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Abstract:

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

Five percent of the faculty had no degree, 26.8% had less than a masters, 56.5% had a masters, and
11.3% had a doctorate. Respondents had taken an average of 10.9 courses in education. Nearly half of
the administrators and 38.1% of the faculty had taught in the secondary schools. Ten percent of the
faculty teaching in terminal programs, 29.1% of the faculty teaching in transfer programs, and 26.7%
of the administrators had taught in four—year colleges. Approximately one fourth of the respondents
had non-teaching work experience. One administrator in ten and 18.4% of the faculty had no experience
at any college or position other than the present one. Respondents had been at their present schools an
average of eight years and in their present positions six and one half years. Nearly twenty percent of the
respondents were currently taking courses which would lead to a higher degree, and another
twenty-five percent planned to do so at a later date.

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

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

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

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

In this study, the responses to 718 mailed questionnaires re-
turned from faculty and administrators at 59 community colleges in .
eight states in the northwest were analyzed. The purpose of the study
was to obtain and analyze data about the academic training and experi-
ence of respondents and to obtain data concerning the professional
preparation and desired qualifications of community college faculty. 
Five percent of the faculty had no degree, 26.8% had less than a !
masters, 56.5% had a masters, and 11.3% had a doctorate. Respondents '
had taken an average of 10.9 courses in education. Nearly half of the
administrators and 38.1% of the faculty had taught in the secondary *,
schools. Ten percent of the faculty teaching in terminal programs;
29.1% of the faculty teaching in transfer programs, and 26.7% of the
administrators had teught in four-—year colleges. Approximately one
fourth of the respondents had non-teaching work experience. One admin-
istrator in ten and 18.4% of the faculty had no experience at any col~
lege or position other than the present one. Respondents had been at
their present schools an average of eight years and in their present
positions six and one half years. Nearly twenty percent of the respon-
dents were currently teking courses which would lead to a higher degree,
and another twenty-five percent planned to do.so at a later date.

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

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

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

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




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
SETTING

Though most of America's educational institutions were patterned
after institutions in Europe, the Junior college was an excepﬁion. It
was & unique American invention.

The concept of a unit of higher education separate from the tra-—
ditional college began to grdw.in the mid~l85d's. Henry f. Tappanp
president of the University of Michigan, in his inaugural address of
1852 predicted that the first two years of college work wqﬁld soon be
offered in the high schools in larger cities (Brick, l96ﬁ:19; Eélls,
1936:193—195; Monroe, 1975:7-8). Tappan and other eariy leaders were
aware of growing enrollment in the universities. As a meéné of,easing
this enrollment problem, they envisioned keeﬁing the first two years ;f
college as a part of the secondary school system. William Rainéy
Harper, president of #1he University of Chicago; gave this idea an ac=
ceptable status by referring to the new institution as a "junior colw=
lege", giving it a separate and unique identity (Brubacker and Ruby,
1976: 253-25L4).

Harper'é influence was instrumental in establishing what is gen-
erally accepted as the first public junior college in Joliét, Illinois
in 1901 (Monroe, 1975:9; Brick, 196k4:11).

From that meager beginning, the Jjunior college grew to over 650
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colleges (Gleazer, 1966:5) and 660,000 students by 1960 (Kumpf,19Th:11).
By 1975, the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
listed 1211 colleges with 206,865 faculty and administfators and an en-
rollment of 4,031,621 (Drake, 1976:95).

The phenomenal érowth of -the junior college created an ‘acute
shortage of qualified Jjunior college instructors. In 1949 the American
Council on Education called for "immediate consideration of the estab~ -
lishment. . . of a program designed to develop the competencies of the
teachers required in these institutions" (American Council on Education,
1949:13). It predicted that 30,000 new instructors would be needed.

In 1963, Gleazer (1963:5) reported that 17,500 additional faculty would
be required by 1975. O'Banion (1972:63) quoted a need of 78,000 to
118,000 additional faculty in community éolleges by 1980.

The shortage of teachers focused attention on the need to expand
programs designed especially for junior college teachers. A multitude
of studies which attempted to answer questions aboﬁt community collége
teacher preparation have been conducted.

The need for ﬁew faculty in the Junior college was so great that'
it far exceeded the expectations of planners and the ability of preé— b
ara£ion programs to produce enough qualified faculty. Graduates With:
tradifional masters or doctors degrees were not prepared to teach in
the two-year colleges. Unfortunately., most graduate schools prepared

students to be researchers and not teachers. While four-year colleges’
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and universities were more interested in the research ability of their
faculty than in their desire or ability to teach, the reverse was true
of the junior colleges where teaching was the @rimary activity. cThere-
~ fore, most graduates with advanced degrees sought and accepted positions
in four-year institutions, rather than in the new and less respected
Junior college.

For over thirty years, the expanding role qf the junior college
went unnoticed or ignored by many university personnel. Hawk (1960)
described the attitude of many college and university officials and
faculty this way:

The junior college position in the educational scheme

is in many respects similar to that of the American junior

high school when it first appesared on the educational ladder.

It was considered too sophisticated for elementary folks and

too juvenile for the high school (p.340). -
Many "senior" college staff did not care about the "junior" college.
They did not understand or agree with the Junior college philosophy
and were insensitive to the factors which made the junior college
unique. They ignored both the potential anq the problems of fhe
junior college. As Venuto (1972) stated, "the indifference of the
four-year colleges and universities to the special needs and fﬁnctions
of the two-year institutions has led to feeiings of hostility" (p.23).

A few colleges and ﬁniversities did recognize the uniqueness of

the two year colleges and established programs to prepare faculty for

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

These few pre-service programs were faced with a nearly impos-
sible task. They could not provide enough faculty to meet the aemands
of junior colleges. The faculty shortage occurred for three reasons:
first, the-number of junior colleges increased significently; second,
the few trained individgéls who did join the community coliege faculty
soon moved to administrative positions; and third, some faculty members
who accepted positions with comﬁunity colleges cﬁose to continue thei;
academic preparation. Medsker (1960:171) reported that ten percent of-
the community college faculty were Working_on the doctorate and nine
percent on the masters degree. According to Principe (1972:113)
approximately thirty-three percent of the science faculty of éommunity
qolleges in the New York area planned to céntinue their graduate study
through the doctoral level. Bushnell (1973:32-33) stated that fifty
percent of vocational faculty were actively enrolled in an advanced
degree program, thirty-three percent of the academic faculty were
pursuing an advanced degree, and six percent were working on the
doctorate.

With this proportion of‘téachefs pursuing advanced degfees it

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

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

Concurrent with the slow growth.in programs of teacher ﬁrepara—
tion was an expansion of the role of the two-year college. Initially,
the primary role of the junior college was that of a transfer or
feéder school to four-year colleges and universities. Good's defini-
tion of the junior college typifiéd this philosophy. The Jjunior
college is:

.generally, 8 2-year institution of higher .
learning; a question has been raised about whether it should :”

be classified as an extension of secondary education or as a

part of higher education; sometimes regarded as a "feeder"

for hb—year colleges or universities; grants an an associate

in arts degree in most cases. (Good, 1973:321)

The broadening of the junior college role and an effort. to
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expand the number and type of students served brought'a change in the
name of many institutions. Thﬁs, many Junior colleges became com—
munity colleges. This move toward change which began after World.

War IT and was given new impetus following Russia's launch of

Sputnik, was reflected in the development of the community college con- .
cept. Good's definition of the community college demonstratéd this
expanded role. The community college is:

. . a college typically set up to meet the edu-
cational needs of a particular community and offering 2-year
training, either terminal or preparatory, in preprofessional
and liberal arts fields; most community colleges are publi-
cally controlled and are coeducational. (Good,1973:11k4)

The role of the Jjunior college broadened to include not oniy the
transfer function, serving as a "feeder" facility,.but~also preprofes—
sional and vocational training. These two roles were often in conflict
with one another. Proponents of the two roles neither underspbod nor
accepted the opposing role. This dual role has continﬁed to cause con-
flict and dissention within the community college faculty and admin-
istfation since each of these areas has traditionally called for
instructors with uﬁique teaching skilis°

Strained relations between two-year and four-year colleges,E
absorption of many qualified community collége teachers by the four-
year colleges, the magnitude of the teacher shortage throughout hiéher

education, and the dual role of the community college were all signi&

ficant factors which hindered attempts to establish or expand preparation
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programs for community college teachers.

Community college teacher candidates were often unwilling to
continue their formal education because the positions to which they
would be appointed were no different than those for which they were
already academicaliy gqualified. Candidates who did continue their
formal education were appointed to administrative positions or they
accepted positions in four-year institutions. Faéulty members who
completed higher degrees also moved to administrative positions or to
four~year institutions.

The upward movement of qualified faculty members has existed
since the community college began and has caused.the academic prepa-—
ration of the community college faculty to remain nearly constant for
many years. However, opportunities for selecting better prepared
faculty in community colleges have begun to appear. Cheit (1971)"
studied the financial condition of forty-one colleges and universities
and painted a rather gloomy picture of the 1970's for colleges and
universities. He predicted that sizeable reductions in faculfy would
be required at many colleges and universities in order to meq? budgets
and compensate for declihipg enrollment. | |

This writer conducted a similar study in the state of Montana
(Harsha and Boyle,1977). Cutbacks in faculty have occurred in Montana
and throughout the nation for the very'reason that Cheit predicted.

Faculty reductions at four-year institutions have increased the number
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of applicants available for teaching positioﬁs in community colleges.
Both four-year colleges and two-year colleges have felt ﬁhe,impact of
this increased teacher supply. In interviewé with Dr. David Stimmel,
Head of the Psychology Department at Southwest Texas State University
and Dr. Gordon Stone at Belleville Area College, an Illinois community
college, both men noted an inc?ease in the number of highly'quaiifiéd
applicants for teaching positions. (Stimmel,1978; Stone,1978). As this
trend continues and an oversupply of teécher candidates develops, em—~
ployers can become incressingly selective._ As this situation occurs,
changes in the quality and preparation of community college faculty
will take place.

