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Abstract:

The problem of this study was to determine if there was a relationship between criteria of
community-based education used by a community junior college's administrators and attitudes of the
community toward the community junior college as perceived by selected residents of the college's
service area. The study spans the 1978-79 academic year. The criteria investigated were developed by
Gollattschech and Wattenbarger. These two sets of criteria were condensed to eliminate duplicating
criteria.

This study was accomplished by the selection of a stratified random sample of forty-five institutions
from Nebraska, Iowa, Missouri, and Kansas. Questionnaires were then mailed to each of the two
following samples. First, the administrative sample was surveyed to determine the use of and support
for individual community-based education criteria. Second, the residential sample was surveyed to
determine the attitude toward that community junior college was perceived by its community. The data
collected in this study was analyzed by multiple regression analysis.

The following variable was the only one found to be significant at the .01 level: the community junior
college recognizes its campus extends to all locations within its service area. Two other variables were
found to be significant at the .10 level and judgement was suspended. They were: the community junior
college works with other institutions or groups in the community to plan and conduct activities; and the
community junior college evaluates its contribution to the community through a formal procedure.

Three restricted models were developed using five additional community-based education variables.
These three models were all significant at the .10 level; therefore, judgement was suspended on the
appropriate null hypotheses.

These variables should be remembered if a community-based community junior college desires to raise
its perceived worth by the community and is designing its program goals. These eight
community-based criteria must remain a strong consideration until further study can either eliminate or
confirm their importance to a successful community-based education program.
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ABSTRACT

‘The problem of this study was to determine if there was a
relationship between criteria of community-based education used by
a'community junior college's administrators and attitudes of the
community toward the community junior college as perceived by selec—
ted residents of the college's service area. The study spans the :
1978-79 academic year. The criteria investigated were developed by
Gollattschech and Wattenbarger. These two sets of criteria were
condensed to eliminate duplicating criteria.

This study was accomplished by the selection of a stratified
random sample of forty-five institutions from Nebraska, Iowa,
Missouri, and Kansas. Questionnaires were then mailed to each of
the two following samples. .First, the administrative sample was
surveyed to determine the use of and support for individual com-

" munity-based education criteria. Second, the residential sample
was surveyed to determine the attitude toward that community junior
. college was perceived by its community. The data collected in thlS
study was analyzed by multiple regression analysis.

The following variable was the only one found to be signi-
ficant at the .0l level: the community junior college recognizes
" its campus.extends to all locations within its service area. Two
other variables were found to be significant at the .10 level and
judgement was suspended. They were: the community junior college
works with other institutions or groups in the community to plan and
conduct activities; and the community junior college evaluates its
contribution to the community through a formal procedure.

Three restricted models were developed using five addition-
al community-based education variables. These three models were all
significant at the .10 level; therefore, judgement was suspended on’
the appropriate null hypotheses.

These variables should be remembered if a community-based
community junior college desires to raise itsiperceived worth by
the community and is designing its program goals. These eight
community-based criteria must remain a strong consideration until
further study can either eliminate or confirm their importance to
a successful community-based education program. '




Chapter 1
" INTRODUCTION

In 1970, a Cérnegie Commission report.on community junior
colleges stated that the evolutionlof the community junior college
has. been the most striking strucpufal Qevelopmén; in highe?.éduca—
tion in the United States in recent years. The Commission gave'~

three reasons for the rapid growth of the community junior college.

'First, open admissions and low tuition policies allowed people to

try out a college career without a large risk of time and money.
Second, the community junior collgge has provided educational oppor-
tunities to working a&ults Who wish_to upgrade their skills and
training. Finélly, the community jﬁnior college hés been more
representative of the éeneral populgtion of the United Statés.thgn
any other major segment of higher education. (p. 3-6)

Two statements about’the éommunity junior cbllege ;ypify
comments made by many authors in the latter half of this céntury. .
First, the primar§ miésion of the community junior college has been
to serve the special needs of its own community by drawing on the
_community's resources to conduct its instructional program. (Rein-
deau, 1967:14~15) Second, the community junior college faculty
and staff should try to solve the human problems in the community,

for the community junior college is particularly well suited to be’
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a community servicé agency. (Harlarcher, 1969:69) This mission to
use the community's resources to solve the human problems of the
community is called community-based education.

" Wattenbarger stated in 1977: '"What is missing then must be
a complete understénding of community-based education."” (p. 21)
Fletcher, Rué, and Yopng used the following defiﬁitipn in a 1977
report. They stated community—based education is{

. . . courses and activities for credit or noncredit,
formal classroom or non-traditional programs, cultural,
recreational offerings specially designed to meet the needs
of the surrounding community and utilizing school, college
and other facilities. Programming is determined with input
from the community being served. (1977:12)

Using this definition, they found a 95 perceﬁt commitment by admin-
~ istrators to community education, when étudying 1,275 commuﬁity
junior colleges in the United States and Canada.

While there was high commitment to the above statement,
their study did not indicate to what gxtént the community jﬁnior
colleges were takiﬁg full advantage of resources‘and facilities in
their communities. Nor did the study'measure the benefits of the
community's perception of a community;based education progrém.

The following study was designed to measure the use of community-

based education and its effect on the community's perception of the

value of a community junior college.
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Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to determine if there was a
relationship between criteria of community-based education used by

a community junior college's administrators and attitudes of the

community toward the community junior college as perceived by selec-

ted residents of the college's service area. .The study spans the
1978-79 academic year.

The criteria of community-based education used in the inves-
tigation were developed by Gollattscheck and Wattenbarger. These
two sets of criteria were Eondensed to eliminate similér criteria
that were expressed by both authors.

The combined criteria were then submitted to Gollattscheck

and Wattenbarger for comment and review. The combined criteria were:

1. The community junior coliege inolves the community in
the development of goais for the college.

2. The community junior college is aftentive to the possible
negative impact of collegé programs on the éommunity.

3. The community junior college faculty involves itself in
the community and is sensitive to communit§ needs.

4, The community junior coliege facilities are‘accesible
;o the community.

5. The community junior college assesses the needs of the




community to determine programs.
6. The commuhity jﬁnior college makes its services access-
ible to all elements of the cdmmunity.
7. The community junior college cooperates with community
and outside agencies to provide services to the commﬁnity.
8. The community junior‘collége.is recognized by the
'comﬁunity as a resource to solve community problems.
9. The commuﬁity junior college recognizes its campus ex-
tends to all locations within its service’ area.
10. The community'junior college evaluates its contribution
to the community through a formal pfocedure;
11. The community junior college works with other institu-
tioﬁs or groups in the commuﬁity to plén and conduct activities.
12, The community junior college bases its prograﬁs on
competencies rather than credits. |
13. The community junior college bases its programs on
individual lea;ning needs rather thap specific degrees.
s 14, ' The cémmunity.juniqr college atfempts to adapt its
methods of instruction to the needé>of,its learneré.
15. The commuqi;y junior college.provides services outside-

the formal classroom framework.
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Need for the S;udy

Community;based education exists when a communitytjunior
college is responsive to community needs aﬁd involves the community
in determining those needs. The responsiveness to community needs
could be an apéropriate measure of the level of support for
community-based education in the community junior college. A review
of the literature on community—basgd,education indicated that
success of such programé have been traditionally measured by the
numbers of"pafticipants in various programs.offered by the college.
Program participation was usually £he community's reéponse to good
recruiting rather than a measure of the coﬁmﬁnity juﬁior'céllege
successfully meeting the community's needs. Since these meésﬂres
do not measure the concept of community-based education, criterial
‘need to be ildentified to measure responsiveness by the college to the
community's needs. The measuring of these criteria could identify
whether a community junior colleée is a community-based institution
as opposed, to a traditional college. (Wattenbarger, 1977:21)

Various community junior golléées in the pas; have been
presented as successful models demonstrating the molding of the
community junior collgge and community-based eéucation into a single
concept. (Wéiss, 1975:17) Much time has been expended and money

spent ‘to stimulate the growth of new and experimental programs which
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encourage community participation and devélopment. (Van Voorhees,
King and éwik, ;977:53) However, iﬁ the evaluation of these
colleges much of the assessment criteria is oriented towérd evalua-
tion of the programs rather than their service to cémmunify,needs.
(Weiss, 1975:18) Program evaluation is not bad, for it is a
necessary element in the successful maintenaﬁce of a good relation-
ship with the community. (Stufflebeam, 1975:8) Community junior
colleges must use the’pfoper criteria to assess the community invol-
vemént proéess; Continued evaluation of this process through pfo—
gram assessment not onl§ is useless, but may even retard development
"of regponsiveness to community needs. (Thompson, 1967:97-98)
Coﬁmunity junior collegés need an assééément instrument which can
analyze the role they are playing in their relationship with the
comm@nity. (Cwik, King and Van Voorhees, 1976:49-50) Goilattscheck
advocated that emphasis should be placed on the process éf coﬁmunity
involvement rather: than on the tradifional programs at a community
junior college. (1977:2) |
Gollattscheck stated that the common .criteria of a commu-
nity-based community junior college should be:
1. They (the communify junibr collége) will be based upon
the needs of individuals, groups, and institutions in the
community. : :

2. The college will work with individuéls, groups and
institutions in the community in planning, conducting, and
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evaluating its activities and programs.

3. They (the community junior college) will be acces31ble
to all in the community who need them.

4. They (the community junior college) will be based on
competencies and skills needed rather than traditional credits

. and degrees except where such credentials are basic to the

satisfaction of individual and community learning needs.

5. Every attempt will be made to -adapt methods of instruc-
tion to the needs of the great diversity of learners. (1977:3)

Likewise, Wattenbarger expresséd the need for community
junior colleges to become involved and responsive to their communit—
ies and he listed these criteria:

1. The community college involves the community in the
development and articulation of college goals and bases its
programs on the impact they will have on the community.

2. The community college provides a faculty that is a
part of the community and sensitive to community needs.

3. The community college's facilities and services are
accessible and available to the entire community.

4. The community college bases its programs on a thorough
needs assessment of the community and provides educatlonal
services to all elements of the community. :

5, The community college acts as a broker, catalyst, and
intermediary for the community and agencies outside the
community.

6. The community college is recognized as an available
resource for helping to solve communhity problems. This includes
providing services outside the formal classroom framework.

7. The community college recognizes the campus to be
coterminous with its district boundaries.

8. The community college works with other agencies in the
community for the purpose of extending services (in contrast to
duplicating, trading off or otherwise limiting available
services).

9. The community college evaluates its contributions to the
community in organized cybernetic fashion. (1977:22-23)

The development of an instrument based on Gollattscheck and
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ﬁéttenbaxger's combined criteria for coﬁmunity—based eduéation
could be beneficial. .The instrumeﬁt could be used for institutional
Iself—e#amination to determine areas needing improvement or changes
required to achieVé the éommunity—baséd education philosophy.
Community junior colleges could then plan and develop community
orientated programs with schools, agencies, and individual residents
within their respective service areas.

If criteria were developed for colleges to evaluate com-
munity-based education, an instrument could identify the degreeé of
community involvement at a specific college. This task could be
accompiished‘through_a method of relating the perceptions of the
value of an‘institﬁtion by its coﬁmunity to the number of community-
based education critéria u§ed bf that institution. -Agssuming there
is a relationship between positive pef;eption and communit&—based
education, then a community-based education prediction model could
‘be developed demonstrating degrees of responsiveness and involvement
needed for a positive perception of the institution by the

community. This model is necessary for the continued growth in

community-based education in the community junior college.

| T
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'Questions to be Inveétigated

In determining whether a_comﬁunity junior college is a

community-based or traditional junior college, the follbﬁing qﬁes—

‘tions were investigated:

1. What community-based education criteria were identifed

by the president of each of the community junior colleges as being

used by that college?

. 2, TWhat éommunity—baséd educatibn_criteria were identified
by the President of the Board of each of the'community colleges as -
being used by that cpllége?

3. What community-based édqcation criterié were- identifed
by the director of continuing edqéation, community services, or
community edugatibn of éach‘of the community juniér éolléges as
being used by that college?

4. What were the levels of ‘use and support of community-

bésed education criteria identified by the‘presidenf, president df

the board,- and diréctor of community ser§ices as a group?

5. .What were the comBined pérceptions as measured By the
assessment instfumenti of the community junior'college.as‘repofted
by a president of a bank, én employmeﬂt sérvice répresentative,_a

county commissioner, a newspaper editor, and a superintendent of

schools residing in the community junior college's service areé as. -
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a group?
6. How were the percéptions of community junior cdllege's_.
service areas selected residents on. an assessment inStrument:relatéd
‘to the community-based education criteria émployed by the adminis-

tration?

\ General Procedures

The study was acéomplished'through the-following steps;

.First, a preliminary qﬁestionnaire was developed-through a rgview
of the literature concerning criteria of cémmunity—based_éduqation
at the community junior college ievel. Tﬁis preliminary question-
naire was submitted for comment and review to Ms. S..Fletchefland
her staff of the Center for Community Educétion of tﬁe American
Association of Community and Junior Colleges, Dr. E. Harlacher,

. }residept bf Metropolitan Community College, Dr. J. Gollattscheck,
President of Valencig Community College, Dr, C. Van Voorhees,
frofessof at the University of Michigan, and Drf J. Wattenbarger,
Professor ;t the University of Florida. Based on this review,

~revisions were made‘as,pecessafy.. (Sge Appendix E for comments on

" these reviSions.) The preliminary questionnaire was then teéﬁed‘for
reliability at five rardomly selected cbmmunity junior colleges

throughout Colorado. As a result of the pilot study, further
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revisiﬁﬁs were made.

Second{ the revised questionnaire- on community;based educa-
tion was mailed to forty—five‘randomly'selected comﬁunity junior
colleges throughout Kansas, Iowa, ﬁissouri, aqd Nebraska. ‘Thé
sample was stratified and random to insure that each geographical
area of the four states was represented proportionally. The presi-
dent of the college; the administ?ator responsible for coﬁtinuing
education, and the president of the board of trustees frdm each
institution were selected to respond to the questioﬁnaire. Third;
a superintendent of schools, aﬁ‘employment service director, a
president of a Bank, a newspaper editor, and a county comﬁissiéner
were randomly selected.from each éommuhity junior coliege;s service
area and mailed a separéte gquestionnaire. This queétionnaire was
designed to measure their perception of the community's attitﬁde
toward the community junior college.

Finally, infofmation gathered by the use .of the Ewé ques;
tionnaires is presented in tabular and narrative form in Chapter 4.
Tables were used to display the relationéhips of the‘peréeptipn of .
the value of a community junior college to the ériteria‘of-commu—
nity;faéed education. Narrative comments accompany each of‘thesé

tables.
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Limitations and Delimitations

This study was limited to peréeptiops'of selected adminise
trators and selected residents as. to their knowledée of the programs
in the community junior college and.the needs of their commﬁnity.

This study was delimifed to:

1. Public community junior éol;eges and not &is;milar
types_of institutiéné-of higher learning;'

2, Comﬁunity junior colleges“witﬁip ﬁebraska, Kansas, Iowé,
.and Missouri and a sample size of forty-five institutions;

3. Perceived indicators of community-based education
identified by a review of the literature and reviewed by several
experté in the field;:

4, ‘A review of literature that‘wgs limited to the. libraries
at Moqtana.State University, University of Montané, and Easpérn'
Montana College;

5.Z A cdmputér search of bbtﬂ'E}ﬁ;I.C. and Datrix pubiica—
tions files;

6. The admiqistrétors and séiected residentsiﬁf the
community junior collegé and its service area;

7. The academic year of 1978—79._
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- Operational Definition of Terms

The defintions used specificéllygfor this study as defined
by the investigator were:

Administration. The administration of the community junior

college.is defined as the president of the college, the chairperson
of the board of trustees and the diféctor of continuing education,’
community services, qr.éommupity education.

Community. The term coﬁmunity was defined 'as being coter-

minous with the boundaries of the community junior college district.

Community-based education criteria. Those fifteen combined
criteria which are suggested by Gollattscheck and Wattenbarger as
being critical for the development .of community-based education,

Community junior.college. All public community junior

colleges as defined by the American Association of Community and
Junior Collegesf

Perceive. The term perceive,ﬁas defined as an indiviaqal's
view of reality. This subjective view may‘differ from aﬂ pbservef's
objective determination; but i£ is the individual's perceptioﬁqu
reality upon which he/she usually acts.

Selected residents. Selected residents are those residents

of a community junior college's service area who are included in the

study. They are a ﬁresident of a bépk, an employmenf service
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representative, a county commissioner, a newspaper editor, and a

superintendent of schools.

Theoretical Definitions’

Community-based.education. The value system of the commu-

nity junior college which pléées the learning needs of studéﬁts
above the teaching needs of the institution, while being dedicated
to the upgrading of every citizen within the community. The
community-based college deliveré‘the kinds of educétion_studeﬁts
want and need, not what the college thiﬁks is géod for them.

(Gollattscheck, 1977:2) .

Coﬁmunity involvement.‘ Communit§ involvement is thé
inclusion of residenté'of the community in thg development and
articulation of community juhior q&llege goals. The college bases
its programs oﬁ'the,impéct‘they have on the community._ The cdmmu—l
‘nity junior college works with agghcies in its service aréé: for
the pﬁrpose of extending éervicesvwithOUt duplicating'existing ser-
vices. (Wattenbarger, 1977:21)

Community responsiveness. A systematic survey of what the

community perceives it needs and an organized effort to reach those_-

needs. (Gollattscheck, 1977:2)
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Summary

The evolution of the community junior college has béen the
most striking structurél'devélopment in higher education in receﬁf
years. Communit?,juniof colleges ha&e beeﬁ directiﬁg their efforts.
to community-based education and whi}e there has been a cqnseﬁsus
on the goal, there has been little direétion on how that goal is to
be reached. This hés created the problem of assessing what is the
criteria of community-based education. Practitioners need a
specific instrument to measure this process of communify—based
education so the§ can-assess when a community junior college has
entered this realm;'or when the iﬁstitution has rémained traditional.
To accomplish this task? fdrty-five institutions were surveyed to
discover the support of community-bééed'education‘criteria and héw‘

these criteria were related to the community's perception of that

‘college.




Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature for this chapter was divided into
three areas. First, the historical backgreund was presente& to
help the:reader qnde;seend the development of the commenity junior
college concept. Seeend, the missien ana philosophy of the commu-
nit& junio? college was p;esented to the reader. Finaily, the
growth, philosophy and trends in the Aeﬁelopment of programs used
by community junior colleges to service their communities was

v

presented.

History of the Community Junior College

The community junior college was an early development of
the lest.century and was modeled after:the eublic schools. The .
principles on which the public echools were built became the roots
for the cemmunity junior college. (Monroe, 1572:15 The eolieges
were designed to effectively meet the knowledge reeuirements in a
society ehet was moving:from a ruyal-agriqultural society te an
urban—industrial one. . (Medsker and Tillery, 1971:13) Monroe listed
arguments voiced by proponents of fhat‘time which stated that
uneducated citizens were a serious fhreat to the‘public welfare and‘

that the promise of the good life could be fulfilled by educational
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opportunities. k1972:14) Other forces which aided the development ‘
of the community junior college were: the rapid economic development
of the country, the popularity of practical educa;ion, and public
acceptance of the concept of universal access to higher education.
‘(Kelley and Wilbur; 1970) These concepts were-in contrast to the
Europeén theory thaticompefition for seéurity‘and social posifion

should eliminate the unfit from the educational system. (Hillway, .

