specialist degree. This distribution 

was found to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. Al­
though these three divisions, of the data were found to be significant, 
no conclusions can be made based on this data alone because of the 

small size of the part-time group.

Highest Degree Attained
Respondents were asked to indicate which degrees they held.

TABLE 33 presents the distribution of the sample by the highest degree 

attained. 4.2% had no degree, 2.9% had only an associate degree,
15.0% had a bachelors degree, 53.3% had a masters degree, 5.6%.had.a 
teaching specialist degree, and 18.9% had a doctorate.

TABLE 33 '
Distribution of Respondents By Highest Degree Attained

None Associate Bachelors Masters
Teaching
Specialist Doctorate

Number 30 21 108 383 4o 136 •
Percent 4.2 ' 2.9 15.0 53.3 5.6 18.9
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The highest degree earned by respondents from each state is 
shown in TABLE 3̂ . For the chi-square analysis, the two categories 
with less than a bachelors degree were combined and the masters degree 
and specialist degree were combined resulting in four groups. The chi- 
square of 36.42 was significant at the .05 level. The null hypothesis 
was rejected and it was concluded that significant differences exist 
between the states in the highest degree attained by the community 

college personnel.

TABLE 34
Distribution of Highest Degree Attained 

By State (.in percent)

Total
AK ID MT NV OR UT • WA WY ICO

None 2.6 5.7 0.0 13.3 4.3 7.8 3.9 1.4 . 4.0
Associate 2.6 0.0 5.3 0.0 4.9 4.7 2.1 2.9 2.9
Bachelors 28.9 11.4 10.5 6.7 11.7 23.4 16.4 8.7 15.0
Masters 31.6 64.3 63.2 46.7 59.3 48.4 50.2 56.5 53.3

Specialist 2.6

Chi-
2.9

-square
0.0 0.0

= 36.42* Pt Il 
-̂O
 

PO

1.6 

• P
8.9

= <-05
7.2' 5.6

^significant at the .05 level



97
The distribution of the highest degree attained analyzed by 

Administrator/Faculty groups is presented in TABLE 35- As was antici­
pated, faculty teaching in terminal programs had the highest proportion 
of respondents with an Associate degree or no degree, lQ.6%. Faculty 
teaching in transfer programs had"the highest proportion of respondents 
with the masters degree, 69.3$, and administrators had the highest 
proportion of doctorates, 28.9%. The differences in the distribution 
were found to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

TABLE 35

Distribution of Highest Degree Attained By 
Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Admin
Faculty
Terminal

Faculty
Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

Total
Sample

Hone 2.9 10.5 1.7 0.0 ' 4.0 "

Associate. 1.6 8.1 0.6 1.8 2.9
Bachelors 11.6 30.8 6.1 14.3 15.0
Masters 49.2 39.0 69/3 69.6 53.3

Specialist 5.8 6.4 5-0 3.6 5-6

Doctors 28.9 5.2 17.3 10.7 18.9'
Chi-square = 139.84* df = 15 p<(.05
^significant at the .05 level

%
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The respondents were divided into a faculty group and ah admin­

istrator group by combining the three faculty subgroups. The distri­
bution of faculty was then compared with the findings of 0 'Banion 
(1972). After his study and a review of the literature, he concluded 
that the "proportion of instructors with, bachelor1s, master's, and 
doctor's degrees has remained fairly constant over the past ten years" 
CO '-Banion, 19.72:5^)- He found these proportions to be eighteen percent 
bachelors, seventy—five percent masters, and seven percent doctorates. 

After combining those with the specialist degree and those with a 
masters degree and combining those with less than a bachelors degree 

and those with a bachelors degree, the distribution was compared with 
O 1Banion's findings. O 'Banion's findings were used as the expected 
frequency and a chi-square was computed. This test was significant at 

greater than .05. Even if the respondents with less than a bachelors 

degree were not considered, the test was still significant at greater 
than .05.

The direction of the differences between the findings of the 

current study and the findings reported by O 'Banion was an increase in 

the proportion of doctorates, an increase .in the proportion of those 
with less than a masters degree, and a decrease in the proportion with 

the masters degree. This change agreed with Phair's (1975) prediction. 
The increase in the proportion of faculty with less than a masters 

degree was especially notable in the faculty teaching in terminal



programs where almost half, k 9 . k %  o f  the faculty had less than a 

masters degree.

The same procedure was used to compare the findings of the pre­

sent study with those reported by Larson (1973). His study was of new 

faculty members in California. He reported that 9.0% had less than a 
bachelors degree, 17.0% had a bachelors degree, 6 j .0% had a masters 

degree and 7-0% had doctorates. The chi-square for the comparison 

was significant at the .05 level.

The findings of the current study were compared to those re­

ported by Brown (197^)* Brown studied the faculty in the North Cen­

tral Association of Colleges and Schools geographical region. The 

chi-square from this comparison was significant at greater than the 

.05 level. When compared with Phair's (1975) study of California 
faculty, the chi-square was significant. Compared with Cohen and 

Brawer1s (1976) study of humanities faculty nationwide, the chi-square 
was significant. The findings of the current study were compared with 

Johnson1s (1977) study of faculty in the Western states and the chi- 
square was significant at greater than the .05 level.

The study most similar in findings to the current study was 

Phair1s (1977) study of new faculty in California. The chi-square 

was not significant. He reported 23.0% of the faculty with less than 
a masters degree, 6 5.0% with, the masters degree, and 12.0% with the
doctorate.
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Three possible explanations exist for these findings. First, 

Phair's prediction is true that more doctorates are available and have 
been employed, and the growth of para-professional, vocational programs 
has increased the demand for faculty with less than the masters degred. 

Second, the attractiveness of the northwest as a place of residence 
has attracted an increased number of people to the area who have 
doctors degrees. Third, the sample was not representative of the pop­
ulation. Although the correct explanation’is probably a combination of 
these three, the first explanation seems to be the most probable.

The highest degree attained by administrators was compared with 
the findings of three recent studies which reported degree information 
about administrators. Eydzik (.1972) studied administrators in allied 
health programs in New York. Kumpf (197*+) studied administrators in 

parts of Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky. Johnson (1977) studied adminis­

trators in the western states. The chi-square was significant at 
greater than the .05 level for the Kumpf and Johnson studies and not 

significant for the Rydzik study. The proportions of administrators 
with less than the masters degree was higher in the current study than 

in any of the other three. The proportion of administrators with the 

doctors degree was higher in the current study than in Kumpf s study 

but lower than in the Johnson study. The reasons for these differ­
ences appear to be the same as for the differences reported about

I

faculty.
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The distribution of highest degree attained by part-time and 

full-time respondents is presented in TABLE 36. The part-time people 
had a higher proportion of associate and bachelors degrees. This 

finding agreed with Phair1s prediction of an increased emphasis on para- 
professional and vocational programs. It may also indicate that people 
with higher degrees were not available on a part-time basis. If this 

were true, it would contradict Cheitts (1971) prediction of an excess 
of personnel with advanced degrees seeking employment at the community 
college.

TABLE 36

Distribution of Highest Degree Attained 
By Part-time/Full-time (in percent)

None Assoc Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate

Full­
time MDOJOJ 14.3 54.1 5-3 19.4

Part-
time IV) MD CO CO 29.4 38.2 11.8 8.8

Total
Sample 4.0 2.9 15-0 53.3 5.6 18.9

Chi-square = 15.19* 
^significant at the

df = 5 P <-05 
.05 level
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Respondents With Experience As A Community College Student

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had attended a 
community or Junior college as a student. As TABLE 37 shows', 42.2% of 
the respondents indicated they had attended a community college. This 

compares to 26.2% (Evans, 1970), 28.0% (,Medsker and Tillery, 1971) 3 . 

and 25.1% (Cohen and Drawer, 1976) reported by other recent nationwide 
studies. Lipscomb's (1972) study of Mississippi faculty was the only 
study which reported a proportion as high, as that found in the current 
study. Lipscomb reported 52.0% of the Mississippi faculty with this 
experience.

TABLE 37
Distribution of Respondents By Experience 

As A Community College Student

Yes No

Number 303 415
Percent 42.2 57.8

TABLE 38 displays how the respondents from each state answered 

the question concerning attendance at a community college. This distri­
bution was not found to be significant and the null hypothesis was 
retained. That is, no differences existed in the proportion of res­

pondents from each state who had attended a community .college. Alaska, .
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with 47.4%, had. the highest proportion who indicated that they had at­
tended a community college, however, this was still below the 52.0% 
reported by Lipscomb.

TABLE 38

Respondents With Experience As A Community College Student
By State (in percent)

AK ID • MT NV OR UT WA WY •
Total
Sample

Yes 47.4 45.7 31.6 4o.o 42.6 37.5 45.2 -30.4 42.2

No 52.6 54.3 66.4 60.0 57.4 62.5 54-. 8 69.6 57.8
Chi-square = 7-22 df = 7

TABLE 393 TABLE 40, TABLE 4l, and TABLE 42 show the proportion 
of those persons with experience as a community college student as indi­

cated by administrator/faculty groups, part-time/full-time, degree 
groups, and persons pursuing a higher degree respectively.

A higher proportion of faculty members than administrators had 

attended a community college. However, the differences were not signi­

ficant. The differences between part-time and full-time respondents 
were also not significant and the null hypotheses were retained for 
both these distributions. Thus, it was concluded that no differences 

existed in the proportion of administrators and faculty who had



TABLE 39
Respondents With. Experience As A Community College Student 

By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Faculty
Admin/ . Admin/ Terminal/

Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty All Total
Admin Terminal Transfer Terminal Transfer Transfer Three Sample

Yes 43.1 47.7 44.1 37.0 20.8 32.1 37.5 42.2

No 56.9 52.3 55.9 63.0 79.2 67.9 62.5 57.8
Chi-square =9*72 df = 6

TABLE 40
Respondents With Experience As A Community College 

Student By "Part-Time/Full-Time (in percent)

Part-time Full-time Total Sample

Yes 44.1 42.1 ■ 42.2

No ' 55.9 57.9 57.8
Chi-square = .0029 df = I



TABLE 41
Respondents With Experience As A Community College Student 

By Degree Groups (in percent)

Total
None Associate Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate Sample

Yes 66.J 81.0 46.3 37.1 55.0 38.2 42.2 '

No 33.3 19-0 53.7 62.9 45.0 61.8 57.8
Chi-square = 28.72* 
^significant at the

df = 5 
.05 level

P <.05

TABLE 42
Respondents With Experience As.A Community College Student 

By Those Pursuing A Higher Degree (in percent)

Community
College
Student Yes

Taking Courses 
No

No but 
Plan to

Total
Sample

Yes 5%.3 38.7 40.4 42.5

No 45-7 61.3 59.6 57.8
Chi-square = 10.60* df = 2 p<.05
^significant at the .05 level

attended a community college and that no differences existed in the

proportion of part-time and full-time employees who had attended a 

community college.
The differences among degree groups were found to be significant 

at greater than the .05 level. The null hypothesis .was rejected for



106

these groups, and it was concluded that significant differences did 
exist among the groups. Eighty-one percent of the respondents with an 

associate degree and 66. of those with no degree had attended a 
community college. This compared to 37•1% and 38.2% respectively for 
respondents with the masters degree and doctorate.

■ When compared by respondents who were pursuing a higher degree, 
more respondents who had attended a community college were presently 

enrolled in classes which, would lead to a higher degree, 5^.3% versus 
4$.7%. The differences among the groups were significant and the null 
hypothesis was rejected.

Respondents Pursuing A Higher Degree
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were taking 

courses which would lead to a higher degree by selecting one of the 
following responses: yes, no, or no but plan to. The distribution of

the respondents by these categories is. presented in TABLE 13.

TABLE 43
Distribution of Respondents By Persons 

Pursuing A Higher Degree

Yes No No but plan to

Number i4o 395 183

Percent 19.5' 55.0 25.5 .



107
TABLE 44 shows the distribution of persons pursuing a higher degree 
within each, state. Utah, Nevada and Alaska had the high.est proportions 

of persons presently pursuing a higher degree, 29.7%, 28.9%, and 26.7% 
respectively. Montana had the lowest proportion with. 10.5%.' However, 
Montana had the highest proportion who said they planned to pursue a 
higher degree, 47.4%. The differences among the states were not sig­

nificant and the null hypothesis was retained. It was concluded that 
no differences existed in the proportion of respondents from each state 

who were taking courses toward a higher degree.

TABLE 44

Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree 
By State (in percent I

Taking
Courses AX ID MT NV OR UT . WA WY ■

Total
Sample

Yes 28.9 17.1 10.5 26.7 21.0 29.7 16.7 15.9 19.5
No 50.0 55-7 42.1 46.7 55.6 4o.6 60.1 53.9 55.0

No But 
Plan To 21.1 27.1 47.4 26.7 23:5 29.7 23.1 30.4 25.5

Chi-isquare « 18.92 df = 14

One reason why fewer Montana respondents would have been 

actively pursuing higher degrees was that the universities in Montana 

are geographically separated from the community colleges and, thus, it
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was more difficult for them to attend classes than it would have been 
for respondents from states where more community colleges were geo­
graphically closer to four year colleges and universities offering 
degree programs appropriate for community college personnel. This 

would also explain why the high percentage reported that they plan to 
pursue a higher degree. When the Yes and No but plan to responses were 
combined, almost no differences existed.

The distribution'of administrators and faculty who were pur­
suing a higher degree is presented in TABLE k5• The differences among 

these groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.
As would be expected, the faculty who teach in terminal programs, who 
had the highest proportion of respondents with, less than a masters de­

gree, had the highest percentage, 28.5%» who said they were presently 
taking courses which would lead to a higher degree.

Administrators, with 62.4%, had the highest proportion of re­
sponses that stated that they were not taking courses toward a higher 

degree. One unexpected finding was that a lower proportion of faculty 
teaching in both transfer and terminal programs were currently .taking 
courses toward a higher degree than were administrators.

These findings agreed with Principe who found that one-third of 
the science faculty of community colleges in the New York, area planned 

to continue their education (1972:113). Science faculty would have 

been considered in this study as faculty teaching in transfer programs.



This group reported over 42% who were either presently enrolled or 
planned to take courses which would lead to a higher degree.

TABLE 45
Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree 

By Administrator/Faculty Groups Cin percent)

Taking
Courses

Faculty
Admin Terminal

Faculty
Transfer

Faculty Terminal 
Faculty Transfer

Total
Sample

Yes ■ 17.4 .28.5 16.8 12.5 19.5

No 62.4 4o.i 57.8 51.8 55.0

No But 
Plan To 20.3 31.4 25.7 35.7 25.5

Chi-square = 28. 
^significant at

.27* df = 6
the .05 level

P <-05'

Bushnell reported that thirty-three percent of the academic 
faculty were pursuing a higher degree (1973: 32-33). This compared to 
the 16.8% presently taking courses noted in the current study. Bushnell 
found fifty percent of the vocational faculty were actively enrolled 
in advanced degree programs (.1973:32-34). The same group in the cur­

rent study reported only 28.5% presently enrolled.
TABLE 46 displays the distribution of part-time and full-time 

respondents who were taking courses toward a higher degree. The differ­
ences between these groups were not significant. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was retained and it was concluded that no differences existed
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in the proportion of part-time and full-time employees who were taking 
courses toward a higher degree.

TABLE 46
Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree 

By Part—Time/Full-Time (in percent)

Yes
Taking Courses

No No But Plan To

Full-time 20.0. ' 54.5 25.4

Part-time 8.8 84.7 26.5

Total Sample 19.5 55.0 25.5
Chi-square = 2.71 df = 2

The responses to the same question by persons in the different 

degree groups are presented in TABLE 4?. The differences among these 
groups was found to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. 
As the education level increased, the proportion who said they were not 

presently pursuing a higher degree increased and the proportion current­
ly taking courses decreased.

Eighteen percent of those persons with a masters or teaching 

specialist degree were currently taking courses toward a higher degree. 

This figure was somewhat higher than the six percent reported by Bush- 

nell (1973). However, Bushnell was reporting only faculty while this 
study included both administrators and faculty with the masters degree.



Medsker reported that, ten percent of the faculty were working on a 
doctorate and nine percent on the masters degree (.1960:171). The 
findings of this study, although, it included both faculty and adminis­
trators, showed an increase in the number..of persons pursuing a higher 

degree from that reported by either Medsker or Bushnell.

' TABLE U7
Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree 

By Degree Groups Cin percent I

Highest Degree Held
Taking Less than Specialist Total
Courses Bachelors Bachelors or Masters Doctorate Sample

Yes 51.0 30.6 18.0 3.7 19.5
No 25.5 32.U 53.9 87.5 55.0 .

No But 
Plan To 23.5 37.0 28.1 8.8 25.5

Chi-square = 116.66* df = 6 P <(.05'
^significant at the .05 level

A comparison of respondents who had experience as a community 
college student and respondents taking courses toward a higher degree 
is presented in TABLE U8. This comparison was found to he significant 

and the null hypothesis was rejected. More respondents with, experience 
as a community college student than those who had not attended a com­

munity college were taking courses which would lead to a higher degree.
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25.1$ compared to 1 5 •  Evans (.1970) found experience as a community 
college student to be a significant factor relating to faculty agreement 
with the community college philosophy. The findings of the current 
study indicated that this experience was. also a significant factor in 

motivating community college personnel to continue their formal edu­
cation.

TABLE 48
Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree By Experience 

As A Community College Student (in percent)

Community
College
Student

Taking Courses
Yes No No but plan to

Yes 24.1 50.5 24.4
Ho 15.4 58.3 26.3

Total
Sample 19.5

Chi-square = 10.60* 
^significant at the .

55.0
df = 2 p <.05 
05 level

25.5

Teaching Experience
Respondents were asked to indicate the number of years they had 

taught in elementary schools, secondary schools, business or trade 
schools, vocational technical schools, other community colleges, four- 
year colleges and/or worked as a graduate assistant or in non-teaching 

positions. TABLE 49 presents the number, percent, and mean number of 

years of teaching or work experience of respondents. As this table
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Distribution of Respondents By Teaching Experience
TABLE k9

Teaching Experience
Bus or Comm 4-year Grad Non—

Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach. None
Number 98 333 28 53 157 163 l4l 170 106
Percent 13.6 46.4 3.9 7.4 21,9 22.7 19.6 23.7 14.8

Mean
Years

4.0 6.5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

shows, respondents had more experience in the secondary school than in 
any of the other choices. h6.h% of the respondents had taught in a
secondary school and had the most teaching experience with an average 
of 6.5 years. The longest experience was in the non—teaching work 
situation. Although only 23.7% of the respondents indicated they had 
experience in non-teaching jobs, they averaged 7.8 years work experience. 

lb.8% of the respondents reported no teaching or work experience prior 

to their present position.
The differences in the teaching experience of respondents in 

each state were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. The 
distribution of teaching experience in each state is shown in TABLE 50. 

Montana and Idaho had the highest proportion of respondents with secon­

dary teaching experience with. 57.9% and 57.1% respectively. Washington 
had the lowest proportion of respondents with secondary teaching experi­

ence with 42.3%. Montana with 5.1 years and Utah with 4.5 years had
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TABLE 50

Teaching Experience of Respondents. By State
(in percent and mean years)

Teaching Total
Experience AK ID MT m OR UT m WY Sample

Elementary 34.28 17.1 15.8 20.0 10.5 9.4 12.1 14.5 13,6
3.013 4.6 1.7 1.0 6.4 5.2 2.6 6.7 4.0

Secondary ' 47.4 57.1 57-9 46.7 47.5 .45.3 42.3 46.4 46.4
8.8 5.7 5.1 6.3 5.9 4.5 7.5 6.4 .6.5

Business 5.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 3.1 12.5 3,6 1.4 2.9
Trade 2.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 4.9 5.2 10.0 4.3

Vocational 5-3 4.3 . 0.0 0.0 6.8 21.9 7-5 2.9 7-4
Technical 1.5 7.0 0.0. 0.0 2.8 • 4.4 5-3 5.0 4.5
Community 23-7 15.7 15.3 33.3 29.0 12.5 21.0 21.7 21.9
College 5.0 3.6 10.3 3.8 3.3 • 1.4 5.7 5-7 4.8

Four year 34.2 21.4 21.1 26.7 23.5 15.6 21.0 29.0 '22.7
College 4.9 4.0 1.8 3.3 3.9 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.9
Graduate 28.9 10.0 21.1 46.7 19.1 l4.l 16.4 37.7 ■ 19.6
Assistant 2.5 1.3 2.8 1-9 2.2 1.4 2.1 1.9 . 2.0

Eon-Teaching 26.3 25-7 21.1 26.7 22.8 23.4 23.5 23.2 ■ 23.7
7-4 3.8 10.0 4.5 8.3 7.6 9.4 5.4 7.8

^percent of respondents 
^mean years experience

Chi-square = 82.46* df = 49 . p <(.05 
^significant at the .05 level
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the shortest secondary teaching experience. Alaska, with 8.8 years 
had the longest secondary experience.

Montana had no respondents who had taught in either a business 
or trade school or in a vocational—technical school. This may have been 
because the community college which would have had personnel with this 
type experience did not participate in the study.

Utah had the lowest proportion of respondents with experience 
at other community colleges, 12.5% with I.U mean years experience. 

Montana had the second lowest proportion with community college teaching 
experience, 15.3% with the longest mean years experience of 10.3 years. 
Nevada had the highest proportion of respondents, 33.3%, with community 
college teaching experience.

Utah recorded the lowest percentage of respondents with four- 
year college teaching experience, 15.6%. Montana respondents had the 

shortest four-year college teaching experience, 1.8 years. Alaska 
respondents had the highest proportion with four-year college teaching 

experience, 34.2%, and also the longest such experience, 4.9 years.

Montana respondents had the lowest proportion of respondents 
with non-teaching work experience, 21.1%, but they had the longest such 
experience, 10.0 years. Two factors seem to contribute to this finding. 
First, the college with, people most likely to have this experience did 

not participate.' Secondly, Montana may be recruiting more of its new. 

personnel from four-year colleges rather than from the market place.
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Analysis of responses of administrators and faculty concerning 

teaching experience is presented in TABLE 51. This distribution was 
significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

Administrators had a higher proportion of respondents who had 
experience in public schools, other community colleges and non-teaching 
work situations than did faculty. Faculty teaching in terminal pro­

grams had the highest proportion of respondents with experience in 
business or trade schools and in vocational-technical schools. Faculty 
who taught in both terminal and transfer programs, many of who were also 

counselors, had nearly the same percentage of respondents with teaching 
experience in the public schools as did the administrators. Faculty 

teaching in transfer programs had the highest percentage of respondents 
who had taught in the four-year college.

The teaching experience of respondents tends to lend support to 

the predictions of Cheit (1971), Phair (1975), and Phair (1977) dis­
cussed earlier. The faculty teaching in transfer programs reported a 
much higher proportion of respondents with experience in a four-year 
college than previous studies had reported. One fourth of the faculty 

teaching in terminal programs had non-teaching work experience with an 
average of 9.7 years experience. Also, 26.7% of faculty teaching in 

terminal programs reported no teaching or vcork experience prior to 
their present position.

The findings of the' current study were compared to studies



TABLE 51
Teaching Experience of Respondents By Administrator/Faculty Groups

(in percent and mean years)

Teaching Faculty Faculty Faculty Terminal/ Total
Experience Administrator Terminal Transfer Faculty Transfer Sample

Elementary l8.0a ■ 8.7 9.5 17-9 13.6
It.3^ 3.5 3.3 4.6 4.0

Secondary 57.2 25.6 41.9 64.3 46.4
6.7 5-9 6.2 7.0 6.5

Business or 2.9 9.3 1.1 1.8 3.9
Trade 6.0 4.5 2.5 2.0 ' 4.3

Vocational 8.U 13.4 0.0 3.1 7.4
Technical 3.6 . 5.7 .0.0 3.8 4.5
Community 29.3 13.4 19.6 14.3 21.9
College 4.9 5.3 4.5 3.3 4.8

Four-Year 26.7 9.9 29.1 19.6 22.7
College 3.7 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.9

Graduate 18.3 12.2 31.8 10.7 19.6
Assistant 2.0 1.8 2.2 1.5 . 2.0

Non-Teaching 25.7 25-0 18.4 25-0 23.7
- 7.3 9.7 7-9 4.3 7.8

Nonec 10.0 '26.7 13.4 8.9 l4.8
^percent of respondents 

'^mean years experience
cno experience indicated in any of the above categories

Chi-square = 118.21* df = 21 p <-.05 
^significant at the .0:5 level
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reported in TABLE 2, page 32, The findings of previous studies were 

used as the expected frequencies and chi-square tests were computed.

For the comparisons, all faculty were, combined into one group.

The findings for faculty were compared to thirty-five of the 

studies from TABLE 2. All thirty-five comparisons were significant.■

The findings for administrators were similarly compared to the four 

studies listed in TABLE 2 which reported information concerning admin­

istrators. . These four were also found to be significant. TABLE. 52 

lists the studies and the computed chi-square for each comparison.

Teaching experience of part-time and full-time respondents is 
displayed in TABLE 53. More part-time personnel had experience in 

elementary schools, business or trade schools, vocational-technical 

schools, and four-year colleges. Full-time personnel had more experi­
ences only in the secondary schools and other community colleges. It 
would appear that people are being employed on a part-time basis from 
public schools, four-year colleges, and the business and industry sector. 
Public school teachers and college professors may be employed full-time 

at these schools but teach part-time at the community college for a 

second source of income. This might also be true for those coming from 
business and industry. These people may be looking for a second income, 

but more importantly, they seem to be filling a great need for the 
community college.
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Studies From TABLE 2 Compared To Current Study

TABLE 52

Author and Date Chi-square Significant
.Faculty

Wahlquist, 1930. 82.71 Yes
Eells, 1931 ■ 136.13 Yes
Garrison, 19^1 168.67 Yes
Koos, 19^7 263.97 Yes
Siehr, 1962 15.01 Yes
Siehr and others,1963 14.72 Yes
Siehr and others,1963 215.77 Yes
Johnson, 1964 20.80 Yes
Johnson, 1964 20.11 Yes
Johnson, 1964 61.45 Yes
Wattenbarger, 1964 - 50.60 Yes
Carter, 1965 74.47 Yes
Maul, 1965 264.01 Yes
WEA, 1965 54.58 Yes
Birnbaum, 1966 3358.55 Yes
Gleazer, 1967 114.21 Yes
Cashin, 1968 30.05 Yes
Farris, 1968 310.37 Yes
Good and others,1968 246.30 Yes
Phair, 1968 255.83 Yes
Phair, 1968 151.6 Yes
Cohen and Braver, 1969 14.65 ‘ Yes
Phair, 1969 18.32 Yes
Medsker and Tillery, 1971 89.54 . Yes
Hisert, 1972 95.19 Yes
Rydzik, 1972 251.73 Yes
Bushnell, 1973 9.84 Yes
Larson, 1973 290.00 Yes
Reade, 1973 123.23 Yes
Reade, 1973' 829.98 Yes
Smith, 1973 862.98 Yes
Brown, 1974 1350.46 Yes
Kumpf, 19.74 135.82 Yes.
Phair, 19.75 424.77 Yes
Phair, 1977 442.80. Yes
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TABLE 52 (continued)

Author and Date Chi-square Significant

Roland, 1953
Administrators

34.33 Yes
Hawk, i960 26.93 Yes
Rydzik, 1972 -• 684.92 Yes
Kumpf, 1974 83.00 Yes

TABLE 53
Teaching Experience of Respondents•By Part-time/Full-time

(in percent and mean years)

Teaching Experience
Bus Comm 4 yr. Grad Hon-

Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teaching

Full­ 12.4a 46.9 3.5 7.3 22.4 22.5 19 .'4 23.7
time 3.9^ 6.5 4.8 4.6 4.7 3:8 2.1 7.7
Part- 38.2 35.3 11.8 - 8.8 il.7 26.5 23.5 23.5
time 4.5 7.3 4.3 3.0 8.5 ■ 3.7 1.6 10.0

Total 13.6 46.4 3.9 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 '23.7
Sample 4.0 6,5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

aPercent of respondents
^mean years experience 
Chi-square = 27.22* df = 7 R<(.-05 
^significant at the .05 level
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The differences in teaching experience between part-time and 
full-time respondents were significant and the null hypothesis was 
rejected.