Hisforically, because of the shortage of teachers, comﬁunity
college administrators have not always been able to find facult& witﬂ'
the qualifications they desired. As the.competition for teaching
positions becomes keener, more candidates will be expected to possess
the desired qualifications as reported by Stimmel(1978). To be more:
competitive. according to‘Phair (1977), candidates wiil be inclined.to
enroll in the preparation programs which will give them the qualifi-
cations preferréd by administrators. An analysis of the desirable
qualifications of community college faculty members and of the ideal
preparation programs which will develop those qualifications has Héepa

the subject of this study. ‘ -
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NEED FOR THE STUDY

As the community collgge grew to be an entity separate from
either secondary schools or colleges and universities, teachers were
recruited from a variety of sources and came with a multitude of back-
grounds, experiences, preparation, and commitment to their institutions
and tasks. The Dean of Wright Junior College in Chicago recognized
in 1939 that this new type of institution would require a new type of
staff; He said, "If a new type of institution has emerged then we
should expect to find a new type of instructor, one that is not merely
a glorified high school teacher, and one that is not a transplanted:-
college professor." (Conley,1939:507)

Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson (1965) expressed thé need for
adequate preparation programs for coﬁmunity college teachers this way;

One ares in which responsibility must be exercised in-
volves the adequate preparation of teachers. In the past,
teaching personnel have been trained specifically for the
elementary or secondary school, and the Ph.D. level for re-
search and teaching in the four~year institutions. If the
-community colleges are to assume the broad responsibilities...
it is apparent that there must be certain adaptations in the
pre-service and in-service training of teachers for this
particular segment of higher education. Instructors in
the two=year colleges are neither university professors
nor secondary school teachers. They require a preparation
that is broader than that ordinarfly found among university
personnel yet deeper than that necessary for secondary
school teachers. Both kinds of preparation should be in-
cluded in upper and graduate d%visions for individuals
planning to teach in the two-year colleges. (p.285)

The literature indicates that educators agree with Blocker,
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Plummer, and Richardson (1965), that the type of preparation ébmmunity
college teachers receive should be different from the training recei&éd
by teachers at cther levels of education. Tpe variety of pré—service
programs reported by Cohen and Brawer (1972), suggests disagreement
among educators concerning the desired or necessary content of preparé—
tion programs for community college faculty. Meany studies have been
conducted to determine what training is sappropriate fér community col-
lege faculty, but the issue has not been resolved.

Colleges and universities which propose to'train~feach¢rs for
two-year colleges need to know what an ideal preparation program for
faculty members would entail as perceived by the emﬁloyers of their
graduates. They need to know how preparation should be different for
faculty members who teach the traditional transfer courses and for those
who teach the new voactional or terminal courses. They follow graduates
so they can know what qualifications are desirable for teachers of 4if-
ferent courses and what.qualifications are possessed by the teachers
who were able to secure teaching positions.

Johnson (1977) in his review of literature on community college
teacher preparation stated:

it was impossibie to knOW’anfthing about
institutions or of what goes on within them if we know

nothing of the men and women who teach in them. It is

necessary to know what kind of people they are; it is

necessary to know from what parts of society they come;

it is necessary to know what forms of preparation they
have had; it necessary to know their values, their

v [
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roles, and the material they teach. (Johnson,1977:38;
Trent ,1972)

To this date, no comprehensive study of community college faculty.
in the northwest has been attempted. Thus, there is little descriptive
data available to aid in program planning. The decisions being made
in higher education concerning the community colleges in the northwest
are being made without the benefit of valuable data about that faculty.

Accurate, adequate, and timely planning for the‘preparation.of
community college faculty should be based on data about the qualifi-
cations and training needs of faculty presently employed and the de-~
sired qualifications of faculty as expressed by administrators. Cu;—
rently, neither of these planning tools exist in the northwest.

This study has attempted a comprehensive study of coﬁmunity
college faculty in the northwest. Demographic data, data about aca-
demic preparation, experience, and training needs of faculty was
gathered from faculty and administrators. This information can now
provide the data base necessary for improved planning in higher edu-

cation for more adequate preparation of community college teachers.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The concerns of this study were (1) to develop a profile of the
background, academic preparation, and experience of administrators and

faculty at community colleges in the northwest using as a base the
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1977-1978 school year; (2) to examine the ideal pre-gervice and in-
service preparation programs for community college teachers as per-
ceived by administrators and faculty of community colleges in the
northwest during the base year; (3) to compare the actual pre+service
preparation of faculty members currently employed st commﬁnity colleges
in the northwest with the ideal faculty preparation as perceived bf
administrators from the commqnity college in which those faculty Wé;e
employed; and (4) to compare the responses of faculty that taught
courses and cgmmunity college administrators to see if there were diff
ferences between these groups in terms of how they thought community

college faculty should be prepared.
QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

The following questions were answered based on the responses to
the questionnaire.

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

2. What academic preperation, work experience, gnd professional
education qualifications are perceived as desirable by currently em-.
ployed community college faculty teéchiné in terminal‘and tranéfef pré—
grams in the northwest?

3. What professional preparation have community college facult& :

and administrators in the northwest actually had?
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L. What professional preparation is seen as most important for
community college faculty as perceived hy current faculty members.
5. How much training should current and neW‘faculty-recéive in

professional preparation activities?
GENERAL PROCEDURES FOR GATHERING DATA

The information for this study was collected by a questionngire
mailed to faculty and administrators employed by fifty~nine community
colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washingfbn,
and Wyoming.

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

Junior and Technical College Directory (Drake,l1976), was contacted and

asked to participate in the study. Initial contact was made with the
president of each institution to seek his cooperation and approval to
send the questionnaire to faculty in the institution. His approval was
indicated by sending a college catalog from which lists of facultyrand
administrators were compiled. This procedure was patterned after that
used by Cohen (1975) in his study of community college faculty. A
detailed explanation of procedures is presented in Chapter 3.

| After lists of faculty and administrators at participéting col- :
leges had been compiled, random samplés were drawn. Each faculfy
member and administrator selected was mailed the guestionnaire shown

in Appendix F. Each gquestionnaire contained a self-addressed; stamped




1k
envelope in which the completed form was returned.

Demogréphic data was gathered from each respondent. Each respon-
dent was asked to select, from a list of possible professional educa-
tion skills, the five most important and five least important skilis to
be included in a preparation program for community college teachers}
Rank orderings by faculty teaching in terminal programs, faculty teach-
ing in transfer programs, and administrators were establisheq. Thesé
rank orderings were compared to reveal perceptual differences betweénl
faculty and administration con;erning preparation.‘ Recqmmendations,
concerning desirable pre;service and in-service training were made from
the rank ordered ﬁossibilities.

The desired or ideal féculty preparation as perceived By adminis—
trators was compared with the preparation of instructors acfually em{
ployed. The proportion of instructors who have completed eacﬂ'aspect
of the ideal pre—ser&ice preparation program was deﬁermined énd‘a com-
parison was made to determine if administrators' hiring practices were
congruent with their statements of desired preparation.

The need for preparation programs specifically designedcfor
community collgge téachers waé determined by comparing the prébaration
of faculty with the desired or ideal preparation.” With the above
information, a model pre-service program was designed and recommen-—

dations for needed in-service programs were made.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

The terms used in this study are defined as follows:

Community College. The term community college is used inter-—

changeably with community Junior college; Junior college; and two-year ’
college. Community college includes any college listed in the American

Association of Community and Junior College's 1976 Community, Junior,

and Technical College Directory, (Drake,1976).

Community Junior College. same as community college.

Two-Year College. same as community college.

Junior College. Although there were differepces between the
Junior college and the community college, this study assﬁmes that all
two-year colleges are now operating with the community college phil—‘
osophy, regardless of the name they use. Therefore, Junior éollege
is used interchangeably with community college.

Full-Time. Any sﬁaff member who (1) works for the institution
thirty hours a week or more, (2) teaches twelve or more credit hours,
or (3) is classified by the institution as .75 FTE or more w;s'
considered fuil—time.

Part-Time. A staff member who (1) works for the institution
fewer than thirty hours per week, (2) teaches fewer than twelve cré&if
hours, or (3) is classified by the institution as lesg than .75 FTE

was considered part-time.
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Terminal Programs. Programs which offer s degree or certifi-

cation upon completion. These programé inelude vocationsl programs,
trade school programs, and other programs such as the adult education.
GED preparation program, not designed to transfer to the four-year

college.

Transfer Programs. Any program of study Vﬁose primary'goal is
to prepare the student who intends to continue upper élass work at.a
four-year coliege or university.

Significant. The .05 confidence level was used to determine

significance in all tests in this study.
LIMITATIONS

A limitation to any study using a mailed questionnaire is the
responsiveness of the persons invited to participate. Participation
was voluntary and that fact automatically introduced the pqtential of
a distorted population. The possibility existed that the non-respon-
dents were different demographical;y from the respondents, As'a
control, three follow-up letters were sent to non-respondents to-attémpt
to improve the response rate. In addition, some non~respondents were
contécted by phoné to gather the demographic data of those individusls.

A second limitation was that the findingg of this study céﬁ
only be applied to the population from which the sample Was.dréwn.