1958:36)- Medsker étated, "Thus junior colleges in the United States

evolved naturally_from the egalitarian premiée that each individhal
. should be allowed té develop to the limité of her/his dapaﬁi;ities.”
(1971:14)

Germany, in the nineteenth century, was the leadiﬁg indus-
trial nation of Europe, and its educational system was mucﬁ admired:
by the United States. (Hil;way, 1958:33—34) The community juhio;
college became the United Staées' version of the German Gymnasium.
(Zwerling, 1967:44) 'The German student did not enter the university
after the twelfth grade, but rather after the fourteenth grade or
Gymnasium; This idealwould free the university of thé responsi-
bility for the'immature freshmen.and sophomores and allow them to
take the mére.mat@re students. (Hillway, 1958:44) This pu?ge from
the‘university was believed necessary to improve the quality of

upper division work. (Zwerling, 1976:45)
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' Various guthoré.have argged over'the number of stages of
dévelophent of juﬁior colleges. Larimér'believed fﬁat there were
three.basié stages of.development*of the-commﬁnity junior collégé.
(1972:220-224) Fof thé purpose of'thié study, the four. stages
developed by Thornton were used. During the first stage, from
approximately 1850 to 1920, the junior colleges offered the first
two years of the baccalaureafe degree. Stage two from 1920 to
1945, saw the coﬁceﬁts of terminal and semi-professional educafion
enéering the junior college curriculum; Stage threé, 1945 to 1965;'.
saw the addition of se%vice to the adults of the community and use
of the new term, coﬁmunity college. Finally from 1965Ato present,
mﬁrked-the beginning‘of the trend toward the full éctualization of

the open door concebt. (1972:48-55)

1850 — 1920: The First Developmental Period

The establishment of small colleges and academies was an
.earl§ tradition in thé United Statesvwith hundreds of thgée
institutions dotting the countryside. The curriculum was limited
Eo the instruétion of the cle?gy, law, and teachiﬁé p;oféssioﬁs.
(Carnegie Commission 6n Higher Education, 1970:9) The éguth
eséablishéd several two year aenomiﬁapional colleges for Negroes.
These institgtioﬁs-established prior to the turn of thé century

may weil be the very first junior colleges 6perated in America, the
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aréﬁménts remained-ﬁnéettled as to which junior'college was‘aétually‘_z ‘
 the first. (Hillway,'l958:39) Various junior'collegés have been |
présented as the first, such as Leicesti Junior College in 1784,
Montecello College in 1835, Packer Colleglate Institute of Brooklyn
in 1845, L;sell Junior College in 1852, Susquehanna University in
1858, Lewis Institute in 18§6, or. Bradley Polytechnic Institute of
Peoria in 1892. (Koos, 1925:6 and Ely and Arrowood, 1934:887) The-
one most often accepted as the firsf junior college in America was
Joliet Junior College in 1902. Tﬁis school.is usually designéted
~as the first because it was the first public junior colieéé estab-
lished thch remainéd in continuous operation. (Tho;ntbn, 1972:
52—53) The other junior colleges have éither evolved to the concep£
from some other type of institution or have héd périods of inter—
rupted service, thus eliminating theirhclaim.v (Hiilway, 1958;40)
The original ééstures for the formation of juﬁior‘colleges
were.made by Henry Tappan of the Univefsity of:Michigan_and Colonel
- W. Wf Folwell of the University of Minnesota. Thesg eaﬁly advocateé
for the eétabliéhment of the junior college were ioinéd‘by D;.
William Rainey Harpér of the Unive?sity of Chiqago,-Deén Alexis
: Langé of the University of éalifornia, and David Starr Jordan of
Stanford ﬁﬁivgrsity. (Ely and Arréwood; 1934:888)- These eariy'

advocates were joined by Richard H. Jesse of the University of Miss-
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ouri and J. James of‘the University of Illinois who supported the
idea of the junior collége in their respective states. (Monroe,
i  1972:10) While there was no collaboraﬁion between these earl&
lgaders, they all seemingly worked for the same goal. (Ely and
Arrowood, 1934:889) Professof W: H. Cowley of Stanférd University
stated that the proponents of the junior‘éollege were more concerned
with eliminating the iower division work in the university-than'
with the virtues of creating the junior college. (Medsker, 1960: .
12)

As early as 1852, Henry Tappan stated that he éhough£
secondary education should take ové; the first two yéafs of school
in the ordinary college. Colonel Folwéll was in agreemént with
. Dr. Tappan and said in his 1869 inauguration address at the‘Univer—
sity of Minnesota; FHat immature youth should remain'at.home for ‘
two.more years of education, then entef the university for the work
of a man., (Thornton, 1972:53) Both Folwell and Tappan hoped to
change their universities into true unive?sities similar to the
German model. (Medsker, 1960:12) |

Like Tappan and folwell, William Rainey Harﬁer; the
'President of the University of Chicago, believed that the firét two‘
. years of the univefsity belonged in the high schools where subject

matter would be best suited for the adolescent mind. (Zwerling,
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1967:45) Dr. Harper, at the time of the organization of tﬁe _
University of Chicago, gave two designations to the four years of
work at the college level. The first two years of'collége were
given a separate status and were calied a junior college, wﬁilé the
second two years of work were called the senior'coilege.‘ Thus it
Qas Dr. Harper who introduced the ﬁame'junior college. (La;imér,

1977:221) Dr. Harper was also the first to award a separate degree

for the first twdlyea;s of work., Students who paésed these years -

were given an Associate.in Arts Degree. (Ely and Arrowood, 1934:
889)

This new division of college work was the first step in
Dr. Harper's plan for‘the radical reorganization of the entire
public school system. Harper went on to propose fourlother-planks
in his reorgaﬁization of American schooling. The.first.was'the_ |
connecting of the work of the eighFh grade of elementary school
with that of ‘the secondafy schoolé, thereby creating the junior
high school. Second, he saw the extension of the work of the sec~
ondary school to include the first two years of coliege. Third?
was the proposed reduction of the work of these seven years to six.
Fourth, was his proposal that the bestvstudents should be éble to
complete secondary school in five years by simply alioﬁing the:-

"students to work at their own pace. (Thornton, 1972:51-52)
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.Several early‘séhools-ﬁe;e c?eéted by the influence of Dr.
Harper's presentations.: These early schools were all affiliated
with the University of Chicago. (Larimer, 1977:221-222) The first
school was Lewis Institute and the second was Bradley Poiytechnid
Institute of.Peoria. The third school established in 1902, waé
Joliet Junior College. 'Harper's tenuré at the University of Chicagd
ended with approximately six schools attached as_feeders to phe
University of Chicago. ‘(Ely and Arrowood, 1934:887) While Dr.
Harper was the first to estéblish affiliate schools to the Uﬂivef—-
sity of Chicago, in 1859-the Upiversity of Georgia resolved to
abolish its first two years of education because the students were
too young and immature. This plan was set in‘action, but its
completion was interrupted by the Civil War and the closing of the
school. 1In 1866, when the school reopened, the plan had mysterious-
ly been forgotten. (Thornton, 1972:50) |

While there were earlier proposals than Dr. Harper's andeven
the proported establishment of sevéral junior colleges, Dr. Harper
was seen as the father of the junior college. At the.timé Dr. Harper -
made the proposals, the climate for the establishment of suqh
institutions in the United States was more favorable than beforé.”
.The country was witnessing a rise in productivity which enabled

the country to support more students, and at the time time, required
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an iﬁcreasing supply of workers with -an education necessary to
control and improve the industrial apparatus. '(Monroe, 1972:4)
The American dream that education could open the d;or to success
was inbred into the American society at every level. (Thornton,
'1972:51-52)

The west coast had its champions of thé junior college whigh
led to the establishment of Fresno Junior College in 1910. (Zwer-
ling, 1976:48) These early champions in the West were David Starr
Jordan, President of Stanford University, and ﬁean Alex F.‘Lénge
of the University of California at Bérkeley. Dean Lange-first
.conceptualized his idea of the junior college while attending the
University of Michigan under Dr. Tappan. (Ely aﬂd Arrowood, 1934:
888) Jordaﬁ succeeded 1n getting the first junior college law:
passed in California in 1910. (Thornton, 1972:53)

Like his predecessors, Jordan called for the amputation of
freshmen and sophomore classes from the university and urged. that
these classes be handled by the high schools. (Lafimer; 1977:222)
Jordan, an eloquent spokesman, was successful in persuading the
California State ngisiature that thé state should establish six
year high schools agd populariéed the name junior collége by
referring to the last ‘two years of high school as such. (Zwerling,

1976:50) The 1907 California legislature stipulated that such post
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high school graduate work should approximate the first two years of

university dourses. However, the legislature went on to state that

tgchnicél work should be included in these institutions. (Larimer,
1977:222) This addition was largely the result of Lange's
influenée, for he was the earliest advocate of adding~vocati6nalj
education to the juﬁior collegevcurriCUluﬁ. There was no tuition
at Fresno Junior Coilege except fbr'nonresidents. The first year
courses at Fresno inclﬁded agricultural studies as well as other
régular general education courses; .(ngriing; 1976:51)

To aid in the establishment of junior colleges, President
David Starr Jordan of Stanford University, recommended in 1910, the
additional entrance requirements for Stanford, which included
two years or sixty units of collegiate work. Jordan stated that
he looked forward to the time when the high schools would rélieve
the universities of the expense and necessityofphefirsttwoyearsof

instruction. (Zwerling, 1976:48) In 1917, a second boost was given

to the junior college by the California legislature's péssage of the’

Ballard Act. Thié 1egislation prévided for stafe'and céunty
financi;i‘support-for junior colleges on tﬂe same basis as that for
high schools. (Lafimer, 1977:222)

. In the earl§ 1900's many situétions aided the development

of the junior colleges. High schools were lowering the age of
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graduation which'causeq many people’ to favor local junior éolleges
as a way to keep thelr children at home until they were more mééuré.
There were long distances to the universities in western stgtes and
there was a great increase in the expense for university attendance.

During this period of time there were also large increases in

freshman and sophomore enrollment in many of the large universities,

this led some of the larger universities to favor the establishment

of junior colleges. Likewise, the student desired personél atten~ -

tion and there was an overcrowding of qnivérsity classes and a lack

of dormitory sbace. Also aiding'tHe juniar colleges in the early
years was the demand for vocationéllpreparation for minor %;ofeé—
sions. Another signifiéant factof in the growth of jﬁnior.colleges_
was.the desire to keep the wealth within the local community, whiéhf
aroused powerful interest in the junior college moveﬁentm (Ely and

Arrowood, 1934:223)

1920. - 1945: The Second Developmental Period
The California Legislature began this stage of development

of the junior collégé by authorizing the establishment of independ-

ent junior college districts. This legislation allowed the junior -

college to tax the district in which it was located and moved

California to the forefront of the junior college movement.
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(Monroe, 1972:11) The California legislature also allowed junior
colleges to affiliate with state normal schools and_teachers
colleges. Thus there were three types of junior collegeg develéped.
First, were the state supported and governed juhiof cblieges.
Sécond, were the publip jﬁnior colleges which were maintained in
connéction with cify government and high school districts. These
junior colleges were generally ﬁoused in high schools and shared
faculty, students, and social life. Finally, the private juniorl
colleges which were controlled by denominational groups, and like
public junior colleges, were asspciated with secondary schools. The
private sector of junior colleges entered this stage of develop-
ment not.only as the largest, but the fastest growing. (Koos,
.1925:10)
A key event for the junior colieges occgrred in the 1930's.

This event was the depression. The depression restricted many .
students who were plamning on atténding the more expensive four:
year colleges, to the'practigal idea of attending the two year
junior college and saving money for thei; last twb years,bf educa-
tion at thé.larger institution. In 1937, the Vocaticnal Education
Act allowed federal funding for occupational programs to échdols of
"less than senior grade." This act stimulated the growth of

vocational areas in the junior colleges. (Zwerling, 1976:55-56)
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' These occupational programs were developed in the junior colleges
as a result of the passage in. the 1920's of the Smith—Hughes'Act
for vocational education. (Medsker and Tillery; 1971:14? These
factors incféased the growth‘of the terﬁinal degree in the junior
~ colleges. - |

In 1916, Chaffey Junior College in California became the
first school to offer terminal courses in art, manual training,
home economics, commerce, music,  library training, general agri-
culture, farm mechanics, and soils. .In 1921, there were one
hundred terminal courses and by 1930, this number had grown to 1600
and by 1941, to 4000. President Synder of Los Angeles Junior
College, which was founded in 1929, established fourteen terminal
semi—professionél cﬁrriculums. Los Angéles Junior College soon.
became the largest.junior college_in.the nation and léter became
Los Angeles City.College. (Thornéoh; 1972:53)

Frank W. Thomas set the pattern in 1926 fo; defining tﬁe
functions of the junior college. He believed the junior cdllege
had these basic educational functions: (1) popularizing, (2) pre-
paratory, (3) terminal, and (4) guidance. (Brumer, 1970;30) In
1930, Nicholas Riccardil defined the junior college.as an organiza-
tion that aimed to meet the needs of the community in which it was

located, with both liberal arts education and vocational training.

v
‘
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Byfon S. Hollingshéad stated in 1936, that the junior
college should be a community college;“ The éollege should not dﬁly
provide liberal arts and vocational education, but’ also adult edﬁca—'
tion, recreational oppbrtunities, cultural activities, and the:
institution itself should be integrated with'the c;mmunity. (Thorn-
ton, 1972:53) Thus it is iﬁ this periodlthat the. word comﬁqnity
became linked to the junior cgllegé.' | =

As stated earlier, the four yéar.schools never purged them—
. selves from the.firsfltwo years of EOllege education. Two practiéal
reasons, were“cifed-by.Zwerling for féilure‘té_eliminate the freshmen
and sophomore students. 'First,-sinéé fuhding_ﬁaslbaéed'onenrﬁlmmeﬁf
and especially during the depressipn,.theée schools needéd tuition
money collected from the freshmen an& sophomore classes to subsidize
education at tﬁe senior level.  Second, were the ath}etic programs
which needed the freshmen and sophomore studeﬁts for their various
teams. An.institutibn.which desired*fo compete successfuily in
.intercbllegiate sports would have té do so without half of ifs
eligible students. (1976:47-48) o o ,

The sgcond ﬁajor boom to the community juniér cdllegg
occurre& during the Second World War. The enfollmént inAélassés.
_cbnducted during the déy dropped after the-outbreak of World War II;

However, there was a nation wide emphasis on training for defense.
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and this stimuiated the community junior colleges to broaden their
community activities. (Thornton, 1972:56) The Second‘World War
led many sbudents,who would have transferred, to seék the terminal
_courses and to make necessary adjustments in theiﬁ.curricdlér écti—
vities for immediate-jqb satisfaction. (Zwerling,'l976:54) These
two aforementioned facfprs forced the comﬁunity ju;ior‘colléges into

‘both night,courses‘for adults, and the involvement of the colleges

in community activities.

1945 - 1965: The Third Developmental Period

This stage 6f development was stimulated by ghree important
reports. First, President Truman's commission on higher education
recommeﬁded further support for community junior colleges.‘ (Monroé,-
1972:12) Second, the Str;yer Report of 1948 encouraged the State:
of California to oppoée:the expansion of existing community junior
colleges to four year éolleges beéauée the financial burden would
be-overwhelming. (Kelley and Wilbﬁr, 1970;13) Finally,'Presiaent
Eisenhower's commission on higher education stateq in 1957 that 50
percent of the population had the capabilities f§r benefiting fréﬁ
14 years of educationl (Medsker and Tillery, 1971:16)

In the late 1950's gnd early 1960's, two more -important
pieces of 1egislétion which affected community junior colleges were

enacted. ‘The California legislatﬁre demanded a state plan which
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clearly delineated the roles of the institutions of Higher learn-~

ing. The plan, which was finally adopted in 1960, placed community
' |

junior colleges in fuil equal status with the other segmeﬁts of
Ahigher edugation. (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1970:
10) In 1963, Fhe Unifed States' Congress passed the Higher Educa-
tion Aét wﬁich'enableq Comenity junior cblleges to reCeive federai'
money fbr_their vocational ﬁrogfams./ (Gleazer, 1968:15) This act |
came at a'time when less than one—quérteruof thé studeqés.signed up

for these programs. The act once égain placed emphasis on the -’

. H i !
vocational area. which was necessary to stimulate the growth of these

programs. (Zwerling?'}976;62—63)

During this.;tage of development:the community junior
college concept blossomed. The returning vetefans frovaorlq War 
IT and the Korean Coﬁfiict were.provided subsidigs for edgcation
and this caused a ﬁarked increase in enrollment. The number of
studentslgréduating from high schqol increased and resulted in en-
rollmen£ indreases dﬁring this timé pe;iqd. (Reynol&s, 1965:1)
Alohg_with’enrollment increases, this period was cparaéterized by
a crystalligation of £he concepts and philosophies Af the'¢ommuﬁity
college. The first cbncept was the UniQersal access to public

education for all persons free of discrimination as to social class,

family income or ethnic, social or religious background. ' The second
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concept wés that of local control and the support of free institu-
tions for local résidénts. The third céncept Qas that of a curriéua
lum designed to meet both the needs of £hé indiéidual college

student and the needs of the nation. (Monroe, 1972:1)

1965 to Present: The Fourth Developmental Period

By this time, the tasks of the community junior college

were crystallized and have‘been generally accepted by the colleges.

Even though these tasks have been accepted, the realization of them

has yet to be reached. The open door admissions policy has'been
insfalled, yet no method has been found to stop the high proportion
who drop out. Occupational education was. stressed, but three-
fourths of the student body remain in the transfer programs. Nét
enough counselors were available to meet the student need in rela-
tion to community junior college enrollments. Finally, since 1965,
emphasis has been placed on program development rather than on the
improvement of student performance. (Thornton, 1972:56)

Edmund J. Gleazer depicted the community junior college: in
this stage when he stated:.

. « The community'collége has become a comprehensive
institution with a great variety of programs to match the
cross section of the community represented in its students.

.'The concept of comprehensiveness, although still a subject
* for occasional debate, generally is accepted. This means

preparation for employment  as well'as transfer to four-year -
colleges and includes a number of other community related
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services. The comprehensive community college exists to

give students opportunity beyond the high school level to
find suitable lines of educational development in a social
environment of wide range of interests, capac1t1es, aptitudes,
and types of intelligence. (1969:28).