As was expected, the teaching experiences of respondents of the 
different degree groups were significant and the null hypothesis was 
rejected. TABLE $4 presents this information. Respondents with less 
than a bachelors had the highest percentage with teaching experience in 

business or trade school and vocational—technical schools and the 
longest experience in non-teaching work situations. Respondents with 

the doctorate had the highest percentage with'experience in the public 

schools, other community colleges, the four-year college, and non-teach­

ing work situations. Over half the respondents with masters and doc­
tors degrees had experience in the secondary school.

Teaching experience of respondents pursuing a higher degree and 
those not pursuing a degree was compared. As TABLE 55 shows, respond­
ents not currently taking classes and not planning to do so had the 

highest percentage with experience in the public schools, other com­

munity colleges, and four-year colleges. The differences among these 
groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

The differences in teaching experience between respondents with 

and without experience as. a community college student are presented in 
TABLE 56. These differences, were not significant and the null hypoth­

esis was retained. Thus, there are ho differences in the teaching
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TABLE $4

Teaching Experience of Respondents By1 Degree Groups
(.in percent and mean years I

Teaching Experience
Bus Comm Teach Non-

Degree Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach

Les s than o.of- 10.0 12.0 16.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 26.0
Bachelors 0 b 1.6 ■ 4.8 5.3 5.3 3.0 0 14,8

Bachelors 9.6 28.8 6.7 10.6 11.5 9.6 3.8 25.0
4.8 6.2 5.6 4.3 9-9 5.9 1.0 10.4

Masters 15.4 50.8 3.3 6.6 23.6 20.1 20.3 21.7
4.3 6.7 4.4 4.1 4.5 3.5 1.9 6.1

Doctorate 16.9 60.3 0.7 2.9 29.4 48.5 36.8 27.9
2.6 6.6 2.0 2.0 5.3 3.9 2.3 7.9

Total ■ 13.6 46.4 3.9 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7
Sample . 4.0 6.5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

^percent of respondents
3̂Mean years experience
Chi-square = 139.48* df = 21 p ̂ .05 
■^significant at the .0-5 level

experience of respondents who have attended a community college and 

those who have not.

Length of Service
Respondents indicated how long they had been employed at the 

college and how long in their present position. TABLE 57 presents the 
distribution of respondents by the length of service.. Nearly seventy-
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TABLE 55

Teaching Experience of Respondents- By Those Pursuing
A Higher Degree (.in percent and mean years)

Teaching Experience
Taking
Courses. Elemen Second

Bus
Trade Vo-Tec

Comm
College

4 yr Teach
College Assist

Non-
Teach

Yes IO-Ja 37.1 2:9 11.4 20.0 15.7 15.7 25.7
U.9b 6.0 6.3 3-5 4.2 2.9 2.4 8.1

ho 15.9 51.6 3.8 6.1 24.3 29.4 20.3 22.3
4.1 7.1 4.8 4.7 5.0 3.9 2.1 8.3

No But 10.9 42.1 4.9 7.1 18.0 13.7 21.3 25.1
Plan To 2.8 5.4 3.9 5.5 4.8 4.1 1.7 6.6

Total 13.6 46.4 3.9 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7
Sample 4.0 6.5 4.3 4.5 . 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

^percent of respondents 
^mean years experience
Chi-square = 25.6U* df = p<(.05
^significant at the .05 level

five percent of the respondents had been at their present school less 

than ten years. The average length of service for all respondents was

8.0 years. The average time in present position was 6.5 years.

The length of service of respondents from each, state is pre­
sented in TABLE 58 and TABLE 59. For the chi-square analysis-, the two 

groups with over fifteen years service were combined because of the 
small number in each category. The differences in the length of service
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TABLE 56

Teaching Experience of Respondents By Experience As A
Community College Student (in percent and mean years)

Teaching Experience

Community
College
Student Elemen Second

Bus-
Trade Vo-Tec

Comm 4 yr Grad
College College Assist

Non-
Teach

Yes 13.9a 41.3 4.0 7.6 2 5 . 1 18.5 19.1 23.4
3 .9b 6 . 2 4.7 3 . 3 4.5 3 . 8 1.7 7.9

No 13.5 50.1 3.9 7.2 ' 19.5 2 5 . 8 20.0 2 3 .9
4.0 6.8 4.7 5-4 5.1 8 . 8 2.3 7.7

Total 13.6 46.4 3.9 7.4 21.9 2 2 . 7 19.6 23.7
Sample 4.0 6.5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3 . 9 2.0 7 . 8

^percent of respondents 
^mean years experience 
Chi-square =8.45 df = 7

of respondents among- the states were significant and the null hypo­

thesis was rejected for both comparisons.
.Nevada and Alaska had respondents who had been at the present 

college the shortest time. In Nevada 86.7% and in Alaska 86.8% had 
been employed less than six years. Alaska's average employment was 
3.3 years and Nevada's was 3.7 years. No one had been employed over 

10 years in Nevada notably because the two colleges responding were 

established in 1969 and 1971 making it impossible to have anyone with
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Distribution of Respondents By Length of Service

TABLE 57

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years

Present
School

Number
Percent U)

 P
O 

-3
 0

\ 
• 

—4
PO

256
35.7

1U2
19.8

35
4.9

■ 18 
2.5

8.0

Present
Position

Number
Percent Ox 

O
 
•

CO CM 
CO LfX

209 
29.1 .

96
13>

21
2.9

12
1.7

6.5 ■

TABLE 58

Length of Service At Present School By State (in percent)

Years AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY Total Sample

0-5 86.8 20.0 36.8 86.7 35.2 39.1 , 29.2 52.2 37.2

6-10 10.5 32.9 36.8 13.3 48.8 35.9 33.8 33.3 35.7

11-15 2.6 37.1 26.3 0.0 15.4 10.9 26.0 7.2 19.8

16-20 0.0 8:6 0.0 0.0 0.6 6.3 7.8 2.9 4.9

Over 20 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 3.2 4.3 2.9 •
Mean Years 3.3

Chi-
10.1

-square
7.4 

= 126
3.7

.72*

O
 

Il 

t— 
4-t

8.4 9.1
21 p< .05.

7,0 8.0

^significant at the .05 level



TABLE 59

Length of Service in Present Position By State (in .percent)

Years AK . ID MT NV • OR UT WA WY Total Sample

0-5 89.5 38.6 42.1 93.3 54.3 57.8. 46.3 60.9 52.9

6-10 7.9 31.4 36.8 6.7 36.4 26.6 28.8 27.5 ■ 29.1
11-15 2.^ 21.4 21.1 0.0 8.6 9.4 18.1 7-2 13.4
16-20 0.0 7-1 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.6 4.6 1.4 2.9

Over 20 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 1.8 2.9 1.7

Mean Years 2.9 8,0 G.9 2.9 5.6 6.2 7.3 6.0 6.5
Chi-square •* 66. 
^significant at

.82* df = 21
the .05 level

P <-05 -

more than ten years experience. Utah had the highest proportion with 

over twenty years experience. 7.Q%.
Alaska with 89.5% and Nevada with 93.3% had the highest pro­

portion of respondents with less than six years experience in theitf 

present position. Respondents from both states had been in their pre­
sent position an average of 2.9 years. Utah had the greatest number 

of respondents, 4.7%, who had been in their present position over 
twenty years. Idaho had the longest average length of service with

8.0 years in the present position.
The length of service of administrator/faculty groups is dis­

played in TABLE 60 and TABLE S i . The differences in the length, of
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service at the present school for these groups were significant and 
the differences in the length, of service in present positions were 
significant. The null hypothesis was rejected.

TABLE 60 ■

Length of Service at Present School By Administrator/Faculty Groups
(in percent).

Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/
Years Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Total Sample

0-5 34.7 48.3 32.4 ■ 32.1 37.2 1
6-io 36.7 33.7 32.4 46.4 35.7
11-15 20.3 13.4 25.7 17.9 19.8

16-20 5-5 3.5 5.6 3.6 4.9
Over 20 2.9 1.2 3.9 0.0 2.9

Mean
Years 8.2 6.8 8.8 7.8 8.0

Chi-square = 22. 
^significant at

68*
the

df = 12 
.05 level

P <-05

The faculty teaching in terminal programs had the shortest 

length of service, 14-8.3%, with less than six years service and an 

average of 6.8 years. This supported earlief findings which, suggest 
an increased emphasis on terminal programs in the last five to ten 

years. Faculty teaching in transfer programs had the longest service, 

an average of 8.8 years.
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TABLE 6l

Length, o f  S e r v i c e  in P r esent P o s i t i o n  B y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r / F a c u l t y  Grou p s
Cin percent)

Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Years Administrators Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

0-5 62.4 58.1 36.9 35-7 52.9

6-10 26.0 28.5 30.2 44.6 29.1

11-15 8.4 11.0 24.0 16.1 13.4

16-20 2.3 1.7 5.0 3.6 2.9

Over 20 1.0 1.2 3.9 0.0. ' 1.7
Mean Years 5.5 5.9 8.4 7.4 6.5

Chi-•square = 57-17* df = 12 P <-05
^significant at the .05 level

Administrators had the shortest time in their present position 

with an average of 5-5 years and 62.4% had less than six years. Faculty 
teaching in transfer programs had been in their present position the 

longest, an average of 8.4 years and 3.9% over twenty years.
TABLE 62 and TABLE 63 show the length, of service of part-time 

and full-time respondents. The differences in the length, of service at 
their present school between these groups were, significant and the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The differences in the length, of service in 

present position between these groups were significant and the null
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■TABLE 62

Length of Service at Present School By Part-time/Full—time
(in percent)

0.-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20 . .Mean Years

Full-time 35.5 36.5 20.6 5.0 2.3 8.1
Part-time 70.6 17.6 2.9 2.9 5.9 5.8

Total Sample 37.2 35-7 19'. 8 4/.9 2,9 8.0

Chi-sq.uare = 20. 
^significant at

.96*
the .

df = 4,
■05 level

&<.05

TABLE 63

Length of Service in Present Position By Part-time/Full-time
(.in percent). .

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years

Full-time 5 1 .6 30.0 13.9 2.9 ■ 1.6 6.5
Part-time 79'. 4 11.8 2.9 2.9 2 . 9 4.7

Total Sample ChCMir\ ■ 29.1 13.4 2 . 9 1.7 6.5
Chi-square = 1 1.67* -d"MS-iTd P < - 0 5
"^significant at the .0.5 level
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hypothesis was rejected.

Part-time employees had "been at their present school a shorter 

time than full-time personnel, $.8 years average compared to 8.1 years 

average. The proportion of part-timers with less than six years ser­

vice was nearly tyice that of full-time people, 70% compared to 35.5%. 

This was anticipated because part-time personnel would have a high 

turnover rate. The surprising fact about this finding was that part- 

time personnel had been employed at the school as long as they had. 

Nearly six percent had been at the college over twenty years.

Length of service in present position was similar to length of 
service at present school. Part-time personnel had an average of 4.7 

years service while full-time personnel had 6.5 years average. Of the 
part-time employees, 79.4% had been in their present position less than 

six years while 2.9% had served over twenty years.

The length of service of respondents in each degree, group is . 

presented in TABLE 64 and TABLE 65. The differences among degree 

groups concerning length of service at present school were significant 

and the differences in length of service in present position were 

significant. The null hypotheses were rejected.

Respondents with less than a bachelors degree had the shortest 
length of service, 6.4 years average and sixty percent with less than 

six years. Respondents with a bachelors degree had only slightly 
longer experience with, an average of 6.. 5 years and 46.2% less than six
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T A B L E  6k

Length, o f  S e r v i c e  at P r esent S c h o o l  B y  Degr e e  Groups (in percent)

Years
Less, than
Bachelors Bachelors ■

\
Masters and 
Specialist ■ Doctorate

Total
Sample

0-5 60.0 46.2 ' 31.0 9.7 ' 37.2
6-10 24.0 38.5 38.0 31.6 . 35.7

11-15 12.0 ■ 9.6 24.1 17.6 19.8

16-20 2.0 4.8 4.5 7-4 4.9
Over 20 2.0 1.0 2.4 3.7 2.9
Mean Years 6.4 6.5 8.5 - 8.2 8.0

Chi-square = 33.2* 
*significant at the

df = 12 
.05 level

P <.05

years. Respondents with a masters degree had the longest average 

service, 8.5 years.
Respondents with' less than a bachelors degree also had the 

shortest service in their present position, 4.7 years and 74.0% with 
less than six years. Persons with the masters degree had the longest, 
6.9 years and 2.1% with over twenty years service..

The distributions of the length of service data for respondent's ' 

pursuing a higher degree are presented in TABLE 66 and TABLE 67. Both, 

these distributions were significant and the null hypotheses were 

rejected and it was concluded that significant differences did exist
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' TABLE 65
Length of Service in Present Position By Degree Groups (.in percent)

Years
Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and
Specialist Doctorate

Total
Sample

0-5 rJb.a 58.7 48.5 53.7 52.9

6-10. 16.0 32.7 20.. 5 27.9 79.1

11-15• 5.0 5.8 15.8 13.2 13.4

16-20 0.0 1.9 ■ 3.1 4.4 2.9
Over 20 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.7 '1.7
Mean Years ,4.7 ■5.4 6.9 6.4 ' 6.5

Chi-square = 22.35* 
^significant at the

df = 12 
.05 level

. P <-05

in the length of service at present school and in present position among

respondents pursuing a higher degree and those not pursuing a higher

degree.
As TABLE 66 shows, respondents not pursuing a higher degree and 

not planning to do so had a longer length of service, 9*2 years, than 

those who were either presently taking courses, 6.8 years, or who plan­
ned to do so,' 6.3 years. Personnel who have been employed longer have 
already completed a higher degree and planned no further education. 

Newly hired personnel are continuing their education so they can im­

prove their positions.
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T A B L E  66

Length of Service at Present School By Respondents
Pursuing A-Higher Degree (in percent)

Taking
Courses 0-5 6-10. 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years

Yes - 43.6. 39.3 13.6 2.9 0.7. 6.8
No 29.1 34.9 24.8 7.3 3.8 9.2

No But 
Plan To

49.7 34.4 13.7 l.l 1.1 6.3

Total ■ 37.2 ' 35-7 19-8 4.9 2.9 8.0
Sample

Chi-square = 45.44* df = 8 p <.05
"^significant at the .05 level

Differences in the length of service in the present position 

were similar to those in length of service at present school. Respond­
ents no.t currently taking courses toward a higher degree had the long­

est service with an average of 7.4 years compared to 5.6 years and 5-1 ■
.

years for the other two groups.
TABLE 68 and TABLE 6-9 compare the length of service and exper­

ience as a community college student. Neither of these comparisons was 

significant. The null hypotheses were retained and it was concluded. 

that no differences existed in the length of service in present position 
or at present school between respondents who had attended a community
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TABLE 67
Length of Service in Present Position By Respondents

Pursuing a Higher Degree (in percent)

Taking
Courses 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years

Yes ' 57.1 31.4 9.3 1.4 0.7 '5.6 -

No 46.1 29.4 17.5 ■ ' 4.6' 2.5 7.4

No But 
Plan To

64.5 26.8 7.7 0.5 0.5 5.1

Total 52.9 29.1 13.4. 2.9 1.7 6.5 .
.Sample

Chi-square = 32.50* df = 8 p <.05 
*significant at the .05 level

TABLE 68
Length of Service at Present School By Experience As A 

.Community College Student (in percent)

Community
College
Student

0-5 6-10 ' 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years

Yes 38.3 37.6 17.2 4.3 2.6 7.6

No 36.4 34.2 21.7 5.3 2.4 8.3

Total
Sample

52.9 29.1

Chi-square =

13.4

3.39 df =
2.9

4
1.7 6.5
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Community

TABLE 69
Length of-Service in Present Position By Experience As A

Community College Student (in percent)

College
Student

0-5 6-ia 11-15 16-20. Over 20. Mean Years

Yes 5b.5 29.0 12.9 2.0 I.T 6.2

No 51.8 29.2 13.T 3.6 I.T 6.T

Total 52.9 29.1 13.4 2.9 I.T 6.5
Sample

.Chi-square = 3.39 df = 4

college and those who had not.
Supervised.Teaching Experience

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had a super­

vised teaching experience in the public schools, student teaching} or 
in a higher education setting, a teaching internship. TABLE TO presents .. 

the responses to this question. Of the respondents, 55.2% had student 
teaching experience while only 19^% had a.teaching internship in higher 

education. ■
The distributions of respondents in each, state with the super­

vised teaching experiences is displayed in TABLE Tl and TABLE T2.

Neither of these distributions was significant and the null hypotheses 
were retained. Thus, it was concluded that no differences existed among 
the states in the student teaching experience and teaching internship
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T A B L E  JO

Distribution of Respondents By Supervised Teaching Experience

Student Teaching 
Yes No

Teaching
Yes

Internship
No

Number 396' 322 139 579

Percent 55.2 44.8 19.4 80.6

TABLE 71
Student Teaching Experience By State (in percent)

Student
Teach AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total
Sample

Yes 57-9. 58.6 57.9 53.3 56.2 54.7 52.3 59.4 55.2

No k2.1 Ul.t 42,1 46.7 43.8 45.3 47.3 4o.6 44.8
Chi-square = 2.02- df = 7

experience of the respondents.
The responses of administrator/faculty groups concerning super­

vised teaching experience is presented in TABLE 73 and TABLE 7^. The 
differences among administrator/faculty groups regarding student'teact­
ing was significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. The differ-- 

ences among the groups concerning the teaching internship were not
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' TABLE 72

Teaching Internship Experience By State (in percent)

Teach
Intern AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total
Sample

Yes 15.8 20.0. 10.5 20.0 l4.8 23.4 21.7 20.3 ■ 19.4
No 84.2 80.0 8 9 . 5 80.0 85.2 7 8 . 3 7 9 . 7 80.6

Chi-square = 5.14 df = 7 - '■

TABLE 73
Student Teaching Experience By Administrator/Faculty Groups

(in percent)

Student
Teach Administrator

Terminal
Faculty

Transfer Terminal Faculty/ 
Faculty Transfer Faculty

Total
Sample

Yes 64.0 38.4 54.2 6 0 .7 5 5 .2 -
No 3 6 .0 6l. 6 4 5 . 8 3 9 . 3 44.8

Chi-square = 3 0.6* df = 3 . P < . 0 5
^significant at the .05 level

significant. The null hypothesis. w.as retained and it was concluded 

that there were no differences among administrator/faculty groups in 

teaching internship experience.

Faculty teaching in terminal programs had the lowest proportion 

of respondents with student teaching experience, 38.4%, while
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TABLE Th . '

Teaching Internship Experience By Administrator/Faculty Groups
[in percent)

Teach
Intern Administrator

Terminal
Faculty

Transfer
Faculty

Terminal Faculty/ 
Transfer Faculty

Total
Sample

Yes 20.9 14.5 21.8 19.6 19.4

No 79.8 85.5 78.2 80.4 80.6

Chi-square = 3.54 df = 3

administrators had the highest proportion, 6h.0%. These figures cor­

respond closely with highest degree earned by respondents and teaching 

experience of respondents. Faculty teaching in terminal programs had 
fewer advanced degrees and thus fewer of them had student teaching 

experience.
Although a lower proportion of faculty teaching in terminal 

programs had a teaching internship experience, the differences were not 

significant.
The authors listed in TABLE l4, page 595 recommended the 

teaching internship as.a necessary part of the professional preparation 

for community college faculty. As more faculty members participate in 
formal programs designed to prepare faculty members more of them may 
take a teaching internship as a part of their preparation program.
As this takes place, the differences among these groups will become



more significant for the same reasons that the differences in highest 
degree attained in teaching experience and in student teaching experi­
ence are significant.

TABLE 75 and TABLE 76 compare the student teaching experience 
and teaching internship experience, of part-time and full-time respond 

dents. Neither of these comparisons was significant and the null hy­
potheses were retained. Thus, it was concluded that there are no 
differences in the student teaching experience and teaching internship 

experience of part-time and full-time employees.

TABLE 75
Student Teaching Experience. By Part-time/Full-time (in percent)

Student
Teach Part-time Full-time Total Sample

Yes U7.I 55.6 55.2
No 52.9 hk.h hk.8

Chi-square = .17 df = I

The comparison of student teaching experience of the degree 

groups is presented in TABLE 77. Respondents with less than a masters 
degree have a much, lower proportion with, student teaching experience 

than did those with a masters, specialist, or doctors degree. Only 

12.0$ of those with less than a Bachelors degree had student taught and
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TABLE 76
Teaching Internship Experience By Part—time/Full—time (.in percent).

Teach
Intern Part-time Full-time Total Sample

Yes 23.5 19.2 • 19 A
No 7&.5 80.8 -8q .6

Chi-square = .17 df = I

TABLE 77
Student Teaching Experience By Degree Groups (in percent)

Student . Less than Masters and Total
Teach Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

Yes 12.0 37 .5 60.5 69.1 5 5 .2

No 8 8 . 0
Chi-square

62.5
= 66.45*

3 9 .5
df = 3

30 .9 44.8

^significant at the .05 level

37*5% of those with a bachelors degree had student taught. These com­

pare to 60.5% and 69.1% respectively for those.persons with a masters 
or teaching specialist degree and persons with a doctorate. These 

differences were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.
The comparison of teaching internship experience of the degree 

groups is presented in TABLE 78. This comparison was significant and



TABLE 78
Teaching Internship Experience By Degree Groups [in percent)

Teach
Intern

Less than 
Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and
Specialist Doctorate

Total
Sample

Yes 10.0 15.4 18.9 27.9 19.4
No 90.0 84.6

Chi-square = 10.26*
* significant at the. .

8l.l
df = 3 p<.05

05 level

72.1 ' 80.6

the null hypothesis was1 rejected. The respondents had the same pattern

as the previous comparison. The proportion of respondents in each 
group with teaching internship experience increased with each higher 

degree. The percentages were 10.0%, 15.4%, 18.9% and 27.9% for the' 
four groups. .It appeared evident that more respondents with, a doctor­

ate had participated in programs designed to prepare them to teach.

The comparisons of the supervised teaching experiences of re­

spondents pursuing a higher degree are shown in TABLE 79 and TABLE 80. 
The differences among these groups in their student teaching experience 

were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. The differences 

in teaching internship experience were not significant. The null hy­
pothesis was retained and it was concluded that no differences in 

teaching internship experience existed among respondents pursuing a 

higher degree, those planning to pursue a higher degree, and those ntit
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TABLE 79
Student Teaching Experience By Respondents Pursuing A Higher Degree

(.in percent)

Student
Teach Yes No No But Plan To Total Sample

Yes ' 44.3 6a. 5 51.9 55.2

No 55-7 39-5 48.1 ' 44.8
Chi-square = 12.CU* , df = 2 p 
'^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 80
Teaching Internship Experience By Respondents Pursuing A Higher Degree

(in percent)

Teach
Intern Yes No No But Plan To Total Sample

Yes ' 15.7 19.2 22.4 19.4

No 84.3 • 80.8 77.6 80.6
C]}i-square = 2.28 df = 2

pursuing a higher degree. As TABLE 79 shows, respondents who were not 

taking courses toward a higher degree and not planning to had the 
highest proportion with student teaching experience, 60.5%« This 

finding corresponded closely with the results reported in TABLE 47



page llland TABLE 77 , page l40. A large percentage of respondents with 
advanced degrees were not taking courses. More respondents with ad­
vanced degrees had student teaching experience. Therefore, it should 
follow, as it did, that a high, percentage of respondents who were not 
taking courses would have student teaching experience.

The comparison of the supervised teaching experience of respon­
dents who had attended a community college and those who had not is 

shown in TABLE 8l and TABLE 82. The differences in student teaching 
experience between these, groups were significant and the null hypoth­
esis was rejected. The differences in the teaching internship experi­
ence between these groups were not significant. The null hypothesis 
was retained and it was concluded that there were no differences in 
the teaching internship experience of respondents who had attended a 
community college and those who had not.

Number of Courses in Education

The number of courses a person has taken in the education de­
partment is one indication of the professional preparation of that 

person. TABLE ,§3 presents the number of courses in education the re­
spondents in this study had taken. Of the respondents, 30.6% had' taken 

three or fewer courses; 32.3% had taken from four to ten courses; and 

37.1% had taken more than ten courses. The average for all respondents

was 10.9 courses.



TABLE 8l
Student Teaching Experience By- Experience As A 

Community College Student (.in percent)

Student
Teach Yes No Total Sample

Yes kg.5 59.3' 55.2

No 50.5 ko.,7 a .8
Chi-square = 6.37* df = I p(.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 82
Teaching Internship Experience By Experience As A , 

Community College Student (.in person)

Teach
Intern Yes No Total Sample

Yes 19.5 19.3 19. k

No 80.5 80.7 80.6
Chi-square = .0009 df = I

TABLE 8H presents the distribution of the number of courses, 
taken in education by respondents from each, state. The differences 

among the states were not significant and the null hypothesis was re­

tained.. Thus, it was concluded that there were no differences among



the states in the number of courses taken in education by the respon­

dents. As TABLE 85 shows, the differences among administrator/faculty 
groups were significant and the null hypothesis w:as rejected. Admin^ 
istrators had taken the most courses in education with an average of 
it.2 courses. Faculty teaching in transfer programs had the lowest 

average with. 7«5 courses.

TABLE 83
Number of Courses in Education Taken By Respondents

■ 0-3 ■ t-10 11-20 21-30 Over 30

Number 230 232 l66 63 37
Percent 30.6 32.3 23.1 8.8 5.2

The mean number of courses taken was 10.9

The finding that faculty teaching in transfer programs had 

taken fewer courses in education than faculty teaching in terminal pro­
grams was unexpected. Faculty teaching in transfer programs had a much 

higher proportion of respondents with the masters degree and higher.
The higher the degree the more the opportunity to take courses in edu­
cation. It would, therefore, be expected that faculty teaching in 
transfer programs would have taken more, courses in education. However, 

this was not found to be true. Faculty teaching in transfer programs
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Number of Courses in Education Taken By Respondents By State
(.in percent I

Number

TABLE 84

of Courses' AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY Total Sample

0-3 44.7 21.4' 31 Jo 40.0 29.0 23.4 33.1 33.1 30.6

4-10 28.9 35.7 . 31.6 33.3 34.6 35.9 31.3 26.1 32.3

11-20 18.4 31.4 21.1 20.0. 22.8 26.6 21.4 23.2 23.1
21-30 7-9 7.1 5.3 6.7 8.6 12.5 . 8.9 8.7 8.8

Over 30 5.3 4.3 10.5 0..0 4.9 1.6 5.3 8.7 5.2

Mean
Courses

9.3 11.3 11.5 8.5 10.7 11.2 io.6 12.9 10.9
Chi-square = 18.46 df = 28

have emphasized the subject matter in their advanced work more than the 
professional preparation. Some of the comments made by respondents 
indicated their desire to avoid education courses. The findings of this 

section confirm that the faculty teaching in transfer programs have 
successfully avoided professional teacher preparation courses.

Administrators and faculty teaching in both the terminal and 

transfer program had taken a greater number of education courses because 
administration courses and counseling courses are usually taught by the 

education department. Therefore, these two groups in the necessary 

preparation for their positions had taken education courses.



J J 1 1  'I

(

147

TABLE 85
Number of Courses.in Education Taken By Respondents 

By Administrator/Faculty Groups (.in percent I

Number Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
of Courses Administrator Faculty • Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

0-3 21.9 37.8 42.5 19.6 30.6
4-io 24.8 30.8 33.5 37.5 32.3

11-20 27.3 18.0 19-9 32.1 23.1
21-30 13.8 5.2 4.5 • ' 5.4 8.8
Over 30 9.0 1.7 1.7 5.4 5.2

Mean Courses 14.2 8.1 7.5 11.7 10; 9
Chi-square = 66.55* 
^significant at the

df = 12 
.05 level

P<05

The number of courses in education taken by part-time and full­

time respondents is presented in TABLE 86. The differences between these 

groups were not significant. The null hypothesis was retained and it was 
concluded that there were no differences in the number of courses taken 

in education by part-time and full-time employees. v
The differences in the number of courses in education taken by 

respondents in each, degree group were significant and the null hypothesis 

was rejected. TABLE 87 shows this distribution. Respondents with the . 

doctorate had taken an average of If?.7 courses while respondents with
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Number of Education Courses Taken By Respondents 
By Part-stime/Full^time (in percent]

TABLE 86.