Therefore, generalizations and predictions may be valid only for
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faculty, administrators, and community'colleges in the states of Alaska,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Waéhington, andiﬁyoming who |
participated in the study.
Another limitation was that the faculty list was obtained froﬁ
the college catalog of the inséitution. Only full-time faculty were
listed in many of these cafalogs. Therefore, the part-time igstructors

were not included in the population of most schools.
DELIMITATIONS

The geographic area from which the sample was drawm was delimited -
to the states of Alaska, Ideho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah,

Washington, and Wyoming.
SUMMARY

The preparation a teacher receives is an important aspéct of the
ultimate quality of teaching he or she will do. This study gkamined
the academic background, experience, and professional prepérgtion
of community college faculty and administrators, the perceivéd ideal
faculty preparation program, and the relationship between adminis—
trators' concepts of ideal faculty preparation and the pfeparatién,of

the faculty members actually employed.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION
Harold C. Reade (1973:19) in his review of literature on com-
manity college teacher preparation, stated:
In 1968 Frank Leet commented that it was significant:
to the needs of his study that there had been 1little research .’
done which concerned the specific preparstion of junior col-=
lege teachers (Leet,1968:17). Unfortunately, this still .
holds true. Most of the writers in the field do make mention
of the need, or desirability, for a more specific preparation,
but there has been no definitive work done in this wvein. ’
This investigator has found the literature to be replete with writings
about and studies of ‘community college teacher preparation because the:
field is so broad and multifaceted. The acadenic preparatiqn; teaching
experience, and professional preparation of community college faculty
" have been studied in several parts of the country. But, as Reade
(1973) noted, the preparation needs of the community college faculty
have not been examined on a systemgtic basis.
The Jjunior college was conceived as a way to relieve some of the
pressure of growing enrollments at colleges and universities (Monroe,
01975:7-8). Some educators felt that the first two years 6f_undergradu-
ate education could best be handled at some location other than the
four—yeaf college. The secondary school seemed to be the logical placé

to teach the thirteenth and fourteenth years of schooling. It was

theorized that moving the thirteenth and fOurteenth.yéars oﬁf the .
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college campuses would free thése institutions.to concentrate their
efforts on upper division research and teaching. The four—yeér col-
leges then would not have to be bothered with the general education
courses and could teach what they viewed as really important.

This concept was never fully adopted. Resistance came from -
both the public schools and the colleges. The distribution of,edgca¥
tion toock a variety of forms, but eventually the junior college emerged
as a separate and unique institution (Brubacker and Rudy, 1976:249)..

But who was to staff these new institutions? Jarvie (1956:216)

quoted California administrators as saying that "we don't have any

.junior—college teachers in California. We have simply borrowed them

from high schools and universities." An opposing view of preparation
needs was expressed by Dolar:
Since these institutions were viewed as extensions

of the high school, faculty members were recruited primarily

from secondary schools. Thus, traditional teacher prep-

aration programs were viewed as sufficient to meet existing

needs. (Dolar, 1952:329). ,

Following World War II, higher education was flooded with re-
turning veterans when congress passed the G.I. Bill of Rights. The
president appointed a commission to investigate the impact of higher
education in America. The report of that group noted the change in the
role of the junior college and identified the need for programs to

prepare teachers who were different from either the secondary school or

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

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

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

Vol 3, ,l9h7:25—26). ‘

This Commission identified important pre-service £raining needs of

community college teachers which need attention.
FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Conceived as an institution which would prepare students forﬁ'
L@wer division coﬁfses at traditional ﬁhiversities, the junior collége
was intended to be a teaching centered institution. Levy (1957:19)
and Eckert and Stecklein (1959:86) found that community college teachers
spent about seventy-five percent of their time teaching.

The change to the comﬁunity college concept brougﬁt with it new

functions for the two-year college. The President's Commission on
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Higher Education (1947) made the following statement which reflected
the expanded role and function of the community college:

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

Later in that same report, the Commission added another dimension to
the function of the community college, that of adult education.
Reynolds agreed with that'concept, but he expressed the role of
the community college in broader terms. He identified the function of
the community college as sat;sfying the educational needs of the sup—’
porting community rather than as strictly teaching. He listed the
following ds criteria for identifying a true community college:

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

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

3. Faculty competence used in solving community
problems.

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

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

6. Using the community as an instructional lab-
oratory. The development of methads for discovering the
resources of the community which can be so used, and of
nmethods for using these resources.
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7. An effective public relations program.
8. A system for evaluating the success of the com-
munity service program. (Reynolds, 1950:202)

The ideas of an expanded student popﬁlation and of community
service were included by Bogue (1950) in discussing the community
céllege. He stated that "a basic function of the community college,
it should be apparent, is to make higher education available to lafger
numbers of people." (p.67) He later summarized the functions of the
community college this way:

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

(Bogue, 1950:76)

The role of the community college was restated by Dolan. He
identified the four major functions of the community college as: popu-
larizing, preparatory, terminal, and guidance" (1952:329).

Levy, (l95%) expressing a similar line of thinking, listed the
four functions of the community college teachers as: "(1) teaching,

(2) counseling, (3) administrative duties, and (4) community service."

(p.19) The functions of the community college were similarly described
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by Fritwell. (1968:L46)

Most educators agree that the community college is a teaching
institution, its faculty are primarily teachers, and meeting the edu-
cational needs of the local community through a variety of channels and
programs is the task of these teachers. Meeting educational needs
means "opening the‘door;" and involving the community in the college
and the faculty in the community. Meeting educational needs also means
responsible and responsive counseling of students.

Ffom the aforementioned litefafure, the functions 6f the com~-
munity college can be described aé: (1) teaching, all students of all
~ages in terminal, traﬁsfer, vocational, or refresher courses, (2) com-
munity service to meet community needs, both directly and indirectly
related to education, and (3) counseling, assisting students to reach
their goals and full potential. To these tasks, the community college

has dedicated its existence.
TRAITS 6F COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

The stﬁdents and the curriculum are two areas which differenfiaﬁé
the community college from other levels of education. These factors
in turn impact on the faculty member. What type of person is needed to'
teach these special students and to perform the varied functions men-

tioned? The desirable traits of Junior college faculty members have

long been a topic of interest.
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Eells talked with many Jjunior college administra£drs about this
question. He found the following identified as desirable traits of
Junior college teachers: strength of character, integrity, interest in
both subject matter and students, ability to use a variety of teaching
tecﬂniques, and a sense of humor. (Eells, 1931:391—393)

Conley (1939) listed four necessary characteristics of community

- college faculty:

First, he must possess a distinct philosophy of
education which is based upon a realization that there is
a different type of student in the junior college than in
either the university or the high school. Second, the
" junior college should have a special type of training and
a broad background. Thirdly, this new type of instructor
in the field of college education should be interested in
teaching. A fourth charecteristic of the Jjunior college
instructor should be intellectual alertness which is
measured by creative scholarship. (p.507-508)
Hollis (1941:556) noted that Junior college students need counseling and
need to be guided to relate their education to life situations. He
stated that faculty should be able to help meet those needs. Mead, in
a nationwide study, found "broad general scholarship, inspirational
power, social culture, potential teaching efficiency, and specialized
knowledge" as the most desirable qualifications of teachers, while
"gbility to advertise the institution, previous secondary school or
college teaching experience, ability to write texts and articles, and,

research ability" were considered "least" desirable quallflcations for

the community college teacher. (Mead, l9hl 2&6) o o )
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Blake (19L4k4) reported thet potential faculty members should be
able to demonstrate fcommon sense and a sense of humor, vigorous per-
sonality and qualities of leadership, sympathy with humenity, under-
standing of the adolescent, his experience patterns, his problems and
his needs, and work experience" (p.l4l) before selection to the faculty
of a community college.

Smith (1949:391-396) named strong spiritual values, interest in
world affairs, and interest in young people as important characteristics.
Wood (1950:515) statea that the community college teachers should have
a keener intérest in people than in subject matter. Trabue (1950:140) *
found that community college presidents felt the most important charac-
teristics were friendliness and concern for studenté and tﬁe ability
té inspire students to think for themselves and to express their own
ideas. Bogue (1950:133) listed bfoad academic background, gnthusiasm
for teaching, background in general education, understanding of students
who attend the community college, and -understanding of thé duties of an
instructor~as‘important gqualities in community college faculty.

Other characteristics discussed in the literature were: pleésing ‘
appearance, confident and pleasant voice (Colvert, 1552:502—503);
teaching ability (Melvin, 1957:402); warmth, establishes. raﬁﬁort easily,
adaptable, motivates students (Merson,~l956:h96—501); well adjusted,
interest in teaching instead of researéh, cultured background, loyalﬂy

to the institution, interest in subject matter, adequate professional
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training, good habits of citizenship (Hillway, 1958:186); understands
the institution, communicates well (American Association of -Junior
Colleges, 1966); possess a masters degree, positive attitude ioward
extracurricular asctivities, takeﬁ courses on the mission of the com-.,
munity college (Blocker, Plummer, Richardsoﬁ, 1965:48); likes the
Junior college atmosphere, sold on the value of community college edqca~
tion, dedicated to teaching, empathetic (Kelley -and Wilbur,1979:55-5f');- -
participates in community activities (Solomon, 1968;125); académic depth
as well as breadth, student teaching in & community college, and kno%;
ledge of the sociological foundations of education. (Stone, 1958:369).

These traits or characteristics meke an impressive 1istlwhen
taken collectively. If any faculty member could have all these quali-
fications, he or she would be a superteacher and would have no trouble
finding employment. Preparation programs are faced with‘the task gf ;
trying to find ways to develop these traits in the students who will‘
become community college faculty. |

The fact must be faced that few if any teachers will have ailj

the desired traits. Three authors reported studies which identified.

‘weaknesses in community college teachers. Pugh and.Morgan asked com-

munity college administrators about wesknesses in their teaéheré.
About fifty shortcomings were identified. They named every desired
trait listed iﬁ the literature as lacking.ih.some of the faculty. -Over

half of the respondents identified problems of new faculty-members
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‘coming from graduate schools as emotionel and physical health,‘and-lack
of orientation toward the community college philqsébhy. (Pugh and
Morgan, 1943:430)
Stone (1958) idéntified four manf‘weaknesses in community col-

lege faculty:

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

The areas pointed out by these authors can and should be improved by
better pre-service and in-service preparation. Prograﬁs should be de—~

signed which will ameliorate these wesknesses.
PROBLEMS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

The weaknesses discussed in the previousg section were thdse
identified by administrators. Blake surﬁeyed Junior college teachers
and identified the ten problems of greatest concern to them. Those

problems were:

.attempting to teach students whose high school
preparation had been poor; adjusting assignments and written
work to the ability of the students; making provision for
individual differences; integrating the work of the high
school and the work of the junior college; revising the.
curriculum; integrating the work of the junior college and
higher institutions; cooperating with students in building 4
loyalty to the college; assisting students to learn how to
study effectively; cooperating with students in the develop-
ment of thelr personalities; assisting students to learn
their responsibility to society. (Blake, 1943:57)
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Siehr developed a lengthy'questionnaire which containea seventy-
two possible problems for faculty. He asked new faculty to indicate
which problems fhey had encountered and which persiéted. Lack of tiﬁ;
ranked first in frequency and persistence. Other problems which ranked
high were: arousing and maintaining student interest; adapting instruc—
tion to individual differences, dealing with students who require
special attention to overcome deficiencies, understanding colléée
policies to be followed in curriculum development and re&isiop, chél—
lenging superior students, grading or merking students’ Work,iand in-
creasing my effectiveness in student counseling techniques.
(Siehr, 1962:61)

The studiss by Blake (1943) and Siehr (1962) identified similar
types of problems. Garrison (1967:16-17) also found lack of timg to
be the greatest single problem for community college faculty. Cohen
and Brawer (1973) in their studies of humanities faculty in Jjunior col-
leges reported that teachers, when asked what they would like to do with
a summer or extre time, indicated that they would like tp be able to
spend more time in resesrch, in graduate courses, and in intergction=
with students. This finding also seemed to indicate a lack of time,
which would agree with the previously.méntioned studies.