Philosophy of the Community Junior College

A new philosoﬁhy of eéﬁcation evolved in the late 1800's
which was called "ekpérimentélism." This philosophy developéd at
the same time scientific and industrial advancemen;s were being ﬁade
and a new emerging edﬁcational institution, the junior collégg,
was also coming to the forefront."(Greﬁin, 1961:90-95)

Experimeptélism is a dynémic-philosophy, one which;afteﬁpfs
to-gather,ail previops knowledge apd then process that knowledge.
The practitioner éhouid be able to locate, analyze, and syntheéize‘
this knowledge through the use of scientific methods. An example'
of én early practitionef of experiméntalism was Darwin. His tiébry
of evolutién did not give support fo the systematic machine like

development of the world envisioned .by the realist. Darwin's

theory of .evolution talked of many alternative paths. and fh@ happen-

ing of chance incidents which shook the realist's vision of the
world of absolutes. (Gremin, 1961:92-98) At fhe_turn of the
century, the gathering and discovery of kﬁowledge had.reéched a

new and frantic pace. The people had difficulty synthesizing all
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the new knowledge with prior knowledge and were awed by the reali-
zation that the assimiliation of Rnowledge could still be in its
infancy.
At this point in their historical evolution, societies
recognlzed the need for a formal and deliberate agency to
- take over this work, to concentrate and inten51fy the growing-
up process, and to regulate it according to the ‘developing
necessities of any given social system. ‘(Morris and Pai, .
19 76 11) '
John Dewey, a leading exponent of experimentalism, stated:
. The sources of educational science are any portions of
ascertained knowledge: that enter into the heart, head and hands
of educators, and which, by entering in render the performance .
of the educational function more enlightened, more human,
more truly educational than it was before. But there is no
way to discover what is 'more truly educational' except by the
continuation of the educational act itself. 'The discovery is
never made; it is always making. (Dewey, 1929:76-77)
This statement of philosophy by Dewey radically changed'man's
previous outlook towards education and knowledge.. In Dewey's view,
no longer could man search for absolute answers, but rather, those
answers were dynamic and dependent on society and the present state
of knowledge at any'given time. _Truth‘or knowledge was not stag~
nant. This gréatly influenced the American way of transmitting.
knowledge to the next generation. Now, the fast changing American
culture of that time, and of present time, had a method of anélyzing

and synthesizing new interpretations of knowledge with a critical

methodology. (Morris and Pai, 1976: ll)
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Dewey stated that the educational institutions should not
only teach society as it is, but moreover, reflect and expefience
that society. (1959:7) Experimentalists believe that living is
education and therefore our experiences foster a greater understand-
ing ﬁhich31eads to'persanal and societal enrichment. When.béwey
diécussed'axiology, He stated: |
. . There cannot be two gefs:of ethicél principles,

one for life in the school, and the other for life outside

of the school. As conduct is one, so also the principles

of conduct are one. The tendency to discuss the morals

of the school as if the school were an institution by itself

is highly unfortunate. (1959:7)
This statement showed ﬂow the merger of school and society shoﬁld.
take place.

| The pﬁilosophy of the public community colieges-hag evolved
through a.changing of functions of the community college. These
changés have been identified during varying historical periods.-
With some latitude.recognized, thése peridds of development were:
(1) 1900 to 1920, wﬁich was the Aevélopmen£ of the.publié juniof
college, some using idealisticlphiiosophy for a tfansfer function
and.the majority (California and.thé Qestern states) using ;h _
lexperiméntalist philosdpﬁyi (2) 1920-1945, the period of greatéstf
development of occqpational programs and a éfrengthening of the

experimentalist philosophy; (3) 1945-1965, which saw the develop-
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ment and growth of the "community" college concept and some reinfil-
tration of the idealist and realist philosophies due to the large
number of transfer bound students; (4) 1965 to the present saw a,
return to the experimentalist philosophy with the recognition and
acceptance of the open~door policy. (Thornton, 1972:42-50)

Gleazer, a leading spokesman and proponent of the community
college, summarized in general terms what the community college
had come to mean:

. « » I believe that the community college is an educa-
tional instrument for these times in which we live. It has
evolved out of the aspirations of the people of this land; it
has responded to the changing and critical needs of the com-
munity. . It is not an idea superimposed upon the American
scene by a national committee, board, or agency. Rather, its
form and functions have emerged from the interplay of the
values of our democratic society and the facts of .economic and
social change. (1965:3) ' '

Gleazer further stated that these functions have_openedh
doors for students in occupations; have developed life-long learn-
ing opportunities, and developed the community as the central con~
text of learning. (1965:3) This statement by Gleazer reconfirms
Dewey's concept of merging the school and the community into one
and is a reaffirmation of the experimentalist philosophy in the
community college. The community college has become the best

representative of Dewey's hypothesis that the school should reflect

the community.
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Medskar listed six functions of the community college that
guided its philosophy.” These were:

1. Offering occupational and academic programs for full-
time and part-time students in both day and evening programs;

2. . Providing for remedial work for.those students need-
ing it; ;

3. Maintaining a llberal adm1551ons pollcy,

4. Emphasizing a guidance program;

5. Performing services to the community;

6. Insisting.on an individual identity without resembling
a four year college. (1960:203)

Monroe established the most comprehensive list of functions
of the comprehensive‘community college'during this period. ThlS
"list included all the functions that he belleved needed to be

included in developlng an 1nstitut10nal phllosophy. These functione

were:
1. Transfer curriculum
2, (Citizenship and general education
" 3. Occupational training '
4. General studies :
5. Adult and continuing educatlon
6. Remedial programs
| 7. Counseling and guidance
8. Salvage (closely related to remedial and guidance)
| 9. Screening function
1 : - 10. Goal finding or cooling-out function
11. Custodial function : ,
12. Cocurricular or student activity opportiunities. (1972;
32:41) )

The coﬁbrehene1Ve community-college of the 1970's has"
established its philosophy based on these functions. This-philes—

ophy is to assist the development of the eommunity's resources
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with . . . "the assumption that éach individual has bétential and

." Gleazer went on to

shouid have ppportunifies to develop it. . .
-state. . . "The mission is no longer to develop the select few, but
to develop all." (1973:88—895 This then becomes the basis for the
-comprehensive. community college curriculum.

The philosophy of experimentalism would become'tﬁe dominant
philosophy of the comp?ehensive community collegef Thg community
college would undeftake six major functions: (1) the transfer
function; (2).community éervices; (3) vocafiénal training; (4):adu1t
education; (5) guidance.and rehabilitation; (6) emphasize teaching

rather than research. (Hillway, 1958:82-83)

Community,Service at the Community Junior College -

Harlarchef, in 1969, stated'the distinction between the
COmmunity~college, a college that primarily duplicated the mission‘_
of tﬂe first two years of a four yeaf college, and aAcamﬁrehensivé
pom@unity.college was that this new col;ege had an entity of its .
own, Was.a,full partner with the'community, apd was the cultural o
.and intellectual.éentér was well as the foundation of community
priae.> Harlacher s£a;edlthat the'cémpué must entail the complete-
college;servipe area and that the total population éf the service

area was the student body. Thus the act of taking the college to
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the people has freed the comprehensive community coliege from the
traditiqna;.image of the college and university, and has allowed it
to estgblish its'oﬁn identify. (p. 4)

Gollattschéck apd Harlacher stated, in 1976, that the new
mission of a communiﬁy—based college could not be implemented with-
out a set of principles tohguide the cbllegé. Five principles were
discussed: |

1. Identification of potential clientele to be served.

The college must determine the needs of the community - a pro-
cedure requiring active involvement of the institution with
the community in order to find out what is going on and what
the real needs are. )

2. Removal of barriers to access. The college must ensure
that its facilities are available to those who compose the
community. The facilities include the physical campus, if any,
as well as the. intangible campus represented by satellite cen-
ters and other environments for learning. ,

3. Development of new avenues of access. The college must
cooperate with, -and become a broker between, the community and
the variety of agencies within the community that provide a
potential for satisfying needs of individuals and groups. In

-other words, community renewal education requires the college
to be an educational catalyst for the community and its citiz-
ens. ' L o

4.. Development of curriculums and services. In addition
to being a change agent in the community, the community renewal
college must be adaptable and ready to change itself. Target
groups can assist it in designing the strategies and delivery

modes for instruction and service.

5. Demonstration of its practicality and effectiveness.

The institution must be continually evaluating its own pro-
grams, its own responsibilities to the community, and its
ability to serve the public. Using such evaluations, it must
make decisions regarding its role as initiator, promoter, brok-

er, or silent partner in the educational process. (p. 136-137)
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This new direction was a ra&ical depafture from the original
mission of continuing edgcation discussed by Koos an& other authoré.
Buck in 1969, stated that continuing education in the earlf stages
took the forms of clubs, lecture series, and public forums'rathe;
than organized classeé.‘ William Rainey Harper began summer sessions
and correspondence courses based on his experiences at the original
: Qhaufauqua Institution;' (p. 139) |

Early commﬁnity.junior colléges did ﬁop see cbﬁtinding
education as their responsibility. (Buck, 1969: 159-160) Inﬁtﬁe

October 1934 issue of the Junior College Journal, Brothers stated in

an editorial that one of the greatest opportunities for significant

service to its community by a community junior college lay in design-.

ing a Workable.continuing.education p;ogramf (p. 2) Finally, in
1952, the Americén Association of Junior Colleges placed coﬁtinﬁing
education development as a priority projéct to encouarge its
&evelépment. (Buck,21969:141)

This dévelopmgnt was rétarded by pwo factors. :Fi;st, thé. ,
rapid growth of'on—campus sfudents in the iQSO's and 1960's and
second, a confusioﬁ over what- the role éf a community juniof college
should become. The former was discussed earlier in fhis chapter.
The later waé bestlﬁoiced by Jaﬁes'J. Zigerell in 1970 Whén'he

stated:
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. « +.General education, liberal education, or what you
will, must still remain the prime goal of the community
college. Training and retraining people of all ages for
particular job skills, supplying leisure time activities. and
adult education, running child care centers for the community-
these are all valuable and needed activities. But regarded
as ends in themselves, they can perhaps be carried on as well,
or even more effectively, by other agencies. . . . (p. 710)

Yet, these are the very things Margaret Mead discusses as
areas to which educational institutions must become more sensitive
to meet the needs of a society in rapid transition.

When we look realistically at today's world and become
aware of what the actual problems of learning are, our con-
ception of education changes radically. Although the educa-
tional system remains basically unchanged, we are no longer
dealing primarily with the vertical transmission of the tried
and true by the old, mature, and experienced teacher to the
young, immature, and inexperienced pupil in the classroom. . . .
What is needed and what we are-already moving toward is the
inclusion of another whole dimension of learning: the lateral
transmission to every sentient member of society, of what have -
just been discovered, invented, created, manufactured, or
marketed. . . . Is not the break between past and present -
and so the whole problem of outdating in our educational
system-related to a change in the rate of change? For change

. has become so rapid that adjustment cannot be left to the
next generation. Adults must-not once, but continually-take.
in, adjust to, use, and make innovations in a steady stream of
discovery and new conditions. . . . What we call the lateral
transmission of knowledge. . . is not an outpouring of know-
ledge from the 'wise old teacher' into the minds of young
pupils, as in vertical transmission: Rather it is a sharing
of knowledge by the informed with the uninformed, whatever
their ages. The primary requisite for the learner is the
desire to know. (Mead, 1959:5)

- The desire, ability and access to learning has too often

beeﬁ_aborted within the present academic structure of conventional
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‘'educational institutions. A steady stream of discévery and new .
conditions should bring the éommunity juniér college into a closer o
liéison relatioﬁship.with thé community at large in order to develop
.prograﬁs and delivery systems to meet community needs. People from
all walks gf life and ﬁén& age groups sliould be able to take advan-
tage 6f unlimited'learning oppértunifies to.fuifill iqdividual.ﬂeedsv.
and desires fhfough a new type of education. (Gollattscheck and |
ﬁarlacher,.1976:8—9)'

In the past, human life has beeﬁ divided into four different
stages. Firsé, a short stage of early childhood - the time of
happy play. Second, a longer stage of tweﬁty to twenty-five yearé -
devoted almost exclusively to full-time leafning. Third, -the %ong— :
esf stage which conéists of full time work. Finally, came the
stage of ;gtiremeﬁg for human beings.’ (Boyér, 1974:5) These
patterns'are chénging for ﬁany reésoné._‘Two'of these are:. the
sudden surge of intérest in continue& éducation; and the pdol of
traditional college age.students is decliningh. (Gollattschéck and
Harlacher, 1976:5) This is causing community‘junior colleges to
re—examiné théir rQlé in an& their relétionéhip with their commu-
nity. |

The community-based community junior college wili pfovide

the kinds of education éommunity members want or need, not what
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_either the coliege already offers or feels ié gbod-for them. ‘The
college sh;uld be guided by open pérticipétion inAdiécoverihg leérn—
ing needs, formulating solutions, and designing the delivery system.
These decisions should no longer be made only by educators and-
board mgmﬁgré, but rather in consultation with commuﬁity mémbers.
No longer sﬁoul& the-éoiiegé grant'eduéation‘éo community reSidents,
but share its role Qith other agencies and communiiy reéidents tgt
create meaninéful human. endeavors. The community junior coliége
should nét;confine its acti&ities'to camﬁus, but decentralize its_
activities to the ;étal comﬁunity; The college's mission should pé
to help people grow in a variety.@f ways, from maximizing employment
to persona} eﬁrichment. ‘(Gdllattscheck and Hariacher, l97§:ll)

| Cpmmunity—Based edﬁéation is oftenldefined as a éomﬁunity
junior collegé's.fesponsiveness to community programming. Collegeé
cannot affor&-to mérel& respond. The ﬁe& communityrbased.community
’ jﬁnior college must assume a leade?ship‘role.in its community. The
college.shauld éngage in community development, organizing community
resources'ana enha#éing'the quélity of'lifé in its service area.
Thus ghe'community junibr college muét_learn to intéract wi;h its
community. | (Ratcliff, 1977:273-274)

Two studies were found dealiﬁg with community juniox

colleges and community-based education. The first study was done

o
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‘by Yarrington“inllQlS, using structured interuiewsgand,a.sample
size‘of fifty—tour persons. The'sample populatlon con31sted of
trustees, admlnlstrators, faculty, students, classified staff
citlzens,‘and'representatlves of other area colleges. The study
-was de81gned to assess how a conmunlty—based communlty junior -

college in the Portland, Oregon,‘area was performingfcommunity—-'

based education.. The goal of the study.Was to.develop an assessment'

program fofuse'incomnunity junior colleges to determine. if they
were -assessing the community needs and how well they were respond- -
-ing:to them.

Yarrington's study developed two sets of questions to be

' used by a community junior-college which was interested in complet- .

ing a self—assessment-program{- Therquestionnaires were developed
by 1nterv1ew1ng the aforementloned sample populatlon and a subJec—-.
tive analysis was done on the results of the 1nterv1ews. ThlS study
was 11m1ted to a case study approachrto the problem and used a
‘non—statrstlcal method for analy21ng the data collected (Yarrlng;

‘ ton,; 1975:9-11)"

The second- study was done by Fletcher, Rue, and Young. This

study was diyided fnto:fiye'majorfcategories: (1) the nature of
- the respondents, (2) the nature of the offerlngs in the area of

‘ community education by,communitijunior colleges; (3) attitudes_
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toward inter-ageﬁqy codperation; (4) - the nature of.cbmmuni;y
,gducation émployed by fesponding community junior célleges;'(s) and
a summéry; The study was conducted using a populétion of adminis-.
trafors for l,ZfS pubiic'and private-coﬁﬁunity junior colleges in
the United Stgtes'and Canada.
| Fletcher, Rue,land Young fouﬁq a very strong commitment to

community educatién By 95 percent of the administrators wﬁo respond-
. ed. These results were clouded by 'a lack of a clear identity fof
communi;y—based éducation programs. The specific differences
between community education, community.services, and continuing
education were hézy'and unclear as reported by respondents to the
survey. While two-thirds of the responding community junio; colleées
"had a full—time.administrator to;dveréee the community education
program, the adﬁinigtrators'were called by varying:titles and had
1i;tle or no formél:training for tﬁeir:position. .The reseafchers
reported tﬁat‘the use of community eduéatién couldrﬁét therefore be
effectivelyvstudie& dué to the lack §f a clear definitidn of commu-
nity éducation, A re¢omﬁendation presented by this stuay was that
since communiéy junior colleges use persons of diverse training as
commuﬂity education personnél, tﬁey should traiﬁ,fhese personnel

so that they react and educate in accordance with the_mission of a

community-based community junior college. (Fletcher, Rue, and
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Young, 1977:10-15)

Summary

The review of literature for this chapter was dividéd‘into
three areas. First, tﬁg historical background was presented to
.help the reader understand the development of the community junior

college concept. Second, development of:the mission and philosophy
for:the community juhior'collegg was preéented. Fiqall&,.the
~growth, philosophy, trends, and development of programs used by the
community junior colleges to service théir communities were -
.presented.

The history of the community junior college traces the
development of the institution through féur stageé. The first sﬁage
was 1850 to 1920, This stage witnessed the birth of an idea by
various leaders in education which_led to the foundation and érﬁwth
of.community_junior colleges. The second stagé, frdm 1920 to 1945,
discussed various ;egislative acts which allowed direct éuppért
to community junior colleges and new growth in yocational.areas.

The third stage was from 1945 to 1965. Dufing thié staée three
important reports were deveioped which influénced community junior
college development. The fourth stage was from 1965 to the presépt.

By this time the comprehensive community junior college, which
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offered a variety of prograﬁs'had developed; Since 1965 emphasis

has switched from improvement of performance in the classroom to

program development. T

The philosophy of the community junigr college was the next
area discussed, including the effects of idealism and e#ﬁerimental—
ism on the community junior.college.‘ The removal of the first tﬁé
‘years of the university education was sought by the idealiSf.
Dewey, an experimentalist who beliéved that a school'should become
a miniature society, influenced the community junio? college to'
accept a more practical education. |

Finally, the area of community service or continuing educa-
tion was discussed. Trends demonstrated by recent 1itératuré.in
this éreé argued for the community junior college to become both a
catalyst for social imp?ovement and a vehicle to provide mganingfu}
educapional opportunities to ‘community residents, as well as mofe

traditional education for transfer.and vocational_Studgnts.




Chapter 3
PROCEDURE

The problem of this study was to determine if there was a
relationship between criteria of community—baséd education used .by

a community junior college's administrators and attitudes of the

community toward the community junior éollege as perceived by selec-.

ted residents of the college's service area. The study'spans the
1978-79 academic year. This chapter describes the population sur-
veyed, the categories of investigation, the questions were were
énswered, the methods éf collecting and org;nizing the data, the-
hypotheseé, the analysis of the data, and the precautions taken to

insure accuracy.

Population and Sampling Procedure

The population for this study consisted of all public com-
munity and junior colleges and their service area residents in
Nebraska, Kansas, Iowa, and Missouri, as identified in the most

recent copy .of the Association of Community and Junior Colleges

Directory. All independent community.juﬁior colleges, as defined

.by AACIC, were.excluded.from the éample. The administrative popuié—
tion consisted éf the presidents pf'the colieges, thé.chairpersons
of the boards of trustees, and the directors of continuing educa-

tion, community services or community education. 'These representa-
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tives of the community junior college administration were surveyed
to. i&eﬁtify actual factors of community-based education used by fhé
éoilege and the college's commitment to each factor. Thé‘éelected
resident sample consisted of residents from the community junior
college's service area and included a president of an area.bank,
a county commissioner, a neﬁspaper editor, an employment service
representative, and a superintendent of schools. The selected
residents were surveyed as to their perceptions of‘the community'g‘
attitude of the community junior college. |

Rgpresentétives of the selected resident popplation were
chosen for ﬁhe following reasons: the bank president, newspaper
edifor, and the couﬁty commissioners were chosen because their
posifioés were determined by Booth and Adriap~as positions moétofteﬁ
related to community leadership. Booth and Adrian also stated that
successful community leadership waé dependent on the current inter—
pretation of direction, issues, and character of the community;
(1962:232) the employment service representative was chosen beéause
of his/her knowledge of the successfui placément and the attitude of‘
local Business and induétry towaras graduates of the.comﬁunity
junior qoilege; aﬁd the superintendent of schools waé selectéd for::
his/her perceptions of the quality of service and education.which

were‘afforded'by the community junior college to. high school
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graduates.

The following procedure was used to identify' the selected
resident sample. The names of the-selected résiéents wereiobtained'
through the foliowing ﬁethods:

1. . The names of bank presidents who had their business in
the .community junior colleges' service areas wére obtained through

the use of a Polk's World Bank Difectorj, 1979.

2. The names of newspaper editors who had their business_'

in the community junior colleges' service areas were obtained

through the use of an Ayer's Director of Publications. (Luedke, 1978)
3. The names of superintendents of schools within the com-

munity junior colleges' service areas were obtained from the State's

. Departments of Education and Pateréons; American Education (Elliot;
1979) .

4, Thé_names-of employment service réﬁresentativés within .
the community junior colleges' servige,éreas were obtaiﬁed.f?om the
State's Departménts of Emplqyment.. |

5. The names: of county commissioners were obtained by us-
ing the most recent state annuals located in Montana State Univer-
sity's library.