Q—3 4-10. 11-20 21̂ .30 ■ Over .30
Mean
Courses ■

Full­
time

29.8 32.6 23.1 9.2 5.0 10.9

Part-
time

1*7.1 20.6 23.5 0.0 8.8 9.4

Total
Sample

30.6

Chi-i
32.3 23.1

square = 8.73 df = 4
8.8 5.2 10.9

less than a bachelors had taken only k.9 courses.
TABLE 88 shows the distribution of courses taken in education by 

respondents pursuing a higher degree. The differences among the three 

groups were not significant and the null hypothesis was retained. It 

was concluded that there were no differences in the number of courses 
taken in education by those pursuing a higher degree and those not 

pursuing a higher degree. The distribution of the number of courses 
taken in education by respondents who had attended a community college 
is presented in TABLE 89. The differences between groups were not 

significant and the null hypothesis was retained. It was concluded 

that there were no differences in the number of courses taken in edu­

cation by those who had attended a community college and those who had
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TABLE 87
Kumher of Education Courses Taken By Respondents 

By Degree Groups (in percent)

Less than 
Bachelors

Masters and
Bachelors Specialist, Doctorate

Totfal
Sample

0-3 42.0 45.2 ' 27.9 22.8 30.6
4-10 50.0 36.5 34.0 17.8 32.3
11-20 8.0 15.4 25.1 28.7 23.1
21-30 0.0 1.9 9.2 16.2 8.8
Over 30 0.0 1.0 3.8 14.7 5.2

Mean Courses 4.9 6.2 10.4. 16.7 10.9
Chi-square = 119.73* 
^significant at the ,

df = 12 
,05 level

P<&05

TABLE 88
Number of Education Courses Taken By Respondents 
By Those Pursuing a Higher Degree, (in percent)

Taking
Courses 0-3 ■U—10 11-20 21-30 Over 30

Mean
Courses

Yes 23.0 24.0 19.7 7.1 2.7' .. 11.1
No 32.7 28.1 23.8 9.4 6.1 11.3
No But 
Plan To

26.8 42.1 19.7 ' 7-1 4.4 9.7

Total
Sample

30.6 32.3
Chi-square =

23.1
12.79 df =

8.8
8

■ 5.2 10.9
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TABLE 89
Number of Education Cours.es. Taken By Respondents By Experience 

As A Community College Student (in percent)

Community 
College . 
Student 0-3 4-10 11-20. 21-30 ■ Over 30

Mean
Courses

Yes 30.7 31,0 ■ 24.8 8.9 k.6 10..8

No 30.6 33.3 21.9 8.7 5.5 10.9
Total
Sample 30.6 32.3 23.1 8.8 5.2 10.9

Chi-square — 1.17 df = h

' not. '
Degree of Satisfaction

Respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with 
their present position. They indicated whether they were very satis­

fied, satisfied, neither satisfied or dissatisfied, dissatisfied, or 

very dissatisfied. TABLE 9.0 shows the responses to that question.
Over half, .59.2%, said they were very satisfied and 32.9% said they 

were satisfied in their present position. Only 7.9% of the respondents 
were less than satisfied with, their position.

The percentage of people who were satisfied was higher than 

expected and especially in light of the number of negative comments 
made by respondents.
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TABLE 90:
Degree of Satisfaction of Respondents

Neither
Very Satisfied or Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Number 1+25 236 33 18 6
Percent 59.2 32.9 k.6 2.5 0.8 ,

The.degree of satisfaction reported by respondents from each 
state is shown in TABLE 91. For the chi-square analysis, respondents 
in the three groups who said they were less than satisfied were col­

lapsed into one group. The differences among the states were not signi­
ficant. The null hypothesis was retained and it was concluded that there 

were no differences in the degree of job satisfaction of respondents 

from each of the states.
Responses of the administrator/faculty groups concerning their 

degree of satisfaction are shown in TABLE 92. The three groups who said 

they were less than satisfied were combined. The differences among the 

groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. Admin­

istrators were the most satisfied and 95.W  stated they were either 

satisfied or very satisfied. Only 87.2% of the faculty teaching in 
transfer programs were satisfied with their present position.



TABLE 91
Degree of Satisfaction By State (in percent)

Degree of
Satisfaction AK ID MT WV OR UT WA WY-

Total
Sample

Very
Satisfied 55.3 74.3 68.4 66.7 60.5 50.. 0 58.0 52.2 59.2

Satisfied 34.2 22.9 26.3 26.7 33.3 43.8 32.0 37-7 32.9

Neither 5-3 1.4 0.0 6.7 2.5 3.1 6.8 5.8 4,6

Dissatisfied 2.6 0.0 5.3 0.0 3.1 3.1 2.8 1.4 2.5
Very -d" i—I

VDOJ 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.4 2.9 0.8
Satisfied

Chi-squareI = 6.02 df' = 7

The responses of part-time and full-time respondents concerning 

their degree of satisfaction is presented in TABLE 93. After the three 
groups who were less than satisfied were combined, the differences among 

groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. Full-time 

respondents were more satisfied than part-time respondents. Of the full­
time respondents, 92.8% said they were satisfied while 76.%% of the 
part-timers were satisfied.

As TABLE 94 shows, the differences in the degree of satisfac­
tion of respondents in each, degree group were not significant and the 

null hypothesis was retained. Thus, it was concluded that there were no 

differences in the degree of job satisfaction of respondents with



TABLE 92
Degree of Satisfaction By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Degree of 
Satisfaction

Terminal 
Administrator Faculty

Transfer Terminal Faculty/ 
Faculty Transfer Faculty

Total
Sample

Very
Satisfied 69.6 5^.7 . 52.0 60.7 . . . 59.2
Satisfied 29.6 36.6 35.2 32.1" 32.9
Neither 3.5 . 5:2 6.1 3,6 4.6
Dissatisfied 0.6 2.9 5.0 3.6 ' 2.5
•Very . 0.6' 0.6 1.7 0.0 0.8
Dissatisfied

Chi-square = 16.8^* df = 6 
•^significant at the .05 level

p<.05

TABLE 93
Degree of Satisfaction By Part-time/Full-time (in percept)

Degree of Satisfaction
Very Very ■
Satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Full­
time

60.2 32.6 4.1 2.2 0.9

Part-
time

38.2 38.2 14.7 8.8 0.0

Total
Sample 59.2 32.-9

Chi-square = 13.89* 
^significant at the

4.6
df = 2 

.05 level

2,5
'96,05

0.8



TABLE 9k

Degree of Satisfaction By Degree Groups (in percent)

Degree of 
Satisfaction

Less than
Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and 
Specialist Doctorate•

Total
Sample

Very-
Satisfied 6k. a 53.8 59.3 6l.O 59.2

Satisfied 30.. 0. 39.U 31.7 33.1 32.9

Neither 6.. Q. CO-3* 4.8 4.4 4.6

Dissatisfied 0.0 1.0 3.8 0.7 2.5 .
Very
Dissatisfied

0.0
Chi-square

1.0 
= 14.19

0.9
df = 6

0.7 0.8

different degrees. For the chi-square analysis, all those who said they' 

were less than satisfied were combined into one group.
The differences in the degree of satisfaction among the groups 

taking courses toward a higher degree were not significant and the null . 

hypothesis was retained. Thus, it was concluded that there, were no 
differences in the degree of job satisfaction of respondents who were 

taking courses toward a higher degree and those who were not taking . 
courses. The three groups in TABLE 95 who stated they were less than 

satisfied were combined for the chi-square-test.
TABLE 96 shows the degree of satisfaction of those who had at­

tended a community college and persons who had not. More respondents , ' 
who had not attended a community college, 93.7%, said they were. .



TABLE 95
Degree of Satisfaction By Respondents Pursuing A 

Higher Degree (in percent)

Degree of Satisfaction
Taking Very Very
Courses Satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Yes 59.3 30.. 7 5.7 2,9. 1.4
No 59.5 32.9 4.8 2,0. . 0.8
No But 
Plan To

58.5 34.4 3.3 3.3 0,5

Total
Sample . 59.2 32.9 4.6 2.5 0.8 ■

Chi-square =1.32 df = 4

TABLE 96
Degree of Satisfaction By Experience As A 

Community College Student (in percent)

Community Degree of Satisfaction
College ■Very Very
Student Satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied 1 Dissatisfied

Yes 6l.l - 28.7 6.3 2.6 1.3
No 57.8 35-9 3-4 . 2.4 0.5 '
Total
Sample '59.2 32.9 4.6 2.5 0.8

Chi-square = 6.53* df = 2 p 4°5^significant at the ,05 level
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satisfied than respondents who had attended a community college,' 89.8%. 
With all those who were less than satisfied combined into one group., 
the differences among the groups were significant and the null hypoth­
esis was rejected.

Choice of Employment

Respondents were asked to indicate from seven alternatives 
either one or two choices of where they would prefer to he employed.

The seven alternatives were: elementary school, secondary school,
another community college, the same community college, a four-year col­

lege, a non-teaching academic situation and a non-academic, non-teaching 
work situation.

TABLE 97 presents the distribution of the responses concerning 

the choice of employment. Not all respondents indicated'a second choice 

so the total does not equal 718 in the second choice row. Eighty per—  ■ 

cent of the respondents stated they preferred to stay at the same col­
lege. An additional 20.8% would move to another community college.

Only twenty-four percent of the respondents stated that they would 
choose to move to the four-year college. No respondent indicated a 

preference to move to the secondary school as a first choice. This 
was surprising because over forty-six percent of the respondents had 
previously been employed in the secondary school.

The choice of employment of respondents from each state is pre­
sented in TABLE 98. For the’ chi—square test, respondents who chose
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Choice of Employment By Respondents

TABLE 97

Another Same Four
Comm. Comm Year ■ Non-?. Hon^

Elemen Second College College College Teaching Academic

First'Choice 
Number 5 ■ 0 36 528 80 35 34
Percent 0.7 0.0. 5.0 73.5 • 11.1 4.9 4.7 •

Second Choice 
Number 5 5 113 32 92 44 36
Percent 0.7 0.7 15-7 4.5 12.8 .6.1 5.0

Combined
Number 10 5 149 , 560 172 79 70
Percent 1.4 0.7 20.8 80.0 24.0 11.0 9.7

either the elementary or secondary school were not included. The dif­

ferences among the states were not significant. The null hypothesis 
was retained and it was concluded that there were no differences in the 

choice of employment of the respondents from each state. The chi-square 

test was computed only for the first choice.
TABLE 99 shows the choice of employment of administrator/ 

faculty groups. The differences among these groups were significant 
and the null hypothesis was rejected. Faculty teaching in transfer 

programs had the highest proportion of respondents who preferred the 
four-year college, 16.2%. Faculty teaching in both transfer and termi­

nal programs had the highest proportion of respondents who chose either



L I I 1 _ 1

158

TABLE 98
Choice of Employment By States Cin percent I

Total
. AIC ID MT MV OR UT W A - W Y  Sample

2.6& 0.0 0.0 0.0
Elementary 2.6b 0.0 0..Q 0.0

5.3= 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0.
Secondary 0.0' I.U 0.0 0.0

0.0 I A 0.0 0.0

Another 5.3 1 A 0.0 6.7
Community 10.5 5.7 26.3 20.0
College 15,8 7.1 26.3 26.7
Same 63.2 80.0 78.9 66.7
Community 2.6 1 1 A 10.5 0.0
College 65.8 9 1 A 89.5 66.7
Four 13.2 . 8.6 15,6 6.7
Year 10.5 2 1 A 0.0 6.7
College 23.7 30.0 15.8 13.3

7.9 2.9 5.3 13.3
Non-Teaching 10.5 8.6 0.0 6.718 A IlA 5.3 20.0

7.9 7.1 0.0 6.7
Non-Academic 5.3 2.9 0.0 0.0

13.2 10.0 0.0 6.7

1.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.70.6 - 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.71.-9 0.0 0.7 4.3 1.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.d
1.9 0.0 0 A ■ 0.0 0.7
1.9 0.0 0 A ■ 0.0 0.7
b.9 3.1 6.8 4.3 5.0

20 A 9 A 16.0 18.8 15.725.3 12.5 22.8 23.2 20.7
7G.5 73A 72.2 71.0 73.52.5 3.1 4.3 4.3 '4.5
79.0 76.6 76.5 ' 75-4 78.0
8.0 A . 1 12.1 - 13,0 ll.l
9.9 10.9 13.5 15.9 12.8

17.9 25.0 25.6 29.0 23.9
6.8 k.7 2.8 7.2 4.95.6 6.3 5.7 5.8 6.1

12.3 10.9 8.5 13.0 11.0
2.5 4.7 5.3 4.3 4.7'9.3 6.3 2.8 7.2 5.0

11.7 10.9 8.2 11.6 9-7
afirst choice 
^■second choice
cComMnation of first and second choice 

First choice chi-square = 22.59. df = 28
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TABLE 99
Choice of Employment By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total 
■ Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty ' Sample

o.6& 0.6 l.l 0.0 0.7
Elementary !.IDb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7

2.3° ' 0.6 1.1 0.0 1.4
0.0. 0.0 * 0.0 0.0 0.0

Secondary 0.6 0.6 o.6 1.8 0.7o. 6 0.6 0.6 1.8 0.7
Another 3.2 6.4 5.6 8.9. 5-0
Community 15.8 15.7 l6.8 10.7 15.7
College 19.0 22.3 22.3 19.6 20.7

Same 72.3 76.2 72.1 7648 73,5
Community 5.5 2.3 3.9 7.1 4,5
College 77.8 78.5 76.0 83.9 78.0
Four- 8.0 10,5 16.2 14.3 11.1
Year 8.7 9-9 21.8 16.1 12.8
College' 16.2 20.3 38.0 30.4 23.9

8.0 4.1 1.7 0.0 4.9
Ion-Teaching 9.6 ' 2.3 3.9 5.4 6.1

17.7 6.4 5.6 5.4 11.0

7-7 2.3 3.4 0.0 4.7
Non-Academic ' 4.8 4.7 5.6 5.4 '■ 5.0

12.5 7.0 8.9 5-4 '9.7
afirst choice 
^second choice
^combination of first and second choice
First choice chi-rsquare = df = 12 p<.Q5
^significant at the .05 level



L I I I I,

160
the same or another community college in which to he employed. Faculty 
teaching in terminal programs had only a slightly lower proportion-of 
respondents who chose either the same or another community, college. 
Administrators had the lowest proportion of respondents who selected 
to stay in a community college. Administrators also had. the lowest 
proportion of respondents who would like to move to the four-year col­
lege and the largest percentage who preferred leaving the teaching and ' 
academic situations.

The choice of employment of part-time and full-time respondents 

is presented in TABLE 100. The differences between these groups were 
not significant and the null hypothesis was retained. That is, there 

were no differences in the choice of employment of part-time and full­
time respondents.

TABLE 101 presents the choice of employment of respondents in 
each degree group. The differences among the degree groups were signi­

ficant and the null hypothesis was rejected. Ninety-six percent of the 
respondents with less than a bachelors degree preferred to stay at the 
same community college. Respondents with the doctorate had the highest 

proportion who preferred the four-year college, 16.9%, and the lowest 
proportion who wanted to stay in a community college, 71.3%.

TABLE 102 presents the choice of employment of respondents 
pursuing a higher degree and TABLE 103. shows the choice, of employment 

of .respondents, with, experience as a community college student. Neither ■
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TABLE 100

Choice of Employment By Part—time/Full—time (in percent I

Another
Coram

Elemen Second College

Same
Comm
College

Four-
Xear
College

Non-
Teaching

Non-
Academic

Full­ 0.6^ 0.0 ■ 9.0 7^.3 11.0 4.5 4.7
time 0.7h 0.7 16". 2 4.7 12.7 6.3 4.7

1.3° 0.7 21.2 78.9 23.7 10.8 ' 9-4
Part- 2.9 0.0 9.9 58.8 14,7 11.8 ■" 5-9
time 0.0 0.0 • 2.9 0.0 14.7 2.9 11.8

2.9 0.0 8.8 58.8 29.4 14.7 17.6

Total 0.7 0.0 9.0 73.9 11.1 4.9 4.7
Sample 0.7 0.7 ' 19.7 . 4.9 12,8 6.1 5.0

l.b 0.7 20.7 78.0 23.9 11.0 9.7
afirst choice .
^second choice
^combination of first and second choice
First choice chi-square = 5-8 df = 4

of these comparisons was significant. Both null hypotheses were re­

tained and it was concluded that there were no differences in the 
choice of employment of respondents who were pursuing a higher degree 
and those who were not nor in the choice of employment of respondents, 

who had attended a community college and those who had not.



TABLE 101

Choice of Employment By Degree Groups (in percent)

Less than 
Bachelors

Masters and 
Bachelors Specialist Doctorate

Total
Sample

. 0.09 1.9 0.7 0.0 0.7
Elementary O-Ob 1.9 0.7. 0.0 0.7

Q. Oc 3.8 1.4 0.0 1.4 '
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Secondary 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.7
0.0 ' 1.0 0.7 . 0.7 0.7

Another 0.0 4.8 6.4 2.9 5.0
Community 22.0 13.5 16.5 13,2 15.7
College 22.0 18.3 22.9 16.1 20.7
Same 96.0 68.3 . 74.0 68.4 - 73.5
Community 2.0 2.9 4.5 6.6 4.5
College ■ 98.0 71.2 78.5 75.0 78.0
Four- 0.0 10.6 10.6 16-9 11.1
Year 0.0 8.7 14,4 16.2 12.8
College 0.0 19.2 25.1 33.1 23.9

Ifon- 2.0 3.8 4.0 9-6 4.9
Teaching 4.0 4.8 6.1 8.1 6.1

6.0 8.7 10.2 17.6 11.0
Non- 2.0 10.6 ■ 4.3 2.2 4.7
Academic 0.0 4.8 6.1 3.7 5,0.

2.0 15.4 10.4 5-9 9.7 . ■
aIjjrst choice
bsecond choice
^combination of first and second choice
First choice chi-square - 37-58* df = 12 p <.05
^significant at the. .05 level



TABLE 102

Choice of Employment By Respondents Pursuing 
A Higher Degree (in percent)

Taking
Classes Elemen Second

Another
Comm
College

Same
Comm
College

Four— ’ 
Y ear 
College

Non-
Teaching

. Non- 
'Academic

0.7a o.o. 7-1 71.4 10.0 ' 2.9 " _ 7.9
Yes I.)+5 0.0 19-3 ' 4.3 11.4 4.3 ■ 5-7

2.Ic o.o: 26.4 75.7 21.4 ■ 7.1 ■ 13.6

■1.0. 0.0 5.3 73.4 10.1 5.6 4.6
No 0.8 0.8 15.4 4.8 12.2 7.3 4.3

1.8 0.8 20.8 78.2 22:3 12.9 8.9

No But 0.0 0.0 2.7 75.4 14.2 4.9 2:7,■
Plan To 0.0 1.1 13.1 3.8 15.3 4.9 6.0

0.0 1.1 ■ 15.8 79.2 29.5 9.8 8.7

Total ■0.7 0.0 5.0 73.5 11.1 4.9 ■ '4.7
Sample 0.7 0-7 15.7 4.5 12.8 ■ 6.1 ■ 5.0 '

1.4 0.7 20.7 78.0 23.9 11.0 - ' 9.7-

aTirst choice 
^second choice
^combination of first and second choice

First choice chi-square = 11.46 df = 8

Summary
The previous: sections have presented the findings, of the de­

scriptive data section of this study. The tables have presented a pro­

file of the faculty and administrators at participating community
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TABLE 10.3.
Choice of Employment By Experience As A Community 

College Student Cin percent)

Community-
College
Student Elemen Second

Another
Comm
College

Same
Comm
College

Four^ 
Year . 
College

Non—
Teaching

Non-
Academic

0.. Ta 0.0. . 5.3 73.9 . 7.6 6.3 5.6,
Yes Q-Sb 0.0 15.5 4.3 . 12.5 4.6 " 5.9

I. Oc- 0.0 20.8 . 78.2 20.1 10.9 11.6 •

0.7 0.0 4.8 72.3 13.7 3.9 4.1
No 1.0 1.2 15.7 4.6 13.0 7.2 4.3

1.7.. 1.2 20.5 76.9 26.7 11.1 8.4

Total 0.7 0.0 5.0 73.5 11.1 4.9 4.7
Sample 0.7 0.7 15.7 4.5 12.8 6,1 5.0

1.4 0.7 30.7 78.0 ■ 23.9 11.0 9-7
afirst choice 
^second choice
^combination of first and second choice

First choice 'chi-square = 9.02 df = 4

colleges in the Northwest. The data was examined by dividing the 

sample into groups and comparing the responses of those groups on fif­
teen different variables. TABLE 10.4 presents a summary of the signi­

ficance of each of the comparisons. When mutual entries were elimi— ■ 

nated,. sixty-nine comparisons were made. Forty of the comparisons were

significant.
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TABLE IOb

Summary of Chi-square Tests

State
Admin/ 
Faculty 
• Groups

Part-time/
Full-time

Degree
Groups

Pursuing
Higher
Degree

Comm
1 College 
Student

Admin/
Faculty V M l

n.s.
■■

Part-time/
Full-time

19. b8 
P -05

18.26 . 
" P .05

Degree
Groups

36". b2 
P .05

139.8b 
P .05

15.19. 
P .05

Pursuing
Degree

18.92
n.s.

28.27 
P .05

2.71
• n.s.

116.66 
P .0.5

Comm
College
Student

7.22
n.s.

9.72
n.s.

.0029
n.s.

28.72 
P .05

10.60, 
P .05

Teaching
Experience

82. b6 
P .05

118.21 
p .05

27.22 ■ 
p .05 .

139.b8 
P .05

' 25.6b ■ 
P .05

8.45
n.s.

Service at
Present
School

126.72 ' 
P .05

22.68 
p .05

20.96 
p .05

33.12 
P .05

bs.bb 
p .05

2.96
n.s.

Service
Present
Position

66.82 
P .05

57.17 
p .05

11.67 
p .05

22.35 
P .05

32.50 
P .05

3.39
n.s.

Student
Teaching

2.02
n.s.

30.16 ' 
p .05

0.63
n.s.

66. b5 
P .05

12.0b 
P .05

6.37 
p .05

Teaching
Internship

5.14
n.s.

3.5b
n.s.

0.17-
n.s.

10.26 
P .05'

2.28
n.s.

.0009
n.s.

Courses in 
Education

18. U6
'n.s.

66.55 
P -05.

8.73
n.s.

119.73 
P .05

12.79, "
n.s.

1.17 *
n.s.

Degree of 
Satisfaction

6.02
n.s.

15.8b 
P .05.

13.89 
p .05

b.19
n.s.

1.32
n.s.

6.53. 
p .05

Choice of 
Employment

22.59
n.s.

36.60 • 
P .05

5.18
n.s.

37.58 
p .05

11.46
n.s.

9.02
n.s.



The responses, of the highest degree attained groups, had the 
most significant differences. Thirteen of the fourteen variables were 
significant. The difference's between respondents who had attended a 
community college and those who had not were the least significant, ' 
Only four of the variables were significant.

PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

Information concerning the training respondents had received and 
the amount of training respondents judged to be necessary for faculty 

members was gathered from the Professional Preparation section of the 
Questionnaire. Three separate types of information were gathered.
First, the percentage of respondents who had received training in each 
of thirty-seven skill or knowledge areas was determined. This informa­
tion was used to establish, differences in the professional preparation ' 

of subgroups' of the sample. The percentages of each subgroup who have 
received training in each skill area are shown in TABLE 202, TABLE 203, 

•TABLE 204 TABLE 205, in APPENDIX I, pages 291-29%. This information 

was also used to determine the training needs of the faculty and admin­
istrators at the participating schools.

. Approximately half the respondents had received training in the 
skills listed. More, people had received training in teaching tech­

niques than any other skill, 7%.0$. Only '13.3% of the respondents had 

had a teaching internship in a community college. Any training program



involving these thirty-seven would fill a need for nearly half the 
people. Only small differences were found in any of the•subgroups.

It was therefore concluded that training was needed in all skills by 
all groups. The greatest need was; for a teaching internship in the 
community college.

The second type of information was gathered by asking the- re­
spondents to recommend how much training faculty teaching in transfer 
programs and faculty teaching in terminal programs should receive in 
each skill area. No differences in the recommended training were found 

between faculty teaching in transfer and faculty teaching in terminal 
programs. Therefore, only one set of recommendations is reported. The 

recommendations suggested by each of the subgroups of the sample are 

presented in TABLE 206, TABLE 207» TABLE 208, and TABLE 209 > in 
APPENDIX I, pages 2,95-298.

An in-service training program of up to one- day was the recom­
mended training for most skills. A college course was recommended for 

the following eight skills: developing individualized programs of
learning, how to develop new courses, how to construct or develop tests, 

learning- theory and its application for adults, motivating students * 
teaching to community college students., teaching techniques, and. 
theories of learning and remembering. The training recommended] for .■ 

three additional skills was split between a college course and'.no train­
ing needed. These three were: teaching internship in a community
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college, how to conduct basic research, and how to conduct applied 
research.

The third type of information was gathered by asking the re­
spondents to identify the five most important and the five least impor­
tant of thirty-seven skill or knowledge areas listed. To determine 
the five most important skill areas, a value of. +5 was assigned to a 
selection as most important, +4 was assigned to a selection .as the 

second most important, +3 for the third, +2 for the fourth, and +1 for 

the selection as the fifth, most important. The five skill areas with 
the highest number of points were considered to be the five most impor­

tant. This process was used to determine the five most important skill 
areas identified by each, subgroup.

The five least important skill areas were determined in a 

similar method. A value of -5 was assigned to a selection of the skill 

as the least important. A value of —4 was. assigned to a selection as ' 
the second, least important. A selection as third least was given a -3, 
fourth least -2, and fifth least -I. The skill areas with the highest 

number of negative points were considered to be the least important.
TABLE 105. lists the professional skills which were identified 

by state groups as the five most important and the numbers of times each, 

was selected as one of the five most important. TABLE 10£x displays the 

actual rankings of the important skills by state groups. A total of 

twelve skills were identified among the top five by some states. Five
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Professional Skill Areas Ranked As Five Most Important By States
T A B L E  105

Skill . 
Number Skill Area

Number of groups identifying skill 
in the five most important

16 How to' deal with, students with weak, academic preparation 8

26 Motivating students 7

29 Teaching to community college students 7
31 Teaching techniques 7
25 Learning theory and its application for adults 5

4 Community college philosophy 3
3 Background and problems of community college students 3

5 Developing individualized programs of learning 2

18 How to fit a curriculum to the needs of the community 2

37 . Writing learning objectives 2
I Advising and placement of the academically disadvantaged I

7 Functions and roles of the community college I

of those twelve were identified more often than others as most impor­
tant. Teaching techniques, motivating students, how to deal with stu­

dents with weak academic preparation, learning theory and its appli­

cation for adults, and teaching to community college students were 
ranked in the top five by more than two—thirds of the states.
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TABLE 106
State Rankings Of The Five Most Important Professional Skills

Ranking AK ID MT NV OR UT VfA WY Total Sample

I. 5a 31 4 ■ 29 31 31 ' 31 31 31
2 4 26 3 31 26 Ifjb 26 26 26-

4b 26
3 l6b 29 16 2.5 29 25 29 ■ 29

25 26
4 16 29 16 37 29 16 . 16

Ib
5 3 37 7 25 3b 16 18 25

18 5
aHimiber in each block represents the skill number shown 
in TABLE 105

^indicates a tie ranking

These five are all methods, type skills. Of the twelve skills shown, 

only community college philosophy, functions and roles of the community 
college, and background and problems of community college students were 

not methods related skills.

Many of the negative comments made by respondents referred to 
education courses as "a bunch of worthless methods courses". However, 
nine of the twelve skills identified by some group as the five most 

important were methods courses. This contradiction seems to represent 
a conflict present in community colleges and education departments in 
four-year colleges. The contradiction may also reflect inadequate or
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inappropriate preparation programs of education departments. The nega­
tive attitudes indicate that, although over half of the respondents 
had received training in these skills, the training they received had 
not adequately prepared some faculty for the tasks with which they now 
find themselves confronted.•

Of the top five skills, Montana ranked only one of them in its 
top five and Alaska ranked only two. These two states had opinions some­
what different from the other states.