Loomis (196L4:94) questioned community college administrators in
the western states and found the single most important problem in thé

- academic preparation of community college faculty to be insufficient
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grounding in the philosophy of the community college. A lack of under-
standing or acceptance of the community college philosophy could havg
created or at least contributéd to maeny of the problems identified by.
the.authors listed in thils section. Loomis recommended pre-service anéi
in-gervice education progrems which he felt would be capable of amel;o—

reting many of these problems. Studies conducted since 1964 indicate

that those programs have not been successfully adopted.
HIGHEST DEGREE ATTAINED

Over sixty studies have reported information concerning the
highest degree attained by communlty college faculty. TABLE 1, page
30-36, contains a chrbnological listing of those stud}es and thelr
results., Although a few of these gtudies included schools from the
northwest, none was cénducted exclusivelyiin the northuwrest.

The proportions of the faculty with each degree varied consider#
ably depending on ‘the particular type of facﬁlty or part of the country'
. belng studied. O'Banion conéluded in his study and book that the per=,
centages had remained conata@t for the lagt ten yearé. He found thg‘ K -
averages to be sbout seven percent doctors degrees(0'Banion, 1972:5hl.

The studles in TABLE 1, page 3036, confirmed that finding. :The lést
two studies, Johnson (1977) and Phair (1977), reported an increase in

the number of doctorates. Phalr had disdovered this trend when he

Wrote his dlssertation in 1975, He preéidted an increase in doctoratesj




30
TABLE 1

Highest Degree Attained by Junior College Faculty (in percent)

Author and Date Less than o

Location and Sample . Bachelors ‘Bachelors Masters Doctorate
McDowell, 1919 13.8 k9.0  31.2 - 6.0
Nationwide, all faculty o
Koos, 192k ‘ : 32.2 ©  23.1 hi.k 3.6
Nationwide, all ,faculty '

Ewing, 1925 17.1 . 23.9 59.0.
California, all faculty . '

Koos, 1925 _ bk 52,k §1.2 - 2.0
Nationwide, all faculty ' B
Wahlquist, 1930 7.0 29.0 59.0 o 5.Q ‘
Nationwide, all faculty ’

Eells, 1931 3.0 k7.0 47.0 . 3.0
Nationwide, all faculty o : - :
Hollis, 1941 13.0 29.0 52.0 6.0
Nationwide, terminal faculty

Koos, October 1947 3.3 26.8 ' 63.6 6.3
Midwest, South, California _—

All faculty

Mushitz, 1947 10.2% 7.1 12.7

Nationwide, all faculty

Colvert and Litton, 1953 k.o - 23.1 67.6 6.2
Nationwide, all faculty ;

Colvert and Baker, 195L 5.7 19.7 67.3 7.3
Nationwide, all faculty '

Levy, 1957 16.0 67.0 17.0-
One Texas college ‘ '
Academic faculty

¥includes those with less than a bachelors degree




TABLE 1 (continued)

Author and Date
Location and Sample

Levy, 1957
One Texas college
Terminal faculty

Eckert and Stecklein, 1959
Minnesota, all faculty

Laffin, 1959
New York, mathematics faculty

Rainey, 1959
Oklahoma, accounting faculty

Clark, 1960
One California college
A1l faculty

Hawk, 1960
Nationwide, administrators

Hawk, 1960
AACJC records, administrators

Medsker, 1960 :
Fifteen states, all faculty

Donnelly, 1961
Michigan, all faculty

Montgomery, 1962
Florida, all faculty and
administrators

Siehr, 1962
Nationwide, new faculty

Loomis, 196k
Western states, all faculty

Less than ‘
Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate
67.0 15.0 18.0
16.0% 80.0 ﬁ.o
Lo.o 57.8 2.2
23.& 76.6
b5 31.3 59.7 h.§
b3 51.9 43.8
6.9 5T.0 35.7 .
5.8 110 6k o
2.5 89.9 ~7.'6
k. o% 81.0 . 12.0
1.2 18.4 73.2 . T.2
2.3 13.8 W5 8.9

*includes those with less than a bachelors .degree
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Author and Date Less than

Location and Sample

Smith, 1964
Nationwide, all faculty

Blocker, 1965 1.2
Nationwide, all faculty

Blocker and others, 1965
South and Southwest, all faculty

Lipscomb, 1965
Mississippi, all faculty

Maul, 1965
Nationwide, new faculty

Birnbaum, 1966 ‘ 3.2
New York, all faculty

Phair, 1568 (1967-68)

California, new faculty

Cashin, 1968
California, all faculty

Hurlburt, 1968
Florida, all faculty

Leet, 1968
Missouri, all faculty

National Science Foundation, 1968 3.0

Nationwide, science faculty

Phair, 1968 (1968-69)

California, new faculty

Anderson and Thornblod, 1969 6.0
Illinois, all faculty

S 11l.k
18.4

12.3

23.0%
21.8

21.0%

11.0%

11.0.

18.0%

13.0

%*includes those with less than a bachelors degree

79.5

T3.

78.

8.

TO.

6.

76.

83.

TT.

89.

TT.

78.

TT.

" Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

9.1

11.0

10.3

12.0

9.0
k.o

w0
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TABLE 1 (continued)
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Author and Date
Location and Sample

Less - than

Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

Beazley, 1969
Nationwide, all faculty

Morrison, 1969
Florida, all faculty

Reynolds, 1969
Nationwide, all faculty

Yarrington, 1969
Florida, all faculty

Koos, 1970
Nationwide, public faculty

Koos, 1970

Northern states, private faculty

Cohen and associates, 1971
Nationwide, all faculty

Medsker and Tillery, 1971
Nationwide, all faculty

Buxton, 1972

Phoenix College, all faculty

Hawaii¥¥*, 1972
Hawaii, all faculty’

Hisert, 1972
New York, all faculty

O'Banion, 1972
Nationwide, all faculty

5.0

)

6.0

3.5

3.0

18.4#*
1k, 0%
l§;0
11.0%
k6.0
58.0

oL, 0%

10.2

1.6

8.0

10.1

18.0

¥includes those with less than a bachelors degree

Th.9

79.0

69.0

T7.0

k7.0

35.0:

69.0
7.7
78.5
Th.0
8k.5

75.0

5+9
7.0
7.0
12.0
3.0
2.0
7.0
8.6
19.8 -
7.0

5.k

- 7_0

#¥T{tle: Selected Characteristics of Full-Time Professional Staff




L.

bt

3l

TABLE 1 (continued)

LI

Author and Date

Lesg than

Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate

" Location and Sample

. Ohm, 1972
Netionwide, physics faculty

Principe, 1972
New York, science faculty

Rydzik, 1972
New York, allied health faculty

Rydzik, 1972
New York, allied health
. edministrators

Thornton, 1972
Florida, all faculty

Bushnell, 1973
‘Netionwide, all faculty

Cash, 1973
Texas, natural sclence faculty

Larson, 1973
California, new faculty

Reade, 1973
Mississippi, all faculty

Smith, 1973
Texas, allied health faculty
>~ .

Brown, 19T _
North Central Assoclation ares
all faculty

Grymes, 197L
Cne Virginia college, part-tine
faculty

6.2

3.1

5.6

9.0

31.2

8.4

5.0

llo

10.1

16.k4

9.h

. T.0¥

1309

3.4

'17.0

b1

hi.1

31.0

3k.7

*includes those wlth less than a bachelors degree

79.4
7h.8

68.9

56,3

89.0
75.0
80.2
" 67.0
85.8
17.8

53,7

52.8

10.9

6.1

.0

28.1

7-00

5.5

16.4

Ehuf_o,.

10.2

2.3

7.5

6
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Author and Date " Less than

Location and Sample . __Bachelors Bachelors Masters. Doctorate
Grymes, 19Tk 1.0 9.0 74,0 16.0
One Virginis college, full-time

faculty

Hale, 19Tk . 6.7 23.k4 65.5 bk
Nationwide, mathematics facilty

Kumpf, 19Tk 2.2 9.0 69.7 19.1
Ohio, Indlana, Kentucky : :
Administrators y

Kumpf, 19Tk h.9 22.4 66.6 6.1.
Ohio, Indiana, Kentuecky, -

all faculty

Sylves, 19T ' 3.8 13.7 - T2.4 8.8
New York, all faculty Lo
Hawali®¥, 1975 15.0 20.0 57.0 8.0
Hawali, all faculty

Hill, 1975 ‘ 21,74 72.7 5.5
Pennsylvania, all faculty , )

Phair, 1975 . 28.0%  65.0 1.0
Caleornia all faculty

Cohen and Brawer, 1976 10,0% 76,0  1h.0
Nationwlde, humanities faculty -

Quenty, 1976 8.0 © 23,0 56,0  113.0°
One Kansas college, pari-time

faculty '

Johnson, Robert, 1977 8.0 52.0 ;4030

Western states, administrators
*includes those with less than a bachelors degree

%%Ditle: Selected Characteristics of Full-Time Prdfessional_S$dff‘




(- L T Ll L

36

TABLE 1 (continued)

Author and Date Less than .
Location and Sample Bachelors Bachelors Masters Doctorate’
Johnson, Robert, 1977 5.0 7T1.0  19.0°