Five lists were made for each of the five occupatioha;

groubings from each of the selected institution's service areas. .
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' Thqsé lists were fhen ;iphabetized and numbered.. A random sample
of names was taken from each list through the uée of a table éf_
random nﬁmbers.

The sample population was d;awn using a stratified and ranJ.
dom selected process. A sample ponsisted of forty-five iﬁstitupiong
selected.frém the states of Nebréska{ Kénsas,iIowa; and Missbﬁfi for
;he purpose of testing the hypdtheses. A second.sample conéisted df
five institutions selected‘from Colorado for the purpose of testing

the reliability of the questionmaires.

Categories of the Study

The population involyed in this study was divided into two
major categories: |

1. The community junior college édministrators who were
asked to identify which factors of commuhity—based education wére
used by their community junior college and also the pergeived
suppopt of those criteria. | |

2. The selected residents who were surveyed té determine
their percéptioﬁ of the worth to the.community of ghat commuhity

junior college.
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Questions to be Invéstigated

In detgrmiﬁing the relationship Betweenfaéceptance éf
criteria of‘communityfbaéed educéﬁion and commﬁnit& attitudes toward
" the cbm@ﬁnity'céllege,_the;following quesfions were.inﬁesfigatéd:

1. .What cqmmdnity—Béséd education criteria'Were-identifie&
by ‘the presidents of community junior colleges as being used by'
that college? |

2. Whét'commupity—based e&ugation criteria were idéntified
by the preéidents of the board of trustees of eaéh cémmunity junior
college as being used by that college?

3. What‘community—baséd education criteria were identifed
'by the dipéctor of continuing education, gommunity serﬁices, or ..
coﬁmunity education of each cdmmunit& junior bollégé as béipg'used
by that qdllegg?
| 4. . What were theAlevels>oflusé and supporﬁ of community—'

" based education criteria idénfified By thé presidéng, ?residént of
. the board, aﬁ& the director éf coﬁmunity'sefvicesvas a.group? |

5. What were the combined perceptions as'measﬁred.by ;Be
agsessﬁent insfruméht of the cbmﬁupity junior cdllege as.pefceived
by é president éf a bénk, an employmeﬁt éervicé ;epfeééntatiﬁe, a-
county qommissiéﬁér, a neWspapér editor, and superiﬁténdent bf

" schools residing in the community junior ‘college's.service area as
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a group?
6. How did the perceptions of the community.junior
college's selected residents relate to the community-based eduéa—

tion criteria émployed by the administration?.

The Method of Collecting the Data

This study required the construcfion of two Questionnaires'
for tHe collec;ion of data. The first questionnairé-was to measure
which criteria of community—based_eduéafion wefe_employed by selec- .
ted administrat&rs_at the sample institutions. The questionnaire |
also -measured the level of support or opposition to each criteria..
The administrators of the sample coﬁmunitijunior colleges respond-
ed by choosing one of the following alternatives to each criterié:.
strong opposition, not used; moder;te opposition, not used; sligﬁt
dpposition, notlused; siight support, used; moderate suppqrt, used;
stfong support, psed. (Shaw and Wright, 1967:404) The quéstion—
nairé also included questions to solicit demographic information
about the communi£y junior college and personal information regard-
ing the administrator. (See Appendix B)

The second questionnaire constructed measured the perceived

value of the community junior college by selected residents living
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"in £he service area of that community junior college.. Statements
designed to assess these perceptions were constructed‘from sample
statements listed in Shaw and Wright's Scales for the Measurement
of Attitudes. The reliability of these statements ranged from
.71 to .98 deﬁénding on the type of institution that was investigat-
ed. k1967:552-555)‘ The residents of the community juniorscoliegés'
service areas responded to each item on the attitude instrument by
choosing one of the following alternatives: stronglyAdisagree,
disagree, slightly disagree, slightly agree, agree, and stronglf
agree. (Shaw and Wright, 1967:469) The questionnaire included
items to obtain demographic information.regarding educational
level attained, years in present position, and years in the'commu—'
nity. (See Appendix B) |

The demographic information on both‘questionﬁairés was
treated as_community—based education criteria. This information was
used in the prediction equation to determine if thefe‘was.any‘
relationship between this demographic information_an& the perception
of the value of thé community junior college. The.significancé-ofJ
the demographic informatioﬁ waé then assessed. |

The aforeﬁentioned questionnaires were validated by submitt-
ing them for comment,.and review to Ms. S. Fletchér énd her staffl

of the Center for Community Education of the American Association
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of Community and Junior Colleges, Dr. E. Harlacher, President'of
Metropolitan Community College, Dr. J. Gollattscheck, President of
Valencia Community College, Dr. C. Vén Voorhees, Professor at the
Univefsity of Michigan, and Dr. J. Wattenbarger, Professor at the
Uniéersity of Floridaf Based on these reviews, additional criteria
of community involvement were added to the qﬁestionnaire used in
the reliability test.

The teliability of the questionnaire was analyzed through a
test-retest of five community junior colleges selected at random from
the state of Colorado. .These communify colleges recéived the
questionnaires in Novembgr, 1978. Ten days'later a postcard was
mailed to those who fdailed to respond to the questioﬁnaire; ‘Tep
days after the postcard was mailed, a éecond questionnaife was ‘mailed
in an effort to get maximum reéponsg. A second set of questionnaires
were mailed to the.Colorado community junior colleges two weeks aféer
the return of the.original questionnaires. The same ﬁrocedure as
outlined was followed to gain response to the second questionnaires.
The total returns from the two separéte mailings to the same individ--
uals were then correlated to determine reliability. A total of
twenty—-eight questionnaires were used to estéblish reliébility.

The process consisted of comparing each individual answer on

the first questionnaire to each individual answer on the second
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questionnaire. A correlation coefficient was calculated on eaéh-'
set of answers to determine the relationship. The items showing
the thirty highest positive relationships were selected for the
study. Those that had significant correlations of contributed the
most to the selected resident sample and the administration samble
questionnaires were selected.

No questions were eliminated from the questionnaire for
measurement of use and support of cbmmunity—based education by
community college administratbrs. The overall correlation coeffic-
ient calculated on this questionnaire was .83. Ten questions weré'
eliminated from the questionnaire for the measurement of the perceiv-
ed value of the community junior college. The correlation
coefficient célculated on the total questiomnaire was .84 on the
revised items.

The questionnaires were mailed in March of 1979 to the
forty-five community junior colleges sglected for the study. A
postcérd was mailed five days later reminding those who had failed. -
to respond to the quesﬁionnaires to responé. Twenty days 1a£er;

-a second gquestionnaire was mailed to thosé who had failed to respond,
urging their response. Finally, three administrators from the géoup
who héd failed to respond were randomly selected and.telepboned té

gain their response to the questionmnaire.
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The questionnaires' items for measuremént of use and suﬁport:
. of community-based education by community junior college administra-
tors were treated individually. A ﬁinimum of one adﬁinisprator was
- necessary before the c&llege score was ‘used.’ |

The items for measurement of the perceived value of the '
.community junior college were averaged to gain a composite score.
A minimum of two community residents for a particular community

junior college was necessary before the score was used.

The Organization of Data

Inforﬁation gathered through the use of the two question-
" naires in this'study is presented in tabular and narrative form.
'fables are used to display Fhe relationship of the criterion vari~

able (percéption of the value of a community junior college) and
the predictor variables (criteria of community-based education).
' Seven tables aré presented demonstrating the relatiénship, the
value of R2, the calculated F vaiue, and the critical F value.
Narrative comments accompany each of these tables.

The data collected and analyzéd through multiple regression
are presented in the following format,

Using the following prediction equation;
+ K where

1 .
Y = lel + b2X2 . e e blSXlS
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1. . ' '
Y~ = The perception of the value of community junior college

by selected residents of that college's service area;

‘blb2 o e biS = Constants used as weighting factors to be

determined by multiple regression analysis;

X, ,X X,. = Criteria of. community-based education;

1’72 " 715
K = Constant determined by multiple regression analysis.

(Ferguson, 1976:460)

Statistical Hypotheses'

In order to determine the relationship between the support
and use of community-based educgtion criteria aﬁd perceptibns of
that community junior college, the following null hypothesésnwefe
tested:

| i. There is no relationship between the use'of.cqmmunify—
based education criteria by community junior colleges and the per-
ception of the value of that community junior college by the .
‘ community.

/2. There is no relationship between the in&olvement of com-
munity in development of the goals of the community junior coilege
and the berception of the value of thét community junior college by

the community.
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3. There is no relationship between the attention the
community junior college pays to the possible negative i@pact,of
their programs and the perception of the value of that community
junior college by the community.

4, Thefe is no relationship between the community junior
college faculty that involves itself in the community andAis sgnéi—
tive to community needs and the perception of the valué of that
community junior college by the community.

5., There is no relationship between the accessibility'of
the community junior college's facilities and the perception of the
value of that community junior collegé by the community.

6. There is no relationship between the assessment of
comﬁunity needs to determine the community junior college's programs
_-and the perception of the value of that community junior college b&
the community.

7. There is no relationsﬁip between the accessibility of
community junior college's servicés.and the ability to provide those
services to all elements of the community and the.perception'of the
value of”that community junior college by the community.

8. There is no relationship between the community junior
college's coopération with both .community and outside agencies to

provide services to the community and the perception of the value
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of that community junior college by the‘community.

9. There is no relationship between the recognition of the
community ‘junior college as a resource to solve problems and the
perception of the value of that community junior coilege sy thg
cbmmunity.

10. .There is no relationship between the community junior
c&llege that recognizes its campus to be the same as its serviéek
érea boundaries and the perception of the ﬁalue of that community
junior college by the community.

11. There is no relationship between the community junior
college that evaluates its contributions to the community in an
organized method and the perception of the yalue of that community
junior college by the community. |

12. There is no relationship between the community junior
college that works with other institutions or groups in the com~
"munity in the planning_and gonducting of activities aﬁd the percep-~
tion of the value of that cémmunity junior éollege by the commuhity.

13, There is no .relationship betwéen the community junior
college that bases its programs on the individual learning needs
rather than specific degrees and the perception of the value of that
community junior college by the community,.

14. There is no relationship between the community junior
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college that bases its proéram on competencies rather than cre&its
and the'berception of the vélue‘of that commuﬁity junior céilege
by the community. |

15. .There is no relationship between the community junior
college that attempts to adapt its metﬁods of instruction to the
needs of its learners and the pefception of the Qalue of that
community junior college by the community.

16. There is no relationship betweeﬁ'the community. junior
college that provides services outside the formal classroom frame-
work énd the perception of the value of that community junior

college by the community.

Analysis of Data

The data collected in this study were analyzed by multiple
regression analysis. The significance levels which were used
involved a dual level of significance,

In general scientific practice, where externally determined
risks are of little or not consequence, there is another
possibility. Instead of confining ourselves to a two-choice
decision-rejection or acceptance-we might allow a third possi-
Bility, that of suspended judgement, which usually calls for a
replication of the experiment.- For example, if the deviation
is significant at the ,01 level or better, we might reject
H.; if the deviation is smaller than the boundary of the .
critical region at the ,10 level, we might accept H . Between
the two levels, .10 and .01, we might suspend judgeﬁent
(Guilford and Fruchter, 1978:176) '
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The Guilford énd Fruchter levels of significance were
used for the purpoée of this study. If the calculated F was
significant at the .0l level, the null hypothesis was fejécted. If
the calculated F was not significant at the .10 level,-the ﬁull |
hypothesis was rejected. If the calculated F was larger than the
critical F for the'.lO.level and smaller than the critical F for
" the .01 level, judgement was suspended régarding the reiaﬁion—
ship between community-based cfitéria and the commupity's'percep—
tion of the community jupior college for further testing were made.
The use of Guilford and Fruchter's levels of significance
appropriate for this sfudy since it is -early in the-dévelopment?of
‘community-based education theory and, 1ts use is still in the embry-
onic stage. The rejection of the null hypothesis when theinull_hypo—”
thesis was true (Typé I error) could lead the community junior
colleges to continue to practice community-based education when it
does not contribute to increased value perceptions of Eﬂat'céllége
by its residents.' The acceptance of the null hyﬁotﬂesis when the
nuli hypothesis was false (Type II error) has more serious effects.
-Community junior colleges could then fail to practice community-
based education when in fact it contributed to increased value per-
-ceptions of that college by its residents, Type II error is the

more serious of the two types of error because not only could it.
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cause a loss of students fo the community junibf college, it could
also deprive community residents of community junior college's
benefits. The selection of future roles for all communit§ junibr

colleges should be in part made on the basis of émpirical studies.
Thus, a dual scale was necessary for the discovery and refinement
of community-based education criteria.

Multiple regression analysis was used to analyze the data of

this study. Multiple regression was used to examine the relationship

between the dependent critefibn variable (perceived value of the
community junior college) and two or more predictor variables which
were the variables that showed the actual use and perceived support
of the community-based education criteria by the administrafion of i
the community junio; colleges. A multiple regression predictipn._
equation was deéeloped so that values of the criterion variable
might be predicted from knowledge of the pfedictor;variables. " (Guil-
ford, fruchter, 1978:371) The prediction equation:used.ﬁas:

o1

Y =Db.x, = b2x2 +...b

1%1 + K where

1515

Yl

The perception of the value of the community junior
college by residents of that college's service area;

b = Constants used as weighting factors to be

bl’b2 LT

determined by multiple regression analysis;
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XysXy + o ¢ Kyg = Criteria of community-based education;

K = Constant determined by multiple fegression analysis.
(Ferguson, 1976:460)

This ﬁultiple regression prediction eqqation yiel@s an R2.
The significance of R2 can be tested with the F étatiétic. The F .
statistic test allowed the determination of a calculated F ValUé-;
This wvalue was compared to the critical F value_to determine whether
to reject or retain the nulllhypothesis. The formula for the F

statistic for the full model is:

(RSQp) 4
1

a - RSQF)/de

Where:
RSQF = The R2 from the full regression model.
dfl = The number of independent predictors .(the actual uge
and perceived support of community-based education factors by
adﬁinispration) in the full regression model.

df2 = The number of.individuals‘used in deriving.the full,
regression model. Fér example, the full model will have df2 which
is equal to the number of individuals in the administratiVe sample

from all the colleges.

The full model is the prediction equation using all predic-
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tive variables to estimate the criterion variable. A restricted
model is one that excludes one or more of the predictor variables.
Using the restricted model, individual predictor variableé-or com-
binations of predictor variables may be excluded from the full model.
From these restricted models, restric;ed F scores can be mathemati-
cally determined and the significance of these scores can.be
assessed. (Ferguson,'l976:464—465) The formula for tﬁe F statistic

test for the restricted model is:

(RSQF - RSQR)/ dfl

F =
(1 = RSQy) df,
where:
RSQF = The R2 from the full regresgion model.
RSQF = The R2 obtained from Fhe model which excludes one or

more of the community-based education criteria. TFor example, the
exclusion of the predictor variable, '"the including of the com~ -
munity in setting of the community junior college goals" would give

RSQy -

dfl = The number-of independent predictors (the actual used

and perceived support of community-based education criteria by
administration) in the full regression model, minus the number of

independent predictors in the restricted model. For example, the
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exclusion of one predictor would give df1 = 15-14 = 1.

df2 = The number of subjects (all the members of the

administrative sample) used to derive the model, minus the number
of independen£ predictors in the full model.

A standard error of estimate was calculated for each of the
full models to determine accuracy.

Since the standard error of estimate indexes the amount
of error in estimating y-scores, a 'good fit' is reflected by
a relatively small standard error of estimate; a bad fit is
reflected by a relatively large standard error of estimate.
The standard error of estimate is equal to zero when the
regression line provides a perfect fit with the observed
data. . . . (Kohout, 1974:133)

The formula for the standard error of -estimate is:
SEEST = S1l= R2

where:

S = Standard deviation of the predictor variables.

Precautions for Accuracy

The data collected by the two questionnaires of the.study
was processed at the Computer Center, Montana State Univérsity.
The individual data cards were processed, checked and verified.

If discrepancies were noted, a check was made between the computer

cards and the questionnaire to eliminate the error,
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Summary

Thetproblem of this study was .to detefmine if there was a
relationship between criteria of qommﬁnity;based education used by
a community junior coilege's administrat;rs énd attitudes 6f tﬁe.
community toward the cpmmunity junior dollege as peréeiﬁed by
selected residents of the college's service area. The~study spans
the 1978-79 academic year. This was accomplished by the selecfioﬁ
of a stratified random sample of forty-five institutions, from
Nebraska, .Iowa, Missouri, and Kansas. Qﬁestionnaires were then
mailed to each of the two respondent groups. First, the adminis-
trative samplg was surveyed to determine the use and support of
individual community-based educatioh criteria, Secqn&; the
residenFial sample was surveyed to détermine tﬁe attitude towé;d
that community junior college as pe;ceived by its'commuqity.-

ihe data collected in this'study was analyzed by multiple
.regression analysis. The level of significance used was the dual
test of significance described by Guilford énd Fruchter. Ihe data
collected by the two questionnaires was analyzed at the Computer

Center, Montdna State University.




Chapter 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF -THE DATA

The primary pursose of this study was to determine if there
is a relationship between community-based education and the percep-
tion of a community junior college by its community. The findings
of this study are presented in fiye sections., First, is a descrip-
tion of the sample population and éheir responses. Secpnd, is an
énalysis of the &emographic data from the community residents’
responses. Third, is an analysis of the demographic dafa from the
community junior college administrators' responses. Fourth, is the
analysis of the community-based education criteria as it ?elates to
the hypotheses tested. Finally, the most efficient models derivea
from the multiple regression analysis are presentea. Tables are

presented, where appropriate, within each section.

3

Sample Population and Their Responses

This stud& provides information about administrators-and
community residents from forty-five community junior colleges i#
'Kansas, Missouri, Iowa,.aﬁd Nebraska. . Iéble 1 presents the nuﬁéer
of community junior colleges included in the :study by state. The

forty-five community junior colleges are listed in Appendix A.
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Table 1

Number of Community Junior Colleges Studied by State

State Number

Iowa 14

Kansas 14

Missouri 10 , -
Nebraska 7 .

TOTAL 45

The sample population at each community junior college was

three administrators (the college respondents) and five selected

community residents (the community respondents) within the community

junior college service area. Table 2 presents the two populations

of the study and their overall response rate. The difference

between the number responding and the useable number responding

resulted from the return of blank questionnaires.'
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Table 2

Sample Population Response Rate

Useable °

Useable

Number Respondent  Number . Respondent

Responding  Peféentagé '~ Régpondifif’ ~ Petlentdge
College .
Respondents - 108 80.0 106 78.5
Community ’ ‘
Respondents 167 74.2 162. 72.0 -
TOTALS 275 268

Selected Community Residents

The selected community resident population consisted of one

bank president, one county commissioner, one employment service

director, one newspaper editor, and one superintendent from each of

the forty-fivé community junior college's service area. At least -

two completed resident responses were necessary to make the

community junior college eligible for the study.

This requirement

was met in all forty-five cases. Table 3 presents the five cate-

gories in the resident population, the useable responses, and the

respective percentage of the total useable respondents from each

category. The overall percentage of resident population respoﬁding

was 74.2 percent, while the overall useable percentage was 72.0

percent.
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Table 3

Selected Community Resident Respondents
and Their Response Rates

. Useable Useable
- ‘ Number Percentage  Number . Percentage
Respondent Responding Responding - Responding Responding
Bank .
President 26 57.8 25 - 55.6.
County . '
Commissioners 32 71.1 32 71.1
Employment
Service . )
Director 38 84.4 36 ' 80.0
Newspaper
Editors 30 66.7 29 64.4
Superintendents - 41 91.1 40 88.9
TOTAL - 167 162

The questionnaire responses for the measurement of the
percéived value of the community junior colleges were averaged to
obtain a composite score O0r a community average value (C.A.V.)

score. A minimum of two community residents responses for a pdarti-

cular community junior college was necessary before the C.A.V. score
was used. This C.A.V. score then became the criterion variable for
the multiple regression analysis. The lower the numerical value of

C.A.V., the lower the perceived value of a community junior

college's worth to the community as perceived by.selected community
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residents. Conversely, the higher'thé numerical value of C.A.V.,
the higher the perceived value of a community junior céllege's worth
to the community as perceived by selected community residents.