The skill areas identified by administrator/faculty groups as 
the five ‘most important professional skills are presented in TABLE 107 
page 172. The actual rankings of these skills is shown in TABLE 108

page 173. Five skills were identified more often than the others.
These five were the same five identified by the state groups. The ten 

skills identified by the faculty and administrator groups were all among 
the twelve listed by the states.

TABLE 109 page 173 presents the skill areas identified by 
part-time and full-time respondents ,as the five most important. The ■ 

ranking of each skill is shown in TABLE H O  page 17%. These groups 

,identified the same skills as the previously mentioned group's.
As TABLE 111, page 1755 shows, the degree groups identified the ■ 

same five skills as the most important as did the earlier groups.

TABLE 112, page 176, shows the rankings by the degree groups.

Although different groups ranked the skills in slightly
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Professional Skill Areas Ranked As Five Most 
Important By Adminis trator/Faculty 

Groups

Skill Skill Number of groups identifying skill
Number ' Area in the five most important

31 Teaching techniques 5

26 Motivating students U
16 How to deal with students with weak academic preparation 4

25 Learning theory and its application for adults 4
29 Teaching to community college students 3
5 Developing individualized programs of learning 2

18 How to fit a curriculum to the- needs of the community I

17 Developing new courses I
I Advising and placement of the academically disadvantaged I

U Community college philosophy I

different orders, they all identified the same skills as the five most 

important.
TABLE 113, page 177, shows the percent of respondents in each 

subgroup who had received training in the professional skill areas 
ranked as the five most important. Nearly three fourths, jk%i of the 

•respondents had training in skill number 29, teaching to community
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TABLE 108

Administrator/Faculty Group Rankings Of The Five
Most Important Professional Skills

Faculty-
Ranking Administrator Terminal

Faculty
Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

Total
Sample

I 31a 26 31 ' 25 31
2 29 31 l6 l6b

31
26

3 26 16 26 29
4 25 5 29. ' lTb 16

5 5 25 k 18 25
athe number in each block represents the skill number 
shown in TABLE 107

^indicates a tie

TABLE 109
Professional Skill Areas Ranked As Five Most 

Important By Part-time/Full-time

Skill ■ 
Number Skill Area

Number of groups identifying skill 
in the five most important

31 Teaching techniques 3
26 Motivating Students. 3
29 Teaching to community college students '3
l6 How to deal with, students with, weak academic preparation 2 •
25 Learning theory and its application for adults 2
5 . Developing individualized programs of learning I

37 Writing learning objectives I



TABLE H O

Part-time/Full-time Rankings Of The Five
Motit Important Professional Skills

Ranking Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I 31a 29 31
2 26 16 26
3 29 26 ' 29
U 25 31b ■ 16

5 ■5
37

25
athe numbers in each block represent the skill numbers 
shown in TABLE 109 

^indicates a tie ranking

college students. Administrators had the highest proportion, 50.0%, to 

receive training in this skill- area. Respondents from Nevada had the 

lowest proportion, l6.J%, who had received training in this skill area.

Approximately half of the respondents had received training in 
skill number 16, how to deal with students with weak academic prepara­
tion, and skill number 25, learning theory and its application for 
adults. Over 60% had received training in skill number 26, motivating 

students.
TABLE IlU , page 178, presents the training recommended by each 

group in the five professional skills ranked as most important. A
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TABLE 111

Professional Skills Ranked As Five Most 
Important By Degree Groups

Skill
Number Skill Area

Number of groups identifying skill 
in the five most important

31 Teaching techniques. 5
26 Motivating Students .4
16 How to deal with, students with, weak academic preparation 4

25 Learning theory and its application for adults 3
29 Teaching to community college students 3

37 Writing learning objectives 2
5 ■ Developing individualized programs of learning 2

4 Community college philosophy I
18 How to fit.a curriculum to the needs of the community I

three credit college course was recommended by most of the groups for 

all the skills except number l6 , how to deal with students with weak 

academic backgrounds. A one to two-day in-service training session 

was the training most often recommended for skill number l6 . There were 

no consistent differences in the training recommended by any of these 

subgroups.

TABLE 115, page 179, shows the skills identified by the respon­

dents from each state as the five least Important.. TABLE 116, page l8'0»
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TABLE 112

Degree Group Rankings Of The Five Most
Important Professional Skills

Less- than 
Ranking Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and 
Specialist Doctorate

.Total
Sample

I 2^ 31 31 29 31
2 31 5 26 31 26
3 l6 - l6 16 25 I 29

k 37 25 29 26 16

5 18 37 k - - 5 25
athe number in each block represents 
shown in TABLE ill

the skill number

presents the actual rankings of those skills. As with the most impor­

tant skills, five skills were identified more often than others. The 

five skills were: how and where to get textbooks, how to conduct basic

research, history and role of the community college, how the community 

college is financed, and how to conduct applied research. Montana and 

Nevada each identified only two of those five in their five least-im­

portant. As with the ranking of the five most important, Montana re­

spondents had opinions which were different from other'respondents.

The skills identified as the five least important by adminis­

trator/faculty groups are presented in TABLE IlTi PaSe l8l, and the
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Percent of Respondents Who Have Received Training In 
The Five Most Important Professional Skill Areas

TABLE 113

Skill Humher
16 31 26 29 25

Administrator 76.8 66.0 50.0 64.4
Faculty Terminal Ul.5 75.4 62.0 ' 37.3 46.5
Faculty Transfer 35.U 67.3 45.6 19.7 42.9
Faculty Term & Tran 63.2 76.1 76.1 34.8 65.2

Full-time 47.5 74.0 60.8 38.5 55.2
Part-time kk.b 74.1 59.3 29.6 44.4

Less than Bachelors 40.5 78.4 54.1 35.1 21.6
Bachelors 48.3 71.3 65.5 33.3 50.6
Masters & Specialist^.I 73.6 59.9 36.1 55.0 .
Doctorate 45.9 75.2 60.6 48.6 58.8

Alaska 57.1 75-0 54.1 28.6 53.6
Idaho 57.9 86.0 64.9 42.1 59.6
Montana 64.7 88.2 70.6 41.2 58.8 .■
Nevada 33.3 66.7 25.0 16.7 50.0
Oregon 58.8 72.3 66.2 42.3 59.2
Utah 48.0 70.0 ■ 56.0 48.0 52.0
Washington 42.3 72.2 58.5 35.0 52.6
Wyoming 35.1 73.7 63.2 36.8 50.9

Total Sample 47.4 74.0 60.7 38.1 . 54.7

actual rankings of those skills are shown in TABLE 118 , page 182.
TABLE 119 - page 183 , shows the skills ranked as the five least important
by part-time/full-time respondents. The actual rankings of those skills

are presented in TABLE 120-, .page l8U. Part-time and full-time respon—

dents had different opinions about least important skills. Only two
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■ TABLE Hit

Recommended Training For Faculty in The Five Most
Important Professional Skill Areas

Skill Number
16 31 26 29 ■ 25

Administrator 2 4 ■ 4 . 4 . 4 '
Faculty Terminal 2—Ia 4 4-2 4-2 ■ .4
Faculty Transfer ' 2-1 4 2 ■ .4
Faculty Term & Tran 2 4-5 4-3 4 4-

Full-time 2 4 ’ 4 . 4'' ■ 4 -
Part-time 2 5 3-4-1 2 ' 4

Less than Bachelors 2-1 3—5—4 4 3 4 •
Bachelors 2 4 . 4-2 • 4 4
Masters & Specialist 2 4. 2-4 4 4
Doctorate 4 4 4 4 4

Alaska 4-2 4-5 4 4 4
Idaho 2 5-4 2-4 4 4
Montana 4-1 4 2-4-0 . 4 4
Nevada 3-2 • 4 3-2 2-1-3 4-2
Oregon 2-1-3 ' 4 • 2-4 4 4-1
Utah. 2-3-4 4 4 4-2 4
Washington 2-1 5-4 2-4 4 4
Wyoming 2. 4 1-4-3 2-1-4 4 ■ ‘

Total .Sample 2-3 4-5 4-2 4—2—3■ 4

amore. than one entry indicates a tie or near tie
0 = no training needed in this area
1 = I-It hour in-service training'
2 = 1-2 day in-service training
3 = 3-10 day in-service training
4 = 1—3 credit college course
5 = more than 3 college credits
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TABLE 115

Professional Skill Areas Ranked as Five Least Important By States

NumLer of groups identifying skill 
Skill Number Skill Area in the five least important

ih How to conduct basic research. 9
10 How and where to get textbooks 8
9 History and role of the community college 7 '
Il How the community college is financed 6
13 How to conduct applied research 6 •
■ 2 Administrative structure and operation of the 

community college 3 '
6 Duties of a faculty 3
8 Group dynamics I

33 Time management I

3k What to teach in a particular class ■ I

of the five skills were identified by both groups.
The five least important skills identified by respondents in 

degree groups are shown in TABLE 121, page l85? and their actual 
rankings are presented in TABLE 122, page 186. It is interesting to 

note that respondents with less than a bachelors degree did not identify 

as least important any of the five skills identified as least important 
when all respondents were considered. Their views of what was important
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TABLE 116
State Rankings of the Five Least Important Professional Skills

Ranking AK ID MT RV OR UT MA MY Total Sample

33 6a iii. :6 1 6b
33

.9 11- 11 2 11
3h :9 .11 '8 Il 2 . 9 13 13

35 11 2 13 34 13 9 13 .9 . 9
36 i3b

ik
10 ik. 10 10 lk lk lk lk

37 9 10 14 Ik 10 10 10 10
athe number in each block, represents the skill number shown 
in TABLE Ii 5 

^indicates a tie ranking

were different from the other groups.

TABLE 123, page l8T , shows the percent of each group who had 
received training in each of the five skills identified as 'least impor­
tant. Except for skill number ten, how and where to get textbooks, 

approximately fifty percent of the respondents' had received training in 
these skills. Only 27-9% had received training in skill number ten. 
These figures are almost the same as for the five most important skills 
discussed earlier. As TABLE 123 > page' 187,, shows, proportions of each 
subgroup who had received training varied greatly for skills fourteen; 

nine, and thirteen. The percentages for skill fourteen varied from a 

low of 18.9% for respondents with less than a bachelors to 8l.7$ for
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TABLE 117

Professional Skill Areas Ranked as Fiye Least
Important By Administrator/Faculty Groups

Skill Numher of groups identifying skill
Number Skill Area in the' five least important

'11 How the community- college is financed 5
13 How^ to conduct applied research 5

IU How to conduct basic research 5
9 History and role of the community college U
10 How and where to get textbooks . 3

2 Administrative structure and operation of the comm. coll. 2
6 Duties of a faculty member I

respondents with a doctorate. The proportion for skill nine varied from 

lB.5% for part-time respondents to 6l.2% for administrators, and for 
skill thirteen from 10.8% for respondents with less than a bachelors to 
75.2% for those persons with, a doctorate.

The recommended training for faculty members in each of the five 

skills ranked as least important is shown in TABLE 121; s page 188. Al­
though some differences exist, the subgroups recommended similar train­

ing for all faculty. Comparing TABLE 114, page 178, and TABLE 124 s ‘ 

page 188 , it can he seen that less training was recommended for the 
least important skill than for the most important skills.
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TABLE 118

Administrator/Faculty Group Rankings of The Fiye
Least Important Professional Skills

. j . * " **’

Banking 'Administrator
Faculty
Terminal

Faculty
Transfer

Faculty. Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

Total
Sample

33 6a 2 13 11 11
3b 11 11' 11 ' 2 . 13
35 13 13 14 ■13 9
36 ' 14 l4 9 14 14

37 10 ■ 9 10 ■ 9 10
athe number in each 
shown in TABLE 117

block represents the skill number

To determine if administrators were either training faculty or
hiring faculty with the desired training in each of the skill areas, the

desired, training for faculty expressed by administrators was compared 

with the.percentage of faculty who had received training in each skill. 

This comparison is presented in TABLE 125> page 189, This comparison 

shows little relationship between the percent of faculty who have re­

ceived training and the. training recommended by administrators. 'It 

would appear that if administrators really wanted faculty members to 

have training in particular skills, they would have arranged for in- 

service programs to meet those desires.or needs. . This would especially



TABLE 119

Professional Skill Areas Ranked As Fiye Least
Important By Part-time/Full-time.

Skill
Number Skill Area

Number of groups identifying skill 
in the five least important

10 How and where to get textbooks 3
11 How the community college is financed 3
9 History and role of the community college 2

13 How to conduct applied research' 2
IU How to conduct basic research. 2
12 How to assign grades I
2 Administrative structure and operation of the comm. coll. I-

33 Time management I

3^ What to teach in a particular class I

have been true of the skills in which administrators recommended a one 

to four hour in-service program. The evidence indicated.that this had 
not happened. Administrators have not demanded by either their hiring 
practices or in-service training programs that faculty receive training 
in accordance with, their recommended training for faculty.

To summarize the findings of this section, the following stated 

ments are made:

I. A slightly higher percentage of administrators than faculty



TABLE 120

Part-time /Full-time. Rankings of the Five Least
Important Professional Skills

Ranking Full-time Part-time Total Sample

33 12b
34

' 11
3k 11 10 13

35 13 11 ■ 9
3& Ik 9 lk

37 10 33 10
athe number in each block represents the 
shown in TABLE n g

^indicates a tie ranking

skill number

have received training in most of the thirty-seven professional skills.

2. No consistently large differences existed in the percentages 
of respondents in each of the. subgroups who had received training in 

professional skills. Large differences did exist among certain sub­

groups on some skills, but the differences were not consistent.
3. The recommended training for faculty was similar for all 

subgroups.
k. Administrators are. not requiring faculty to receive, training 

consonant with, the training they recommend.
'5. Five skills were identified more often than others as the
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TABLE 121

Professional Skill Areas Ranked as Fiye
Least Important By Degree Groups

Skill
Humber Skill Area

.
Number of groups identifying skill 

in the five least important

11 . Hbw the community college is financed 4
13 Hotr to conduct applied research 4
11 . Hbw the community college is financed 4
13 Hotr to conduct applied research 4

14 How to conduct basic research 4 -
10 How and where to get textbooks 3
9 History and role of the community college 3
2 Administrative'structure and operation of the comm. coll. 2

6 Duties of a faculty member ,• I

8 Group dynamics I
30 Teaching internship in the community college I

33 Time'management I .
34 What to teach in a particular class .1

most important. The five most important skills were: how to deal with

students with weak academic preparation, teaching techniques, motivating ■ 
students, learning theory and its application for adults, and teaching 
to community college students. The five most .important skills were all 

teaching methods skills.
6. Five skills were identified more often than others as the



TABLE 122

Degree Group Rankings of the Five Least
Important Professional Skills.

Ranking
Less than
Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and 
Specialists ■Doctorate

Total
Sample

33
Pa

l4a 11 33 11 ' ;
34 30

34
11 13 13 13

35 2 9. 11 9
36 6 . 13 14 14 14

37 ' 8 9 10 10 10
athe number in each block represents 
shown in TABLE 121 

^indicates a tie ranking

the skill numbers

least important. The five least important skills were: how and where

to get textbooks, how to conduct basic research, how to conduct applied 

research, history and role of the community college, and how the commu­

nity college is financed. The five least important skills were informa­

tional type skills.
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TABLE 12.3

Percent of Respondents Who Have Received Training In The 
Five Least Important Professional Skill Areas

10
■ Skill 

l4
Number

9 11 13

Administrator 27.7 64.4 . 61.2 . 63.5 55.8 .
Faculty Terminal 31.0 43.0 42.3 4q .i • ■ 34.5
Faculty. Transfer 23.8 61.9 31.3 38.1 47.6
Faculty Term Sc Trans 32.'6 58.7 39.1 47.8 54.3
Full-time 27.8 58.6 ’ 48.7 51.2 - 48.8 .
Part-time 29.6 48.1 ■ 18.5 29.6 .40.7
Less than Bachelors 40.5 18.9 45.9 45.9 10.8 .
Bachelors 31.0 31.0 4g.4 46.5 29.9
Masters & Specialist 25.0 61.3 43.6 49.3 48.6
Doctorate 29.4 ' 81.7 59.6 56.0 75.2 •

Alaska. 28.6 46.4 42.9 39.3 39.3
Idaho 30.4 63.2 38.6 . 50.9 54.4
Montana 29,4 70.6 58.8 75.0 58.8
Nevada 25.0 ■ 66.7 50.0 50.0 58.3
Oregon 33.1 48.5 49.2 58.5 41.9
Utah 28.0 60.0 50.0 50.0 38.0,
Washington 23.1 57 • 3’ 47.4 44.9 49.1
Wyoming 33.3 75.4 ' 47.4 50.9 . 63.2

Total Sample 27.9 58.1 48.7 ' 50.2 48.5



TABLE 12U

Recommended Training Eor Faculty In The Five
Least Important Professional Skill Areas

Skill Number 
10 ' lit 9 - 11 13

Administrator I 0 I . I 0 ?
Faculty Terminal I ' O-Ita I 1 4-0
Faculty Transfer 0-1 0 0-1 I 0
Faculty Term & Trans I 0-1-4 1 I 0-1-4
Full-time I . 0 1 1 '0
Part-time I 2-4-5 1 . I 0-1-4

Less than Bachelors I 0 1 - I 0
Bachelors I 4-o 1 I 0
Masters & Specialist I 0 1 1 0
Doctorate I Q 4-i-o ' I 0
Alaska 1-0' 4-o 1-0-4 I 4 •
Idaho 1-0 4-1-2 0-1 I ■ . 4-2
Montana. I 0 1-2 1 0
Iievada I 0 I l 4-2
Oregon 1-0 . 0-4 . 1-0 I 0-4 " ,
Utah I 4-1 I I . 4-1
Washington 1-0 0 1-0 1—0—2 '. 0
Wyoming I 0 I 1 0

Total Sample 1-0 0-4 1-0 1 o-4
aTnore than one entry indicates a tie or near tie

0. = no training needed in this area
I = 1-jl hour in-service training
2 = 1-2 day in-service training
3 = 3-:L0 day in-service training
Ij..= I-I3 credit college course
5 - more than 3 college credits
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TABLE' 2.25
Comparison of Training Recommended and 

Received in Professional Skills

Skill 'Administrator Terminal Transfer ■ Terminal Faculty/
Muriiher Rec ommend'at i on Faculty Faculty Transfer.Faculty

I 1-2. : V , ' 28.'6 ' -56.5 .
•' 2 I 48.6 38.8 " 39..I
3 ' 2-1 36.6 30:6 43.5
4 I 56.3 ■ . 49.0- .5 6 .5 ,
5 4 59.0 • . - 47;6 67.4 . ■
6 . I ■ 5 5 . 6 44.g • 52.2
T I 51:4' 46.3 45.7
8 4 35-9 '■ 37.4 58.7
9 ■ I 42.3 31.3 39.1 ■

10 I 31.0 ■ 23.8 32.6 •
11 .1 40.1 .- 38.1 '47.8 .

■ . 12 ' I -59 .1  • 36.7 ' 56.5
13 . 0 '■ • 34.5 47.6' 54.3
lit 0 . ; ■ - 43.0 ' '61.9 ■ ' 58.7
15. 4-2-1 35.9 . 32.-7 56.5
16 ■ 2 " ' 41.5 ' 35-4 , 63.2

. IT • 3-4 - •64.8 . 39-5 52 .2
18 3-2 ,." '51.4 '24.5 45.7

. 19' 2-4 34.5 34.0 5 2 . 2 .
20 .4 . • ’ 30.3 38.1 ■ 47.8
21 4 52.1 49.7 6 3 .0
22 4-1 51.4 41.5. 65.2
23 4-2-3 ' 71.1 . 56.5 • 84.8
24 ■4 . . • 69.7 50; 3 69 :6
25 4 : ■ • 46.5 42:9 ' 6 5 .2  ' "
26 ■ k 62.0 ' '45.6 •76.1
27 ' 2.. 32.4 ■19.7 . 3 2 .6
28 2 '37.3 28.6 ' 41.3 ..
29 . 4 '37.-3 ■ 19.7 34.8
30 5-4-0 12.0 . 7.4 . . 10:9 .
31 .4 ' 75.4 6 7 .3  ' 76.1
32 . 4 49.3 ■ 55,1 ■ 60.9 ■
33 2-1 • ■ . '35.2 ■ 25-2' 58 .7
34 0-4-2' ' . ■ 38.0 ' 26.5 43.5 '
35 I ' 52.1 41.5 • . 56.5
.36 , I 50.0. 34.7 ' 56.5. ' •
37. 3-4 . . .79:7 59.2 - J4..0, .



DESIRED QUALIFICATIONS

The third section of the questionnaire concerned the desired 

qualifications for faculty at community colleges. Respondents were 

given a list of degrees, teaching experiences, non-teaching work expe­

riences, and professional activities. They were asked to indicate 

whether they thought that each of four community college faculty sub­

groups should have, each qualification prior to being employedwhether 

they could complete the qualification after employment, whether' it 

would be desirable but not necessary that they have complete the quali­

fication prior to employment, whether it was not necessary that faculty 

have the qualification, or whether it was undesirable that faculty have 

the qualification.

The second task respondents were asked to complete in this sec­

tion was to rank order eleven combinations of degree, experience, pro­

fessional education courses, and professional or trade certification by 

the desirability of the combination as qualifications for community col­

lege faculty. Using the rank ordering of the individual respondents a 

rank ordering was computed for all respondents and for each of the sub­

groups : respondent location by state, administrator or faculty member,

part-time or full-time employee in education, and highest degree at­

tained by the respondent.

The discussion of the data in this section is centered in the
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responses to the questionnaire. It is assumed that these responses re­
present the "beliefs of the respondents and m i l  he reported as the re­

commendation of the respondents.
The most desirable combination of degree field, work experience, 

professional courses, and professional or trade certification was deter­

mined from the rank ordering of the eleven combinations of these quali­
fications. ' APPENDIX J, pages 30.0-325, presents the complete ranking of 

all the subgroups. TABLE 126 presents the three combinations of quali­
fications ranked as most desirable by all subgroups. TABLE 127 pre­

sents the ranking of the qualifications by the respondents in teach 
state and the ranking established for all respondents.

TABLE 126

Three Qualifications Ranked as Most Desired

Qualification
Number Qualification Description

8 Degree in subject field with professional or trade
certification with work experience

4 Degree in subject field with professional education
courses with work experience.

2 Degree in subject field with work experience.'
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TABLE 127
Ranking By State of The Three Most Desired Qualifications

Faculty Subgroup 
Terminal - Vocational

Rank AfC ID MT KV OR UT WA WY Total Sample

I . ■ 8a 8 It 8. 8 8 8 8 8
2 It 2b

It
8 it 4 4 4 :4 4

3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
indicates a tie ranking

Faculty Subgroup 
Terminal - Academic

Rank AfC ID • MT NV OR UT WA WY Total Sample

I It It It It 4 ' 4 . -4 4 4

2 8 2 - 2 8 2 ' 8 2 8 8 .

3 2 8 8 2 8 : 2 8 2 2 •
Faculty Subgroup 

Transfer - Vocational
Rank AK ID MT NV OR UT WA . WY Total Sample

I 8 ' It It 8 8 4 8 8 8

2 It 8 8 It 4 ■ 8 4 4 4

3 2 2 2 2 2 •• 2 2 2' . 2
Faculty Subgroup 

Transfer —  Academic
Rank AK ID MT NV OR ' UT '. WA . WY Total Sample

I 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ■'

2 8 2 2 8 8 8 2 2 2

3 2 
• a

8 .8 2 2 2 8 8 8 ■
athe number in each block represents the qualification
number shown in TABLE
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Examination of this data revealed three important facts. First,
■ the three qualifications, -which were ranked as. the three most important 
were identical for all the states. Slight differences occurred within 
the top three, hut only these three qualifications were ranked as the 
most important. The three qualifications were: degree in subject field
with, professional or trade certification with work experience, degree 

in subject field with professional education courses with work.experi­
ence, and degree in subject field with work experience. Second, the 
same qualifications were ranked as the three most important for all 
four of the faculty subgroups. Third, degree in subject field and work 

experience were common to all these qualifications. The desirability 
of work experience was further emphasised by the data from the other ' 
part of the Desired Qualifications section of the questionnaire. All 

the states except Montana indicated that all faculty subgroups should 
have completed more than one year of work experience prior to employ­

ment. Montana alone identified work experience as not necessary for 

the academic subgroups. As was shown in TABLE 50, pagellA , Montana 
had the lowest percentage of its respondents with non-teaching experi­

ence, 21.1%, but those who had this experience had the longest average 
experience, 10.0 years. >

TABLE 128 , TABLE 129 , and TABLE 130 present the ranking of the ■ 
three most desired qualifications, by administrator/faculty groups, 

part-time/full-time, and degree groups. These tables show that all.



TABLE 128.

Ranking By Adminisrbrator/Faculty Groups of The' ,
Three Most Desired Qualifications ,

Faculty Subgroup
Terminal — Vocational • '
Faculty• Faculty . Faculty■Terminal/ Total.

Rank Administrator Terminal Trans fer Faculty Transfer Sample
I 89 8 8 . ' 8 " 8
2 It " It • • ■ it ' •. % It '

'3 2 2 1 2 . 2 . • . ; .2

Rank Administrator

Faculty Subgroup .
■ Terminal' -.Academic 
' Faculty ■ Faculty- 
Terminal .Transfer ■

Faculty Terminal/' 
Faculty Transfer ■

Total 
Sample•

' I . . ' It
' ■ ' . •• 

.it ' It. t . : ' _ k ■ : ■ -
2 8 2 .8 ' 8 8

3 2 8' ' 2 2 . 2

Rank Administrator

Z Faculty Subgroup, 
Transfer - Vocational 
Faculty Faculty 
Terminal Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

. Total • ■ 
Sample

'I . ' . 8 ' •, it 8 ; ; i  a : ■■■■ " • ■ 6 ..
2 It ' : 8 4 , : : ...' t : . I- '•

3 ' ' 2 . 2 2 2 ' . ' .2

Rank Administrator

Faculty Subgroup 
Transfer —  Academic 
Faculty ■Faculty ' 
Terminal Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

Total• 
Sample'

I It " ■ It ' lf' ,'it "
• 2 . ' 2 ' .2, - '.2.. 8 , 2 . ’

3 .8: . 8 ' " ' 8 ' : 2 . 8
athe number in each block,represents the qualification .
number shewn, in' TABLE
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TABLE 189
Banking By Part-time/Full—time Of The
Three Most Desired Qualifications

Faculty Subgroup 
Terminal — Vocational

Bank. • Full-time Part-time Total Sample
I . 8a ' 8 8
2 k 4 '

3 2 2. 2
Faculty Subgroup 

Terminal - Academic
Rank ' Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I . 8 U 4
2 2 8 8 '

3 It- 2 ' 2
Faculty Subgroup 

Transfer — Vocational
Rank Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I ' 8 8 8
2 4 It 4

3 2 2 - 2
Faculty Subgroup 

Transfer- - .Academic
Rank Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I . 1# 4 4

2 2 8 ■ 2

3 8 2 8
athe number in each block represents the qualification
number shown in TABLE
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TABLE 130 . '
Ranking By Degree Groups Of The 
Three Most Desired Qualifications

Faculty Subgroup ..
Terminal — Vocational

Less than Masters and Total
Rank. Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate. Sample

I " ga 8 8 8 . 8
2 k It It . It It

3 2 2 2 ■- 2 2
Faculty Subgroup,

Terminal -- Academic
Less than Masters and Total

Rank Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

I ■ 4 , It It • It 4 '

2 8 2 8 2 8

3 2 8 ' '2 8 2
Faculty Subgroup

Transfer -• Vocational
Less than Masters and Total

Rank Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

I 8 8 8 8 8
2 ■b It It 4 4 . ' '

3 10 ' 2 2 2 2
Faculty Subgroup

Transfer -- Academic
Less than Masters and Total

Rank Bachelors Bachelors. Specialist Doctorate Sample

I It It It 4 . 4

2 .8 8 -2 2 2

3 . 2 2 8 8 8
athe number in each block represents the qualification 
number shown in TABLE
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subgroups ranked the same three qualifications as the most important ■ 

except those with, less than a bachelors degree, who included the quali­

fication of no degree with professional or trade certification with work 

experience instead of degree in subject field with work experience for' 

terminal vocational and transfer vocational faculty. This was not sur­

prising when the background of these respondents was considered. They 

had a high degree of satisfaction with, their present position and did 

not see that a degree was required for success or satisfaction in- their 

positions. Work experience was common to all qualifications ranked as 

the three most desired.