Western states, all faculty

Phair, 1977 23.0% 65.0 12.0
California, new faculty '

®¥includes those with less then a bachelors degree

because of keener competition in four-year colleges and because of
better opportunities to teach in the community collegeé. He also ei-:
plained that the number of féculty with less than a masters deggee hdd
increased because of the new emphasis on éara—professiqnal, voeational-
technicél, and occupation progrems which didlnot need faculty with ad-
vanced.degreés (Phair,1975:41-53) His findings agree with the predic-
tion of Cheit (1971) which was discussed in Chapter 1. | ”
Although the academic degrees possessed by qommunity'coliége
faculty remained relatively constant for many years, recent frends_indi—
cate that changes have begun to take-place. There is now an.ovef supply
of teachers, employers are being more selective, and the academic quaii;

fication of community college faculty members is increasing (Stdne,l978)‘
DESTRABLE ACADEMIC DEGREE

Attitudes concerning which academic degree ils most desirable qu-

commﬁnity college faculty have béen mixed and chenging. Garrisqn
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(1941:135-136) stated that the masters degree is almost universslly
accepted as the desired degree. This sentimént was restated by Sexson
and Harbeson (1946):
As a general principle, it may be stated that in

‘the academic departments the minimum amount of academic’®

training acceptable for appointments as a junior college.

instructor is that represented by the master's degree with

a major in the field of his teachihg. In some cases, the

equivalent of a master's degree may prove satisfactory,

but in general it will be found that the best evidence of

advanced training is the actual possession of the advanced

degree. (p.180)
Pugh (1947), Colvert (1952), Chambers (1976), and Johnson (1977), all
reported the same finding. These studies dealt With,féculty teéching
in transfer programs and little attention was given to faculty in
terminal programs.

Other writers reported that the doctorate is not a desirable
degree as community college teacher preparation. Garrison (1967:70)
stated that "there is general agreement that the PhD is not necessary
for junior college teaching. It is recognized and respected as é re-~
search degree; but it represents a depth and manner of training rarely
required of junior college faculty." Kovack (1972:31) noted that
Michigan administrators felt that "the doctorate as a degree for faculty
members is not needed or wanted in thHe community college."

The masters degree remained as the primary degree‘in theory and

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

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

Previously cited studies show that the masters degree stiil holds
the most promise as a dééired degree for community college transfer pro-
gram faculty. Too little information is available to make conclusions
about faculty in terminal.brograms. However, the content rather than

the name of the degree seems to be most important. Content of prepa-

ration programs will be discussed later in this chapter.
TEACHING EXPERIENCE

The teaching experiencé of community college faculty has often
been recorded as a part of other studies. The results of ﬁearly:fifty
such studies are presented in TABLE 2, page 39. Again, none of these
studies were conducted in the northwest.

‘Tﬁe trend, as these studies show, was from recruiting the
greatest share of the faculty from the secondary schools to hiring
teachers from many sources. Eells(1931) reported that eighty percent
of the California faculty had secondary- school experiepce. Phair(1977)

questioned new faculty in California and found that only twelve percent
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TABLE 2

Teaching_Exﬁerience of ‘Junior College Faculty (in percent¥¥)

California, new faculty

¥¥Not all studies will have figures which total 100%.°

of reporting experience.

15,0

Author and Date Grad Non- Elem High Commun h-year
Location and Sample School  Edue Sch Sch College - College
- Wahlquist, 1930 : 28.1 53.1 32.1
Nationwide, all faculty

Eells, 1931 21.0 80.0 3k.0
California, all faculty : T
Garrison, November, 1941 38.0  70.0 "35.0.
Nationwide, all faculty '
Koos, November, 1947 6.2  12.1 6L.T . T.3 12.7-
Midwest, South, California, all faculty '

Roland, 1953 9.0 70.0

.Nationwide, administrators '

Levy, 1957 C 115 29.h 59.0 9.9 1.2
One Texas college, academlc faculty . ’ ’

Levy, 1957 7.5 17.5 -12.5
One Texas college, terminal faculty

Laffin, 1959 20.0

New York, mathematlcs faculty

Clark, 1960 -13.0 2.0 67.0 3.0 15.0
One California college, all faculty , . ’
Hawk, 1960 27.2  -15.9 k0.9 31.8° 3k.0
Nationwide, administrators ' s
Medsker, 1960 - 6lh.o¥

Fifteen states, all faculty .
Montgomery, 1962 70.0¥%, 4.0
Florida, all faculty and admlnlstrators

Siehr, 1962 10.9 k9.4 19.1 23.5
Nationwide, new faculty

Siehr and others, 1963 11.0 L49.0 -25.0
Nationwide, all faculty .o
Siehr and others, 1963 20.5  27.1 2.1 :30.6 7.0 1.k
Nationwide, new faculty :

Jolinson, 1964 (1957-58) 23.0 46.0

13.0-

This is because of the various ways

¥reported as from public schools. May include both elemenfary_and high school experience.
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Author and Date Grad Non- Elem High Commun h-year
Location and Sample School Educ Sch Sch College College
Johnson, 1964 (1962-63) 27.0 37.0 16.0 13.0
California, new faculty

Johnson, 196k 27.6 11.1 30.0 - 17.6
Nationwide, all faculty ’

Wattenbarger, 1964 21.0 11.0 33.0 17.0
Nationwide, all faculty

Carter, 1965 1.1 66.7 11.5 30.8
Florida, all faculty

Lipscomb, 1965 66.0%

Mississippi, all faculty

Maul, 1965 23.7 22.9 1.3 31.3 7.1
Nationwide, new faculty

National Education Association, 1965 24,0 11.3 30.0 .17.0
Nationwide, new faculty . '
Birnbaum, 1966 0.5 35.1 28.2 9.8 . 26.3
New York, new faculty

Gleazer, 1967 36.0 10.0 27.0 . 1k.0
Florida, new faculty

Gleazer, 1967 11.5 23.h 31.0% 28.0
Miami-Dade Junior College, all faculty

Cashin, 1968 12.3 18.4 hh.7 19.8 -
California, all faculty .
Farris, 1968 12.0. 15.0  20.0 k6.0
New York Metropolltan Region; new faculty .
Good and others, 1968 "17.0 67.0 1.0 5.0
Kansas, all faculty :
Hurlburt, 1968 70.0%

Florida, all faculty

Leet, 1968 20.0

Missouri, all faculty

Phair, 1968 (1967-68) 9.0 11.0 2.0 36.0 19.0 15.0
California, new faculty

Phair, 1968 (1968-69) 7.0 11.0 3k.0 19.0

California, new faculty-

19.0

#reported as from public schools. Mey include both elementary and high school experience.
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Author and Date . - . Grad Non- Elem High Commun Lh-year
Location end Sample : School  Educ:- Sch Sch College = College
Cohen and Brawer, 1969 ’ 3.6 <7 .7 53,1 - 36;8‘:
Nationwide, humanities faculty ' ) : ’ ’
Morrison, 1969 a . " 53-6*

Florida, all faculty ' . ’

Phair, 1969 ks 19.0 5.0 36.5% 20.00 - 15.0
California, new faculty ' .

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 . 22.0 10.0 . ‘ 33.0% . ’ 11.0~
Nationwide, all faculty . ) : ’
Buxton, 1972 e R - 7.0 11.3 38.5 k.2 . 3055
Phoenlx College, all faculty ' . . o .

Hisert, 1972 . 8.9 16 . b9k’ 196 - 28.0
New York, all faculty ’ . : . o
Rydzik, 1972 . L 11.8 12.h  25.2 32:8
New York, allied health faculty ' :
Rydzik, 1972 S 9.5 9.4 53.3 56.3 ",
New York, allied health administrators ’ ’ :
Thornton, 1972 o , R - 2000
Florida, all faculty h ) :
Bushnell; 1973 ’ 10.7 L0.8 _1h.1 .-26.8
Nationwide, all faculty ’ : ’ L
Cash, 1973 e ’ . 5L.7

Texas , naturel science faculty ’

Larson, 1973 . 13.0  27.0 2.0 17.0 26.0 , 15.0
Gallfornla new faculty : .
Reade, 1973 . 4¥2.6 56.1 100.00 18.9
Mississippi, all faculty

Reade, 1973 (more recent.study) 21.6 2.0 10.9 L6.6 18.9
Mississippi, all faculty ' B

Smith, 1973 - _ : 52.0 L.6- 6.9 k8.0 7.5
Texas, allied health faculty ’

Browa, 197k ©19.2 k8.8 1.0 ko9 1h3 11.8°
North Central Assn. reglon, all faculty .

Fricke, 1974 22.0 - 2h.3 . 3.4% 8.1 13.8

Florida and Texas, psychology faculty

*reported as from public schools. May include both elementary and high echool experience.
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Author and Date ) Grad Noh— . Elem High  Commun L-year
Location and Sample, . School - Educ Sch Sch College College
Kumpf, 197: - : 6.3 35.6 - 63.9

Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, all faculty

Kimpf, 197k ' - . 5.6 18.3 S 58

Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, administrators

Phair, 1975 . 5.0 " 3.0 16.0 31.0 16.0 - :
California, new faculty ' .

Phair, 1977 C 20.0 2.0 12.0 k.o 15.0
California, new faculty : )

. had secondary experienéelwhiie fiftéén percent had taught in four-year
colleéeé, and twent&'percenf had come from non—teaching:positions; Thefﬁ
increased proportion of f&cu;ty with four-year collége tgaching éxperi—
ence has fbiibwed the prediction of Cheit (1971) as discussed in:ﬁhefpre—’
vious éhap£er. Phair (1975) explained the increase as é reflection of
a shortage of Jobs in tﬁe colleges and uni§§rsitié§. He aiso eheofized
thét.fewe; feachers With.secéndary.experiencé were being hired becéusé
more applicants with éommunity college and four~yéar college teaching.