Table 4 presenté the C.A.V. scores for all forty-five .
community junior colleges. This table was constructed by averaging
scoreé of the bank presidents, county commissioners, employment
service directors, newspaper eaitors and superintenden;s fdr a
single value score. The individual scores of the five cateéorie§
can be located in Appéndix C, along with the mean, median, and mode

for each of the five categories.
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Table 4

Community Average Value Scores of -
Combined Selected Residents

Relative Adjusted " Cumulative
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency
Score Frequency Percentage Percentage Percentage
93 1 2.2 2,2 2.2
95 1 2.2 2.2 4,4
101 1 2.2 2,2 A
105 1 2.2 2.2 8.9 .
109 1 2,2 2,2 11.1
114 1 2.2 2.2 13.3
117 2 4.4 4.4 17.8"
121 1 2.2 2.2 17.8
123 1 2.2 2.2 22.2
124 1 2.2 2.2 24.4
125 1 2.2 2.2 26.7
126 2 4.4 4.4 31.1
127 2 4.4 4.4 ©35.6
128 1 2.2 2.2 37.8
129 1 2.2 2.2 40.0
130 1 2.2 2,2 42.2
131 1 2.2 2.2 44.4
132 1 2.2 2.2 46.7 .
133 1 2.2 2,2 48.9
134 1 2.2 2.2 51.1
135 3 6.7 6.7 57.8
136 1 2,2 2.2 60.0
137 2 4.4 4.4 64.4
138 3 6.7 6.7 71.1
139 3 6.7 6.7 77.8
140 2 4.4 4.4 - 82.8
144 2 4.4 4.4 86.7
145 1 2.2. 2,2 -88.9
147 1 2.2, 2.2 " 91.1
151 1 2.2 2.2 93.3 .
55 1 2.2 2.2 95.6
157 1 2.2 2.2 97.8




73

Table 4 Continued

Relative Adjusted Cumulative

Absolute Frequency Frequency- Frequency
Score Frequency Percentage Percentage Percentage
176 1 2.2 2.2 7 100.0
Total i 45 100.0 100.0
Mean 131.3 Range . 83 '
Median 134.3 ‘Kurtorsis ' - .84
Mode 138 Skewness -.2
Minimum Score 93 Standard Deviation 15,82
Maximum Score 176 - Valid Cases 45
Coﬁmunity Junior College Administrators \:

The administrator portion of the college respondents of the
sample population consisted of the board president, the college
president, and the community -service director of each community

junior college, the total sample was three administrators per

.college. At least one administrator's response was necessary to make

the community junior college eligible for this study. This require-
ment was met in all forty-five cases. Table 5 presents'fhe three

cétegories of adﬁinistrators in thé'sample population. The overall
number of‘responses was 80.0 percent, Whilg the overall.useable

percentage was 78.5 percent.
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Table 5 -

Community Junior College Administrator
Respondents and Theit- Response Rates

Useable Useable
Number Percentage  Number Percentage -
Respondent Responding Responding Responding Responding
President 39 86.7 . 38 84.4
Community Service ’ : .
Director 42 93.3 . 42 93.3
Board President 27 . 60.0 26 . ‘ 57.8

Total 108 106

The questionnaire for the administrator's sample measured .
thch community-based educétion criteria (C.B.E.C.) were employed
by the sample institutions. The qﬁestionnaire also mgasured the
level of support or opﬁosigion to each C.B.E.C. The administratorg
of the sgmple community junior colleges respoﬁded by choosing one
of the fdlloﬁing dlternatives to each érifgria: strong opposition,
not used; moderape opposition, not'used; slight opposition, not
uséd; slight support, used; moderate support, used; strong support,.
‘used. |

These fifteen C.B.E.C. scbres'then_became the predictor
variable for the multiple regression analysis. The lowerrthe

numerical value of an individual C.B.E.C., on a scale of one to
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six, the lower the support and use of an individual C.B.E.C. at. a
community junior college as perceived by individual administrétors.
Conversely, the higher the numerical value of‘iﬁdividual C.B.E.C.,
the higher the support and use of an individual C.B.E.C. at a
community junior collegeyas perceived by individual administrators.
The following table presents the fifteen C.B.E.C. variables and
the mean, median, mode, and range for each of the three subdivions

of administrators.
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Table 6

Responses of Community Juniox College
Administrators to C.B.E.C. Variables

5. Assess the needs of the community
to determine programs.

Variable , : Mean Median Mode Range
1. 1Involves the community in the
development of the goals for the
college. o ‘
College Pres;dent_ ' 5.32 5.39 5.0 3.0
Community Service Director 5.3 5.35 5.0 3.0
Board President ' 5.31  5.57 6.0 4.0
2. Is attentive to possible negative '
“impact of college programs on the
community..
College President 5.16 5.20 5.0 2.0
Community Service Director 5.00 5.10 5.0 ,4.0
Board President 4.96 5.15 5.0 . 5.0
. 3. Faculty involves itself in the
community and is sensitive to
community needs.
College President : 5.11 5.15 5.0 ° ‘3.0
Community Service Director - 4,98 5.03 5.0 3.0
Board President - 4.92 5.10 5.0 3.0
4, College Facilities are accessible
to the community. _
College President 5.89 5.94 6.0 .1.0°
Community Service Director _ 5.78 5.28 5.0 2.0
Board President 5.42 5.82 6.0

4.0 .
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Table 6 Continued

Variable | Mean

Median Mode

Range

10. Evaluates its contributioﬁ to the
community through a formal procedure.

College President 5.61  5.71 6.0 2.
Community Servdce Director 5.31 5.28 2.
Board President 5.46  5.57 2.
6. Makes its services accessible to '
' all elements of the community.
College President 5.58 5.77 3.0
Community Service Director - 5.34  5.47 6 2.
Board President 5.35 5.42 5.0 3.0
-7. Cooperates with community and out-
side agencies to provide services
to the community.
College President ) 5.61 5.71 6 2.0
Community Service Directpr 5.55 5.66 2.0
Board President . 5.42 5,57 6 2.0
8. Is recognized by the community
as a resource to solve community
problems. '
College President : 5.18 5.31
Community Service Director ‘ 4.48  4.44
Board President 4.65 5.00
9. Recognizes its campus extends to -
all locations within its service
area.
College President 5.84 5.90 6.0 1.
Community Service Director 5.61 5.74 _ 6.0
Board President - 5.65 5.74° 1.
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Table 6 Continued

formal classroom framework.

Variable Mean Median ~Mode Raﬁge
College President 4,62 4,65 @ 4.0 4,
Community Service Director 3.67 3.73 4.0-
Board President’ 4.23 4,50 5.0 4.0

11. Works with other institutions or

groups in the community to plan and
conduct activities.
College President ~5.33  5.60 6.0 2,
Community Service Director 5.33 5.50 6.0 '3,
Board President 5.15 5,13 5.0 2,
12. Bases its programs on competencies
rather than credits. ’
College President 4.61  4.50 6.0 3.0
Community Service Director 4.42 4,73 5.0
Board President 4.79  4.94 5.0 3.
13. Bases its programs on individual '
learning needs rather than specific
degree requirements,
College President 4.84 4,95 6.0 .0
Community.Service Director 4,71 4.80 5.0 " 4.0
Board President 4,72 4,67 4.0
14. Attempts to adapt its methods of %,
instruction to the needs of its
-learners.
College President 5.21 5.35 6.0
Community Service Director 5.08 5.10 5.0 3.0
Board President 5.08 5.13 6.0 .0
15. Provides services outside the
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Iéble 6 Continued

Variable Mean Median Mode Range
College President 5.43  5.66 6.0 2.0°
Community Service Director 5.21 5.32 - 6.0 3.0
Board President ' , 5.3 5.50 - 6.0 .2.0

The fifteen C.B.E.C. variébles were then used as predictor
variables in the multiple regression analysis to determine if thefe

was a relationship to the C.A.V. scores.

Selected Community Residents Demographic Analysis

This section of the study is an analysis of whethér demq—
graphic data affects the C.A.V. responses of selected community
residents. The demographic information collected on the quéstion-
naire is presented'for each of the five sategories of sglécted
community residents, The demographie information on the question-
naire was treated as if it were a community-based education
criteria £o determine if there was ény relationship between tﬁié
demographic information and the pefceptioﬂ of the value of the -
community junior céllege. The éignifiéance of the demographic
information was then assessed. The number (N) may vary due to fhe

failure of a respondent to answer a specific question.
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The five demographic questions asked of selected residents
were:

1. - Population of the community,

2. Age of resident,

3. Months the residént has lived in the community,

!
4. Months the resident has held the present position, gnd

5. Highest educational degree obtained.

The response mode to these questions can bé seen in . Appendix B;

‘where the sample .questionnaire is presented.

The Statistical Package. for the Social Sciences (Computer
Program, Xerox Version 6.02) was used to analyze the criterion
variable and the predictor variables. This analysis was computed

on a Xerox Sigma Seven CP-U D1B at Montana State University.

Community Bank Presidents

A total of twenty-five of the forty-five community bank

presidents responded to the questionnaire. This was approximately

15 percent of the total sample population for the selected community

:residents. None of the five demographic questions, when treated as

variables in.multiple regression analysis, were significant at the.

{

..10 level. See Table 7.
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Table 7

Demographic Information of Community Bank Presidents
as Related to C.A.V. Scores

2

Variable R N df .Calculated F  Critical ¥ Significance
1 .068 23 1- 1.63 | 2.95
2 035 23 1 .82 2.95
3 143 23 1 oy 2.95° ’
4 MR 23 1 .22 2.95"
5 ..113 23 1 .66 2.95

Total R2 . 360
NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program because less than .001

Community County Commissioners

A total of thirty-two of the forty-five community'éoupty ,
commissioners responded to the questionnaire. Tbis"was- -
approximately 20 percent of the total sample population fﬁr the
-selected community residen;s. Two of the five démographic qﬁestions
which were asked of county cbmmissioners were found to be signifi—
cant at the .10 level. These two qpestions were: |

1. Population of the community,

2. Months the resident has lived in the éommunity.

Both these questions had a negative relationship, or the l;rgef the

population of a community and the longer a resident had lived in a




82

community, the lower the C.A.V. score of‘a community junior cbllege.
However, the total R2 accounted for by all five variables was 21.9
percent, which means only 21.9 percent of the total area can be
explained by all variables. See Table 8. Variables one'and three
had a R2 of 11 percent. The term area refers to how reliable a.
variable was in predicting the criterion variable (C.A.V.'scorgs),
a perfect predictor variable would accognt'for 100 percent of the
area.

‘Table 8

Demographic Information of Community County Commissioners
as Related to C.A.V. Scores’

Variable R2 N df Calculated ¥ = Critical F Sigﬁificance
1 110 26 1 3.08 2.92 *
2 NR 26 1. .39 . 2.92
3 110 26 1 3.37 2.92 %
b NR 26 1. .05 2.92
5 NR 26 1

.34 2.92

Total R2 .219 .

* - Slgn1f1cant at .10

NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program because less than .001

"Community Employment Service Directors

A total of thirty-six of the forty-five community employment

directors responded to the questionnaire. This consisted of
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approximately 22 percent of the total sample population for the
selected community residents. One'of the five demographic ques-
tions which were asked of employment service directors was founa to
be significant at the .10 level. fhis question was variable one
or the'population of'the coﬁmuﬁity. The population of the éommunity
was inversely related to the C.A.V. score of a community juniof'
college. Variable one accounted for 10.8 percent of £he tofal area.
The tqtal R2 explained by all five variablgs wés 18.5 percent of::
the area. See Table 9. |

Tagle 9

Demographic. Information of Community Employment.Service
~-Rirectors as Related to C.A,V. Scores '

Varisble R> N  df Calculated F  Critical F Significance
1 .108 30 1 3.51 2.89 %
2 NR 30 1 1.48 o 2.89
3 .022 30 1 1.25 2.89
4 NR 30 1 .49 2.89
5 .054 30 1 1.82 12.89

" Total R2 .185
* —ISignificant at .10

NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program bgcauée less than'.OOi'
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Community Newspapef Editors

A total of twenty-nine of'fhé forty;fivé éommunity newspaper
edifors responded to the questionnaire, IThis 'was épproxi—
mately 18 percent of the total sample population for the sglecéed'
community residents. One of the five demogréphic'questiqns which .
were used of éll newspaper editors was found to be significant at.;
the .10 level. This question was variable two or the agé of'theu |
residents. ~The age of the resident was directiy rélated to the
C.A.V.'score of a community junio; college;'-VAriable two accounted
for 11.1 percent of the total area. The total R2 explained by .all
the varigbles was 19.8 percént of the area. See Tablé 10.

| Table iO

Demographic Information of Community Newspaﬁer-Editbrs
as Related to C.A.V. Scores

Variable R2 N - df’ Calculated F Critical F vSignificaﬁce
1 NR 26 1 .28 2.92 .
2 L1126 1 3.12 S 2,92 *
3 .062 26 1 1.81 2.92
4 .024 26 1 .01 2.92
5 NR 26 1 .21 2.92

Total R  .198
* - Significant at .10
NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program because less than .00l
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Community Superintendents

A total of forty of the forty-five community superintendents
responded to the questionnaire; This was apﬁroximately 25
percent of the total sample population for the selected community
residents. One of the five demographic questions &hich'were asked
of all superintendents.was found to be significaﬁt at the .10 level.
This question was variable two or the ol&er thg rési&egtjthe
higher the C.A.V. score of a community junior college..‘Variable
two accounted.for 9.6 percent -of the total area. The total R2
explained by all the variables was 16.3 percent of the area. See
Table 11.

Table li

Demographic Information of Community Superintendents
as related to C.A.V. Scores

Variable R2 N df Calculated ¥ Critical F Significahcg
1 045 30 1 .57 2.89
2 .09 30 1 3.0 2.89 . %
3 .005 30 1 .03 2.89
4 .009 30 1 .10 2.89
5 047 30 1 1.55 2.89

Total R2 .163

% ~ Significant at .10
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The analysis of the community residents demogfaphic‘informa—'
tion showed only three demographic variables éignifiganf."Thg
highest R2 accounted for by any of the significant-va?iables was
11 percent. These variables were:’

1. Population of the community,

2. Age of resident, and

3. Months lived in the community.

While there were significant relationships, the highest total RZ
was 21.9 percent of the area, when all variables were added in the
full model. See Table 12 for a summary table of those signific;ntA
variables and whether the relationship was positiﬁe or negative,
Table 12
Summary of Significant Demographic Variables aﬁd'thé

Direction of the Relationship As
Related to C.A.V, Scores

Significant Direction of

Community Residents ' Variables the Relationship
Community Bank Presidents 0 .
Community County Commissioners 1, 3 N, N'
Community Employment Service Directors 1 N
Community Newspaper Editors 2 P
Community Superintendents 2 P

N - Negative

P - Positive
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Community Junior College Administrators

This section of the study is aﬁ analysis of demographic infér—
mation on college administratofs and‘its éffect on C.A.V. scores.
The demographic info%mation collected on the questionnaire was
treated as if it were a communipy—Based education criteria to
determine if there was any relationship between this demographic
information and the perception of the value of the community juniof
college. The significance of the Aemographic information was then
assessed. The number (N) may vary due:to the'failu;e of_a-reépon_
dent to answer a épecific question.

Six demographic. questions were asked of respon&ents'in the
administrative sample. These questions Wére:

1. Population of the community,

2. Age of administrator,

3. Months the administrator has iived in the commqnify,

4. Months the administrator has held ;he present position,

5. Highest educational degrée earned by administrators, and

6. Enrollment of the community junior cpliege;

The response mode to these questibns.can bé seen in Apééndix B,

Al

where the sample questionnaires are presented.
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College Board Presidents

A total of twenty-four of the fott&—fiye coilege board
presidents.responded to the questionnaire. This was approximately
25 pe¥cent of the total administrativé sample population; One of
the éix demographic questions which.was asked of all administrative
personﬁel was found to be‘significant ét the .10 level. This ques-
tion was variable four or the number of months they have held théir
presént position. The length of fhe board pfesident's term in
office was inversely related to the_C.A.V. score. Variable four
accounted for 15.4 percent of the total area. The total R2.explain—
ed by ali six variables was 21.3 percent of the aréa. Tﬂe:term
area refers.to how reliable a variable was in predictigg the cri—i'
terion variable (C.A.V.). A perfect predictor variable would.

account'for 100 percent of the area. See Table 13.
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. Table 13

Demographic Information of College Board Presidents
As Related to C.A. V Scores.

Veriable R2' N df Calculated F Critical F Signifieance
‘1- NR 23 1 53 2.95
2 NR 23 1 .62. 2.95
3 NR 231 .15 2.95
4 154 23 1 4.02 . 2.95 ok
5 .058 23 1 1.57 - 2,95 |
6 NR 23 1 .36 3.95

Total R® .213 o L
Tk~ Significant at .10 ,
NR - Not Reported by SPSS Programlbecause less than 001

College'Preeidenfé'

A total of thirfy-seven of fﬁe fdfty—fi&eicommuﬁity junior
college presidents responded to the queetionneire;x fhis:wes.‘
"apérokimately 36 percent of the total adﬁiniétratof'sa&ple popela4_
.tioe, None of the six demographic questiens were significant .‘
when treate& as Qariables in‘multiple régression analysis et the

.10 level. See Table 14.
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‘Table 14

Demographic Information of College Presidents
' As Related to C.A.V. Scores

-2

Variable - R™ Ni df Calculated F' Critdical F ‘Significance
1 .062 36 1 2.3 2.88
2 NR 36 1 .01 . 2.88
3 017 36 1 .03 - 2.88 .
4 019 36 1 . 62 2.88
5 016 36 1 32 . 2.88
6 NR 36 1

.07 2.88
Total R’ .118 | ' _
. NR - Not Reported By SPSS Program because less than .00l

. Comﬁunity Servige Difectoys
A total ofiférty—t&o of the forty—five.cammuniﬁy service
directors iespdndéd to Fhé questionnaire. This was approximately
40 pércenﬁ of the toﬁai administ:ative.sampie populatiqn; Néne
iof the six &eﬁogiaphic questions Weié significant Wﬁen tréated as -
vériables in multiple regression énél&éis ét’thg .10 leﬁel;.'See

Table 15. .
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Table 15

Demographlc Information of Community Serv1ce Dlrectors
As Related to C.A.V. Scores

Variable R2 N df Calculated Fv, Critical F Signifieanee
1 09 39 1 .38 2.84
2 .022 39 1 .89 . 2.8
3 NR 39 1 . .52 ' 2.84
4 006 39 1 .81 284 |
5 NR 39 1 04 2.8 .
6 066 39 1 2.70 2.8

Total R2 101 ) . ‘
NR - Not’ Reported by SPSS Program because less than ..00l.

fhe analysis of the community'jUnior cqliege administfatore
deﬁdgraphie information showed onl& ene sigﬁificant\demogreﬁhie.
variable for one administrative ﬁosiﬁioe; fhe R2 accounted fof'
by this variable was;15.4 percent. This variable wae: meﬁehs_
the administrafor‘hes lived in ‘the communiey. While there
was a significant relationship, the R2 wae'21.3 peeeenf of the
area, when all veriablES were added in the fuli model. ‘See Table
16, a Sumﬁary:teble ef administ;ative positione and the signifi—

cant variable and whether the relationship was positive or-negative.
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Table 16
Summary of Significant Demographic Variable and the

Direction of the Relationship as
Related to C.A.V. Scores

: " Direction of
Community Junior College Administrators Variable the, Relationship

College Board Presidents . : ' 4 - N
College Presidents
Community Service Directors . 0

N - Negative

Major Hypotheseé

The majqr hyéothesis investigated by this sfudyiwaé "There is
'no relationshiﬁ between' the use of éommunii&—based‘education cri-
teria by community junior colleges and the percep;ioﬁ of thg yélue
of that community ﬁunibr college by the community.” This major
hypothesis was analyzed by determining if there waé a relatioﬁshipl
betﬁeenlthe fifteen C.B.E.C. variables and the C.A.V. scoiés fér:
First, the college board presidents; secénd, the communit& junior .
gollege presidents; third, the community sérvice directors; énd:
finally, the full modéi using all‘thg‘C.B.E.C, séores for each of
the three:aforementioned‘administiative.subdivisionsi .Tables are.

used to display the relationship of the criteria of community=-based
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.education to community average values scoreél Following these
tables are tables demonstratiné the most efficient restricted model.
The direction of significant variables are not indicated since ;ll
relationships were‘pdsitive. That is, as use  'and support of a .
pre@ictor variable increaéed so did the score of the criterion ‘
variable.