The qualifications ranked as the least desired are presented in 

TABLE 131 TABLES 132, 133, 134 and 135 show the actual rankings by 
subgroups of the least desired qualifications. These tables show a dif^ 

ference in the qualifications ranked as least important for faculty 

teaching vocational subjects and faculty teaching academic, subjects.

The three qualifications most often ranked.as' the least important for 

the faculty that teach in the vocational subjects were: degree in sub­

ject field with no work experience, degree in education with no' work 

experience, and no degree with professional or trade certification with. 

no work experience. The three qualifications most often ranked as the 

least important for faculty teaching academic subjects were: degree in

education with no work experience, no degree with professional or trade 

certification with no work experience, and no degree and no professional
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TABLE 131
Qualifications Ranked As The Three Least Desired

Qualification Number Qualification Description

I 

3

5'
6

9

10 

Il

or trade certification with lengthy work'experience.

A common factor in the qualifications ranked as least important 

for those teaching vocational subjects was.lack of work experience. A 

.degree in something other than education was more valued than work ex­

perience for faculty teaching academic subjects.

A few respondents refused to answer this section. They stated 

that, for them", it was impossible to generalize and each, case would 

have, to be judged by its own set of circumstances. It was recognized' 

that even within a subdivision such as Transfer-Academic, many.

Degree in subject field with no work experience

Degree in subject field plus professional edu­
cation courses with no work experience

Degree in education with no work experience

Degree in education with work experience

No degree with professional or trade certifi- ' 
cation with no work experience

No degree with professional or trade certifi­
cation with work experience

No degree and. no professional or trade certifi­
cation with lengthy work experience



TABLE 132
Ranking By State Of The Three
Least Desired Qualifications

•fW I -......  , - . I . , ,  I . —  , . .

Rank AK1 ■ ID

Faculty Subgroup 
Terminal — Vocational

MT HV ■ OR UT , ' WA WY '
Total
Sample

a la 11 - I 6 ' I I I I I

10 9 9 9 9 ■9 9 9 9 . ' 9

11 5 5 5 5 5 5 . 5 5 5

Rank AK ID ■

Faculty Subgroup 
Terminal - Academic

MT HV OR UT WA WY
Total 
'Sample

9 5 10 10 10 5 5; 5 5 5

10 11 11 11 11 11 ii 11 11 11:

11 9 9 9  9 9 9 9 9 "9

Rank AK ID

Faculty Subgroup 
Transfer - Vocational

MT HV OR UT . WA WY
Total
Sample

9 I 11 I 11 I I I 11 I

10 • 9 ■ 9 9 5 9 . . 5 9 . 9 9

11 5 5 5 9 5 9 ' 5 5 ' 5

Rank AK ID

Faculty Subgroup 
Transfer — Academic

MT HV OR UT WA WY
Total
Sample

9 5 10 . 10 10 ■ 5 ■ 5 5 ' 5 5

10 11 11. ■ 11 11 11 ■ 11' 11 ii 11

11 ■ 9 9 9 9 9 ' 9 9 9 9 ■
athe number 
number in

in each block represents the 
TABLE 131'

qualification



TABLE 133
Ranking By Administrator/Faculty Groups of
TLe Three Least Desired Qualifications

Rank

Faculty Subgroups 
.Terminal - Vocational 

Faculty Faculty 
Administrator Terminal Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

• Total 
Sample

9 la I I 11 I

10 9 9 9 5 9

11 5 5 5 • . 9 5

Rank Administrator

Faculty Subgroups 
Terminal - Academic 
Faculty Faculty 
Terminal Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

. Total 
Sample ';

9 5 5 11 5 5

10 11 11 5 11 11

ii 9 9 9 9 . 9 ■

Rank Administrator

Faculty Subgroups 
Transfer - Vocational 
Faculty Faculty . 
Terminal Transfer

Faculty Terminal/ 
Faculty Transfer

Total
Sample

9 ' ’ I I ' 11 11 I

10 9 9 9 ■5 9

11 5 5 5 9 5
Faculty Subgroups

Transfer - Academic
Faculty Faculty Faculty Terminal/ Total

Rank Administrator■ Terminal Transfer Faculty Transfer 'Sample

9 ■ 10 ■ 5 5 10 5

10 11 11 11 11 11 ■

11 9 9 9 • 9 9'

athe number in each block represents the qualification
number shown in TABLE 131
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TABLE134

Ranking By Part-t ime /Full-time Of Tlie 
Three Least Desired Qualification

Faculty Subgroups 
Terminal — Vocational

Rank Full-time Part-time Total Sample

9 ' Ia I • ' 'I

: io 9 9 9 ' .

ii 5 5 . 5
Faculty Subgroups 

Terminal - Academic

Rank Full-time Part-time Total.Sample

9 5 10 ■ 5

10 11 11 11

. 11 9 9 9
Faculty Subgroups 

Transfer - Vocational

Rank Full-time Part-time Total Sample

9 I 3 I

' 10, • 9 9 9

11 ____ :___5______ 5 5
Faculty Subgroups 

Transfer — Academic

Rank Full-time Part-time Total Sample

9 5 5 , 5

10 11 11 11

11 9 ' 9 2
ath.e number in each, block represents the 

■ qualification number shown in TABLE 131
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TABLE 135
Ranking By Degree,Groups Of The Three

Least Desired Qualifications ■

Faculty Subgroups 
Terminal - Vocational

Less than _ Masters and • Total
Bank Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

' 9 I I I I I

10 9 9 9 9 9

11 5 ' 5 5 5 :>

Rank
Less than 
Bachelors

Faculty Subgroups 
Terminal — Academic

Masters and
Bachelors Specialist Doctorate

Total
Sample

9 5 11 5 5 5

10 11 ■' 5 11 11 ■ 11

11 ■ 9 9 ■ 9 9 9

Rank
Less than 
Bachelors

Faculty Subgroups 
Transfer - .Vocational 

Masters and 
Bachelors Specialist Doctorate

Total 
. Sample

9 I I I 11 I

10 5 5 9 9 9

11 9 9 5 5 5 . .

Rank
Less than 
Bachelors

Faculty Subgroups 
Transfer - Academic

Masters and 
Bachelors Specialist Doctorate

Total
Sample

9 5 11 5 10 , . 5

10 11 . '5 . 11 9 ' 11

11 9 9 ■ 9 11 9 '

athe number in each block represents the skill number 
shown in TABLE 131
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differences'can and do exist. However, the responses indicated that:

I. Work experience was valued for all faculty.

'2. A degree in a subject field was valued for all groups.

3. A degree in education was not perceived as high in value 
by any group.

4. Professional or trade certification was more valued for 
faculty teaching in vocational subjects than faculty 
teaching in academic subjects.

TABLES 210,211,212, and 213 in APPENDIX J, pages 302-317, show 
the recommendations of the various subgroups for the qualification of 
faculty. All the subgroups recommended professional or trade certifi­
cation prior to being employed, and a bachelors degree was desirable 

for Terminal-Vocational Faculty. Neither a degree higher than a bach­
elors nor teacher certification were viewed as necessary. .Respondents 
with less than a bachelors degree did not view the bachelors degree as 
necessary. Public school teaching experience was not viewed as neces­

sary. Experience teaching in a trade school, vocational-technical 

school or a community college was thought desirable. Teaching experi­
ence in a four-year college was not seen as necessary, however an in­
ternship was recommended as. desirable. The recommendation concerning . 

non-academic teaching was split between desirable and not necessary.
It was recommended that faculty complete more than one year of non- 

teaching work experience before being employed. Writing books or 
articles and doing research were recommended as not necessary.
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Belonging to professional organizations was recommended as desirable.

The recommended qualifications for Transfer-Vocational Faculty 

were similar to those for Terminal-Vocational Faculty as discussed in 
the previous, paragraph with, the following exceptions. A bachelors de­
gree should be completed prior to employment. The recommendation for a 
masters degree was equally split between being desirable and not neces­

sary. Teacher certification was not perceived as necessary.
The differences in the recommended qualifications for these two 

faculty groups were only in the importance of advanced academic degrees. 

Respondents with, advanced degrees recommended advanced degrees as more 
important than did respondents with lower degrees or no degree.

All subgroups recommended similar qualifications for Terminal- 
Academic Faculty. The recommendations were as follows: Professional
or trade certification should be obtained prior to employment. A spe­

cialist degree, a doctorate and teacher certification were not neces­

sary but a masters degree should be required. Public school teaching, 

experience and teaching experience in trade school and vocational tech­
nical school were not deemed necessary. Two-year college teaching ex­

perience was thought to be desirable, however four-year college teaching 
was not viewed as necessary. An internship was thought desirable but 

non-academic teaching experience was not believed to be necessary. More 

than one year of non—teaching experience, was seen as desirable. Writing 
books and doing research were not thought to be necessary and belonging
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to professional organizations was viewed as desirable.

The recommended qualifications .for Transfer-Academic Faculty■' 
were identical to the recommendation for Terminal-Academic Faculty with 
the exception- that the recommendation for teacher certification was 

equally divided between being not necessary and being desirable. Re­
spondents with less than a bachelors degree recommended that teacher 

certification be completed prior to employment. They also recommended 

teaching experience in the vocational technical school, two-year college 
four-year college and an internship be completed prior to employment, 

and recommended that non—academic teaching experience would be desirable
Some respondents commented on their responses that they did not 

or would not divide the faculty into the four subgroups used in this 

study. The responses to the questionnaire in the current study indicate 
that in most areas the recommended qualifications for all faculty were, 

the same. Slight differences, in the recommended degree existed which 

divided the faculty into two groups: persons who teach vocationally

oriented subjects and persons who teach academically oriented subjects. 

The recommended professional training discussed in the previous section 
made no distinction in the training needs of faculty teaching in ter­
minal programs and faculty teaching in transfer programs.

The degree recommended as most.appropriate' for faculty corre- ■ ■ 

sponded closely with the actual degree that had been attained by re­
spondents. There were important and unforseen differences between the
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teaching experience of respondents and the teaching experience recom­
mended for faculty. As TABLE 50, page IlU, indicates, 13.6% of the 

respondents had. taught in elementary schools and h6.b% had taught in 
secondary schools. However, all the subgroups except faculty teaching 
in both terminal and transfer programs recommended that the public 
school teaching experience not be necessary. Respondents evidently did 
.not find that the preparation for public school teaching or the experi­
ence of teaching in public schools was helpful in preparing them for 

their positions within the community college. This feeling about the 
public school system is further emphasized by the data in TABLE 104, 
page l64, which shows only 2.1% of the respondents expressed either a 
first or second choice preference of the public school' as a place of 
employment. .

A similar situation existed concerning four-year college teach­

ing experience. TABLE 55, page 123, indicates that 22.7% of the re­
spondents had experience teaching in four-year college. TABLE 98 ,■ 
page158 , shows that 23.9% of the respondents indicated their first or 
second choice of employment was the four-year college. However, only 
part-time respondents with less than a bachelors degree recommended 
four-year college teaching experience as desirable. Again, respondents 

evidently did not feel that four—year college experience was valuable 
preparation for the community college.

An internship was another qualification which, illicited unusual
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responses. TABLE 202 page 221 shows that 13.3% of the respondents 
had an Internship in a community college. The recommended training for 
that skill was either no training needed, a one to three credit college 

course, or more than three college credits as TABLES 206, 207, 208 and 
209 Pages 295-298, show. The recommendations of the subgroups were not 
always the same for this item when it was considered as a professional 

skill as when it was described as a qualification. Most subgroups indi­
cated an internship was desirable. Only faculty teaching in terminal 

programs and respondents with, less than a bachelors degree, many of 
which were faculty in terminal programs, recommended that an internship 

was not necessary.
The desired qualifications were a bachelors degree in a subject 

field with professional or trade certification for faculty teaching in 
terminal programs and a masters degree in the subject field for faculty 
teaching in transfer programs. Teaching experience in a trade school 

or vocational-technical school was desirable for faculty teaching in 

terminal programs. Teaching experience in a two-year college _and an 

internship were desirable for all faculty. More than one-year of non­
teaching work experience was considered mandatory for all faculty. 
Writing and doing research, were not considered.important, but membership 
in professional organizations was desirable.

Work experience was the most desired qualification for community 

college faculty. A degree was desirable, but was less important than
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work experience and a degree in the subject field was more desirable' 
than a degree in■education. Although, the responses of different sub­

groups- varied slightly, the summary above represents the majority of 
the responses.
Summary

This study gathered descriptive data and data concerning the 
professional preparation' and desired qualifications from the faculty 
and administrators at fifty-nine community colleges in eight states in 

the northwest; Descriptive data was compiled and is presented for six 
different groupings of the data. Each of these groupings was compared 

.on fifteen variables. Sixty-nine comparisons were made. Forty of the 
comparisons were found to be significant at the .05 level or greater.
The most significant differences were among the respondents with dif­
ferent degrees.

The findings of this study were compared to the findings re­

ported by previous studies. The findings of the current study were 
found to be significantly different than almost all previous studies 
which suggested that faculty and administrators in the northwest were 

different from their counterparts in other parts of the country and 
that faculty and administrators were changing as predicted by some 

earlier writers. The current study found higher proportions of respond­
ents with the doctorate and higher proportions with less than.a masters 

degree than was reported in earlier studies. More faculty in the
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current study had four-year college teaching experience than was re­
ported by earlier studies.

Information was gathered concerning thirty-seven professional 
preparation skills. The proportion of respondents'who had received 

training in each skill varied from a low of 13.3% for teaching intern­
ship in a community college to a high of jk.Ofo for teaching techniques. 
The amount of training recommended in each skill was the same for all 

faculty. An in-service program was the' recommended training for twenty- 
six of the thirty-seven skills. A college course was recommended for 
eight of the skills: developing individualized programs of learning,

how to develop new courses, how to construct or develop tests, learning 
theory and its application for adults, motivating students, teaching to 

community college students, teaching techniques ̂ and theories of learn­
ing and remembering. The recommended training for three other skills 
was split between a college course and no training needed. Those three 

were: teaching internship in a community college, how to conduct basic

research, and how to conduct applied research.

The skills ranked by subgroups as the five most important were: ' 
teaching techniques, motivating students, how to deal with students 

with weak academic preparation, learning theory and its application for 
adults, and teaching to community college students. The skills most ■ 

often ranked a§ the' five least important were: ,how and where to get

textbooks, how to conduct basic research, how to conduct applied
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research, history and role of the community college, and how the 
community college is financed. The five skills rated as most important 
were all methods skills despite many negative comments which were made ' 
concerning education methods courses.

The desired qualifications for' faculty as perceived by the re- . 

spondents included a degree in a subject field, a bachelors degree with 
professional or trade certification for faculty teaching in terminal 
programs, and a masters degree for faculty teaching in transfer pro­
grams . Teaching experience in a two-year college and an internship 
were recommended as desirable for all faculty. Non-teaching but job 

related experience was the most desired qualification for all faculty 
and it was recommended that more than one year be completed prior- to 

employment. Writing and doing research were recommended as not neces­

sary while membership in professional organizations was considered 
desirable for all faculty members.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The number of faculty at some four-year colleges has been re­

duced during the 19701s. This reduction has provided a new supply of 

experienced college teachers whose preparation has been for teaching in 
the four-year college. Coincidently, the growth of vocational and 

community education programs has brought faculty to community colleges - 

who have had little or no formal higher education or professional train­
ing. Given this unique situation, an interesting question is posed.
Nhat professional, training should this new type of faculty have in order 
to be most effective, and what qualifications are viewed as best for 
community college -faculty? Furthermore,' what academic background, ex­
perience, and degrees do faculty and administrators in the northwest 

actually have?

This study has attempted to provide information which will help■ 
answer these questions. .

Purpose of The Study
■ The purpose of this study was to obtain descriptive information 

about faculty and administrators at community colleges in the northwest, 

to obtain data concerning the professional preparation of those faculty, 

and in addition to determine the desired qualifications for community
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college faculty. The study answered the following questions■

1. What is the academic background, experience, and degree of 
job satisfaction of the faculty and administrators in the northwest?

2. What academic preparation, work experience, and professional 
education qualifications are perceived as desired by currently employed 
faculty teaching in terminal and transfer programs in the northwest? •

3. What professional preparation have community college faculty 
and administrators in the' northwest actually had?

4. What professional preparation is most important for com­

munity college faculty as perceived by currently employed faculty mem­
bers?

5- How much training should presently employed and new faculty 
receive in professional skills?

6. How do faculty and administrator responses to questions 
concerning training, compare?

7. ' How'do the training of currently employed faculty and the 
ideal training for faculty as expressed by administrators compare? 
Background .

An extensive review of community college literature revealed an 
abundance of descriptive studies, of community colleges. The recommen­

dations and conclusions of the selected studies lacked agreement con­
cerning the desired qualifications and professional preparation for 

community college faculty, and the preferred content of pre—service or
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in-service programs for community college faculty. The literature on 
the community college surveyed in this study is summarized "by the fol­
lowing statements,

1. The primary function of the community college is teaching.
2. The community college should attempt to meet the educational 

needs of the local community.

3. Community college faculty must have a greater interest in 

teaching and in students than their colleagues in four-year institutions
4. The major weakness of community college faculty are too 

narrow a specialization in subject matter, lack of understanding of the 

community, and lack of understanding of the community college philosophy 
and role.

5. Lack, of time is the greatest problem of the community col­
lege instructor.

6y The masters degree is the degree held by most faculty mem-. 
bers, and is considered by administrators to be the most suitable de­

gree for community college faculty.
7- Although historically, many faculty members have been re­

cruited from secondary schools, the recent trend is toward seeking 
faculty with previous teaching experience at the community college 
level.

8. Experience, as a community college student is perceived as 

advantageous for faculty members and other factors being'equal, persons



with that experience should be given preference.
9- Having taken a course dealing with the community college is 

a significant factor in helping a faculty member understand the phil­
osophy of the. community college. Nationwide, only about one quarter of 
the.faculty have taken such..a course.

10. There are 10.4 colleges and universities nationwide offering 
some pre-service preparation for community college faculty. The capa­
bility of these programs to produce new faculty is well below the pre­
dicted requirements of community colleges.

11. The teaching internship, a special course on the community 
college, characteristics of community -college students, and teaching 

techniques are the courses most often identified as desirable in prepa­
ration programs for community college faculty.

. 12. In-service education programs are needed to fill the present 
needs for professional preparation of faculty members at community col­
leges . -

Methodology
The population of this study was the faculty and administrators 

at the fifty-nine community colleges who agreed to participate in the 
eight northwest states of Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah., 

Washington, and Wyoming during the 1977^78 academic year.
Two random samples were drawn from that population using a .ran­

dom numbers table. The sample of administrators included 348



individuals who represented the 91  ̂administrators in the population.
The faculty sample included 5^2 individuals who presented the 5010 fac- • 

ulty members in the population. Each person in the sample was mailed 
a questionnaire. The questionnaire was constructed by the ■investigator 
and pretested at three community colleges in Illinois and Missouri.

The questionnaire had three sections. The first section, Descriptive 
Data, asked questions about the academic background and experience of 

the respondents. The second section, Professional Preparation, asked 
respondents to indicate in which, of thirty-seven professional skills 
they had received training, what training they recommended faculty have, 

and which of the thirty-seven skills were the five most important and ' 

which were the five least important. In the third section, Desired 

Qualifications, respondents were asked to indicate which degree(s), type 
of teaching experience(s), and professional activities they.considered 

important. They were given eleven combinations of degree, work experi­

ence, professional education courses, and professional or trade certifi­
cation from which to choose and were asked to rank order the. eleven ■ 

choices by their importance as qualifications for community college 
faculty. Usable questionnaires were returned by 315 administrators, 

'90.5%, and ^03 faculty, rJk.k%.
The responses to the Descriptive Data section were divided into 

the following six groupings: respondent location by state, administra­

tor or faculty member, part-time or full-time employee in education.



highest degree attained by the respondent, respondents taking classes 
toward a higher degree, and respondent's previous experience as a 

community college student. Each of these groups was compared on .fif­
teen variables. Each comparison was tested for significance of differ­

ence by a chi-square test. The .05 level was set to determine signi­
ficance. In addition, non—statistical analyses were made of the re­
sponses to the Professional Preparation and Desired Qualifications 
sections of the questionnaire of the following four groupingsre­

spondent location by state, administrator or faculty member, part-time 

or full-time employee in education, and highest degree attained by the 
respondent.

Findings of the Study

The analysis of the responses to the questionnaire resulted in 
the following findings:

1. The highest degree attained by faculty and administrators 

in the current study was significantly different from that reported by 

previous studies. This study found a higher proportion of respondents 
with a doctorate and a higher proportion with less than a masters de­
gree.

2. Respondents in this study had teaching experience signi­

ficantly different from that reported in previous studies. Of the 

respondents, b6.k% had secondary school teaching experience, 13.6% had 

elementary school teaching experience, 21.9% had taught previously in
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other community colleges, 22.7% had taught in four-year 'colleges, 23.7% 
had non-teaching work experiences, and lU.7# reported no teaching or 
non-teaching work experience prior- to their current position.

3. Of all respondents, 19.W  had had a teaching internship 
in their training program, 1+2.2% had attended a community college or 
junior college as a student, 19.5% were presently taking courses which 
would lead to a higher degree,.and 25.5% planned to take courses which 
would lead to a higher degree at a later time.

h. . Nearly ninety percent of the faculty and over ninety-five 
percent of the administrators were either satisfied or very satisfied 
with their present employment. Ninety-four percent of the respondents 
with less than a bachelors degree and over ninety-four percent with a

doctorate were either satisfied or very satisfied with their present,
/ - -employment.

5. Of all respondents, 73.5% selected their present community 

college as a first choice for place of employment while none chose the 
secondary school as a first choice.

6. The average respondent had taken 10.9 courses in education. 
Administrators had taken 1^.2 courses in education while faculty teach­
ing in transfer programs had taken 7.5 .courses.

7. Of the sixty-nine comparisons in the present study, forty 

were significant. When the results, of the current study were compared 
with previous studies in the field, significant differences were found



as noted in CHAPTER k. Thus, either community college personnel in the. 
northwest were different from those in other locations or the experience 
and educational preparation of community college personnel"have changed 
in the last'five to ten years.

8. ■ The training received in each, of the thirty-seven profes­

sional skill areas was statistically similar for all the subgroups. 
However ,■ a higher proportion of administrators than faculty had received 
training in the thirty-seven skill areas. Seventy-four percent of all ■ 
respondents had received training in the skill area "teaching tech­
niques."

9. The training respondents•recommended in each of the thirty-
seven professional skill areas was the same for both the faculty teach­

ing in terminal programs and for the faculty teaching in transfer pro­
grams. In-service training was recommended by the respondents as most 

appropriate for twenty-six.of the thirty-seven professional skill areas 
included in the questionnaire. A college course was recommended as most 

appropriate for the following eight skill areas: developing individu­

alized programs of.learning, how to develop new courses, how to con­
struct or develop tests, learning theory and its application for adults, 
motivating students, teaching to community college students, teaching 
techniques, and theories of learning and remembering. Paradoxically, 

the recommendations were divided as to whether a college course or no 

training was needed for three other skill areas: teaching internship
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in a community college, how to conduct basic research, and how to 

conduct applied research.
10. The professional skills, most often identified as the five

most important were: teaching techniques, motivating students, how to
deal with students with weak academic preparation, learning theory and 
its application of adults, and teaching to community college students. 

It is interesting to note that despite the many negative comments con­
cerning education methods courses, the five skill areas chosen as most 

important are typically regarded as methods skills.
11. The skills most often ranked as the five least important

were: how and where to get textbooks, how to conduct basic research,
how to conduct applied research-, the history and role of the community 
college, and how the community college is financed.

12. The qualifications desired for Terminal-Vocational and 

Transfer-Vocational faculty were similar and the qualifications desired 

for Terminal-Academic and Transfer-Academic were similar.
13. The qualification expressed as most desirable for all fac­

ulty was non-teaching work experience. It was further recommended that 
more than one year of non-teaching work experience be completed prior 
to employment. A degree in a subject area was seen as preferable to a 

generalists degree in education. Professional education courses and 

professional or trade .certification were viewed as a desirable addition 

to the preparation of. community college faculty.
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CONCLUSIONS

On the haais of the data provided by the questionnaire and the 
results of the data analysis presented in CHAPTER the following con­
clusions are made concerning community college faculty in the northwest:

1. The proportion of faculty with, the doctorate and the pro­
portion of faculty with, less than a bachelors degree have increased 
compared to earlier studies.

2. Nearly half the faculty had public school teaching experi- . 
ence prior to coming to the community college. Slightly under twenty- 
two percent had taught in a four-year college,

3. Nearly ninety percent of the faculty and nearly ninety-five 
percent of the administrators were either satisfied or very satisfied 
in their present position.

4. Nearly three fourths of the respondents preferred their 
present community college as a place of employment. None of the respond­
ents wanted to return to the secondary school as a preferred place of 
employment.

The following conclusions were made concerning the professional 
preparation of community college faculty in the northwest:

I. The same training in professional skills. w:as recommended for 

faculty teaching in terminal programs and faculty teaching in transfer 

programs. The proportion of faculty who have not received training in
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each of the professional skills was similar for both groups

2. Faculty members and administrators shared a common perspec-
/tive of the professional training needs of faculty. Furthermore, fac­

ulty and administrators identified the same skills as the most and least' 
important. It is interesting to note that the skills ranked as the 
most important were all methods skills.

3. The pre—service and in-service training programs have not 

been adequately meeting the trainining needs of the faculty. Only about 

half the faculty had received training in the thirty-seven professional 
skill areas. The actual training received by faculty members was found 
to be different from what was recommended by the responding adminis­
trators in this study. Administrators have not actually been hiring 
people with the qualifications they reportedly feel are desirable nor 

have they provided in-service programs which would provide the training 

identified as desirable.

4. Of those who made comments, more made negative comments

about departments of education than made positive comments.. The 

comments varied considerably from state to state: Poorly run pre-service
programs in some locations were reported as hindering rather than 

assisting community colleges.

The following conclusions .are made from the analysis of the 

data concerning the qualifications most desired for faculty:
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1. Work experience was viewed as the most important qualifi­

cation for faculty regardless of whether they taught in terminal or 
transfer programs.

2. The masters degree was the appropriate degree for faculty 
teaching in transfer programs. Professional or trade certification was 

desired for all faculty. A degree in a subject field was preferable to 
a degree in education.

3. Although a higher percentage of respondents had public 
school teaching experience, a teaching internship and teaching experi­
ence in a community college were viewed as better preparation for 

community college faculty than either public school or four-year col­
lege experience.

THE MODEL

The following model pre—service program for community college 
faculty is presented based on the literature search and the analysis 

of the data from the current investigation. The model pre-service 
program was designed primarily for prospective faculty members for 
transfer programs.

A basic assumption of this model is that the candidate pos­

sesses, is enrolls in, or plans to enroll in a masters degree program 

in a subject field. The professional preparation in the pre-service 
model could be accomplished as a minor discipline, or as training
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beyond the masters degree.

A useful alternative for faculty who" possess a masters degree 
would be to obtain a doctorate with a major in the education field and 
a minor in the subject field. This alternative would allow the candi­

date to pursue the doctorate without the' intensive subject field re­
search which, the subject field doctorate demand and which community 

college administrators report as unnecessary for their faculty.

The following skills would be included in a pre-service program 
for community college faculty. College courses would include the 
following:

1. History and philosophy of the community college.

2. Learning theory especially as related to adults.
3. Teaching techniques with, emphasis on the problems 

encountered by community college students.
U. Curriculum development with, emphasis on the procedures 

and problems of developing new courses.
5. - Applied research with the emphasis on using research

findings rather than performing research.

6. Evaluation - methods and procedures and problems 
associated with, testing, especially instructor composed 
tests.

7. Motivation - theory and practice of motivation of people, 
especially students.
Basic counseling and guidance - the goal would be to 
recognize and refer problems.