. - ’ . L [
experience were avaiiablé and préferred. He further pointed out that
more faculty came without any teaching experience because more‘coﬁmunity

colleges were obtaining both full-time and pdrt—time faculty tembers

from the local commuinity.
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Increased diversity of experience of the faculty has 6f§efed new
potential and new problems for administrators and new challenges for
people attempting to design preparation programs for community college

faculty.
DESTIRABLE TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Farly leaders in the junior college movement envisioned the
Junior college as an extension of the secondary school. This concept
led administrators to seek and employ faculty with secondary tea;hing
experience. Hamlin (1950) in a study in California, reported that
sixty~three percent of the administrators wanted faculty members with
high school experience. The reasons gilven Were‘because faculty with
this experience were more sympathetic toward students and their problems
and because they were better able to relate subject matter to the needs
of the students (pp.236-239). Dolan (1952:330) reported that hiéh
school teaching experienpe was desirable becausé the preparation of
high school teachers had emphasized teaching rather than research.
Levy (1957:48) found that high school experience was rated as being of
great value due to the close relationship between secondary school and
gommunity college and to -former sécondér& school teachers' improved
ability to undérstand the student.

Other writers have made conflicting suggestions. Garrison (1941)

wrote that "administrators prefer instructors with experience first in
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other public Jjunior colleggs; second, in colleges and universities;
third, in high schools" (p.136). Buechel (1948:117) stated that "those
who have had practical experienée in indust?y oy professional fields
develop into better instructors." | |

The literature indicates that ﬁhe issue of desired or optimum
experience of faculty members has not béen decided gut attitudes are
changing. Admiﬁistrators seem to have moved from preferring secoﬁdary
experience to looking for teachers who have varied Backgrounds and work

experiences.
EXPERIENCE AS A JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENT

Two pfoblems of faculty mentioned earlier in this chapterﬁ&ere:
insufficient grounding in‘the philosophy of the»community collegq
(Loomis,1964) and failure to understand the junior.college (Colvert,
1952). Teachers who have had experience as students in the junior -col-
lege find it easier to cope with these pfoblems. TABLE 3, page L5,
presents the findings of studies concerning this aspect of the back-
ground of teachers.

The percentage of teachers who have had experience as a junior‘
college student should be gradually increasihg as a result of the in-
creased number of students attending juniof'colleges before entering
four-year institutions. However, toé few studies were found to gde—

quately establish & trend.
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Faculty With Experience as a Junior College Student (percent)

L5

TABLE 3

Author and Date

Nationwide, all faculty

Location and Sample Yes None
Gordon, 1949 10.0 90.0
California, all faculty

Medsker, 1960 .27.0 73.0
Fifteen states, all faculty

Montgomery, 1962 16.0 8k.0
Florida, all faculty and administrators

Lipscomb, 1965 52.0 48.0
Mississippi, all faculty -

Good and others, 1968 30.Q 70.0
Kansas, all faculty

Leet, 1968 7.5 92.5
Missouri, all faculty

Morrison, 1969 20.0 . 80.0
Florida, all faculty

Medsker and Tillery, 1971 28.0 T72.0
Nationwide, all faculty

Hisert, 1972 13.7 86.3
New York, all faculty

Cash, 1973 11.0 89.0
Florida, all faculty

Cohen and Brawer, 1976 25.1 Th.1
Nationwide, humanities faculty

Evans, 1970 26.2 73.8
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The study by Evans (1970:67) found experience as & Jjunior college'
student to be significant at the .0001 level as a factor relating to
faculty agreement with the community college philosophy. He recommended
thet "communities should give preference to applicants who have been
Junior college students" (p.88). He thought fgculty.with.a baékground
as & Junior collegé-student would help the community colleég ac;ompiish"

its goals.
PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

The central aspect of teacher preparagtion considered in this
study was professional preparstion. Some community college instructors
have had formal course work designed primerily for teachers. Others
havelcome into the teaching profession with no teacher tralning.

According to Loomls (1964) administrators thought the most im=-
portant problem of faculty was a lack of grounding'in the philosophy of
the community college. After his study of Jﬁnior colleges, Medsker
(1§60:319) wrote that "even the moéf'adequate preﬁaxation:of teachers
| is incomplete if their attitudes toward the jJunior college is incom-'
patible with its purpose.”

Morrison's study reévealed tﬁat taking a formal course or ﬁn in-
service program in education helped faculty to more fully écoept the,'
philosophy of the community college (Morrison, 1969:159). Anotherhson-...

clusion he reached was that "the greater the'accepfance of the community
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Junior college concept by public Junior college faculty, the greater
the ﬁrobability that they will exhibit more student consideration in
their role orientation."

In a similar study, Montgomery (1962) found that faculty who ac-—
cebted the community college philosoph& were more likely to have had g
teaching methods course than were those who did not accépt that phil;
osophy. Litton (1953), studying the preparation of tgachers, disco#ered
that a .course in the history of education had been a part of the prepa;
ration of more "good" teachers than those in the control group. Carter
(1965: 180-181) found that teachers who had taken courses in Testing
aﬁd Measﬁrements and Foundations of Education were more likely to be
rated hhigh" by administrators than ‘teachers who had not taken these
courses.

The results of studies which explored the professional prepé—
ration of teachers are presented in TABLE 4, page 48. The only national
study which reported this data was‘Merkér and Tillery (1971) Qho found-
that one third of +the facult& had taken a course dealing with the
community college;

The relationship between teking a course dealing with the com—yl
munity college and faculty agreement with the community philosoihy was .’
studied by Evans (1970). He found this courée to be significant at the
.0001 level. Apbarently, having taken a éourse dealing with the com-

mnity college did make a difference in faculty acceptance of the
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TABLE L4

Professional Preparation of Commurity College Faculty (percent)

LUH (¢

Author and Date
Location and Sample

Some Community .

Education College

None  Courses Course
Levy, 1957 ~ 76.0 10.0
One Texas college, academic faculty
Laffin, 1959 | - 35.6  6h.k
New York, mathematics faculty
Good and others, 1968 32.0 © 33.0  33.0
Kansas, all faculty
Leet, 1968 16.0 - 84,0
Missouri, all faculty
Medsker and Tillery, 1971 33.0
Nationwide, all faculty
Hisert, 1972 50.0 50.0 3.6
New York, all faculty
Cash, 1973 : k3.0 57.0 57.0
Texas, natural science faculty
-Evans, 1970 .22.5¢

Nationwide, all faculty

2,
o]
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community college philosophy (p.66—67§.

These studies and those clted earlier indicated that faculty
acceptance of the community college philosophy and the resulting. teacher
effectiveness were enhanced by professional.preparation. A course
dealing with the community college was especiglly hglpful to faculty.
Evans (1970:88) recommended that "community colleges should give pref-.
erence to applicants. . .who have teken & course in the junior collegé."

"eourses on the community college need to

He further recommended that
be offered more widely and made more acceptable."

The present study attempted to determine which professional edu-
cation courses were most important and needed to be included in~thé
preparation programs. It also attempted to differentiate between the ‘

needs of faculty teaching in transfer programs and faculty teaching in

terminal programs.
PREPARATION PROGRAMS

Corfespondenbe with the American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges (AACJC) revealed that they listed one hundred twd cél—
leges ‘and universities which offer some type of prepargtion.for com—
munity college faculty in 1977 (Castillo, 1978). The AACJC list makes
no distinection between schools which offer full degree programs and
those which offer oﬁly a few courses. The AACJC does not list schools‘

or organizations which conduct primarily in-service programs.




e

50

The schools from the geographic area of this study which offer
pre—sgrvice community college courses are; Idsho State University,
University of Oregon, Oregon State'University, Brigham Young University,
University of Utah, Eastern Washington University, University of Wash~
ington, Washington State Univérsity, University of Wyoming (Castillo,
1978), and Montana State University.

The major weakness in most traditional preparation programé has
been that the graduates are tod narrow and too specialized. Pugh and
© Morgan (194k), Fields and Pike (1950), and Stone (1958) all addressed
this weakness. O'Banion (1972) in his book noted that:

The disciplines in universities are inflexible; -

the colleges of education are unsure and unpracticed.

Available instructors are either discipline-oriented,

narrow, subject-matter specialists or secondary school-

oriented, college of education graduates. Neither is
prepared to instruct at the community-junior college..

(p.8L)
He goes on to say that many of the courses in these pre~service programs
are often taught by faculty who have had no experience with the com-
munity collqgé.

A list of ten weaknesses in professional preparatién programs was
developed by Pugh and Morgan (194k4).

1. Preparation is freqﬁently of a narrow and specialized nature.

2. Ha%e the content point of view rather than the student point
of view.

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

training.
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L. Do not understand the junior college.

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

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

T. ©Placement officers make recommendations upon irsufficient
evidence.

8. Interested in research, not classroom teaching.

9. Considered junior college with attitudes of condescension.

10. Lack of work experience (p.u406-408).
The similarity of these statements by Pugh.and Morgan in 194k and those
by O'Banion in 1972 indicate that the same weaknesses and problems

have persisted.
PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION COURSES

The desirable or ideal preparation for community college teacheré
has been studied since shortly after the Junior college mbvement began.
If would be impractical and beyond the scope of this study to review )
every'study individually. Most of the studieé or writers recoﬁmended
-particular content ranéing from one course to a complete two‘or three
year masters or doctoral program. TABLE 5, fage 53, presents an over—
view of the courses recommended and the‘number of studies which redom-

mended each course as a necessary part of the pre-service preparation
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of community college teachers. TABLES 6 to 1b, pages 54-59, list the
authors recommending each course. '

As TABLE 5, page 53, indicates, the course most often recommended
by researchers and suthors was the Teachiﬁg Internship (TABLE lh;
page, 59). Just as student teaching is a prerequisite for cértification‘
of public school féachers in most states, these authors basically recom-
mended the same for community college faculty. The writers did not rec- -
ommend certification but the supervised teaching'experiencerwaé viewed
as a valuable, if not essential, aspect of professional preparation.
They recommended that, other things being equal, qdminiétrators should
give preferenée to applicants who had participated in a superviée&
teaching expetrience in s community college.