Guilford and Fruchter's levels of gignificghce were then
modified and ﬁsed for this-study. If thefcalculated F was signifi-
cant at the ;Ol level, the nuil hypothesis was rejected. If the
calculated F was not significant at thé .10 level,,fhe pgll hypo-
fhesis was retained. If the calculéted_F was 1érger than the .
critical F for the .lb level and smaller>fhan fhe'critical F for
the .0l level, judgement was Suspended'regarding the reigtionéhip
between community-based education and the community's perception of .
_thg commuﬁity junior college. The use-éf Guilford and Frpchtef's
levels of significance was appropriate for this study, éince
communityfbased education was eafly in the development of éommuﬁity—
education thebry arid its-use was still in.the embryoﬁié.stage...‘

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Computer
Program, Xerox Veréién 6.02) was used to analyze the criter;on

variable and the predictor variables. This analysis was computed
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on a Xerox Sigma Seven CP-U D1B at Montana State University.
' This analysis was done.by compariﬁg each C.B.E.C. variable
to the C.A.V. score. Each C.B.E.C. variable was treétéd indiviéual—

ly to determine if there was a relationship to the C.A.V. score.

Analysis of College Board Presidents' Responses

Analyses were made on fifteen C.B.E.C. variables to deter-
mine if there was a relationship to the C.A.V. scores. Table 17

gives the results of that analysis.
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Table 17

C.B.E.C. Variables Responses by College Board Presidents
. As Related to C.A.V. Scores :

Varisble ~R° N df Calculated F C?iﬁical F Sighificance'
11 149 22 1 3.68 '2.96 ok
1 215 22 1 .36 2.96
2 NR 22 1 .04 2.96
3 052 22 1 1.29 2.96
4 NR 22 1 .13 ©2.96
5 0699 22 1 .08 2.96
6 .028 22 1 .18 2.96
7 064 22 1 .03 . 2.96
8 J127 22 1 .23 2.96
9 021 22 1 .26 2.96
10 .038 22 1 .02 2.96
12 118 22 1 .59 2,96
13 .39 22 1 .86 2.96 ’
14 002 22 1 .76 2.96
157 .015 22 1 .53 2.96

Total R2 .937
* - Significant at .l
NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program because less than .001

. The aﬁalyéis indicates a significant réiationship at the .10
level for C.B.E.C;'variable numbeér eleven.  This Ho was:

There #s no relationship between the community junior
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college that works with other institutions or'grouﬁs_in the

community in the plamning and conducting of activities and

the perception of the value of that community junior college

by the community. : -

Since1thé calculated F value of C.B.E.C. variable eleven

is 3.68, which is greater than the critical F of 2.96 at the .10
level but not gfeater than thé critiééllF of 8.02 at the .01 leyel,
judgement on this hypothesis was suspended. The tota'lAR2 accounted

for by all fifteen C.B.E,C. variables Was‘93.7 percent, while

C.B.E.C. variable eleven accounted fdr 14.9 percent of the area._"

Analysis of College Presidents'. Responses

Analyses were made on fifteen C.B.E.C. variables to deter-
mine if there was a relationship.to the C.A.V. scores. Table 18

gives the results of that aﬁal&ses.
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. Table 18

C.B.E.C. Variable -Responses by College Presidents'
: As Related to C.A.V. Scores

Variable R N df Calculated F Critical F Significance
9 235 35 1 10.45 2.88 o
1 ;042 35 1- 1.12 2.88. '
2 NR 35 1 1.14 .2.88
3 .021 35 1 .17 2.88
4 NR 35 1 .02 - 2.88
5 .008 35 1 .03 2.88 -

6  .004 35 1 .51 2.88
7 NR - 35 1 ©.0001 2.88
8 .03 35 1. 1.37 2.88
10 NR 35 1 .46 2.88
11 .05 35 1 .22 2.88
12 .012 35 1 .18 2.88
13 .053 35 1 .39 2.88
14 .010 35 1 .05 2.88
15 .020 35 1 1.13 2.88

Total R2 . 485
#% —~ Significant at .0l
NR - Not Reported by SPSS Pfogram because less

than .001

The previous analysis indicates a significant relationship

at the .01 level for C.B.E.C. variable number nine. This Ho was:

There is no relationship between the commuﬁity junior
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college that recognizes its campus to be the same as ‘its:
service area boundaries”and the perception-of the value of
th?t community junior college by the community.

Since the calculated F value of C.B.E.C. variable nine was
greater than either the critical F of 2.88 at the .10 level and
the critical F of 7.56 at the .01 level, the null hypothesis was
vrejected; None of the other C.B.E.C. vériables'were greater tﬁaﬁ
.the aforemeﬁtioned critical F’va}ues. The'tot;I R2 accounted for
by all fifteen C.B.E.C.:variaﬁles_wés 48.5lperceﬁt,.whilg C.B.E.C.

variable nine accounted for 23.5 percent of the area alone.

Analysis of Community Service Directors' Responses

Aﬁalyses were made on fifteen C.B.E.C. variables to deter-
mine if there was a relationship to the C.A.V. scores. Table 19

gives the résults of that énalysis.
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" Table 19

'C.B.E.C. Variables Responses by Community Service Directors'
' As Related to C.A.V. Scores

2

Variable R N df Calculated F ~ Critical F Significance-
11 113 36 1 4.47 2.88° %
1 015 36 1 1.32 2.88
3 017 36 1 .43 2.88
3 012 36 1 - .56 2.88
4 .003 36 . 1 .02 2.88
5 010 36 1 47 " 2.88
6 .009 36 1 .57 2.88
7 .033 36 1 .21 2.88
) .030 36 1 .01 2.88
9 004 36 . 1 1.17 2.88
10 074 36 1 3.10. - 2.88 o
12 160 36 1 237 - 2.88
13 026 36 1 2.30 2.88
14 NR 36 -1 .02 2.88
15 .004 36 1 .03 2.88

Total R2 .365
% ~ Significant at .1

NR - Not Reported by SPSS Program because less thap'.OOl

The previous analyses indicates two significant relation-
ships at the .10 level for C.B.E.C. variables ten and eleven. These

H 's are:.
o
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There was no relationship between the community junior
college that evaluates its contributions to the community in
an organized method and the perception of the value of that
comunity junior college by the community. ’

There was no relationship between the community junior

college that works with other institutions or groups in the
community in the planning and conducting of activities and
the perception of the value of that community junior college
by the community.

Since the‘calpulated F values of C.B.E.C. variables ten .and
eleven were 3.1 and 4.47 fespectively, both were greater.thaﬁ the
éritical F of 2.88 at the .10 level. Neither value exceeded the
critical F of 7.56 at the .0l level; therefore, judgement on these
. hypotheses was suspended. The total R2 accounted for by all fifteen

C.B.E.C. variables was 36.5 percent, while C.B.E.C. variables ten

and eleven accounted for 18.7 percent of the area.

Analysis of the Combined Responses

The next énalyses were made'oq forty-five C.B.E.C._#ariableé
which were a combination of thé college presidents', COmmunitj '
servicé directors', and college board presidents' C.B.E.C. %ari—
ables. This was done‘to defermine if there WAS a relationship to
the C.A.V. scores. Once dgain, each individual C.B.E.C. variable

was treated individually to determine a'relationship. Table 20

gives the results of that énalyses.
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Table -20

Combined Administrators' Responses on C.B.E.C. Variables
As Related to C.A.V. Scores :

2

Variable - R N df Calculated F  Critical F Significanqe'
cP9  .190 18 1 5.22- © 3,030 *
cPl NR 18 1 .54 3.03

. CP2 .10518 1 .55 _ 3.03
| cP3 NR 18 1 .08 ' 3.03
CP4 NR 18 1 .01 3:03
CP5 NR 18 1 .01 3.03
CP'6 NR 18 1 .25 3.03
cP7 NR 18 1 .00 3.03
CP 8 NR 18 1 .66 3.03
CP 10 NR 18 1 .22 3.03
cP 11 .00118 1 11 3.03
cP 12 NR 18 1 .09 3.03
cP13 'NR 18 1 .19 3.03
CP 14 NR 18 1 .24 3.03
CP 15 NR 18 1 .55 3.03
cs1 ©NR 18 1 .50 ©3.03
cs2 NR 18 1 .02 3.03
cs3 .08318 1 .84 3.03
cSs4 NR 18 1 1.27 3.03
cs5 NR 18 1 .00 $3.03 |
cs6 NR 18 1 2.51 3,03 )
Gs7- NR 18 I .34 3.03 _
cs 8 .067 18 1 .30. 3.03 ‘
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Table 20 Continued

. Variable R2 N df Calculated F Criticél F Sigﬁificance
cs9 NR 18 1 1.02 3:03
. CS 10 - .166 18 1 .76 3.03
cs 11 .091 18 1 3.15 3.03 «
€S 12 NR .18 1 - .22 '3.03
cs'13 NR 18 1 48 3.03
cs 14 NR 18 1. .76 . 3.03
cs 15 NR 18 1 .10 3.03
CB-1 NR 18 1 .00 - 3.03
CB ‘2 NR 18 1 .23 3.03
CB 3 NR 18 1 1.72 3.03
CB4 NR 18 1 .71 3.03
CB 5 NR 18 1 .04 3.03
CB 6 NR 18. 1 .01 3.03
B 7  .114 18 1 .89 3.03
‘CB 8 NR 18 1 2.54 ©3.03
‘cB9 NR 18 I .09 3.03
CB10 NR 18 1 .65 3.03
B 11 .129 18 1 3.26 3,03 ko
CB 12 NR 18 1 .48 13.03
B 13 .010 18 1 .03 3.03
CB 14 NR 18 1 1.09 3.03
'CB 15 NR 18 1 .08 3.03
Total R® .956 - |
% — Significant at .10 CPx - College Presidents' C.B.E.C, )
NR - Not Reported ' CSx — Community. Service Directors' C.B.E.C.
. CBx - College Board Presidents' C.B,.E.C.
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The previous analyses indicates three significant felation—
ships at the .10 level for the combined C.B.E.C., variables. These
H 's are:
o ‘
) There was no relationship between the community junior
college that recognizes its campus to be the same as its
service area boundaries and the perception of the value of
that community junior college by the community. )

There was no relationship between the community junior
college that works with other institutions or groups in the ‘
community in the planning and conducting of activities and ' -

“the perception of the value of that community junior college

. by the community. ' ' '

‘Since the calculated F values of C.B.E.C. variable nine

~ for college presidents, variable eleven by community service
directors and variable eleven for college board presidents exceed
the critical F of 3.03 at .10 level, they were significant. The
calculated values of F did not exceed the critical F of 8.40 at .01
level; therefore, the appropriate null hypetheses were ﬁot rejected,
and judgement was suspended on these three C.B.E.C. variables. ' The
total B> accounted for by all forty-five C.B.E.C. combined variables
was 95.6 percent, while these three combined variables accounted: for
31.0 percent of the area. The three significant variables indicate
that a possible relationship between community-based education

criteria and perceived worth of that community junior coliege by

community residents,could.exist.
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Restricted Models

The analysis of the most efficient restricted models was
done to determine whether a larger set of C.B.E.C. variables could
be found to account for more of the R2 than the individual signifi-
cant C.B.E.C. variables. From this, the most 'efficient festricted
multiple regression models were developed. These models were

.develope& by adding community-based education criteria in;o a
prediction equation; Two restrictions were placed on this analysis.
First, the ratio of degrees of freedom to résiduals (N-df) must
be no smaller than one to three; second, the larger set of C.B.E.C.

variables would remain significant at the .10 level.

College Board Presidents' Restricted Model

Further analysis of these variables was not possible
because the addition of more variables to a restricted model was
not significant until the one to three ratio of degrees of freedom

to residuals was violated.

College Presidents' Restricted Model

Further analyses were done to attempt to determine whether
a larger set of C.B.E.C. variables could be found to account for

more than 23.5 percent of the area. The most efficient restricted
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rementioned restrictions is presented in

Constant 26.69

Table 21.
Table 21
College Presidents' Most Efficient
Restricted Model '
Variable - R2 N df Calculated F ‘Critical F Significance
411 35 5 4.18 . 2,05 *
Variables in Equation
9 15.78 -
8 5.89 ...
11 1.88
1 3.94
13 2,69

* - Significant at .lQ

——

The college‘p

residents' most efficient model uses five

C.B.E.C. variables and accounts for 41.1 percent of the 48.5

percent of the R2 accounted for by all fifteen variables. This

model has a calculated F of 4.48 which is .greater than the critical

F at the .10 level.

The variables included in this model are:

C.B.E.C. 9 - Recognizes its campus extends to all locations

within its service area.




106

C.B.E.C. 8 -'1Is recogni;ed by the community as a resouréé
to solve community~proﬁlems.

C.B.E.C. 11 - Works~with other iﬁstitutions or groups in the
commuriity to plan and conduct activities.

C.B.E.C. 1 - Involves the community in.the developmént of
goals for the cbllege.

C.B.E.C. 13 - Bases its programs on individual 1éarning
needs rather than specific degrees.
" These C.B.E.C. variables are 1ist€9§in@6?3;; of their contribution
to the total R2, from moét signi%icanf to the least significant. '
Further addition of CiBJE.C. variables violated one -or both of the
tﬁo afofementioned_reétrictidns.

The calculated F of 4.18 in fhis model is greatér ﬁhan the
critical F of 2.05’at'the .10 level,; but not greater'than the crit-
ical F of 4.23 at the .0l level. Therefore, judgement wés suspended

on the null hypothesis that there was no relationship to Ehe use
of community-based education criteria by comﬁunity junior colleges
and perception of the value of that community junior college by

the community.
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Qoﬁmunity Service Directoys' Restricted Model
Further analyses was dbne to attembf to'éetermine whé;her
a larger éeflof C.B.E.C. variables coﬁld He found to accoﬁnt fpf‘
more than 18.7 . percent of the area, whilé still abiding by the
éférementioned restrictions. The most.efficient restricfed'model‘
meeting these restrictions is‘preéenfed in T;ble'22,
Table 22

Community Service Directors' Most
Efficient Restricted Model

" Variable ° R2 N df Calculated F ‘Critical F 'Sigﬁifibénce

292 36 6. 2.06 - 1.98 %

'Variables ih.Equatidn _

11 ‘ ' ' 2,15
0 _ 3,22
13 . - ' : .75,
8 ' _ . 2.23

' ©1.39
12 .68

Constant 59.37

% - Significant at .10

The community service directors' most efficient restricted
model uses six C.B.E.C. variables and accounts for 29.2 percent of

36.5 percent of the Rg accounted for by all fifteeﬁ variables.' This .
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model has a calculated F of 2.06 which is greater than the critical -

F of 1.98 at thé .10 level.: The‘variableg in this model afe:

C.B.E.C. l;“— Wérks Wifh o;heriinstitupibﬁé or groups in
the community to plan and conduct aétivities.

C.B.E.C. 10 —_Evaluates'its contribution tq.thé-commﬁnity
__throﬁéh a formal procedure. .

C.B.E.C..lS.— Bases its prégrams on individuél:learnihg .
needs rather than spe;ific degrees.

C.B.E.C. 8 - Recognized as a resource to solve cpmmunity

problems.

C.B.E.C. 7 - Cooperates Witﬁ community- and outside égenciés'

to provide.services_tq the community.
C.B.ﬁ.C. 12 ~ Bases its prdgrams on compétencies faﬁhef
than credits.

" These C.B.E.C. variables are lis;gd in pfder of.their
contribution to the total 32, from mo;t éigniﬁicané to fhé ieéét
significant. Further addition of C.B.E.C. ﬁariable% vioiated'one
.or both of the two aférementioned restriction;;‘ |

Since the calculated F of 2.06 for éhis modelfis‘g¥eatér"
than ‘the critical F of 1.98 at the .10 level, but ot gfeatér'théﬁ
the critical F of 3.47 ét Ehe .01 ievel, the nuil hypothésis, thét

there was no relationship to the use of commqnity—basedfeducatioh




109
criteria by community junior colleges'and'perception of the value of
that cpmmunity junior college by the community, was peither:accqéted
or rejected. The null hypothesis falls in the regidn‘betﬁeén .10
to..Ol levels; therefore, judgement’is suspended bending furtﬁep

.study.

Combined Responseé' Restricted Model

Fu?ther‘analyses were done to attempt to determine‘whethér
a larger,éet af Eombined‘C.B.E.C. variables could be found to
accouﬁt for more than 31.0 percent of the area, while stiil abiding
by the aforementioned‘restrictions. The most efficient,rest;iétea

model meeting these restrictions is presented in Table 23.




110

Table. 23

Combined Responses' Most Efficient

Restricted Model

Variable R2, N - df Calculated'F Critical F Significance '
522 18 4 '3.83 2.39 %
Variables in Equation ' '
CP 9 8.57
CB 11 3.50
CS 11 3.55
Cs 8 1.96

Constant - 89.51

* — Significant at .10

CPx - College Président C.B.E.C.
CSx - Community Service Director C.B.E.C.
CBx - College Board President C.B.E.C.

The combined responses' most efficient restricted model

used four combined C.B.E.C. variables and accounts for 52.2 percent

of 95.6 percent of ;he}Rz accounted for by all forty—five VariaBIes.

" This model has a calculated F of 3.83 which is greater than the

critical F of 2.39 at the .10 level. The variables.in this model

are:

C.B.E.C. CP 9 - Recognizes its campus extends to all loca-

tions within its service area. (College President)

C.B.E.C. CB 11 - Works with other institutions or groups

in the community to plan and conduct activities. (College.Board
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President)

C{B.E.C{ CS 11 - Works with .other institutions or groupé.

in the community to plan and conduct actiﬁities. ‘(Community Service

Director)

C.B.E.C. CS 8 - Is recogniéed by -the community as a reéource"

to-sblve community problems, kCommunity SeryicelDirectbr)'
Theée comb ined C.B.E.Q. variables éfe ligﬁed in order of their
.contribution to the total R2, from mogt significant to least
significant. Fufther‘addition of * combined C.B.E.C. vériables
Violated one-or both of the aforemeﬁtioned.rest;ictions.

Since the calcﬂlated F of 3;832for this model is greater
than the critical F of 2.39 at the .10 level, but not gréate;‘than
fﬁe critical F of 5.04 at the .01 level, the null hypothesis, that
there was no relationship to thé use of qommunity—baéed education
criteria'by community junior collegés.and perception.of thé vélue
of that community junior éollege,‘wés neiﬁher‘accepted or rejected.
The nﬁli hypotheéis fails in the region bet&eeﬁ..lo to ;Oiizévels;‘

therefore, judgement is suspended_pendiﬁg further study. .