8.
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9. Teaching with, media - sources of and possibilities and 
problems associated with, using video equipment, tape- 

■ recorders, guests, and other teaching aids.
10. Teaching internship in a community college - a minimum 

of one term full-time.

The following topics would be presented as weekly seminars with a 
different topic discussed each. week. The same topics could be pre­

sented as in-service training programs for all faculty.

1. The community college student.
2. Duties of faculty members.
3. Community college finance.
4. Community-College relations and involvement.

5. Sources of educational resources.
6. Determining and writing objectives.
7. The role of the community college in higher education.

IMPLICATIONS

The high response rate to the questionnaire indicated consider 
able interest in the subject. Seventeen respondents asked for infor­
mation concerning the results of the study. 'Because a number of re-- 
sponses, received after the analysis had been done indicated.that those 
respondents had been on vacation when the questionnaire was mailed, it
is assumed that the return rate for faculty would have been higher if 
the questionnaires had been mailed earlier in the school year and if 
more time had been allowed between the follow-up letter s. This in­
terest in the subject by both, faculty and administrators may be an
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indication that changes in training requirements and in preparation pro­
grams may be possible and desirable.

The highest degree attained by the respondents has followed the 
predictions of Phair (.1975) 5 Phair (.19.77),■ and Cheit (1971). The con­
tinued emphasis on community and vocational education has increased 

employment opportunities for persons with, less than a masters degree. . 

The rise in the number of faculty with less than-a masters degree has 
also created a need for additional professional training of faculty, 
especially in-service training. The continuation and expansion of this 
trend will further accentuate the need for professional training of 
faculty. In-service training appears to be the only viable means of 

meeting the need for professional preparation of faculty at this time,.

The in-service training format is flexible enough to allow for 

the differences which exist between states, community colleges, and 
even the different groups of faculty within each community college.
The thirty-seven skill areas listed in this study could be presented 
in in-service training programs for faculty in a multitude of combina­

tions using a variety of methods designed to meet the professional ■ 
training needs of a particular community college or faculty group.

The increase in the percentage of doctorates in the professional 

labor pool coupled with, the higher proportion of respondents, with 
teaching experience in four-year colleges implies that more faculty 

members from colleges and universities are available and desire



employment with the community college. Although the doctorate is not 

seen as a necessary degree for community college faculty, the availa­

bility of applicants with, the doctorate puts an increased pressure on 

faculty members without that degree to involve themselves in training 

activities which will keep them competitive in the job market.

Both faculty and administrators, shared similar views of the 

professional training most appropriate for faculty. Their views were 

realistic in that the training they recommended was available and pos­

sible for all faculty. The responses of faculty teaching in terminal 

programs and faculty teaching in transfer programs indicated that each 

group had a realistic view of the training needs of the other. This 

implies that each group understands the role of the other group in the 

community college, even if they may not agree with that role.

The responses of persons from different states suggests that 

different philosophies of community college education exist among the 

states.

In some cases these differing philosophies seem to be impeding 

community colleges in their efforts to fulfill their unique educational 

role.

It is interesting to note that administrators apparently do not 

hire faculty members with the professional training they recommend that 

they have. In addition, they seem not to be providing means by which 

current faculty members can obtain the desired professional skills
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through in-service training.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The results of this study indicated, that the highest degree at­
tained and the teaching experience of the faculty in the northwest were 

significantly different from that reported Thy earlier studies. A study 
similar to the current study needs to he done nationwide to determine 

the extent of the differences and to determine the professional prepa­
ration training needs of community college throughout the nation.

As stated in CHAPTER 3, many earlier studies have reported a 
need for professional training and have made recommendations concerning 

the content of preparation programs. However, little research has been 
done to verify the effect of training or to compare the results of 
different types of training. This study indicated a need for additional 

training for faculty which must come from some type of in-service pro­
grams, but, raises the question do in-service programs have the desired 

effect, and if so how do they compare to pre-service programs or formal 
courses in improving the ability of a teacher?

This study revealed that administrators were not hiring faculty 

with the qualifications and training they reportedly felt were desirable 
nor were they demanding that faculty obtain those qualifications. The 

extent and reasons for the differences between the ideal qualifications 
of faculty as stated by administrators and the actual qualifications of



the faculty they employ needs further study.

The' relationship of; a community college's philosophy and 

stated goals, the training that the faculty and administrators receive 

and the effectiveness of the community college organization should be 

studied systematically. Studies need to be conducted which will find 

these relationships and help communities and administrators to be able 

to use the community college faculty and facilities as tools to improve 

the community.

The philosophy of a college of education which is providing 

pre-service preparation for community college faculty and administrators 

will effect the attitudes of the students it accepts and graduates.

The fact that many negative comments were made about education courses 

indicated possible problems in this area. The problem of teaching 

methods and student attitudes toward the course need further investi­

gation. Are the attitudes graduates have toward education courses, 

especially methods courses', a function of the teaching in the course, 

the age of the student, the experience of the student, a combination of 

these, or some other factor? Carefully designed systematic studies may 

provide some answers to these questions.

One of the main goals of most in-service and pre-service pro^ 

grams is to improve the effectiveness of the participants, in the 

program. An area which needs more study is howto measure. teacher 

effectiveness. Are there measureable qualities which make good or
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excellent teachers, or are teachers effective because of some inherent, 
undetectable, and unmeasurable factors.? The effectiveness of teacher 

training programs at all levels will remain questionable until these 
questions are answered.
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Sheldon Jackson College 
Sitka, Alaska

Juneau-Douglas Community College 
Auke Bay, Alaska

Ketchikan Community College 
Ketchikan, Alaska

Kodiak Community College 
Kodiak, Alaska

Kuskokwin Community College 
Bethel, Alaska

Northwest Community College 
Nome, Alaska

Sitka Community College 
Sitka, Alaska

Tanana Valley Community College 
Fairbanks, Alaska

College of Southern Idaho 
Twin Falls, Idaho

North Idaho College 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho

Ricks College 
Rexburg, Idaho

Flathead Valley Community College 
Kalispell, Montana

Miles Community College 
Miles City, Montana

Clark County Community College 
North Las Vegas, Nevada

Northern Nevada Community College 
Elko, Nevada
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Blue Mountain Community College 
Pendleton, Oregon

Central Oregon Community College 
Bend, Oregon

Chemeketa Community College 
Salem, Oregon

Clackamas Community College 
Oregon City, Oregon

Clatsop Community College 
Astoria, Oregon

Judson Baptist College 
Portland, Oregon

Lane Community College 
Eugene, Oregon

Linn-Benton Community College 
Albany, Oregon

Mt. Hood Community College 
Gresham, Oregon

Rogue Community College 
Grants Pass, Oregon

College of Eastern Utah 
Price, Utah

Dixie College'
St. George, Utah

Snow College 
Ephraim, Utah

Utah Technical College at Provo 
Provo, Utah

Utah Technical College at Salt Lake 
Salt Lake City, Utah



Bellevue Community College 
Bellevue, Washington

Big Bend Community College 
Moses Lake, Washington

Centralia Community College 
Centralia, Washington

Clark College 
Vancouver, Washington

Edmonds Community College 
Lynnwood, Washington

Fort Steilacoom Community College 
Tacoma, Washington

Grays Harbor College 
Aberdeen, Washington

Green River Community College 
Auburn, Washington

Highline Community College 
Midway, Washington

Lower Columbia College 
Longview, Washington

Olympia Community College 
Olympia, Washington

Olympic College 
Bremerton, Washington

Peninsula College 
Port Angeles, Washington

Seattle Central Community College 
Seattle, Washington

Shoreline Community College ■ 
Seattle, Washington
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South Seattle Community College 
Seattle, Washington

Spokane Community College 
Spokane, Washington

Tacoma Community College 
Tacoma, Washington

Walla Walla Community College 
Walla Walla, Washington

Wenatchee Valley College 
Wenatchee, Washington

Whatcom Community College 
Bellingham, Washington

Yakima Valley Community College 
Yakima, Washington

Casper College 
Casper, Wyoming

Central Wyoming College 
Riverton, Wyoming

Eastern Wyoming College 
Torrington, Wyoming

Laramie County Community College 
Cheyenne, Wyoming

Sheridan College 
Sheridan, Wyoming

Northwest Community College 
Powell, Wyoming

Western Wyoming Community College 
Rock Springs, Wyoming
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Colleges Who Refused to Participate.

Portland Community College 
Portland, Oregon

Umpqua Community College 
Roseburg, Oregon

North. Seattle Community College 
Seattle, Washington

Colleges Who Failed to Respond to Requests to Participate

Anchorage Community College 
Anchorage, Alaska

Kenai Peninsula Community College 
Soldotna, Alaska

Matanuska Susitna Community College 
Palmer, Alaska

College of St. Gertrude 
Cottonwood, Idaho

Dawson College 
Glendive, Montana

Western Nevada Community College 
Carson City, Nevada

Southwestern Oregon Community College 
Coos Bay, Oregon

Treasure Valley Community College 
Ontario, Oregon

Columbia Basin College 
Pasco, Washington

Everett Community College 
Everett, Washington



Spokane Falls Community College 
Spokane, Washington

Skagit Valley Community College • 
Mount Vernon, Washington
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P.O. Box 425 
Scott Af b , IL 62225

Too little is known about the preparation of community college faculty.
I have chosen this subject as the topic' for my doctoral dissertation.
I hope to find information which will help both community and four-year 
colleges plan ways to appropriately meet the training needs of the com­
munity college faculty. Your president has given me permission to ask 
you to participate in this study.
The questionnaire enclosed should only take a few minutes to complete: 
The information obtained will be treated collectively. Please note 
that no identification is required on the questionnaire so all infor­
mation will remain confidential. There is a code number on the return 
envelope. This is so that I can know who has responded for statistical 
purposes. The number was put on the envelope only so that the question­
naires would not be marked.

This is a pilot test of the questionnaire. Would you please tbke a few 
minutes to fill it out and make any recommendations or comments■about 
the questionnaire.
If you would like an abstract of the study please feel free to contact 
me.

A self-addressed stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
Your assistance is needed since only a random sample was chosen to 
receive the- questionnaire. The input of you, the employees of community 
colleges, is needed to understand and assess this vital area. Your 
cooperation is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

WAYNE HARSBA
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■ BIOGRAPHICAL DATA ' ' ' ' ■
1. In what state are you now employed? __________v
2. Are you:' ____Faculty ____Administration ____Other (specify)____ ' ______;________ ■ •
3. If you are faculty, do you teach primarily in: ____Terminal subjects ____Transfer subjects
k.' Are you: ____Full-time ____Part-time, ■ "
5. Are you involved in the process of hiring faculty members? . Yes Mo
6. Which academic degrees do you hold and when did you receive them? ••

____Associate . Bachelors ____Masters' ____Specialist ____Doctorate ____None
7. How many credits have you earned beyond the highest degree? __.______ _______ ■
8. Have you ever attended a community or junior college as a. student? : Yes ____No
9. How many years have you taught at each level: '

• ____Elementary ___JCommtmity college (not including present school)
____Secondary Four-year'college (not including as a graduate assistant)
____Non-teaching work ____Graduate Assistant . .

10. How long haye you been employed at this community college? '- Yrs
' In your present position? ____Yrs

11. Have you had: student teaching, (public school) ____Yes' '____No
teaching internship (community college) ____Yes ____No

12. Are you taking courses which will lead to a higher degree?
____Yes, I am currently taking courses

• ____No, I am not taking courses
____No, I am not now taking courses, but I plan to

13. How many graduate professional education courses have you taken? ;__________
lit. How satisfied would you say you are with teaching in the community college?

__ Yery Satisfied ____ Satisfied ___ _Neither satisfied or dissatisfied
____Dissatisfied ____Very Dissatisfied

15. Where would you rather teach? , ■ -
____Elementary school . ____Community College
____Secondary school ' ____Four-year college ' •
____Non-teaching

Comments:

l6. Your age is:

■_____20-25 _____26-30 _____31-35 _____36-40
____ 51-55 . _____56^60 . 61-65. _____Over 65

46-45 46-50
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PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

Below is a list of skill areas in which a faculty member might receive training. In column I, 
mark with a X those areas in which you have received training either as an in-service program 
or as a formal college course. In column 2, mark the amount of time that you think should 
be spent by terminal faculty training in each area. In column 3, mark the amount of time 
you think should be spent by transfer faculty in training in the area. Please mark each 
block. Use the following code: 0: doesn't need training in this area.

I: 1-4 hour in-service program
2 : 1-2 day in-serve workshop
3: 3-10 day in-service program
4: 1-3 credit college course
5: more than 3 college credits

Finally, in column I, please mark I through 5 for the five most important skill areas which 
should be included in the preparation of community college faculty. Mark 6 through 10 
(10 being least important).for the five least important areas to be included in the preparation 
of community college teachers.
Col. I Col. 2 Col. 3 Skill Area
_____ _____ _____ Administrative structure and operation of the community college
_____ _____ _____ Adult Education
_____ _____ _____ Background and Problems of community college students
_____ _____ _____ ■ Community college philosophy
_____ _____ _____ Developing individualized programs of learning
_____ _____ _____ Functions and roles of the community college
_____ _____ _____. Group dynamic
_____ _____ _____ History of the community college
_____ _____ _____ How adolescents learn

How adults learn
How and where to get text books
How the community college is financed
How to conduct research
How to deal with students with emotional problems
How to deal with students with weak secondary school preparation
How to fit a curriculum to the needs of the community
How to help students choose a career or major field of study
How to interpret research findings and apply the results in class
How to interpret test, results
How to use standardized tests
How to use TV, video tape, and other equipment in the classroom 
How to write tests
Motivating students
Place of the community college in the American educational system 
Resources available in the community 
Speed reading
Teaching to community college students
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Teaching internship in the community: college '
Teaching techniques
Theories of learning and remembering
Time management
Where to find educational resources
Where to refer students with special problems
Writing,behavioral objectives
Others (specify) _________________• __________.

.■If you are an administrator, please answer the following questions.

I. Have there been sufficient number of applicants for faculty positions that you have 
been able to be selective in your hiring? _____Yes ._____Ho.

2. Have you, in the last two years, hired faculty which you felt were ■ not fully."qualified 
because of a lack of applicants? _____Yes ____No.

3. . Would you have hired faculty with different 'qualifications if applicants with your' 
desired qualifications had been available? ■ _____Yes No.

Please identify any areas which were not clear or which you did not understand. 
Any suggestions for improvement will be appreciated. ■ ,

Comments' or Suggestions:
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DESIRED QUALIFICATIONS '

■Below are listed some qualifications which faculty could possess- The faculty are divided 
into four subdivisions: Terminal Vocation, those who .teach vocational courses in programs, 
designed to offer a degree- or.certification at the completion of the program or course; 
Terminal Academic, those who teach traditional academic subjects- in programs designed to 
offer a degree or certification at the completion of the program; Transfer Vocational, 
those who teach vocationally oriented subjects to students who are enrolled in programs 
designed to transfer to four-year institutions; Transfer Academic, those who.teach courses 
■whose primary purpose is to transfer to four-year institutions.
Please indicate what qualifications you believe are the minimum that community college , • 
faculty should possess. Please mark each block. Use the following code: N = the teacher
must have this qualification completed prior to being employed; D = it would be desirable 
that a teacher have this qualification prior to being employed; 0 = it is not necessary 
that a teacher have this qualification; A = the teacher should have this qualification 
but can complete it after being employed; U = it is undesirable that a' community college, 
teacher have this qualification. .

Faculty
Terminal ' . ._______ Transfer ■

Degree: Bachelors
Vocational.Academic Vocational Academic.

Masters
Specialist ■

■ • Doctorate
Other (Specify)

Experience: Teaching: Secondary ;
Elementary
Two-year college
Four-year college
Internship

Non-teaching: One year of.work
Do research '
Belong to professional 
organizations

Please rank the following qualifications' 
for each of the four groups of faculty.
Mark I for the most important qualification,
2 for the second most important, etc.
Degree in subject field with no work experience
Degree in subject field with work experience
Degree in subject field plus professional 
education courses with no work experience
Degree in subject field plus professional 
education courses with work experience
Degree in education with no work experience
Degree in education with work experience
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION M O NTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

The .community college is one of the fastest growing institutions in 
American education. Research concerning the community college .has 
often been limited. For instance here in the northwest, little is 
known about the community college faculty, their background, exper­
iences, and preparation.
Effective planning in higher education to meet the needs of the com­
munity college is dependent on obtaining a base of information about 
the community college. Only you, the faculty and administrators cur­
rently working at community colleges, can provide the information 
necessary to build that base.
The preparation of community college faculty in the northwest is the 
topic of my dissertation. The president of your college has given me 
permission to ask you to participate in this study. We need your help 
to compile the needed information, for effective planning. The enclosed 
questionnaire should take only a few minutes to complete. All infor­
mation obtained will be treated collectively. The questionnaire re­
quires no identification. The return envelope has a code number on it. 
This will be used only for statistical purposes. The mark was put on 
the envelope so that the information on the questionnaire would remain 
anonymous.
Would you please take a few minutes from your busy schedule to answer 
the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope. You are part 
of a random sample and your assistance is needed in this area. Your 
cooperation is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

WAYNE HARSHA 
Graduate Student 
Department of Education 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59717

Project Supervisor
Asst Dean of the College of Education 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59717

TELEPHONE (406)994-4731



C O L L E G E  O F  E D U C A T I O N  ■ M O N T A N A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y ,  B O Z E M A N  5 9 7 1 5 .

About three weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire' concerning the 
professional preparation of community college faculty. The response 
so far has been gratifying. However, I find that yours has not been 
returned.

If I am to find useful information, I need participation from a broad cross 
section of faculty and administrators. I have chosen only a random 
sample to receive the questionnaire. This method makes your contribution 
even more important. Your responses will represent many others who have 
similar feelings.

I know that this is a busy time for you, but won't you take a few. 
minutes to complete the questionnaire. Let me reemphasize that all- 
information will be strictly confidentiala nd will be treated and 
reported collectively.

In case you have lost the questionnaire, I have enclosed another. If 
you would like an abstract of the results please let me know.

Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely, ,

WAYNE HARSHA 
Graduate Student 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59717 .

TELEPHONE (406)994 4731
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION M O NTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715

I have been anxiously awaiting your reply to the questionnaire I mailed 
you, but have not yet received it. You have opinions different from 
other community college staff members. Your opinions are important and 
need to be heard by planners in education. However, if your opinions 
are not included in the sample, this report may end up like so many 
others, interesting but of no significance, I do not want that to 
happen and I trust neither do you.

It would be unrealistic and unnecessary for me to question every staff 
member at your school. Therefore, I need a good response rate from those 
selected for the sample in order to have the report be of any significance 
Won't you help me and community college education by taking a few minutes 
of your valuable time to fill out the questionnaire and return it. In 
case you have misplaced the one I sent previously, I am enclosing another.
Thanks for your time and consideration.
Sincerely yours.

Wayne Harsha 
Graduate Student 
College of Education 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59717

TELEPHONE 1406)994 4731
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COLLEGE OE EDUCATION M O NTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59715'

Despite three previous attempts, I have been unable to persuade you to 
complete my questionnaire. I need your help. Please reconsider and 
complete the questinnnaire today.
Because of the method I haye used to select the recipients of the. 
questionnaire, I must account for all copies- of it. I must establish 
the degree of similarity between those who responded and those who 
did not. If you have.decided not to answer the questionnaire, I need 
to have you at least fill out the descriptive data page and return it. 
This is the only means I have of verifying the data.
If I have not heard from you by July 20th, I will contact you by phone 
to obtain the data necessary to complete my study. Xour cooperation 
will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Wayne Harsha 
Graduate Student 
College of. Education 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717

TELEPHONE (4061994 4731 '
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DESCRIPTIVE DATA

1. In what state are you now e m p l o y e d ? ________

2. Are you; Administrator Faculty teaching primarily in terminal program

Faculty teaching primarily in transfer program.

3. Are you employed; _ Full-time Part-time in education?

4. Which academic degrees do you hold and in what year did you receive them?

19___Associate 19___Bachelors 1 9 Masters 19 Specialist 19 Doctorate Mone

5. How many college credits have you earned beyond your highest degree? ________

6. Are you taking courses which will lead to a higher degree?

___ Yes, I am currently taking courses

___No, I am not taking courses

___No, I am not now taking courses, but I plan to

7. Have you ever attended a community or Junior college as a student? ___Yes • No

8. How many years have you taught at each level of education?

____ Elementary ___ Community college (other than present school)

____ Secondary ___Four-year college (other than as a graduate assistant)

____ Business or trade school ___ Graduate Assistant • •"

____ Vo-Tec Institute Non-teaching work

9. How long have you been employed in your present community college? Years

In your present position? ____ Years

10. Have you ever had: Student teaching (public school) ___Yes No

Teaching internship (college) Yes No

11. How many college courses in the education department have you taken? _______

12. How satisfied would you say you are with your employment in the community college?

Very Satisfied Satisfied Neither satisfied or dissatisfied '

____ Dissatisfied ____ Very Dissatisfied

13. Would you rather teach in one of the following situations? (Mark I or 2)

Elementary school ____ Four-year college

Secondary school Non-teaching academic situation

Another community college Non-teaching, non-academic, work situation

This community college
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PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

Belov Is a list of knowledge or skill areas in which a faculty member might receive training.
In column I, mark with an X those areas in which you have received training either in an in- 
service program or through a'formal college course.
In column 2, mark the amount of time that you THINK should be spent by faculty teaching in terminal 
programs in training in each area, using the code below.
In column 3, mark the amount of time that you THINK should be spent by faculty teaching in transfer 
programs in training in each' area, using the code below.
Please mark each skill or knowledge area in column 2 and column 3 using the following code:
0« no training needed in this area 3° 3-10 day in-service training
1= 1-4 hour in-service training I*= 1-3 credit college course
2= 1-2 day in-service training 5= more than 3 college credits
In column 4, please rank I through 5 the five most important skill areas which should be included
in the preparation of community college faculty. Rank 6 through 10 (10 being the least important)
the five least important areas in the preparation of community college faculty.
Col I Col 2 Col 3 Col 4 Skill or Knowledge Area

Advising and placement of academically disadvantaged students
Administrative structure and operation of the community college
Background and problems of community college .students
Community college philosophy
Developing individualized programs of learning
Duties of a faculty member
Functions and roles of the community college
Group dynamics
History and role of the community college
How and where to get text books
How the community college is financed
How to assign grades
How to conduct applied research •
How to conduct basic research
How to deal with students with emotional problems
How to deal with students.with weak academic preparation
How to develop' new courses
How to fit a curriculum to the needs of the community
How to help students choose a career or major field of study
How to interpret research and apply the findings in class
How to interpret and use the results of standardized tests
How to interpret the results of teacher made tests
How to use TV, video tape, and other equipment in the classroom
How to construct or develop tests
Learning theory and its application for adults
Motivating students
How to assess the educational needs of the community
Resources available in the community
Teaching to community college students
Teaching internship in.the community college
Teaching techniques
Theories of learning and remembering
Time management
What to teach in a particular class
Where to find educational resources
Where to refer students with special problems
Writing,learning objectives
Others (specify)
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DESIRED QUALIFICATIONS

Below are listed some qualifications which faculty could possess. The faculty are divided into 
four subdivisions:
Terminal Vocational: those who teach vocational or trade courses in programs designed to offer
a degree or certification upon completion of the program or courses.
Terminal Academic: those who teach traditional academic subjects in programs designed to offer
a degree or certification at the completion of the program or course.
Transfer Vocational: those who teach vocationally or trade oriented courses to students enrolled
in programs designed to transfer to four-year institutions.
Transfer Academic: those who teach courses whose primary purpose is to transfer to four-year
institutions.
Please indicate what qualifications YOU BELIEVE are the minimum that community college faculty 
in each subdivision should,possess. Please mark each block in each column using the following

M = the faculty members must have this qualification completed prior to being employed.
D =  it would be desirable that the faculty member have this•qualification completed prior to 

being employed.
N = it is not necessary that a faculty member have this qualification.
A = a faculty member should have this qualification, but can complete it after being employed.
U = it is undesirable that a faculty member have this qualification.

Faculty
Termi nal Transfer *

Degree: Vocational Academic Vocational Academic
Professional or trade certification
Bachelors
Masters
Specialist
Doctorate
Teacher certification
Other (specify)

Teaching Experience:
Elementary (include junior high)
Secondary
Trade school or college
Vocational-Technical institute
Two-vear college
Four-vear college
Internship
Non-academic teaching
Other (specify)

Non-teaching Experience:
One year of subject field related work
Over one year of subject field related work

Professional:
Write books or journal articles
Conduct applied research
Belong to professional organizations

Please rank order the following eleven quallficati Dns separate .y for each of the four subdivision
of faculty. Mark I for the most desirable qualification, 2 for the second most desirable, . . ., 
and 11 for the least desirable qualification. (Work experience means non-teaching work related 
to the field such as accountant, auto mechanic, nurse, manager, etc.)
Degree in subject field with no work experience________________ I_________________________
Degree in subject field with work experience___________________ ____________________________________
Degree in subject field plus professional
education courses with no work experience____________'______________________ ________ ;_______________
Degree in subject field plus professional
education courses with work experience________________________________________ _ ‘
Degree in education with no- work experience _________ .__________ ____________________________
Degree in education with work experience_________________ :___________________________________________
Degree in subject field with professional or
trade certification with no work experience _____________ __
Degree in subject field with professional or
trade certification with work e x p e r i e n c e ______________________________________ __
No degree with professional or trade
certification with no work experience______________;_________________________________________________
No degree with professional or trade
certification with work experience ________________________
No degree and no professional or trade
rprMfication with lengthy work experience _____________ __
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The knowledge or skill areas listed in the questionnaire were de­

rived from the literature cited in Chapter II. The areas can he divided 

into six basic categories. Each skill or knowledge is listed below with 

the citation of writer or writers who recommended the area for inclusion 

in a community college faculty pre-service program or who have found the 

skill or knowledge identified as important by the faculty. Citations 

of a table includes all authors listed in that table-in Chapter II.

Foundations
Backgrounds and Problems of Community College Students 

(Bogue ,1950) (Table VI)
■ Community College Philosophy

(Conley,1939) (Loomis,1964) (Medsker,i960) (Table V )
Functions and Roles of the Community College 

(Stone,1958) (Table V)
History and Role of the Community College

(Loomis,1964) (Litton,1953) (Table V ) (Stone,1958).