The second most frequently mentioned course was Thé Community
| College (TABLE 6, page 54). Paculty, administrators, and writers.in
this field ildentified a course on the coﬁmunity college, 1ts functioné,
organization, and philosophy as vital to community college teachers.
Morfisop (1969) and Evans (1970) botﬁ studied what effect a course og'
the commﬁnity college had on & faculty member's acceptance of the com;
munity college. philosophy. They both found that such a course was g

significantly related to faculty acceptance of the community college

philosophy.
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TABLE 5

OVERVIEW OF COURSES RECOMMENDED

Course Title or Description Number of Studies
Location of Data ‘ : . Making Recommendation
Teaching Internship : ' 55

TABLE 1k :

The Community College "5k

TABLE 6 :

Technigues of Teaching . , 37

TABLE 10

Characteristics of Comﬁunity College Students 36

TABLE T

Principles of Counseling and Guidance 26

TABLE 8 ’

Evaluation : ' ' 2k

TABLE 13

Curriculum Development \ 22

TABLE 12

‘Bduceational Psychology of Junior College Students 17

TABLE 9 . .

Learning Theory _ . 16

TABLE 11
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TABLE 6

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

Author and Date

Author and Date

Eells, 1936
Garrison, 1941b
Pugh and Morgan, 1943
Blake, 194k
Pugh, 1947
Koos, 1949
Smith, 1949
Colvert, 1950
Koos, 1950
Tapley, 1950
Colvert, 1952
Dolan, 1952
Hawkins, 1955
Merson, 1956
Levy, 1957
Hillway, 1958
Levy, 1958
Stone, 1958
Laffin, 1959
Pyle, 1962
Siehr, 1962
Rudick,. 1963
Eaton, 1964
Pitzgerald, 1964
Loomis, 196L

Blocker and others, 1965

Carter, 1965

La Grandeur, 1966

Samlin, 1967

Cashin, 1968

Hurlburt, 1968

Leet, 1968

Pass, 1968

Ceshin, 1969

Gleazer, 1969

Stratton, 1969

Ward, 1969

Evans, 1970

Moore, 1970

Hisert, 1972

O'Banion, 1972

Ohm, 1972

Rydzik, 1972

Thornton, 1972

Lewis, 1973

Reade, 1973

Stockdale and Wochok, 1973
Huff, Kinneavy and Kline, 19Tk
Kumpf, 1974 '
Sylves, 19Tk

Chambers, 1976

Hemmons and Wallace, 1976
Moe, 1977

Smith, 1977
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TABLE T

Characteristics of Community College Students

Author and Date

Author and Date

Garrison, 1941b
Koos, 1949
Smith, 1949
-Koos, 1950
Colvert, 1952
Dolan, 1952
Merson, 1956
Tapley, 1956
Levy, 1957
Stone, 1958
Medsker, 1960
Eeton, 196k
LaGrandeur, 1966
Louk, 1966
Samlin, 1967
Cashin, 1968
Hurlburt, 1968
Leet, 1968

Cashin, 1969

Gleazer, 1969

Stratton, 1969

Ward, 1969

Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
Moore, 1970

Hisert, 1972

O'Banion, 1972 .

Rydzik, 1972

Thornton, 1972

Reade, 1973

Lewls, 1973

Huff, Kinneavy and Kllne 1974
Sylves, 19TL4

Phair, 1975

Hammons and Wallace, 1976
Moe, 1977

Smith, 1977
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TABLE 8

Principles of Counseling and Guidance

Author and Dste

Author and Date

Garrison, November 1941 -

Garrison, December 1941
Pugh and Morgan, 1943
Pugh, 1947

Smith, 1949

Colvert, 1950
Colvert, 1952

Dolan, 1952

Tapley, 1956

Levy, 1958

Stone, 1958

Laffin, 1959

Pyle, 1962

Siehr, 1962
Rudick, 1963
Gleazer, 1969
Moore, 1970
Gunderson, 1971
Lindahl, 1971
Hisert, 1972
Ohm, 1972
Principe, 1972
Thornton, 1972
Kumpf, 197k
Moe, 1977
Smith, 1977

TABLE 9

Educational Psychology of Junior College Students

Author and Date

Author and Date

Garrison, November 194l
Garrison, December 1941
Blake, 194k

Koos, 1949

Colvert, 1950

Koos, 1950

Dolan, 1952

Tapley, 1956

Levy, 1957

Laffin, 1959
Donnelly, 1961
Carter, 1965
Ward, 1969
Ohm, 1972
Thornton, 1973
Smith, 1973
Kumpf, 19Tk
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TABLE 10

Techniques of Teaching

Author and Daté

Author and Date

Eells, 1936
Blake, 19LL
Koos, 1949
Smith, 1949
Colvert, 1950
Colvert, 1952
~Dolan, 1952
Tapley, 1956
Levy, 1957
Hillway, 1958
Laffin, 1959
Donnelly, 1961
Montgomery, 1962
Loomis, 1964
Carter, 1965
Louk, 1966
Cashin, 1968
Gleazer, 1968
Cashin, 1969

Leet, 1969 !
Ward, 1969

Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
Gunderson, -1971

Lindahl, 1971

Hisert, 1972

O'Banion, 1972

. Ohm, 1972

Principe, 1972

Rydzik, 1972

Thornton, 1972

Smith, 1973

Stockdale and Wochok, 1973
Huff, Kinneavy and Kline, 19Tk
Kumpf, 197k

Sylves, 19Tk

Moe, 1977

Smith, 1977

TABLE 11

Learning Theory

Author and Date

Author and Date

Garrison, December 1941
Tapley, 1956

Samlin, 1967

Cashin, 1968

Cashin, 1969

Gleazer, 1969

Stratton, 1969

Ward, 1969

Worthen and Shugrue, 1969

Ohm, 1972
Rydzik, 1972
Thornton, 1972
Lewis, 1973
Kumpf, 197k
Sylves, 19Tk
Smith, 1977
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TABLE 12

Curriculum Development

Author and Date

Auﬁhor and Date

Koos, 1949
Smith, 1949

. Colvert, 1952
Koos, 1950
Colvert, 1952
Dolan, 1952
Tapley, 1956
Hillway, 1958
Laffin, 1959
Carter, 1965
Siehr, 1965

Cashin, 1968

Cashin, 1969

Gleazer, 1969

Stratton, 1969

Ward, 1969 _
Worthen and Shugrue, 1969
Moore, 1970

Lewis, 1973,

Rydzik, 1972

Stockdale and Wochok, 1973

Kumpf, 197k

TABLE 13

Evaluation

Author and Date

Author énd Date

Garrison, November 1941
Garrison, December 1941
Smith, 1949

Colvert, 1950

Colvert, 1952

Koren, 1952

Laffin, 1950

' Donnelly, 1961

Rudick, 1963

Cashin, 1968

Tapley, 1956

Levy, 1957

Cashin, 1969

Ward, 1969

Moore, 1970

Rydzik, 1972

Thornton,; 1972

Reade, 1973

Stockdale and Wochok, 1973
Stratton, 1973

Sylves, 197k .
Hemmons and Wallace, 1976
Moe, 1977 '
Smith, 1977
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TABLE 1k

Teaching Internship

Author and Date

Author and Date

- Bells, 1936
Garrison, 1941
Garrison, 1941b
Pugh and Morgen, 1943
Blake, 19Lh
Pugh, 1947
Bishop, 1948
Smith, 1949
Koos, 1950
Colvert, 1952
Dolan, 1952
Merson, 1956
Tapley, 1956
Henderson, 1957
Kinerson, 1957
Stone, 1958
Leffin, 1959
Medsker, 1960
Donnelly, 1961
Wilson, 1961
Pyle, 1962
Clark, 1963
Eurich, 1963
Gleazer, 1965
Cohen, 1967
Garrison, 1967
Gilbert, 1967
Gleazer, 1967

Cashin, 1968 o
Cohen and Brawer, 1968
Gleazer, 1968

Henzeli, 1968

Henry, 1968

Howe, 1968

Leet, 1968

Solomon, 1968

AACJIC, 1969

Birkholz, 1969
Gleazer, 1969
Stratton, 1969

Ward, 1969

Anderson, 1972

Cohen and Brawer, 1972
Moodie, 1972

Nelson, 1972

0'Banion, 1972

Ohm, 1972

" Principe, 1972

Reese, 1972
Rydzik, 1972
Thornton, 1972
Cash, 1973
Lewis, 1973
Kumpf, 1974
Chambers, 1976
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IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS

Even the most cursory comparison between the estimated need for -
new community college faculty and thé abi;ity'of current pfograﬁs to
prepare the ﬁeachers to meet those needs reveals that-commuhity qolléges
will havé to look for sources other than conventional university pro-
grams for adequately prepared fadulty. Mapy of the instructors cur- o
rently employed have not had the necessary training to p;éﬁareuthem £§
teach 'in the community college. O'Banion (1972) pointed out ‘that the
only way to meet the training needs éf these teachers was the well.'.
planned in-service progrem. ' TABLE 15 presents a lisf.of the authors

who have written about the need for in=-gervice training.

TABLE 15

In-Service Programs

Author and Date . Author and Date

Ivey, 1960 : Croy, 1973

Samlin, 1967 - = - ‘ Smith, 1973

Hurlbert, 1968 S *Wilson, 1973 ,
Roueche, 1968 Cohen and Brawer, 1975 -
Solomon, 1968 . : Falk, 1975 :

Wetzler, 1970 - Justice, June .1976 - A
0'Banion, 1972 Riechmenn and Malec, 1976

Sims, 1972 .
Bornheimer, Burns and Dumke, 1973
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Ivey (1960), writing about part-time faculty, noted that adjunct '
faculty often lacked adequate prg—service training. Meefing'the prep-
argtion needs of this large segment of the faculty required "a contin-
uous in-service program" (p.l41). According to'Solomon (l968) the pur-
pose of the in-service program should be to assist facuity to reach a
minimum level of prepératioﬁ.'

Samlin (1967), also concluded that in-service programs were needed
as an essential part of the preparation of faculty. He found that |
thirty—-eight percent of the schools éonducted in-service programs,
twenty-eight percent of those without in-service education planned to
begin such programs in the next year, and eighty percent of the schools
held pre-school orientation seminars.

The list of topics for in-service programs which have been prefl
sented or identified as needed was very similar to the courses listed
in the previous section. Studying topics needed for staff development,
Justice (1976) found that forty percent of the teachers questioned
stated that they would attend in-service programs concerning Learning
Theory and Studenf Motiv;tion; The topic, Improving Your Lectures;'
was identified as the next most popular program.