Summary

Each of the sixteen hypotheses was analyzédiénd discussed

with regard to their being rejécted, retained for cbmmeht, or
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accepted through the usé of'the_Guilford'aﬁd Frﬁchpefs' levels bfi
significance. Tables were pfeseﬁfed to verify. and expiain:the
collected data. | o

Four demographic vé?iables Weré féund[to be significgnt at
the ;lO levél, thrgé fér the gommunity'resiéenfs samﬁle and oﬁé fér
the administrative sampiew iMonths-liQed‘in the coﬁmunity was fhe
significant vériable for the'administrative‘sample, while the
populatibn of the commuﬁity, agé of'the resident, and the months
lived in the coﬁmunity were ‘'significant for the community residents
sample;' None of the demogfaphic variables could éxplaip more than
-15.4 percent 6f the éreém

The.following,variable:was Ehe'pnl§ variable:found to be
significant atﬁthe'.Oi level: _Your-community junior college recog-
nizes its campus extends to all locafions within its serﬁicé_area.
Two-other variables we;é found to be siéniﬁicant‘at ﬁhe .10 léﬁel‘
and were fetained for comment, They weféé the comﬁunify jﬁniof
coilege'work; with other iﬁstitutioﬁs‘ér groups in the community Eo
pianland conduct activities; and‘thé éomﬁu@ity junior cqliege eval-
uates ifsfcoﬁtribution to the commuﬁity through a formal procedure..

%

' These three variables indicate a possible relationshiﬁ between

v

community-based education and thg'perception of a community juniof

college by its community.
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_Thrge restricted models wefe developed using five édditionf
ai community~based éducation crite?ialvariables;‘ Tﬁgse Ehree
models were all significant at the .10 levél; therefore,'judgemeﬁt”'
“on the appropriate null hypptﬁeses was suspended.with neithgr
acceptance or rejection. - These three modng'theh further support a

possible relationship between community-based education and the

perception of a community junior college by its pommunity.




: Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND.RECOMMENDATIONS

The problem of Ehis study was fo detefmine if there was a
relationship between cri;éria of dommunity—Baéed education uged by
a community jpnior COllégé's administrators apa perceived attitudes
of the value of that comﬁunity.jupior:college b&‘seleqtedlreéidents
living in that:eollege's ser&ice area. :The study éﬁaés the.l§78—79
academic fear. -The criteria ihveétigated were deveiobeﬁ by
Gollattscheék and,Wattenbargef and moaifiéd bf‘ﬁhe.ipﬁéstigator. ,

'Thgse two sets-of_c;iferié were condénse&lpq eliﬁiﬁate‘duplicéfing\
criteria.

Summary

The review of literature traced the development of the

community junior college through four stages. The first stage was .

1850 to- 1920, This stagé witnessed the birth of an idea'by various
‘leaders in education.and the early foundation'and grbwth of com~ .
nunity junior:colleges.‘ The seécond stage discussed was from 1920]

to 1945. This stage was various'iegisiative actsipassed which

allowed direct support to communifyljuﬁior_colleges and new growth”

in vocational areas. The third siage was from 1945 to 1965, which

saw support from two United Statés'presidénts, as well as the
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. Strayer Report thch encouraged the‘Sta#e of Califofnia_to oppose
the expansion of existing community junior-colleges to fogr yeér
colleges. Finally, this-stage séw the development of the.compre—
hensive community junior college which offered a variety of pro-
grams, such as academic, vocational, and community serviqest o

The philosophy of the cémmunity junior colleée'wés the next.
area to be discﬁssedr' The effects of:ideélism éﬁd e%periﬁentaliém
on the community.junior cbllege were .presented. ﬂThe.réﬁoyal-of
the first two years of the university_e&ucétion.was sought.by the
ideglist Dewey, who advocated experimentalism;‘bglievéd that "a
school should become a miniature séciety which inflﬁencéd the
community junior college to accept a more practical educafibn.

Finally, the area of community serviée or cqntinuing_édﬁcér 
tion was discussed; Recent lite?ature indicated,a trend for the
community junior'éqllege to become a éatalyst for social impro?e—
ment and a yehicle to provide meaningful educational opportunitigs"
to community residents, as well as more traditional'educafioﬁ for
‘transfef-and Yocational technical studéntsl.

T&ovstudies were found dealing with commuQi#y junior
colieges and community-based éducatidn. " The first was done by 
Yarrington, in 1975. 'This study used structuréd-interviews with,

_ a sampleé size of fifty-four persons. The study was designed to
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assess how a.éommunigy—based cdmmqqity college iﬁ'the Poftland? =
Oregon area was perforﬁing community-basgd.gducatipn.' _

The secohd study was. done by Fleécher, Rue,‘anq Young; who
sent q#estionnaires.to 1,275 public and private community junior
colleges in the United Sfates-aﬁd Canada for the purpoSé‘of iﬁvesti—
.gatiﬁg thé use,and_éommitmept to cémmunity'educatiop. Fletchér,
Rue'and Young reported a'?ery stroné.éommiﬁment to community-educa—
_tion By 95 percent of the admiﬁistrators #tudied.'_Ihe reseéfcﬂefs.:
yeportgd that-the'aﬁplicatidn of éoﬁmunity education- could not be
effecti&ely stﬁdied aue to fhe lack of.a'clear,defini#ioh of'cbﬁ—J‘
mqnity eduéation.

The present study was accompiished b& the‘selection'éf a -’

stratified random sample df‘forty-fivé ins;itutions,-from Nebraska,

Iowa, Missouri, and Kansas. Questionnaires were then mailed to each .

~of the two respondent group saﬁples. First, the administrative

sample. was surveyed to determine the use and ‘support of individual L

-

community-baséd education criteria. Second,-the residential sample

was surveyed to determine the attitude toward that:community'juniof
college as perceived by its community.
The data collected -in- this study Was'ana}yzéd by multiple

. regression analysis, -Each-qf the sixteen hypotheses were analyzed

and discussed with regard to their being rejected, judgement suspen-

~
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ded, or accepted through the use of the Guiifofd_énd‘Fpﬁchférs':
levels of siénificanée.'.Tables were presenfed poivefify and -
éxplain the collected_da;ay

.Four démographic Variables~were_found-to'be:significént at’
* the .10 level, thrée‘for tﬂe'community regi&ents-séﬁple and one fo£: 
the adﬁiﬂist?ativg‘sample. Months yoﬁ'hayé lived'in the coﬁmunitf
was the sigﬁifiéant variable for. thé édminiétrative'samﬁlé, Wﬂile
"the pépula;ionibf;the community;.agéfofvthéfrésiden£; and Fhe
months 1iveé in thé coﬁmpnity were significant for‘thg commuﬁ;ty
resiaents sample." None'of the éignificant:demoérapﬁié_vgriabieélﬂ
individuaily’could éxblain more than 15.4,percent of thé_area of
thevcémmunity value séore;

Tﬁe following va;iable was ﬁhe only oﬁe‘fqundfto be'sigqi—-

. ficant at fhe.,Oi level;- the cbmmu&itj_juniof collége recognizéézr
its campus.extends tp-éll locations withiﬁ'ité éer&ice'aréa; Two
~ other variableslwe;e founﬁ té-be sigﬁifi;ént at tﬁe .10 igyel on
‘'which judgémént waS"sﬁspended. 'They‘Weré:- the communiﬁy jﬁnior..
‘éollege works witﬁ-o;hér insfifhtioﬁs or,gfoﬁps’ip the éommﬁnify_té
plan éndiéonduct aétivities; and thé'éommunity junior college
evaluatészité‘conpribution fo the éommuﬁify throughva;formél-ﬁroce—
dure. |

Threé“restricted models were developed. using .five addition-
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al cdmmunity—ﬁaéed edudationfv;fiable;;i Théy were fhe‘community
jﬁniox qollgge:' X
l:_ Involvés'phe‘cpﬁmunity in thé'éevelopménﬁ‘of’géals for"
.the college; ’ | o ‘
| | "2."Cooperaﬁés ﬁitﬁ'pommgnity'aﬁd oufsiae agepci;é-to Qrpf
vide serﬁiéé;'to fhg comﬁgnity{ . o
| . 3. Is'recognized'by thé communify as-a resourqe‘téisélﬁéi
communify probiems. '. | |
| 4. Bases.i£s prﬁgrams on compefeﬁciéé ;éther.fhép érédiﬁs.;”
5. “Bageslits progrqms on individuéislearhiﬁg neéds.fatﬁer
- than spécific degfeés;'
-_These—three-modéis we£e gil,significaﬁt at”£hé;,10-1¢§él-whgn these -
VariabieS'weré.uséd i#'combiﬁatién. The?éf&re,tjudéémenf was
. guspended bn the épﬁropriate\null hyﬁotheseS'with neithef~adceptance :,'

or rejection.

Conclusions and Recommendations -

~The followiﬁg.conclusions and fecomﬁenaétiong Wefe.dréwn
from the ahalysis~of the collected data: |
1. Whiié theré'were fouf deﬁograbhiC;;ariables_found‘
sigﬁifiqanf at the .10 level, judgeméﬁ£ was.suspengd oﬁ the: J:

apprdpriate.nuil-hypothesis with neither-écceptance pf.rejebtioﬁf.
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.The demographic data appeafs.bf'little practical vglhe iﬁ its
ability to predic; either'the"selected regidents' preceﬁtion of'tﬁe
éommunity'attipude toward-the cqmmﬁnity junior'collége 6r:theA
administrators’ uée and éﬁpport‘of communityvbaSed'educétion'cri—
teria. | |
2. There was a:significanf relgtionghip betwéen:a community

junior college whose president uses and supports the concept that

his/her college campus éxtends to all locations within its service:

“area and the perception.of that college by selected residents.

This relationship was significant at the .01 level, and was the bnly'

hypothesis accepted in the study. It is important that community
Jjunior collegés'recogﬂize that their campus is not éonfined to the
college grounds, but'fathgr the'residegts of the community expeét.
its services to be deIiveréd té the total sefvicé area. .Support
and direétion from the presidehts' officé is nécessary for this
extension of éervices to the.community;'

3. Two more signifiéant relétionships were - found at:the'
.10 level on which judgement‘was suspended.. The first was that a
community junior college.work with other_institﬁtions or‘gréupé to
ﬁlan and conduct activities; This community-based education vari—r
able was found to be important by both commpnity service directors,

who work with community institutions and groupé,_and by college
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board presidents, who may be involved with community institutions
and groups.

The second éignificant relafionship at the .10 level was

that a community junior collegeﬁshould'evaluéte its contribution.to :

the éommunity thfoﬁgh a formal procedure. This was found ﬁo be
important by cpmmunity service diregtofs aﬁd was related to~the
worth of the collqge as percéive& by‘commﬁnity'reéi&énfs. In a
community_juhior coliege w;shing‘to.eétablish a community-based
college, the administrators must remain'cégﬁizéht'of these two
criteria. |

4, fhree'restricted'modeis emergeq wheﬁ five ofher com;._
munity-based education variables were used. Thése'thfee_models
were all significant at the .10 level and judgement was suspeﬁded
on these‘variables'contaiqed in these models. While not individual%
1y significaﬁt, these Variaﬁles collecpiﬁely.showed some relation—i
ship with thé perceived worth of a cémmunity junior éollege by
éommunity residentsf ‘These variables were a coﬁmunity juniér'
qqllege:

a. Involves fhe community in the development of goalg for
the college.

b. ’Cooperates with community and outside agencies to pro-

vide services to the community.




121“-

c. Is recognized by the comﬁunify as § resource tq'éélve
community probiems.

df' Bases its programs on comﬁetencié; rather.thaﬁ-crédits;

e. Bases its programs on individual léafning nee&s rafﬁef.
'than specific dégreeé. | | |

These five variables, along with fhe afofementioﬁed three
variables, should be remembered if a commupiti—béséd coﬁﬁunif&
junior, collége desires to raise its pérceived,@orth-bfithé.commﬁ{
nity and is designing its program goals. Thesé eight-communify—.
based eduéatibn-variableg must remain.a strong~considera;iéh until -
further study‘can either eliminate or confirm'their_impértance{ |
For in these times of declining enrollments; community junior '
colleges musf remain aware of all factors ‘which could éffeqt their

_ future.

General Recommendations

Based upon statistical résults, thg conclqsioﬁs,'and recom-
mgndations of this investigation, several_géneral recomﬁendations.
emerge as appropriate areas for'furtﬁef research.'

1. fhis investigation should be‘replicafed_fqilowing
Guilford and Frucﬁtersf recbmmendation$ for'fuyther investigétibn.

Community-based education criteria,.on which judgement was suspen-
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’ded,'should be‘;e;lnvestigated'to'detetmine;if.theit telationshipil‘
" to the'percelyed attitudeshtowatd:a‘connunlty dollege-can be:clearly'
established. " | ‘ | “
:.é; Thls 1nvest1gat10n.should be‘repllcated 1nclud1ng

'.communlty Junlor college faculty responses It would be 1mportant
to know if. the addltlon of faculty w1th on—llne experlence w1th.the -
.use'of community—based education would 1nfluence a.s1m11ar study.

”3. Th1s 1nvest1gatlon should be done as a longltudlnal
-study follow1ng the samplelpopulatlon ovet a perlod of two to flve o
years to_see ;f_as communlty_1un10r'colleges.1nplementlne%léém;p;
ndtyébased educatlon'critetla;.the.perceptions:of'the value;oﬁ that.
-‘communlty junior college also 1nctease., | ~

4. Th1s‘1nvest1gat10n should be done u51ng a case study5
'approach to.establlsh 1nd1v1dual dlfferences between commun1ty—h
based communlty Junlor colleges and.tradltlonal‘communlty Junlory
-::collegesf A case study would be- benef1c1al because whlle both‘:

types.oficommunity juniorhcolleges may.use simllar'approaches to-a‘

.communlty need, dlffetences in the. method of - approach and attltude_-:
of personnel may be the:differences in classiflcatlon__ A malled -
'1: questlonnalte may not 1dent1fy these subtle dlfferences, whlle .an :;
on;31te 1nvest1gat1on may well be able to 1dentlfy these d1ffer—"

ces.




123

5. This investigafion should be dohe using disérebaﬁcy
analysis to.diséover if there is éléigpificant diffefence bépweén
the leﬁél of support for community-based eaqcation'criperia and
the amount of use for each Qf the_indivi&ﬁal criteria.

6. Thig investigation should be replicated:on other
‘community junior -colleges in the nation; it is:iﬁpor#ant to,know
if tﬁese‘findings.would be influencea by Qgried fqndiﬁg'pafterns;
geographic_énd'cuitural differences, and legislated rolesifdr: R
community junior célleges. |

" 7. While this investigation did nof address the'dgfinition
of communitv—based of commﬁnitv educétiqﬁ, it,wag’appérent Qﬁile-
reviewing the data that:no'universal‘accepted definition exists.

If a universally accepted definitioﬁ could be found,,theﬂ fhiéf‘
.study should be replicated_fo determine its effect on tﬁe ?elation—'

ships.
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LIST OF COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES
TOWA '

Des Moines Area Community Collegé
2006 Ankeny Boulevard
Ankeny, Towa 50021

Hawkeye Institute of Technology
Box 8015
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Indian Hills Community College -
9th and College
Ottumwa, Iowa 52501

Iowa Central Community College
330 Avenue M :
Fort Dodge, ILowa 50501

Iowa Lakes Community College
101% North 6th Street
Estherville, Towa. 51334

Iowa Western Community College
2700 College Road

Council Bluffs, Iowa 51501
Kirkwood Community College
Post Office Box 2068

Cedar Rapids, Iowa

Muscatine Community College -
152 Colorado Street
Muscatine, Iowa 52761

Northeatern Iowa Vocational School
Post QOffice Box 400
Calmar, Towa 52132

North Iowa Area Community College
500 College Drive
Mason City, ILowa 50401
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Scott Community College
Belmont Road
Bettendorf, Iowa

Southeastern Community College -
Drawer F ;
Highway 406 ‘
West Burlington, Iowa 52655

Southwestern Community College
1051 Townline
Creston, Iowa 50801

Western Iowa Tech .
Post Office Box 265
Sioux City, Lowa 51102

KANSAS

Barton County Community Junior College
Great Bend, Kansas 67530

Butler County Community'Junior'Collége'

Post Office Box 888
El Dorado, Kansas

Cloud County Community Junior College
2221 Campus Drive
Concordia, Kansas 66901

‘Coffeyville Community Junior College
11th and Willow
Coffeyville, Kansas 67337

‘Dodge City Community Junior College
14 Avenue and By-Pass 50
Dodge City, Kansas 67801

Fort Scott Community Junior College
2108 South Hoiton
Fort Scott, Kansas 66701

[ VR WY
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Garden City Community Junior College
801 Campus Drive
Garden City, Kansas 67846

Highland.Community Junior College
1300 North Plum Street
Hutchinson, Kansas 67501

Independenée Community Junior College
Brockside Drive and College Avenue
Independence, Kansas 67301

Labette Community Junior College
200 South 1l4th
Parson, Kansas 67357

Neosho County Community Junior College
1000 South Allen

‘Chanute, Kansas 66720

Pratt Community Junior College
Highway 61 '
Pratt, Kansas 67124

Seward Community Junior College
Post Office Box 1137
Liberal, Kansas 67901

MISSOURL

Crowdexr College‘
Neosho, Missouri 64850

East Central Missouri Junior College
Post Office Box 529
Union, Missouri 63084

Longview Community College
500 Longview Road
Lee's Summit, Missouri 64063
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Maple Woods Community College
2601 Northeast Barry Road
Kansas City, Missouri 64156

Minearl Area College
Flat River, Missouri 63601

Moberly Junior College
College and ‘Rollins Street
Moberly, Missouri 65270

Saint Louis Communlty College at Forest Park
5600 Oakland Avenue
Saint Louis, Missouri, 63110

State Fair Community College
1900 Clarendon Road
Sedaliam, Missouri 65301

Three Rivers Community College
507 Vine Street _
Poplar Bluff, Missouri 63901

Trenton Junior College
1301 Main Street
Trenton, Missouri 64683

NEBRASKA

‘Central Nebraska Technical Community College
Post Office Box 1024
Hastings, Nebraska 68901

McCook Community College
1205 East 3rd’
McCook, Nebraska 69001

Metropolitan Technical Community College
Post Office Box 37210
Omaha, Nebraska 37210
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Mid-Plains Community College
Business Office
I 80 Highway 83
North Platte, Nebraska 69101 .

Nebraska Western College
1601 East 27th
Scottsbluff, Nebraska 69361

Platte Community College
Post Office Box 1927
Columbus, Nebraska 68601

Southeast Community College
2120 South 56th
Lincoln, Nebraska 68506
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m g&ﬂ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY BOZEMAN 59715

August 18, 1978

As you are aware, the American Association of Community ‘and Junior Colleges .
has adopted community educatlon-as one of the missions of that organization. -
I am interested in determining the relationship between the use of the
comnunity education philosophy and the community's attitude toward its
community college. If a community ¢ollege is to embrace the-community
education philosophy, then the realizatlon of what components of community
education are most important is beneficial. -

Enclosed you will find two questionnaires which will be used in assessing
the relatlonship between attitudes towards a communlty college -and the use
of community educatlon., The criteria for measuring community involvement
were developed by Gollattscheck and Wattenbarger and the attitude questions
were developed by Shaw and Wright. Your comments on these questionnaires
would be greatly appreciated.