How To Conduct Applied Research 
(Mead,1941)

How To Conduct Basic Research 
■ (Mead,1941)

How To Interpret Research and Apply the Findings in Class 
(Siehr,1962)

Learning Theory and Its Application to Adults 
(Stone,1958) (Table X)

Teaching Internship
(Stone,1958) (Table XIII)

Theories of Learning and Remembering 
(Stone,1958) (Table X)
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Administration
Administrative Structure and Operation of the Community College 

(Siehr,1962)

Duties of a Faculty Member 
(Bogue,1950)

How and Where to Get Textbooks 
(Siehr,1962)

How the Community College is Financed 
(Siehr,1962)

How to Assign Grades 
(Siehr ,1962)

Resources Available in the Community 
(Siehr,1962)

Time Management
(Siehr,1962) (Garrison,19^7)

Guidance
Advising and Placement of Academically Disadvantaged Students 

(Siehr,1962) (Bogue,1950)

Group Dynamics
. (Siehr,1962) (Table VII)

How To Deal With Students With Emotional Problems 
(Hollis ,1941) (Siehr,1962) (Table VII)

How To Deal With Students With Weak Academic Preparation 
(Blake,1943) (Siehr,1962)

How To Help Students Choose a Career or Major Field of Study ■ 
(Siehr,1962) (Table VII)
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How To Interpret and Use The Results of Standardized Tests 

(Siehr,1962)
Where To Refer Students With Special Problems 

(Siehr,1962) (Table VII)

Instructional Methods

Developing Individualized Programs of Learning 
(Siehr,1962)

How To Motivate Students
(Mead,19^1) (Trabue,1950) (Melvin,1957) (Siehr,1962)

How To Use TV, Video Tape, and Other Equipment In The Classroom 
(Siehr,1962) (Sells ,1931) (Montgomery,1962)

Teaching To Community College Students 
(Siehr,1962)

Teaching Techniques
(Eells,1931) (Montgomery,1962)

Writing Learning Objectives 
(Siehr,1962)

Instructional Evaluation

How To Construct or Develop Tests 
(Carter,1965) (Table XII)

How To Interpret the Results of Teacher Made Tests 
(Carter,1965) (Table XII)

Curriculum Development and Implementation

How To Develop New Courses 
(Table XI)



How To Assess the Communities Educational Heeds 
(Siehr,1962)

How To Fit a Curriculum To The Needs Of The Community 
(Blake,19^3) (Table XI)

What To Teach In A Particular Course
(Blake,1943) (Siehr,1962) (Table XI)
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TABLE 136

Raw Numbers from TABLE 27

States
18 . 23 6 6 62 25 90 22
8 ' 12 2 5 38 24 70 13
4 20 9 4 37 '10 74 21

Administrator/ I 3 I 0 4 3 11 4
Faculty Groups I 6 0 0 3 I 8 5

6 5 I 0 16 I ' 24 3
0 i 0 0 2 0 4 I
Chi--square = 47.41 df = 35

TABLE 137
Raw Numbers from TABLE

Administrator/Faculty Groups
Part-time/ 246 166 172 26 CO-d"OJ 8
Full-time 6 ■ 12 7 I 0 8 0

Chi-squares :=18.26* df = 6 P < .05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 138
Raw Numbers from TABLE 30

States
Part-time/ LU H CO 19 14 157 62 266 67
Full-time 7 2 0 1 5 2 15 2

Chi-square = 19.48* df 0  7. P <-05
^significant at the .05 level



TABLE 139

Raw Numbers from TABLE 31

Administrator/Faculty Groups
Part-time/ 246 • 160 172 26 ~2k 48 8
Full-time 6 12 7 I 0 ' 8 0

Chi-square = 18.26* df = 6 p<.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE l40
Raw Numbers from TABLE 32

Degree Groups
Part-time/ 29 18 98 370 36 133
Full-time I 3 10 13 4 3

Chi-square = 15.19* df.= 5 p<.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE l4l
Raw Numbers from TABLE 34

States
I 4 0 2 7 5 11 0
I 0 I 0 8 3 6 2

Degree 11 8 2 I 19 15 46 6
Groups 12 45 12 7 96 31 i4i 39

I 2 0 0 6 I 25 5
12 11 4 5 26 9 52 17
Chi--square ■= 36.42* df = 21 P <-05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 11*2

Raw Numbers from TABLE 35

Administrator/Faculty Groups

9 18 3 0
5 Il+ I I

Degree 36 53 11 8
Groups 153 67 124 39

18 11 9 2
90 9 31 6
Chi-square = 139.84* df = 15 p <.05
^significant at the .,05 level

TABLE 11*3
Raw Numbers from TABLE 36

Degree Groups

Part-time/ 29 18 98 370 36 133
Full-time I 3 10 13 4 3

Chi-square = 15.19* df = 5 LfXOVOt

^significant at the .05 level -

TABLE 141+

Raw Numbers from TABLE 38

States

Community College 18 32 .6 6 69 24 127 21
Student Experience 20 38 13 9 93 4o 154 ' 48

Chi--square = 7.22 df = 7



TABLE 145
Raw Kurribers from TABLE 39

Administrator/Faculty Groups

Community College 106 82 79 10 5 18 3
Student Experience 146 90 ' 100 17 19 38 5

Chi-square = 9.72 ' df = 6

TABLE I46
Raw Numbers from TABLE 40

Part-time/Full-time

Community College 15 288
Student Experience 19 396
Chi-square = .0029 df = I

TABLE t— 1—I

Raw Numbers from TABLE 4l

Degree Groups

Community College 20 17 50 ■ 142 22
Student Experience 10 4 $8 24l l8

Chi-square = 28.72*
*significant at the .

df = 5
05 level

P<.05

52
84



TABLE 148

Raw Numbers from TABLE 42

Those Pursuing a Higher Degree

Community College 
Student Experience

Chi-square = 10.60* 
*signifleant at the

76 153 74
64 242 109

df = 2. p 4.05 
05 level

TABLE I49
Raw Numbers from TABLE 44

States

Those 11 12 2 4 34 19 47 ll
Pursuing a 19 39 8 7 90 26 169 37
Higher Degree 8 19 9 4 38 19 65 21 •
- Chi--square = 18.,92 df = 14

TABLE 150

Raw Numbers from TABLE 45

Administrator/Faculty Groups

Those 54 49 30 '7
Pursuing a 194 69 103 29
Higher Degree 63 54 46 20

Chi--square = 28.27* M3 Il P<-05
*significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 151

Raw Numbers from TABLE 46

Those Pursuing a Higher Degree

Part-time/ 137 373 174
Full-time 3 22 9

Chi-square = 2.71 df = 2 '

TABLE 152

Raw Numbers from TABLE 47

Degree Groups

Those 26 33 76 5
Pursuing' a 13 35 228 119
Higher Degree 12 4o 119 12

Chi-square = 116.67* df = 6 p C .05
^significant at the .,05 level

TABLE ]_53

Raw Numbers from TABLE 48

Those Pursuing a Higher Degree

Community College 
Student Experience

76 153 ' 74
64 242 109

Chi-square = 10.60* df = 2 p <.05 
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 15U
Ravr Numbers From TABLE 50

States

Teaching
Experience

13 12 3 3
18 ko 11 7
2 2 0 0
2 - 3 0 0
9 11 3 5
13 15 U 4
11 7 Ir 7
10 18 It 4
C M -square = 82.46* p- M) Il

^significant at the .05

17 6 34 10
77 29 119 32
5 8 10 1

11 14 21 2
47 8 59 15
38 10 59 20
31 9 46 26
37 15 66 16

P<.05

TABLE 155
Raw Numbers from TABLE 51

Administrator/Faculty Groups

56 15 17 10
178 44 75 36
9 16 2 I

Teaching 26 23 0 4
Experience 91 23 35 8

83 17 52 11
57 21 57 6
80 43 33 l4

Chi-square = 
^significant

118.21*
at the .

df = 21 
,05 level

p(.05
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TABLE 156

Raw Numhers From TABLE 53

Teaching Experience

Part-time/ 85 321 2k 50 153 15U 133 162
Full-time 13 12 h ■ 3 k 9 8 8

Chi-square — 21.22* df = 7 P<.05 .
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 157
Raw Numbers' From TABLE

Teaching Experience

0 5 6 8 4 2 0 13
Degree 10 30 7 11 12 10 4 26
Groups 65 215 l4 28 100 85 86 92

23 82 I 4 4o 66 50 38

Chi-•square = 139 A8* df = 21 P<05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 158

RaTir Numbers From TABLE 55

Teaching Experience

Those 15 52 4 16 28 22 22 36
Pursuing a 63 204 15 24 96 116 80 88
Higher Degree 20. 77 9 13 . 33 25 39 46

Chi-square = 25.64* df = l4 p(.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 159
Raw Numbers From TABLE 56

Teaching Experience

Community College 42 125 12 23 76 56 58 Tl
Student Experience 56 208 l6 30 8l 107 83 99

Chi-square =8.45 df = 7
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TABLE 160

Raw Numbers from TABLE -58

States

33 l4 7 13 57 25 82 36
Length 4 23 7 2 79 23 95 23
of I 26 5 0 25 ' 7 73 5 ■
Service 0 6 0 0 I 4 22 2

0 I 0 0 0 5 9 3
Chi-■square ■= 126.72* df = 21 P< *05
^significant at the • 05 level

TABLE 'l6l
Raw Numbers from TABLE 59

States

34 27 8 14 88 37 130 42
Length 3 22 7 I 59 17 81 19
of I 15 4 0 14 6 51 5
Service 0 5 0 0 I I 13 I

0 I 0 0 0 3 5 2
Chi--square = 66.82* ' df = 21 p <.05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 162

Raw numbers from TABLE 6ti

Administrator/Faculty Groups

108 83 58 18
Length Ilk 58 58 26
of 63 46 46 10
Service 17 10 10 2

9 7 7 0
Chi-square = 22.68* df = 12 P< .05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 163

Raw Numbers from TABLE 6l

Administrator/Faculty Groups

194 100 66 20
Length 81 49 54 ■25
of 26 19 43 9
Service 7 3 9 2

3 2 7 0
Chi-square = 57.17* df = 12 P <  .05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE l6k

Raw WumLers from TABLE 62

Length of Service

Part-time/ 243 250 l4i ■ 34 16
Full-time 24 6 . I I ■ 2

Chi-square = 20.96*

-3"Il P <  .05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE !65
Raw Numbers from TABLE 63

Length of Service

Part-time/ 353 205 95 20 11
Full-time 27 4 I I I

Chi-square = 11.67*

-=fIl P < .05
^significant at the .,05 level
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TABLE 166

Raw Numbers from TABLE

Degree Groups

Length 30 bQ 131 5b
of 12 bo l 6l b 3
Service 6 10 102 2b

I 5 19 10
I I 10 5

Chi-square = 33.12* df = 12 p < .05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 167
Raw Numbers from TABLE 65

Degree Groups

37 61 205 73
Length 8 3b 139 38
of 5 6 67 18
Service Q 2 13 6

0 I 9 I

Chi-square = 
*significant

22.35* 
at the

df = 12 
.05 level

p<.05
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TABLE, 168

Raw Numbers from TABLE 66

Length of Service

Those 6l 55 19 4 I
Pursuing a 115 138 98 29 15
Higher Degree 91 63 25 2 2

Chi--square = 45.44* df = 8 P<.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 169
Raw Numbers from TABLE 67

Length of Service

Those 80 44 13 2 1
Pursuing a 182 116 69 18 10
Higher Degree 118 49 14 1 1

Chi-square = 32.50* df = 8 P <.05 
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE ITO

Raw Numbers from TABLE 68

Length of Service

Community College ll6 IlU 52 - 13 8
Student Experience 151 lU-2 90 22 10

Chi-square = 2.96 df = U

TABLE 171
Raw Numbers from TABLE 69

Length of Service

Community College 165 88 39 6 2
Student Experience 215 121 57 15 7

Chi-square = 3.39 ~=fIlrU

TABLE 172
Raw Numbers from TABLE 71

States

Student 22 Ul 11 8 91 35 1U7 Ul
Teaching 16 29 8 7 71 29 13U 28

Chi-square = 2.02 df = 7
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TABLE 173

Raw Eumbers from TABLE 72

States

Teaching 6 l4 2 3 24 15 61 14
Internship 32 56 17 12 138 49 220 55

Chi--square == 5.14 df == 7

TABLE 17%
Raw Numbers from TABLE 73 

Administrator/Faculty Groups

Student 199 66 97 34
Teaching 112 106 82 22

Chi-square = 30.16* df = 3 p <.05 
*significant at the .05 level

TABLE 175

Raw Numbers from TABLE 74

Administrator/Faculty Groups

Teaching 64 25 39
Internship 247 147 l4o

Chi-square = 3-54 df = 3

11
45

1
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TABLE 176

Raw NumLers from TABLE 75

Part-time/Full-time

Student 16 380
Teaching 18 30U
Chi-square = .63 df = I '

TABLE XrJrJ
Raw Numbers from TABLE 76 

Part-time/Full-time

Teaching 8 131
Internship 26 553
Chi-square = .16 df = I

TABLE 178
Raw Numbers from TABLE 77

Degree Groups

Student 6 39 256 9U
Teaching UU U5 167 U2

Chi-square = 66.U5* onIlChrCf p<. 05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 179

Raw Numbers from TABLE yg

Degree Groups

Teaching 5 16 80 38
Internship 95 88 343 98
Chi-square = 10,.26* df = 3 p<-05
^significant at the ,,05 level

TABLE 180
Raw Numbers from TABLE 79

Those Pursuing a Higher Degree

Student 62 239' 95
Teaching 78 156 88
Chi-square = 12. Ob* df = 2 p<(. 05
^significant at the .05 level

■ TABLE 181

Raw Numbers from TABLE 80 ■

Those Pursuing a Higher Degree

Teaching 22 76 Ul
Internship 118 319 lU2
Chi-square =2.28 df = 2
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TABLE 182

Raw Numbera from TABLE 8l

Experience as a Community College Student

Student 150 246
Teaching 153 169
Chi-square = 6.37* df = I p<.05 
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 183
Raw Numbers from TABLE 82

Experience as a Community College Student

Teaching 59 80
Internship 244 335
Chi-square = .0009 df = I-

TABLE 184
Raw Numbers from TABLE 84

States

17 15 6 6 47 15 93 23
Number 11 25 6 5 56 23 88 18
of 7 22 4 3 37 17 60 16
Courses 3 5 I I ' 14 8 25 v 6

2 3 2 0 8 I 15 6
Chi-square = 18.46 df = 28
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TABLE 185

Raw Numbers from TABLE 85

Administrator/Faculty Groups

68 65 76 11
Number 77 53 60 21
of 85 31 32 18
Courses 43 9 8 3

28 3 3 3
Chi—square = 66.55* df = 12 P<.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 186

Raw Numbers from TABLE 86 

Number of Courses

Part-time/ 20h 225 158 63 34
Full-time l6 7 8 0 3

Chi-square =8.73 df = 4

TABLE 187
Raw Numbers from TABLE Qj

Degree Groups
21 47 48 31

Number 25 38 i44 24
of 4 16 106 39
Courses 0 2 39 22

0 I 16 20
Chi-square = 119.73* df
^significant at■the .05 level

p<.05
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TABLE 188

Raw Numbers from TABLE 88

Number of Courses

Those k2 44 36 13 5
Pursuing a 129 111 94 37 24
Higher Degree 49 77 36 13 8

Chi--square = 12.79 df = 8

TABLE 189
Raw Numbers from TABLE 89

Number of Courses

Community College 93 94 75 27 14
Student Experience 127 138 91 36 23

Chi--square = 1.17 df = 4

TABLE 190
Raw Numbers from TABLE 90

States

21 52 13
Degree 13 16 5 '
of 2 I 0
Satisfaction I 0 I

I I 0
Chi--square = 6.02

10 98 32 163 36
4 54 28 90 26
1 4 2 19 4
0 5 2 ' 8 1
0 1 0 I 2
df = T
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TABLE 191
Raw lumbers from TABLE 92

Administrator/Faculty Groups

214 94 93 34
Degree 92 63 63 18
of 11 9 11 2
Satisfaction 2 5 9 2

2 I 3 0
Chi-square = 15.84* df = 6 p(.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 192
Raw Humbers from TABLE 93

Degree of Satisfaction

Part-time/ 412 223 28 15 6
Full-time 13 13 5 3 0

Chi-square = 13.89* df .= 2 p<.05
^significant at the .05 level

TABLE 193
Raw Numbers from TABLE 9^

Degree Groups

32 56 251 83
Degree 15 4i 134 45
of 3 5 18 6
Satisfaction 0 I 16 I

0
Chi-square =

I
4.19

4
df - 6

I
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TABLE 19 b

Raw Numbers from TABLE 95

Degree of Satisfaction

Those 83 43 8 4 2
Pursuing a 235 130 ' 19 8 3
Higher Degree ■ 107 63 6 6 I

Chi-square =1.32 ' df = 4

TABLE 195
Raw Numbers from TABLE 96

Degree of Satisfaction

Community College 185 87 19 8
Student Experience 240 149 l4 10

Chi--square = 6.53* df = 2 P<.05
^significant at the .05 level



Raw UumLers from TABLE 98 

State

TABLE 196

I 0 0 Q 2 0 2 0
I 0 0 0 I 0 0 3
2 0 0 0 3 0 2 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 I 0 0 3 0 I 0
0 I 0 0. 3- 0 I 0

2 I 0 I 8 2 19 3
4 4 9 3 33 6 49 13

Choice 6 5 ' 9 4 4l 8 64 16
24 56 19 10 121 47 203 49

of I 8 2 0 4 2 12 3
25 64 OI-1t—

 
I—I 129 49 219 92

Employment 5 6 3 1 13 9 34 9
4 15 0 I 16 7 38 11
9 21 3 2 29 16 72 20

3 2 I 2 11 3 8 9
4 6 0 I 9 4 16 4
7 8 I . 3 20 . 7 24 9

3 5 0 I 4 3 19 3
2 2 0 0 19 4 8 9
5 7 ' 0 I 19 7 23 8

First choice chi-squafe = 22.99 11 28
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TABLE .-197

• Raw lumbers from TABLE 99'

Administrator Faculty Groups

2 . I 2 0
5 0 0 0
7 I 2 0
0 0 0 0
2 I I 3
2 I I 3
10 ' 11 10 5
49 27 30 6

Choice 59 38 4o 11
225 131 129 43

of 17 4 7 4
242 135 136 47

Employment 25 18 29 8
27 17 39 9
52 35 68 17

25 7 • 3 0 .
30 4 7 3
55 11 10 3
24 4 ' 6 0
15 8 10 3
39 12 16 3 -

•First choice chi--square = 3(5.60* df = 12 P <-05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 198

Choice of Employment

I 0 2 20 5 h 2
0 0 I 0 5 1 4

Part-time/ I 0 3 20 10 5 , 6
Full-time H 0 31* 508 75 31 32

5 5 111 32 87 43 32
9 5 1^5 5k0 162 74 64

First choice chi-square = 5.18 df = 4
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TABLE 199

Eavr Numbers from TABLE 101

Degree Groups

0 2 3 0
0 2 3 0 ■
0 4 6 0
0 0 0 0
0 I 3 I
0 I 3 .1
0 ■ 5 27 . 4
11 l4 70 18

,Choice 11 19 97 22
48 71 313 93

of I 3 19 9
49 74 332 102

Employment 0 11 45 23
0 9 6l 22
0 20 106 45
i 4 17 13
2 5 26 ■ 11 ■
3 9 43 24

I 11 18 3
0 5 26 5
I 16 44 ■ 8

First choice chi-square = 37-58* df = 12 P<- 05
^significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 200

Raw Numbers from TABLE 102

Choice of Employment

I 0 10 100 lb 4 11
2 0 27 6 16 6 8

Those 3 0 37 106 30 10 19
Pursuing 1+ 0 21 290 Uo 22 ' 18 '

3 3 6l 19 48 29 17
a Higher 7 3 82 309 88 51 35
Degree 0 0 5 138 26 9 5

0 2 2h 7 28 9 11
0 2 29 1^5 54 18 ' 16
First choice chi-square = 11.46 df = 8

TABLE 201
Raw Numbers from TABLE 103

Choice of Employment

2 0 16 224 23 19 17
Community I 0 blk 13 38 14 18 ■
College 3 0 63 237 6i 33 35
Student 3 0 20 300 . 57 16 17
Experience 4 5 65 19 54 30 18

7 5 85 319 111 46 35
First choice chi-square = 9.02 df = 4
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The Tables in this APPENDIX are presented with the skill number 
in the left column and the ranking of that skill by a group in the other 
columns. The number for each of the Professional Preparation skills is 
shown below.
Skill
Number Skill__________________________________________________________

1 Advising and placement of academically disadvantaged students
2 Administrative structure and operation of the community college
3 Background and problems of community college students
U Community college philosophy
5 ___Developing individualized programs of learning__________________
6 Duties of a faculty member
7 Functions and roles of the community college
8 Group dynamics
9 History and role of the commnity college

10 ____ How and where to get text books_________________________________
11 How the community college is financed
12 How to assign grades
13 How to conduct applied research
14 How to conduct basic research
19____ How to deal with students with emotional problems_______________
16 How to deal with students with weak academic preparation
17 How to develop new courses
18 How to fit a curriculum to the needs of the community
19 How to help students choose a career or major field of study
PO____ Hnw to interpret research and apply the findings in class_______
21 How to interpret and use the results of standardized tests
22 How to interpret the results of teacher made tests
23 How to use TV5 video tape, and other equipment in the classroom
24 How to construct or develop tests
29_____Learning theory and its application for adults__________________
26) Motivating students
27 How to assess the educational needs of the community
28 Resources available in the community
29 Teaching to community college students
30 ___Teaching internship in the community college____________________
31 Teaching techniques
32 Theories of learning and remembering
33 Time management
34 What to teach in a particular class
39_____Where to find educational resources_____________________________
~3& Where to refer students with special problems ~
37 Writing learning objectives
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The recommended training tables use the code from the questionnaire.
0= no training needed in this area
1= 1-4 hour in-service training
2= 1-2 day in-service training
3= 3-10 day in-service training
4= 1-3 credit college course
5= more than 3 college credits

More than one number for a skill indicates that the responses were a ■ 

tie or near tie. The numbers are rank ordered where the results were
a near tie.
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TABLE 202

Percent of Respondents In Each State Who Have 
Received Training in Professional Skill Areas

Skill Humher AK ID MT HV OR UT WA WY I Total
Samnle

I 42.9 54.4 29.4 41.7 40.0 42.0 38.9 33.3 40.3
2 32.1 50.9 70.6 50.0 60.8 60.0 55.6 61.4 56.4
3 42.9 45.6 64.7 58.3 51.5 48.0 4i.o 49.1 46.3
h' 42,9 50.9 82.4 66.7 66.2 72.0 60.7 64.9 62.2
5 71.4 59.6 70.6 58.3 64.6 72.0 54.1 43.9 58.9
6 42.9 57.9 52.9 58.3 59.2 52.0 44.4 59.6 51.6
7 42.9 52.6 76.5 41.7 62.3 62.0 56.8 64.9 58.5
8 42.9 54.4 58.8 66.7 55.0 50.0 47.2 42.1 49.9
9 42.9 38.6 58.8 50.0 49.2 50.0 47.4 47.4 47.4
10 28.6 30.4 29.4 25.0 33.1 28.0 23,1 33.3 27.9
11 39.3 50.9 75.0 50.0 58.5 50.0 44.9 . 50.9 50.2
12 50.0 57.9 70.6 41.7 55.4 62.0 41.5 45.6 ■ 49.6
13 39.3 54.4 58.8 58.3 4l.9 38.0 49.1 63.2 48.5lU 46.4 63.2 70.6 66.7 48.5 60.0 57.3 75.4 58.1
15 32.1 57.9 47.1 50.0 36.2 50.0 4o.6 42.1 42.2
16 57-1 57.9 64.7 33.3 58.8 48.0 42.3 35.1 47.4
17 57-1 57.9 58.8 58.3 62.3 64.0 53.0 49.1 56.6
18 53.6 4o.4 64.7 33.3 51.5 42.0 45.3 43.9 46.5
19 39.3 66.7 52.9 41.7 45.4 50.0 4o.6 38.& 45.1
20 42.9 45.6 58.8 50.0 42.3 32.0 42.7 50.9 43.4
21 53.6 78.9 64.7 67.7 56.6 56.0 52.6 59.6 57.7
22 57-1 70.2 70.6 50.0 50.0 62.0 46.2 52.6 52.6
23 67.9 77.2 70.6 66.7 68.5 66.0 66.J 68.4 68.4
2h 60.7 75.4 82.4 66.7 66.2 70.0 6l.l 64.3 65.4
25 53.6 59.6 58.8 50.0 59.2 52.0 52.6 50.9 54.7
26 57-1 64.9 70.6 25.0 66.2 56.0 58.5 63.2 60.7
27 42.9 38.6 58.8 33.3 40.3 38.0 35.0 49.1 39.2
28 50.0 38.6 64.7 41.7 46.9 36.0 39.7 47.4 42.9
29 28.6 42.1 41.2 16.7 42.3 48.0 35.0 36.8 38.1
30 17.9 8.8 11.8 7.7 10.8 20.0 13.7 15.8 13.3
31 75.0 86.0 88.2 66.7 72.3 70.0 72.2 73.7 74.0
32 64.3 68.4 70.6 50.0 60.0 62.0 54.7 6l.4 59.3
33 28.6 54.4 41.2 16.7 56.9 50.0 41.3 47.4 46.2
3% 32.1 47.4 29.4 8.3 40.8 42.0 33.5 42.1 37.3
35 53.6 59.6 47.1 41.7 51.5 42.0 50.0 6l.4 52.1 .
36 35-7 68.4 70.6 33.3 46.9 54.0 42.7 45.6 47.7
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TABLE 203

Percent of Respondents Who Have Received Training in Professional 
Skill Areas By Administrator/Faculty Groups

Skill Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
I 47.6 34.5 28.6 56.5 40.3
2 74.4 48.6 38.8 39.1 56.4
3 6i. 6 36.6 30.6 43.5 46.3

. 4 74.4 56.3 49.0 56.5 62.2
5 58.2 59.0 47.6 67.4 58.9
6 52.2 55.6 44.9 52.2 51.6
T 72.0 51.4 46.3 45.7. 58.5
8 63.5 35.9 37.4 58.7 49.9
9 61.2 42.3 31.3 39-1 48.7
10 27-7' 31.0 23.8 32.6 27.9
11 63.5 40.1 38.1 47.8 50.2
12 50.0 59.1 36.7 56.5 49.6
13 55.8 34.5 47.6 54.3 48.5
14 64.4 43.0 61.9 58.7 58.1
15 48.8 35.9 32.7 56.5 42.2
l6 54.4 41.5 35.4 63.2 47.4
IT 62.8 64.8 39.5 52.2 56.6
18 56.8 51.4 24.5 45.7 46.5
19 56.4 34.5 34.0 52.2 45.1
20 53.2 30.3 38.1 47.8 43.4
21 64.8 52.1 49.7 63.0 57.7
22 57.6 51.4 41.5 65.2 52.6
23 70.8 71.1 56.5 84.8 68.4
24 71.1 69.7 50.3 69.6 65.4
25 64.4 46.5 42.9 65.2 54.7
26 66.0 62.0 45.6 76.1 60.7
27 55.8 32.4 19.7 32.6 39.2
28 54.8 37-3 28.6 41.3 42.9
29 50.0 37.3 19.7 34.8 38.1
30 18.0 12.0 7.4 10.9 13.3
31 76.8 7 5 A 67.3 76.1 74.0
32 67.2 49-3 55.1 60.9 59.9
33 62.5 35.2 25.2 58.7 46.2
34 42.2 38.0 26.5 43.5 37.3
35 57.6 52.1 41.5 56.5 52.1
36 50.0 50.0 34.7 56.5 47.7
37 69.6 79.7 59.2 74.0 69.4 .
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TABLE 2Qk

Percent of Respondents Who Have Received Training in 
Professional Skill Areas By Part-time/Full-time

Skill Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I 40.3 40.7 40.3
2 58.4 l4.8 56.4
3 47.7 18.5 46.3
4 63.3 40.7 62.2
5 59.8 40.7 58.9
6 51.6" 51.9 51.6
7 59.7 33.3 . 58.5
8 49.& 51.9 49.9 '
9 48.7 18.5 47.4
10 27.8 29.6 '27.9
11 51.2 29.6 '50.2
12 ' 49.1 59.3 49.6 ,
13 48.8 40.7 48.5
l4 58.6 48.1 58.1
15 4l,6 48.1 42.2
16 47.5 44.4 47.4
17 56.8 41.9 56.6
18 46.8 40.7 46.5
19 45.9 29.8 45.1
20 43.5 40.7 43.4
21 57.8 55.6 57.7
22 52.3 59.3 52.6
23 ' 68.1 74.1 68.4
24 65.5 63.0 65.4
25 55.2 44.4 54,7
26 60.8 59.3 60.7
27 4o.o 22.2 39.2
28 43.0 40.7 42.9
29 38.5 29.6 38.1
30 13.2 l4.8 13.3
31 74.0 74,1 74.0
32 59.9 48.1 59.3
33 . 46.7 37.0 46.2
34 37.2 40.7 37.3
35 52.2 51.9 52.1
36 47.8 44.4 • 47.7
37 69.9 59.3 69.4
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TABLE 2Q5

Percent of Respondents Who Have Received Training, 
in Professional Skill Areas By Degree Groups

Skill Less than Masters and Total
Humber Bachelors Bachelors Specialist - Doctorate Sample

I 37.8 39.1 40.4 43.1 4o.s
' 2 43.2 50.6 53.9 73.4 56.4
3 ■ 35.1 39-1 45.0 60.6 46.3
4 54.1 57-5 62.2 68.8 62.2
5 67.6 57-5 58.0 58.7 58.9
6 ■59.4 50.6 52.1 46.8 51.6
7 59.4 54.0 55.6 70.6 58.5
8 24.3 39.1 51.0 64.2 49.9
9 45.9 49.4 43.6 59.6 47.4
10 40.5 31.0 25.0 29.4 27.9
11 ^5.9 46.5 1+9.3 56.O 50.2
12 64.9 55.2 45.8 50.5 50.5
13 10.8 29.9 48.6 75.2 48.5
l4 18.9 31.0 61.3 81.7 58.1
15 24.3 39.1 44.4 44.0 42.2
16 40:5 48.3 48.1 45.9 47.4
17 8l.l 57-5 53.6 56.9 56.6
18 51.4 49.4 42.4 55.0 46.5
19 37.8 32.2 48.1 47.7 45.1
20 16.2 26.4 43.6 66.1 43.4
21 4o.5 48.3 58.0 70.6 57.7
22 54.1 48.3 51.9 57.8 52.6
23 81.1 65.5 59.1 63.3 68.4
24 73.0 62.1 62.4 74.3 65.4
25 21.6 50.6 55.0 68.8 54.7
26 54.1 65.5 59.9 60.6 60.7
27 21.6 31.0 37.9 56.0 39.2
28 29.7 37.9 42.4 52.3 42.9
29 35.1 33.3 36.1 48.6 38.1
30 2.7 11.5 12.0 22.7. 13.3
31 78.4 71-3 73.6 75.2 74.0
32 35.1 51.7 60.5 69.7 59.3
33 37.8 48.3 44.6 52.3 46.2
34 32.4 . 36.8 .37.1 38.5 37.3
35 35.1 46.0 55.3 51.4 52.1
36 48.6 47.1 49.9 39.4 47.7
37 67.6 70.1 69.6 67.9 69.4
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TABLE 206..

Recommended Training For Faculty In Each Professional Skill By State
Skill
ho. AK ID MT hV OR UT WA WY

Total
Sample

I 1-4-2 I 1-2 I 1-2 1-3 1-2 I 1-2
2 I 1-0 I 1-2 I 1-4 I I , I
3 2-1-4 I 2-1 2-4 1-2 1—2—U 1-2 1-2 1-2
4 I 1-0 2—I-mU 1-4 I 1-4 I I I
5 4-5 4-3 3 3-2 3-4-5 4 2-4-5 4-2 4-3-5
6 1-2 1-2 I I I I I I I
7 1-4 1-0 1-3 2-1 I I I I I
8 4-2 2-4-0 1—4-0 I 2-0-1 1-3-2 0-2-4 0 0-2-1
9 1-0-4 0-1 1-2 I 1-0 I 1-0 I 1-0
10 1-0 1-0 I I 1-0 I 1-0 I • 1-0
11 I I I I I I 1-0-2 I I
12 I 2-1 I 1-0 1-2 I 1-0-2 I 1-2
13 4 4-2 0 4-2 0-4 4-1 0 0 0-4
Ik 4-0 . 4-1-2 0 0 0-4 4-1 0 0 0-4
15 3-4 4-2 4—1—0 1-4 1-2 4-3 I 2-1 1-2-4
16 4-2 2 4-1 3-2 2-1-3 2-3-4 2-1 2 2-3
17 5 3-4 4 3-2-4 2-4-3 4-3 4-2 2 4-2-3
18 3-4-5 3-1 2-1-4 2-3-4 2-3 2-3-4 3-2 2 3-2
19 4 1-2 1-4 2-3-4 2-1 2-3 1-2 2 2-1
20 4 4-3 I 2-4 0-1 4-2-3 0-1 1-4-2 0-4-1
21 4 4 4-0 1-2 1-0 2-4-3 1-0 i 1-4-2
22 4-2 4 3 4-2 I 4 I i 1-2-4
23 4 2-4 2 I ■ 4-1 4 1-2-3 2 2-4-1
24 4-3 4 4 2 I 4 . 4 4 4-2
25 4 4 4 4-2 4-1 4 4 4 4
26 4 2-4 2-4-0 3-2 2-4 4 4-2 1-4-3 4-2
27 2-1 3-0 3-4 2 2-1 2 0-1 2-1 2-1
28 2-1 I 1-3 ' 2-1 2-1 2 I 1-2 1-2
29 4 4 4 2-1-3 4 4-2 4 2-1-4 4-2-3
30 4-5 5-4-0 5 0-4 0 2 0 5-4 0—
31 4-5 5-4 4 4 4 4 5-4 4 4-5
32 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
33 2 1-2 1"“2*—0 0—1—2 1-2 1-3-2 I 3-4 1-2
34 2-0-4 2-0 0 0-2-1 0 2 0 2 0-2-1
35 1-4 1-2 I I I I I I 1-2
36 I I I I I I ' I I 1-2
37 4—1—3 4-1-2 2-3-1 2-1-3 2-1 3-4 I 2 1—2—4

More than one entry indicates the responses were a tie or near tie



J

296
TABLE 207

Recommended Training For Faculty in Each Professional 
Skill Area By Administrator/Faculty Groups

Skill Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Vumber Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
I l-2a I I I 1-2
2 I I I I I
3 2-1 I 1-2 I 1-2
4 I I I I I
5 4 4 2-3 2 4-3-5
6 I I I I I
7 - I I I I I
8 4 2 0-1 ' 3-1-2 0-2-1
9 I I 0-1 . I 1-0
10 I I 0-1 I 1-0 -
11 I I I I I
12 I I I I 1-2
13 0 ' 4-0 0 0-1-4 o-4
14 0 o-4 0 o-i-4 o-4
15 4-2-1 4-2 I 1-2 1-2-4
16 2 2-1 2-1 2 2-3
17 3-4 4 2 4 4-2-3
18 3-2 2-3 2-1 ' 4 3-2
19 2-4 2-1 1-2 1-2 2-1
20 4 4-2-0 0-1 1-4-2 0-4-1
21 4 1-4-2 I I 1-4-2
22 4-1 2-4-1 I 3-2-4 1-2-4
23 4-2-3 2-4 2-1 1-2-4 2-4-1
24 4 4 1—4—2 3-4 4-2
25 4 4 4 4 4
26 4 • 4-2 2 4-3 4-2
27 2 I 2-0-1 3 2-1
28 2 I I 2-1 1-2
29 4 4-2 0-1 4 4-2-3
30 5-4-0 0 0 4-0 0-5-4
31 4- 4 4 4-5 4-5
32 4 4 4 4 4
33 2-1 2 1-0 I 1-2
34 0-4-2 2-1-0 0 2-0 0-2-1.
35 I I I I 1-2
36 I I I I ' 1-2 .
37 3-4 4 I 1-2-3 1-2-4

a More than one number indicates the answers were a tie or near tie.
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TABLE 208

Recommended Training For Faculty- in Each Professional
Skill Area By Part—time/Full-time

Skill Fumher Full-time Part-time Total Sample
I I I 1-2
2 I I I
3 • I 1-2 1-2
h I I I
5 2 4-3-5
6 i I I
7 i I I
8 0—2—CL 2 0-2-1
9 i I 1-0
10 i I 1-0
11 i I I
12 i I 1-2 .
13 0 2-5 o-4
llj 0 2-4-5 0-4
15 1-2 4 1-2-4
16 2 2 2-3 ‘
17 3-2-1 2 1 4-2-3 '
18 2-3 1-3 3-2
19 2 I 2-1

' 20 I 2-4 0-4-1
21 I 3-4 1-4-2
22 l—U—2 2 1-2-4
23 2-4 2 2—4—1
2k 4 4-2 4-2
25 4 4 4
26 4 3-4-1 4-2
27 2 0-2-1 2-1
28 I I 1-2
29 4 2 4-2-3
30 0 0-4 0-5-4
31 4 5 4-5
32 4 4 4
33 1-2 2-1-3 1-2
34 0 2-0 ' 0-2-1
35 I I 1-2
36 I I 1-2
37 1-2 1-3-4 1-2-4

a More than one number indicates the answers were a tie or near tie.



TABLE 20.9
Reconmended Training For Faculty in Each. Professional

Skill Area By Degree Groups

Skill Less than Masters and Total
lumber Bachelors Bachelors Specialists Doctorate Sample

I I--Sel I I 1-2 1-2
2 1 I I I I
3 1 I I 2 1-2
k 1 I I 4 I
5 3 4 4 4-3-5 4-3-5
6 1 1 I I I
7 1 1 I I I
8 0 2 2—0—1 4-0 0-2-1
9 1 1 1 4-1-0 1-0
10 1 I 1 I 1-0
11 1 1 1 I I
12 1-2 1 1 I 1-2
13 0 0 0 0 0-4
Ih 0 4-0 0 0 0-4
15 2 2 1-2 I 1-2-4
16 2-1 2 2 k 2-3
17 4-3-2 4 3 2-4 4-2-3
18 3 3 2 3-4-5 3-2
19 2 4-1-2 2 4 2-1
20 2 4 1-2 4 ■ 0-4-1
21 2 4 1 U I—b—2
22 2 4-2 1 4 1-2-4
23 3-2 4-2 2 4-3 2-4-1
2k 4-2 4 4 4 4-2
25 4 4 4 4 4
26 4 4-2 2-4 4 4-2
27 - 3 1-3-2 2 2-1 2-1
28 2 2-1 I 2-1 1-2
29 3 4 - 4 4 4-2-3
30 0 0 0 5 0-5-4
31 3-5-4 4 4 4 4-5
32 4-2 4 4 4 4
33 3-2 2-1 1-2 I 1-2
34 3-2 0-2 Q 0 0-2-1
35 I I I I 1-2
36 I I I I 1-2
37 4-2-3 4 I 2-3 I—2—4

a More than one number indicates the answers were a tie or near tie'.
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The Tables in this APPENDIX are presented with the item or qualification number 
from the Desired Qualification section of the questionnaire in the left column and the 
choice of or ranking by a group in the other columns. The number for each item is shown 
below.

Item Number Description
I Professional or trade certification2 Bachelors
3 Masters
It Specialist
5 Doctorate
6 Teacher certification
7 Elementary (includes junior high)8 Secondary
9 Trade school or college10 Vocational-Technical institute11 Two-year college12 Four-year college

13 Internship
14 Non-academic teaching
15 One year of subject field related work
16 Over one year of subject field related work
17 Write books or journal articles
18 Conduct applied research
19 Belong to professional organizations

The number for each qualification is shown below. 

Qualification
Number__________Description_____________________________

I Degree in subject field with no work experience2 Degree in subject field with work experience
3 Degree in subject field plus professional 

. education courses with no work experience
h Degree in subject field plus professional 

education courses with work experience
5 Degree in education with no work experience6 Degree in education with work experience
7 Degree in subject field with professional or

trade certification with no work experience8 Degree in subject field with professional or 
trade certification with work experience

9 No degree with professional or trade
certification with no work experience10 No degree with'professional or trade 
certification with work experience

No degree and no professional or trade
certification with lengthy work experience

11
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The items in the recommended qualification tables use the code 

from the questionnaire.

M= the faculty member must have this qualification completed 
prior to being employed

D= it would be desirable that the faculty member have this 
qualification completed prior to being employed

N= it is not necessary that a faculty member have this 
qualification

A= a faculty member should have this qualification, but can 
complete it after being employed

U= it is undesirable that a faculty member have this 
qualification

More than one entry for an item number indicates that the responses 

were a tie or near tie. The entries are rank ordered where the

results were a near tie.
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TABLE 210

Recommended Qualifications For Faculty By State

Terminal - Vocational
Item
No AK ID MT NV OR UT WA ' WY

Total
Sample

Degree

I M M M M M M M M M
2 M-D M D-M-N D-M • D D D D D
3 N D-N N N N N N N-D N
4 N-D N-D N D-N-A N N .N N N
5 N N N N N . N N N ' N
6 D N-M M-D-N N-M N D-M-N N N N ■

Teaching Experience

7 N N N N N N N N N .
8 D-N N D-N N N N N N ■ N
9 D D D-N D D D-N D D D .
10 D D-N N-D D D D D D D
11 D N-D D-N D D N-D D D D
12 N ' N N N N N N N N-
13 D D-N N-D D D D-N D-N D D
14 D N N M N-D D-N N D N-D

Non-Teaching Experience

15 M M-D D M M M M M M .
l6 D M-D D D M M M M M

Professional

17 N N N N N N N N N
18 N ' N N N N N N N N. .
19 D D M-N-D D D D-M D-N D-N D
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TABLE 210 (continued

Terminal - Academic
Item
No AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total 
Sample,

Degree
I M M N-M M-D-N M M N-M M M
2 M M M M-D D M M M M
3 D M M D M D-N M M' M

N-D N N D N N-D N N N
5 N N N N N N N N N
6 D-M N D—N-M N-M N-D M N N N

Teaching Experience

7 N N N N N N N N N .
8 D N N N N Nw-D N • N-D N
9 D N N D D-N N-D. N D-N N
10 N-D N N D-N-M N N-D N N N
11 D N-D D D D D D D D
12 D-N N N N N N-M N N N
13 D D-N N-D D D D-N-M N-D D-N D
Ik D N N M N N N . N N

Non-Teaching Experience

15 D D N-D M M-D M D D D
l6 D D-N N-D D D M-D D D D

Professional

17 N N N N N N N N N
18 N N N N N N N N N
19 D D M-N-D D-A D D D D D ■
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TABLE 210 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational
Item 
No ' AIC ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total
Sample

Degree
I M M M D-M M M M M M
2 M-D M M M D D-M M M M
3 N D M D-N D-M-N N-D N M-D D-N
k N-D N N D N N-D N N N
5 N N N N N N N N N
6 D N M-D-N N-M N M—D—N N N N

Teaching Experience '

tJ N N N N N N N N N
8 N-D N N-D N N N N D-N N
9 D D D-N D D N-D D D D
10 D D-N N D D D-N D D D
11 D N-D D D D D-N D D D
12 N N N N N N N N N
13 D N-D N-D D D D D-N D D ■
I k D N N M N-D N-D N N-D N

Non-Teaching Experience

15 M D-M D-M M-D M . M M M-D M
16 D D-M D D-M M M M D-M M

Professional

17 N N N N N N N N N
18 N N N N-D N N N N N
19 D D M-N-D D D D D-N D D



TABLE 210. (continued)

Transfer - Academic
Item
No AK ID MT NV OB UT WA WY

Total
Sample

Degree
I M M N N-M-D M-N M N N N-M
2 M M M M D M M M - M
3 M-D M M M-D M D-M M M M
k N-D N N D N D N N N
5 N N N N N N N N N
6 M-D N D-N-M N-M N ' M N N N

Teaching Experience

7 N N N N N N N N N
8 D N D-N N-D N N N N-D ■ N
9 D N N D-N-M N N-D N D-N N

10 N-D N N N N N-D N N N
11 D D-N D D D D D D D
12 N-D N N N-D N N-M N-D N-D N
13 D D-N N-D D D D D-N D D
14 D-N N N N-M . N N-D N N N

Non-Teaching Experience

15 D D N D-M D M-D D D D
16 D D-N N D D M-D D D D

Professional

17 N N N N N N N N N
18 N N N N-D N N N N N
19 D D M-N-D D D D D D D
More than one entry indicates the responses were a tie or near tie
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Recommended Qualifications For' Faculty 
By Administrator/Faculty Groups

TABLE 211

Terminal - Vocational

Item ■ Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

Degree
I M M M M M
2 D D M-D D D
3 N N N N N
4 N N-D N N N
5 . N N N N N
6 N N-M N D N

Teaching Experience
7 N N N N . N
8 N N N N N

' 9 D D D D D
10 D D D D ■ D
11 D N-D D-N D D
12 N N N N N
13 D-N N D D D
14 N-D N-D D-N N-D N-D

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M M M M
l6 M M M-D D M

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N N N N N
19 D D-M. D D D
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TABLE 211 (continued)

Terminal - Academic

Item Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
Degree

I M-N N N-M M M
2 M M M M M
3 M D-M M M M
4 N N N D-N N
5 N ' N N N N
6 ' N M-D N . D N

Teaching Experience
7 N N N N N
8 N N N D N
9 N-D N N D N

- 10 N N N N N
11 D D-N D D D
12 N N N N N
13 D D-N N-D D D
l4 N N N N-D N

Non-Teaching Experience •
15 D M D D D
16 D D D D D

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N N N N N
19 D D D D D
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TABLE 211 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational

Item Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

Degree
I M M M M M
2 M M M M M
3 D D-N D-N M D-N
4 . N D-N N D-N N
5 N N N N N '
6 N M-N-D N D N

Teaching Experience
T N N N N N
8 N N N N N
9 D D D D D

10 D D D D D
11 D D-N D D D
12 N N N N N
13 D D-N D-N D D
lk N N-D N-D D-N N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M M D-M M
16 M M M-D D M

Professional
17 N N N N N ■
18 N N N N N
19 D D D D D
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TABLE 211 (continued)

Transfer - Academic
Item Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
Degree

I N M-N N M N-M
2 M M M M M
3 M M-D M M M
k N D-N N N-D ■ N
5 N N. N N N
6 N M N M-D N

Teaching Experience
T N N N N B
8 N N N D N
9 N-D N-D N D-N N

10 N N N N N
11 D D D D D •
12 N N N-D N N
13 D D-N D-N D ■ D
Ih N N N N ‘ N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 D M-D D D D
16 D D D D D

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N N N N N
19 D D-M D D D

More than one entry indicates .the answers were a tie or near tie
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Recoramended Qualifications For Faculty 
By Part-time/Full-time

TABLE 212

Terminal - Vocational

Item Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample
Degree

I M M M
2 D D D
3 N N N
4 N D-N N
5 N N N
6 N N ■ N

Teaching Experience 
7 N N N
8 N N N
9 D D D

10 D D D
11 D D-N D
12 N N N
13 D-N D D
14 N-D D N-D

Non—Teaching Experience
15 M M M

■ l6 M M-D M

Professional
17 N N N
18 N N N
19 D D D
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TABLE 212 (continued)

Terminal - Academic

Item Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

Degree
I M-N M M ■
2 M M M
3 M M-D M
k N N N
5- N N N
6 N M-N N

Teaching Experience
7 N N N
8 N N N
9 N-D N N
10 N N N
11 D D D
12 N D N
13 D-N D D
14 N N-D N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 D D D
16 D D D

Professional
17 N N N
18 N N N
19 D D D
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TABLE 212 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational

Item Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample
Degree

I M M '■ M
2 M D-M M
3 D N D-N
k N D N
5 N N N
6 N N N

Teaching Experience
T N N N
8 N N N
9 D • D D
10 D D D
11 D D D •
12 N N N
13 D D D
lb N D N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M M
16 M M-D M

Professional
17 N N N
18 N N N
19 D D . D



TABLE 212 (continued)

Transfer - Academic

Item Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

Degree
I N-M M N-M
2 M M M
3 M M-D M
4 N N-D-M N
5 N N N
6 N M-N N

Teaching Experience 
7 N N N
8 N N-D N
■9 N N N
10 N N N
11- D D-N D
12 N D N
13 D D D
Ik N N N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 D D D
16 D D D

Professional
17 . N N . N '
18 N N N
19 D D D

More than one entry indicates the answers were a tie or near tie
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TABLE 213

Recommended Qualifications For Faculty 
By Degree Groups

Terminal - Vocational
Item Less than Masters and Total
Humber Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample
Degree

I M M M M M
2 N M-D D D D
3 N N N N N
k N N N N N
5 N N N N N
6 M N N N N

Teaching Experience
7 N N N N N
8 N N N N N
9 D D D D D
10 D D D D D
11 N D-N D D D .
12 N N N N ■ N
13 N D D-N D D
l4 N-D D N-D . N N-D

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M M M M
l6 M M M-D M M

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N N N N N
19 M-D—N D D D D
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TABLE 213 (continued)

Terminal - Academic

Item Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors Bachelors Specialist. ■ Doctorate Sample

Degree
I M M M N M
2 M M M M M
3 M-D-N D M M M
L , N N N N N
5 N N N N N
6 M M-D-N N N N

Teaching Experience
T ■ N N N N N
8 N N N N N
9' D-N N-D N N N

10 N N N N N
11 M D D D D
12 N-M-D N N N N
13 M D-N D-N D . D
14 • D-N N-D N N N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M D D D
16 M-D D D D D '

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N-D N N N N
19 D-M D-N D D D



TABLE 213 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational

Item
Number

Less than
Bachelors Bachelors

Masters and 
Specialist '• Doctorate

Total
Sample

Degree
I M M M M M
2, N M M M M
3 N N R M-D • D-R
h N-D-M N R N R
5 N N R R N
6 D-M N-M-D R N N

Teaching Experience 
7 N N N R R
8 N N N N N
9 D D D D D
10 M-D D D D d:
11 D-N D-N D D D
12 N R R R R
13 M-D ' D D-R D D
l4 N-D D N R N

Non-Teaching Experience 
15 M M M-D M-D M
16 M M M-D M M '

Professional 
17 N . N R R R
18 N-D N R R R
19 D-M D-R D D D
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TABLE 213 (continued)

Transfer - Academic
Item Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors . Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

Degree
I M M-N M-N N N-M
2 M M M M M
3 D-M D M M M
4 N—M-D N N N N . •
5 N N N N N
6 M M-D—N N N N

Teaching Experience
7 N N N N N
8 N N N N N
9 D-N N N N N
10 M-N N N N N
11 M-D N D D D
12 M N-D N N-D N
13 M D-N D D D
14 D-N N N N N

Non-Teaching Experience
15 M M D D D
l6 M D D D D

Professional
17 N N N N N
18 N-D N N N N
19 D-M N-D D D D

More than one entry indicates the answers were a tie or near tie
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TABLE 2lk

Ranking of Desired Qualifications
For Faculty Members By State

Terminal - Vocational
Qualification
Number AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total 
Sample .

I 9 8 9 8 9 9 9 9 9
2 3 2.5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
3 6 6 5 6 6 7 7 5 6
4 2 2.5 I 2 2 2 2 2 2
5 11 11 11 11 11 Ii 11 11 . 11
6 8 5 8 9 7 4 6 8 7
7 4 4 6 5 5 ' . 5 5 4 5
8 I I 2 I I I I I I
9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

10 5 7 4 4 4 6 4 6 4
11 7 9 7 7 8 8 8 7 8

Terminal - Academic
Qualification
Number AK ID MT NV OR UT WA WY

Total
Sample

I 7 6 7 6 7 6 6 6 7 ■
2 3 2 2 3 2 3 • 2 3 3
3 4 4 . 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
4 I I I I I I I I. I
5 9 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9
6 6 5 6 7 6 7 7 7 6
7 5 7 5 4 5 5 5 5 5
8 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2
9 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 ll
10 8 9 9 9 8 8 8 8 8
11 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 ' 10
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TABLE 2 l k (continued)

Transfer - Vocational
Qualification Total
Number AK ID MT NV OR UT .WA WY Sample

I 9 7 9 8 9 9 9 8 9
2 . 3 3 ■ 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
3 5 4 6 7 5 7 6 5 6 '
4 2 1 I 2 2 I. 2 2 2
5 11 11 11 10 11 10 11 11 . 11
6 7 6 7 5 6 4 7 7 7
7 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4
8 I 2 . ' 2 I I 2 I I I
9 10 10 10 11 10 11 10 10 10
10 6 8 It 6 7 6 4 6 5
11 8 9 8 ' 9 8 8 8 9 8

Transfer "Academic
Qualification Total
Number AK ID MT NV OR ' UT WA WY Sample

I 7 6 7 6 7 7 6 5 6
2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2
3 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
4 I I I I I I I I . I
5 9 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9
6 6 5 6 7 6 6 7 7 7
7 5 7 5 1+ 5 5 5 6 5
8 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 . 3 ' 3
9 11 11 11 11 11 ll 11 11 11
10 8 9 9 9 8 8 8 '8 8
11 ib 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 . - 10
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TABLE 215

Ranking of Desired Qualifications For Faculty 
Members By Administrator/Faculty Groups

Terminal - Vocational
Qualification Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

I 9 9 9 8 9
2 3 3 3 3 3
3 7 7 5 5 6
k 2 2 2 2 2
5 11 11 11 10 11
6 6 5 7 6 7
7 5 6 k 4 5
8 I I I I I ■
9 10 10 10 11 10
10 k k 6 7 4
11 8 8 8 9 8

Terminal - Academic '

Qualification Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

I 7 7 6 7 7
2 3 2 3 ' 3 3
8 U 4 k 4 4
k I I I I I
5 9 9 10 . 9 .9
6 6 5 7 6 6
7 5 6 5 5 5
8 2 3 2 2 2
9 11 11 . 11 11 11
10 8 8 8 8 8
11 , 10 10 9 10 10
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TABLE 215 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational

Qualification Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total ’
.Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

I 9 9 7 8 9
2 3 .3 3 3 3
3 7 6 5 4 6
4 2 I 2 2 2
5 11 11 11 10 11 '
6 6 7 8 6 < 7
T 4 5 4 5 4
8 I 2 I I I
9 10 10 10 11 10
10 5 4 6 7 5
11 8 8 9 9 8

Transfer — Academic

Qualification Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Number Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

I 7 7 6 7 6
2 2 2 2 3 2
3 4 4 ' 4 . 4 4
4 I I I I I
5 8 9 9 8 9
6 6 6 7 6 7 •
7 5 5 5 5 5
8 3 3 3 2 3
9 11 11 11 11 11
10 9 8 8 9 8
11 10 10 10 10 10
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TABLE 216

Ranking of Desired Qualifications For Faculty
Members By Part-time/Full-time

Terminal■- Vocational
Qualification Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I . 9 9 ' 9 '
2 3 3 3
3 6 8 6
k .2 2 2
5 11 11 11
6 7 7 7
7 5 4 5
8 I I I
9 10 10 10
10 k 5 4
11 ■ 8 6 ■ 8 .

Terminal - Academic

Qualification Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I 7 7 7 ■
2 2 3 3
3 . '4 • 5-5 4
■ h ' 3 I I
5 ' 9 8 9 -
6 6 ' 5.5 6 • ■
7 . 5 4 5
8 I 2. 2
9 11 11 11
10 8 . 9 8
11 ■ 10 10 10
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TABLE 2l6 (continued)

Transfer - Vocational
Qualification Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I 9 8 92 3 3 33 5 9 6
4 2 2 2
5 11 • 11 11
6 7 7 7T k 4 4
8 I I I
9 10 10 10
10 6 5 5

■ 11 8 6 8

Transfer - Academic

Qualification Number Full-time Part-time Total Sample

I 6 7 6
2 2 3 2
3 •4 6 4
4 I I I
5 9 9 9
6 7 5 7
7 5 ' 4 5
8 3 2 3
9 11 11 11
10 8 8 8
11 10 10 10
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TABLE 217

Ranking of Desired Qualifications For
Faculty Members By Degree Groups

Terminal - Vocational
Qualification Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

I 9 9 9 9 9
2 4 3 3 3 . 3
3 8 8 6 6 6
k 2 2 2 2 2
5 11 11 11 11 11
6' 6 5 7 ■ 7 7
7 7 6 5 4 5
8 I I- ■ I I I
9 10 id 10 10 10

10 3 4 4 5 4
11 5 7 8 8 8

Terminal — Academic

Qualification Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate • ■Sample .

I 8 7 9 6 7 '
2 3 2 3 2 3
3 4.5 4 4 4 4
4 I I I I I
5 9 10 9 9 . 9
6 6 5 6 7 6
7 4.5 6 5 5 5
8 2 3 2 3 ' 2
9 11 11 11 11 11
10 7 8 8 8 • 8
11 10 9 10 10 ' 10
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TABLE 21J (continued)

Transfer - Vocational
Qualification Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

I 9 9 9 8 9
2 4 3 3 3 3
3 6 7 5 5 6
4 2 2 2 2 2
5 10 ■ 10 11 11 U  ,6 5 5.5 7 6 7
7 8 5.5 ' 4 4 ' 4
8 I I I I I
9 11 11 10 10 10
10 3 4 8 7 5
11 7 8 8 9 8

Transfer - Academic

Qualification Less than Masters and Total
Number Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample

I 8 7 6 6 6
2 3 3 2 2 2
3 4 4 4 4 4
4 I I I I I
5 9 10 9 8 9
6 6 5 7 7 T ■
7 5 6 5 5 5
8 2 2 3 3 3
9 11 11 11 10 11
10 7 8 8 9 8
11 10 . 9 10 11 10
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