The selected resldent survey will be sent to county commissioners, bank
presidents, newspaper editors, employment service representatives, and ..
school superintendents to obtain thelr perceptions of community attitudes
toward the community college. The selected administrator survey will be
sent to community college presidents, directors of community servicés or
community education, and community college board members to detérmine if
community educatlon is used and to determine the level of support the
community college gives to community education. '

Your comments would be greatly appreciated. Thank you for your fihe and
consideration.

Sincerely,

= » N

Richard T, Shigley

Enclosure.

TELEPHONE (4061994 4933 .
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| m g &ﬂ  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59717

Approximately three weeks ago you completed and returned a questionnaire '
on your perceptions of your community Junior college. Your‘response is
certainly appreciated.

Will you please do me one more favor?

As you know, any study involving the use of questlonnalres must have
the reliability and validity established. Would you please take the
time to f£111 out the same questionnaire again? Your second response
is a most important step in establishing the relilability.

This questionnaire, like the first one you filled out, is coded for
follow-up purposes only., All responses will be treated in a confidential
manner, Also, I am enclosing a comment sheet for you to respond to on
the content and form of the instrument, Please respond freely on this
sheet. ’ :

Your completion and return of the questiqnnaire one more time will be
appreclated very much. Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

/

Richard T—7Shig//y 59 earcher

W /Mé‘
Dr. Robert M. Hendrickson, Assistant Professor

Enclosures:

TELFPHONE (406) 994 4933




1.

2.

3.

5.

?u

8.

9.

B
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QUESTIONNATRE EVALUATION
In your opinion, vere the inefructions provided with the questionnaire

clear and concise?

YES
NO

Did the format of the questionnaire offend you in any way?
YES )

NO

Were the questions approplate for your cemmunity Junior college?
YES
_NO

Did the rating scales seem appropriate for your communify Junior college?
YES ' '
NO

Did any of the questions offend you in any way?
YES, identify question & explain

NO

VWere any of the questions unclear?
YES, identify question & explaln

NO

Do you think the data collected in thie study could be of help to the
adminiztration of your community junior college?

YES

o

Please indicate the approximate number of mimutes i1t took you to complete the :

queetionnalre. minutes.,

If you have any additional comments, I Hould appreciate it if you would use

. the reverse side t0 share them with me.
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m g&ﬂ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59717

)

A research project concerning the use of community based education at
the community junior college is belng conducted under the joint spon-
sorship of the School of Education, Montana State University and the
writers of this letter. The purpose of thls resesrch is to determine
if there is a relationshlp between the utilization of community based
education philosophy and the community's attitude toward its community
Jjunior college. As you may be aware, the American Association of
Community and Junlor Colleges hss adopted community based education
as one of the missions of that organization. If a community junior -
college is to embrace the community based education philosophy, then
the realization of what components of community based education are
most important would be beneficial.

Your community junlior college has been randomly selected as one of the
representatives of the colleges of your state. Three college personnel
and five community residents have been chosen to assess the relation-
ship between the utilization of community based education philosophy
and the community's attitude toward its community junior college.

Your participation in this study will require only the completion of
the enclosed questionnaire, This questionnaire should take only ten to
fifteen minutes of your time. A pre-peld envelope is enclosed for your
convenience,

Although the return envelopes and questionnaires are coded for follow-
up mailings, we assure you that individual questionnaire responses
will be treated confidentlially. Only.summary statistics will bs re-

ported.

Your completion and return of the questionnalre will be greatly
appreciated. Results of the survey will be mailed to the participating
colleges. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, ﬁ Z

Richa d Shigle,

Dr /rb Hendric son

RTS/s5

TELEPHONE {406) 994 49334
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REMINDER POSTCARD

Could you have forgotten
Richard T. Shigley's

survey on Community Based
Education?

Please rush, my master is
waitingL

Thank You}



e
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| m g &ﬂ . DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN '59717

We find your name among the few people who have not. yet returned our
questionnalre sent to you recently. A new questionnalre is herewith
enclosed, in case you have mislaid the other one or if it has been
lost in the mall. We hope the following short stozy wlll encourage
you to answer this questionnaire at once,

The Merchant's Dinner

In France before the war it was the custom on a certain holiday for
thirty jovial tradesmen to meet at the home of a popular mexchant.
They foregathered to .renew friendships, to have speeches, and to make
merry with wine and song. But & sed day came with the advent of the
war. The good merchant's stock of wine was exhausted and, on account
of business reverses, he-had not the means to purchase more. Great’
were his misglvings as the holiday approached, for he could not think
of the feast without the customary wine. The tradesmen all shook
their heads sadly, until one made the bright suggestion that each
procure a bottle of wine, to replenish the good merchant's cask with
thirty bottles..

The holiday came. There was no lack of merriment and this served
somewhat to dispel ihe host's feaxrs, Unnoticed by him, the ‘tradesmen
one by one proceeded to the cellar, each withdrawing a small bottle
from beneath his cloak, emptylng the contents into the cask, and re-
turning to the company unnotlced. While the feast was at its height,
the merchant made the sad announcement that his wine cask was empty.
One of the guests spoke up: "Good friend, perhaps the last drop has
not been drawn, Let us at least see the coloxr of a good glass of
wine,"

The merchant went down to his cellar and was astonished besyond
measure when, upon turning the faucet, his’' pitcher was quickly filled
to the brim. He hastened up the dim stalrway to his guests. When

1o and behold! In place of the golden liquid which he expected to
see, there was nothing but water in the pltchexr. It seems that every
men ‘had sald to himself; "Among so many bottles, 1t will not matter
if I fail to furnish good.wine. I will fill. my bottle with water,
and no one will ever know the defference." -

L2 23

TELEPHIONE 14000 W94 4 1)
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With so many persons being questloned, you may feel that whether or
not you answer the questlionnaire will make. but little difference.
But, as the story so forcibly shows, it is only when every man feels
responsiltle for a big undertaking that the undertaking succeeds. We
would 1like to have one hundred per cent of questionnaires returned,
Will you please cooperate by sltting down now and filling out the
questions?

Sincerely,

|

Richard T. Shigley

Enclosures.
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SELECTED RESIDENT SURVEY

This questionnaire is designed for you to describe how the
people of your community feel about your community junior college.
It is important that you answer each question as thoughtfully and
frankly as possible, so that an accurate perception of community jun-
ior colleges can be gained. The completed questionnaire will be
computer processed and summarized into statistical form so that
individuals cannot be identified. The accuracy of any survey in-
creases as the rate of response increases; therefore, your coopera- °
ion is appreciated.

Please use soft pencil and observe these important require-

ments:
1. Make heavy black marks that fill in the circle.
2. Erase cleanly any answer you wish to_change.
Demographic Information : Mark your answer here

1. Population of the communlty

1 to 4,999 ' -1
5,000 to 9,999 2
10,000 to 24,999 R 3
25,000 to 49,999 E , : 4
~ 50,000 to 99,999 ' 5
100,000 to 499,999 ' . 6
500,000 or more : o7
2. Your age: : ,
Under 20 years . ' ' 1
20 to 29 years 2 .
30 to 39 years 3
40 to 49 years’ S 4
50 to 59 years ’ i 5 '
60 or older . 6
3. Years you have llved in the commun1ty°
0 tol : 1
1 to 3 , ) 2
3to5 _ ' 3
5 to 10 4

10 or more } . 5
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4. Years you have held your present position:
0tol 1
lto 3 : "2
3 to 5 ‘ 3
5 to 10 ' 4
10 or more : ' 5

5. Highest educational degree obtained:
No degree 1
High school degree 2
Associate degree 3
. Bachelors degree 4
Masters degree ‘ .5
Doctorate degree . 6

These next questions are about your community junior college
and how you believe the typical resident would answer the questlons

Strongly Agree

Agree
Your Community Junior College: Slightly Agree
Sllghtly Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree . .
1. 1Is the most admirable of 1 2 3 4 5 6
institutions. '
2. Represents the best thought in modern 1 2 '3 4 5 6
life. )
" 3. 1Is a strong influence for rlght 1 2 3 4 5 6
11v1ng
4. Gives real help in meeting social - 1 2 3 4 5 6
problems. .
5. 1Is Qaluable in creating ideals. 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Encourages social improvement. - 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Serves the whole community well. 1 2 3 4 56

‘.




10.
iI1.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16,

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
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Stron

gly Agree

. Agree

Slightly Agree

Slightly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Is necessary to soclety as
organized.

. Adjusts itself to changing conaitions.

Is improving with the years.
Does more good than harm.
Is an ideal institution.

Has more good points than any other
similar institution.

Appeals. to man's highest nature.
Develops good character.

Furthers the most lasting satisfac-
tions in life.

Has a long useful life before it.

Is a powerful agency for promoting
individual and social efficiency.

Is of real value ;b civilized
individuals.

Is fundamentally sound.

Is retained in the c¢ivilized world
because of its value to mankind.

1 2 3 4




22.

23.
24,

25.

26.
27.

28.

29,

30.
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Strongly Agree

Slightly. Agree
Slightly Disagree
Disagree

Strongly ﬁisagrge

Offers opportunity for individual 1 2 3 4
initiative. -

'Is increasing in its value to society. 1 2 3 4
Is improving in its service to the 1 2 3 4
community.

Promotes false beliefs and much 6 5 4 3

wishful thinking.

Represents outgrown beliefs, 6 5 4 3
Give too little service. 6 5 -4 3.
Is losing ground as education 6 5 4 3.
advances.

Does not consider individual 6 5 4 .3
differences. :

Is decreasing in its value to ' 6 5 4 3

society.’

Agreé

5 6
5 6
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
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ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

This questionnaire is designed for-you to describe how the
administration and faculty feel about various community based educa-
tion and if those concepts are used by your community junior college.
It is important that you answer each question as thoughtfully and
frankly as possible, so that an accurate perception of your community
junior college is gained. The completed questionnaire will be com~
.puter processed and summarized into statistical form so that individ-
uals cannot be identified. The accuracy of any survey increases as _
the rate of response increases, therefore your cooperation is apprec-
iated. ' '

Please use soft pencil and observe these important require-

ments: .
1. Make heavy black marks that fill in the circle.
2. Erase clearly any answer you wish to change.

Demographic information ' - Mark your answer here

1. Population of the Community.

1 to 4,999 ‘ 1

-5,000 to " 9,999 2
10,000 50 24,999 _ 3

25,000 to 49,999 4

50,000 to 99,999 5
100,000 to 499,999 ' : 6
500,000 or more 7

2. Enrollment of your community junior college?
1to * 999 : 1

1,000 to 1,999 R 2

2,000 to 3,999 3

4,000 to 5,999 ‘ : 4

6,000 to 7,999 ‘ 5 :

8,000 to 9,999 ' 6

10,000 or more ' 7.
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Your age: .
Under 20 years .o 1
20 to 29 years . 2
30 to 39 years ’
40 to 49 years
50 to 59 years
60 or older

Years you have lived in the community?
0 to'l . i
lto3 - o2
3 to 5 -
5 to 10
10 or more

Years you have held your present position?
0 to 1 1
1 to 3 2
3to5
5 to 10
10 or more

Highest educational degree obtained:
No degree 1
High school degree : 2
Associate degree
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Doctorate degree -
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These next questions are about your community junior college
and how you believe your institution would respond to each statement.
If your community junior college uses one of the listed concepts
please give one example. .
) Used, Strongly Agree

. Used, Agree
Your Community Junior College: Used, Sllghtly Agree .
Not used, Slightly Disagree .-
' Not used, Disagree

Not used, Strongly Disagree’

1. -Iﬁvolves the community in the . 1 2 3 4 . 5 6

development of goals for the
college. g
Example:
2. Is attentive to the possible 1 2 3 4 5 6

negative impact of college programs
on the community..

Example:

3. Faculty involves itself in the commu- 1 2 3 4 5 -6
nity and is sensitive to community
needs. ‘
Example:

4. TFacilities are accessible to the 1 2. 3 4 5.6
community.
Example:

5. Assesses the needs of the community 1 2 3 4 5 6
to determine programs.
Example:

6. Makes its services accessible to all -1 2 3" 4 56
elements of the community. ' '

" Example:
7. Cooperates with community and outside 1 2 3 4 . 5 6

agencies to provide services to the
community.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
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Used, Strongly Agree
Used, Agree
Used, Slightly Agree '

Not used, Slightly Disagree

Not used, Disagree-

Not used, Strongly Disagree

Example:

Is recognized by the community as a
resource to solve community prob-
lems.

Example:

Recognizes its campus extends to
all locations within its service
area. ’

Example:

Evaluates its contribution to

the community to plan ‘and conduct
activities.

Example:

Works with other institutions or
groups in the community to plan
and conduct activities.

Example:

Bases its programs on competencies
rather than credits.
Example: e

Bases its programs on individual
learning needs rather than
specific degrees.

Example:

Attempts to adapt its methods of -
instruction to the needs of its
learners.




15.
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Used, Strongly-Agree
Uéed, Agree
Used, Slightly Agree :
Not used, Slightly Disagree
Not used, Disagree

Not used, Strongly Disagree

Example:

Provides services outside the 12 3 4 5 6
formal classroom framework. '

Example:
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Table 24-

Community Bank Presidents Value Scores

Adjusted

Minimum Score - 78

Maximum chre - 155 .

Standard Deviation - 17.33
Valid Cases - 25

Relative " Cumulative
. Absolute ‘Frequency Frequency Fre@uency
© Score Frequency Percentage Percentage . Percentage
78 1 2.2 4 4
103 1 2.2 4 8
116 1 2.2 4 12
119 1 2.2 4 16
121 1 2.2 4 20
126 2 4.4 8 28
128 1 2.2 4 32
130 1 2.2 4 36
132 2 4.4 8 44
135 1 2.2 4 48
138 2 4.4 8 56,
141 1 2.2 4 60
142 1 2,2 4 64
146 2 4.4 8 72
148 3 6.7 12 .84
149 2 4.4 8 92
151 1 2.2 4 926
155 1 2.2 4 100
"0 20 44.4 Missing
TOTAL 45 100 ] 100
Mean - 133.8 Range - 77
Median - 137.75° Kurtorsis - 2.04
~Mode - 148 Skewneww - -1.39




157 :

Table 25

Community County Commissioners Value Scores

Relative Adjusted Cumulative

Absolute’ Frequency Frequency Frequency
Score Frequency Percentage Percentage Percentage
91 1 2.2 3.1 3.1 .
93 1 2.2 3.1 6.3
102 1 2.2 3.1 9.4
105 1 2.2 3.1 12.5 -
109 1 2.2 3.1 15.6.
112 1 2,2 3.1 18.8
116 1 2.2 3.1 21.9 .
117 1 2.2 3.1 25.0
119 1 2.2 3.1 28.1
123 1 2.2 3.1 31.3
124 2 4.4 6.3 37.5
127 3 6.7 9.4 46.9
129 1 2.2 3.1 58.0
131 1 2.2 3.1 53.1
133 1 2.2 3.1 56.3
135 2 b4 6.3 . 62.5
141 1 2.2 3.1 65.6
142 1 2.2 3.1 68.8
143 1 2,2 3.1 71.9
145 1 2.2 3.1 75.0
146 L 2.2 3.1 78.1
148 1 2,2 3.1 8.13
150 1 2.2 3.1 84.4
153 1 2.2 3.1 87.5
157 1 - 2.2 3.1 90.6
167 1 2.2 3.1 93.8
175 1 2.2 3.1 96.9
176 1 2,2 3.1 100.0

0 13 28.9 ,Missing

TOTAL 45 100 100 ,
Mean - 131.9 Minimum Score - 91  Kurtorsis - -.47 Valid
Median - 129.5 Maximum Score - 176 Skewness - .14 Cases - 32
Mode - 127 Range - 85 Standard Deviation - 21.18
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Table 26

Community Employment Service Directors Value Scores

Absolute

Score . Frequency.'.'

" Relative
Frequency
Percentage

Adjusted Cumulative
. Frequency Frequency

Percentage Percentage

80
91
100
102 -
104
116
119
121
123
125
127
129
130
131
132
136
140
141
142
144
145
148
149
151
171
178
0

Total 45

‘Mean - 131.3

Median - 132.5

Mode - 140.

Minimum Score - 80.
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100

Maximum Score - 178
Range - 98
Kurtorsis - .59
Skewness - -.34

2.
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2.
5.
8.
11.
13.
19.
22.
25.
27.
30.
36.
38.
41.
bb.
50.
58.
69.
72.
77.
83.
86.
88.
91.
- 94.
97.
97.

NN YNYOHRFWONDPWORITOHOOOONNPTOHWO®

Missing

100

Standard Deviation -

19.75

Valid Cases - 36
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Table 27

Community Newspaper Editors Value Scores

Relative Adjusted Cumulative
~ Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency

~Score Frequency Percentage ‘Percentage Percentage -
69 1 2.2 3.4 3.4 -
78 1 2.2 3.4 6.9
105 2 4.4 6.9 13.8
111 1 2.2 3.4 17.2
114 1 2.2 3.4 20.7
120 "1 2.2 3.4 24,1 .
122 2 A 6.9 31.0

. 126 3 6.7 10.3 41.4
130 1. 2.2 3.4 44,8
132 1 2.2 3.4 48.3
133 1 1 2.2 3.4 51.7
135 . 1 2.2 3.4 55.2
136 ‘. 1 2.2 © 3.4 - 58.6
137 1 2.2 3.4 S 62.1
139 1 2.2 3.4 65.5
141 1 2.2 3.4 69.0
143 1 2.2 3.4 72.4
144 1 2.2 3.4 75.9
146 1 2.2 3.4 79.3
147 1 2.2 3.4 82.8
149 1 2.2 3.4 86.2
156 1 2.2 3.4 89.7
158 1 2.2 3.4 93.1°
163 1 2.2 3.4 96.6
174 1 02.2 c 3.4 100.0

0 16 35.6 . Missing -

TOTAL 45 100 100

Mean - 130.6 Range — 105

Median - 133 ' Kurtosis - .67

Mode - 126 Skewness -~ -.73

Minimum Score - 69 Standard Deviation - 22.87

Maximum Score — 174 | Valid Cases - 29
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Table 28

Community Superintendents Value Scores

Mode - 127 " Range - 74

‘Relative Adjusted -7 Cumulative
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency
~Score Frequency Percentage Percentage- Percentage
93 1 2.2 . 2.5 2.5
97 1 2.2 2.5 , 5.0
98 1 2.2 2.5 7.5
100 1 2.2 2.5 . 10.0
102 1 2.2 2.5 . "12.5
108 2 4.4 5.0 17.5
112 1 2.2 2.5 20.0
116 1 2.2 © 2.5 22.5
119 1 2.2 2.5 25.0
120 2 4.4 5.0 30.0
124 3 6.7 7.5 37.5
127 4 8.9 10.0 47.5
‘128 1 2.2 2.5 50.0
131 1 2.2 2.5 52.5
137 2 4.4 5.0 - 57.5
138 1 2.2 2.5 60.0
139 3 6.7 7.5 67.5
142 1 2.2 2.5 70.0
145 2 4.4 5.0. 75.0
146 1 2,2 2.5 - 77.5
147 2 - 4.4 5.0 82.5
148 2 4.4 5.0 - 87.5
150 1 2.2 2.5 90.0"
153 1 2.2 2.5 - 92.5
159 1 2.2 2.5 .95.0
164 1 2;2 2.5 97.5
167 1 2.2 2.5 100.0°
0 5 11.1 Missing
TOTAL 45 100 100
Mean - 130.6 Minimum Score - 93 Kurtorsis - -.79 Valid Cases -
Median - 128.5 Maximum Scoré - 167 Skewness - —.2 40

Standard Deviation - 18.87
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The only substantial change made following the‘review by’
leading community gducation personnel was ghe addition of demo-~
graphic items. This chanée was made prior to_the ﬁest and re-test
procedure conducted on Colorado community junior colleges. Other
changes.én the questionﬁaires were minor word chénges to improve

grammar or clarity of meaning.
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