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

for the community éollege faculty. Carefully and skillfully presented

programs offer real and immediate hope for improving the professional
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preparation of faculty. Béth the need and success of in-service educa-

tion have been demonstrated;
SUMMARY

This chapter hés presented a review of the literature germane to
community.college faculty preparation. The findings'of this revieﬁi¢an
be summarized by the following statements.

1. The primary function of the community college is teaching.

2. The community collegé éhould attempt to.meet’the educaﬁiﬁngl
needs of the local community. | |

3. Community coll;ge faculty must.have a grea@grfintefeét in
teaching and ih'étudenps tﬁan their collesgues in four-year institu=
tions. |

4, The mgjor weékﬁesses of community college faculty are.too
narrow a speciai;zatioﬁ in subject matter and lack of understandiﬁg of
the community college philosophy and role, |

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

6. The masters degreé is the most common degree held by faéuity
members, and is considered by administrators to be the most suitgble.
degree for community céllege.faculty.

‘T. Although'hiétoriéally, man& facﬁlty.members'have been re-

cruited from secondary schbols, the recent trend is toward seeking -
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teachers with previous teaching experience at the community college
level.

8.I Experience as avjunior college student is perceived as ad-
vantegeous for faculty.members,_and other factors being equal,.persoue
" with that background should be giren preference.

9. Having taken a course deallng with the community college is &
s1gn1f1cant factor in helplng a faculty member accept the phllosophy of
the community college. Nationwide, only about one quarter of the
faculty have taken such a couree.

10. There -are 104 colleges and universitiee nationwide offering
some pre-eervice preparation for community college faculty. Their
capablllty to produce new faculty is well below the predlcted requlre—
ments of community colleges.

11. The teaching internship, the community'college, charecterls—
tics of students, and the techniquestof teaching are the courses most
often identifled as desirable in preparatiou progrems.

.12.'In-service programs ere needed to fill the preeeut needs for
professional preparatlon of faculty members.

Preparatlon of its faculty mey be the most crltlcal issue in the
success of the communlty college. The lack of deflnltlve studies of
preparatlon and the total lack of studles of communlty college feculty :
in the northwest, indicate the need for further gtudy .

The differences between faculty who teach in transfer programs
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-and faculty who teach in terminal programs has not been addressed in

the ;iterature.

-
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES
INTRODUCTION

The problem of this study was to develop a deécriptive profile
of faculty and administratopé,at community colleges in the northwest.,
and to examine their responses éoncerping the ideal pre-service and
in-service Qreparation of community coilege faculty.

Eandom samples of faculty and administratbtors were.surveyed with
a mailed questionnaire to obtain thé data. The data was analyzed to
determine an’ideal pre-service program for faculty and to determine the
need for pre-service and in-service preparation programs in the north-

west.
POPULATION DESCRIPTION AND SAMPLING PROCEDURE

The population for this study was the faculty and administra-~

tors of two-year colleges listed in the 1976 Community, Junior, and

Technical Collége Directory.(Drake 1976) in the states of Alaska,

. Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyomiﬁg. A gotal
of seventy-six schools were listed in this geographic area. Tﬁeae
schools were contacted and asked to participate in the study. The
fifty-nine schools listed in APPENDIX A agreed to pafticipaﬁe. The
three schools listed in APPENDIX B declined to participaﬁe, two

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

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

The names of faculty and administrators were cbnéecﬁtively
numbered in the respective college catalogs. Numbering began with the
first school listed in tﬁe directory (Drake i976) and continued in the
order in which they appear in the directory. A random number table was
used to draw a sample from each list (Parsons 197L4:819-822).

The formula suggested by Cochran (1963:7L-75) was used to de-

termine the minimum sample sizes.

The formula is: n = .
' 1 £°PQ -
1+ = -1
N a

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

area o at the tails."(p.75) 1In this Stﬁdy, a t of two was used.

P is the probability of the parameter and Q is-equal to (1 ~ P).
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P=.5and Q = .5 were used in this study because'they produce the
largest required sample size. The value of d is the margin of error,
.05 was used. N is the population size.

When the original sample was drawn, fifty-five schools had
agreed to‘participate. The minimum reqqired sample size Wés 274 admin-
istrators and 369 faculty of the 861 administrators énd hTéh faculty
members listed in the cataloés of the participatiﬁg schools. The re-
quired sample size approached 400 as the popﬁlation increased. fhis
number exceeded the minimum and was used as the faculty sample size:
Twenty pefcent was added to each samplé to account for the people who
could not bé contacted because ﬁhey had terminated their employment
‘with the college and had moved, retired, or died.

Questionnaires were mailed to 329 administrators and 480 fac-
ulty members. Later, four more schools agreed to participate. Nineteen
administrators and sixty-two faculty members were added to the sample
from these schools by examining the random nuﬁbér table again to the
same point that the first sample had stopped and chooéing all the
nﬁmbers which appeared. |

The final population‘wgs 914 administrators and 5010 faculty
members. The final sample was 348 adminisﬁrators and 5U2 faculty

members.
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THE QUESTIdNNAIRE'.
De?elopméﬁt'

The questionnaire was constr@cted by thé'invésﬁigatﬁr afﬁer_anu
extensive review of literatﬁre on this fopié; The desiéﬁ had two ébéis:
first, to obtain.the.necessary'information for the:stﬁay, and second,
to be brief-ehbugh so:thgtlit could be completed in a:reasonable £iﬁé.‘-

‘The knowledge or skili aféas listed in the Professional Prepéfé;z
tion section of the questionnaire were derived from fhé litera%ufé.i'
After the areas were identified, they‘ﬁere divided into‘;ix,basiQA
categories. See APPENDIX G for.the‘litgrature citations and the list
of areas in eachhcategory. The ékill or knowledge areas Weré placed |
on the questioﬁnaire in alphebetical order rather than 5y'categpr§'t6

avoid a-built-in category bias.

Validation °

After the knowledge or ékill areas ﬁere idéﬁtifié@, faculty -
members at Montana Stéfe'Univéfsity who teach in thé:subjecf areas |
'corresponding.to fﬁe éategoriés reviéwéd the éuestionnaire for thor-”
oughness‘ana médé any needed additions; Threé formef communify:éallgég';
faculty mgmberé'who wére nowTétudénﬁ§ ét‘Montana,State Uniﬁérsity aiés
féviéwéd the quéstionnaire-égd mﬁde.coﬁmepts'and:additidns. Thééé :
reviews agd the preTtest‘df‘tﬁe questionnaire,ﬁére used to establiéﬁ‘

the validity of the instrument.
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The instrument shown inﬂAPPENDIX D was pre-tested on a random.
sample of thirty-five faculty and fifteen administrators in each.of tﬁo
community colleges. Belleville Area College, Belleville, Illinois, and
St. Louis Coﬁmuﬁity College at Fofést Park, St. Louis, Missoﬁri, two -
community colleges close to the inveétigator“s home, agreed to par-
ticipate in the testing of-thé inétrumeﬁt. They had faculty and stu;
dent populations very different from each. other. Belleville Ares Coi—

. lege was a rural middle class colleée and St. Louis Community Cgllegé at
. 3

Forest Park was primarily an urban community college. These two schoqls

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

administration which could have beenlincluded in the stu@y sample. |

Their responses and feedback were valuable in establishing the effec-

tivéness and clgrity of the instrument.

Several weaknesses were found in the instrument. Modifications
were made and a simi}ér érocedure-was followed with the improved ver-
sion. A new gquestionnaire was bre—tested on a random samplé of fwenty—
five faculty and ten.administrators at St. Louis Communitf_College at
Meramec, St. Louis, Missouri. The responses to this improved instrument
were satisfactory and no additional alterations wére made. Following
this process, the instfument shown in APPENDIX F wag mailed to the
samples of faculty and adminiatfators.

Data Obtained

The questionnaire was divided into three sections, Descriptive .
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Data, Desired Qualifications, and Professional Preparation. APPENDIX J
presents the breakdown of professional skills.
1. Descriptive Data: This section provided thg data for an
anaiysis of the respondents concerning:

a. State of employment.

b. Level of employment: administrator, facuity~teaching in
terminal programs, faculty teaching in transfer programs, or a combi-
nation éf those. |

¢. Full-time or part-time employment.

d. Highest degree attained.

e. Credits taken beyond the highest degree.

f. Pursuing higher degree.

g. Experience as a community college student. -

h. Teaching and non-teaching experience.

i. Length of employment at present gchopl and in present'
position..

j. BStudent teaching experience.

k. Teaching internship experience.

1. Number of courses taken in education.

m. Degree of satisfaction.

n. Preferred place of empioyment.

2. Désired'Qualifications: This section provided the data

necessary to compare:
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a. Desired academic preparation.

b. Desired teaching and non-tesching experience.

c. Desired préfessional activity. |

d. Desired combination of degree, professional preparation,
and work experience.

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

a. Professional training received by respondents.

b. Amount of professional education training facuity
teaching in terminal programs should receive in each of the thirty-seven
professional skill areas.

c. Amount of professional education training faculty
teaching in transfer programs should receive in each. of the thirty-seven
professional skill areas.

d. The most important and l;ast important of the thirty—
seven professional education skills or knéwledge areas. |
All analysis of data was done on the.basis of resﬁbnses to thié'ques—

tionnaire.

DATA COLLECTION
The data for this study was collected from the responses to the
questionnaire shown in APEENDIX F. The questionnaire was mailed to
randoﬁ samples ofladministrators and faculty at the comﬁunity”éolleges

listed in APPENDIX A.
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Initial contact was made with thé president of each institufion
to seek his permission to mail the questionnaire to the staff .at that
college. This procedure was used because Cohén (1975) féund that when
initial contact was made with and permission received from'the president
of the institution, fewer schools would agree to participate, but_a
higher percentage of the instruments would be returned. .He found a
return rate of nearly ninety percent using this method (b.h).

Tach questionnaire included a self—addreséed, stamped envelope
with which to return the completed questionnaire. The questionnaires
were not coded in any way so that the information could be'kept confi-
dential. The return envelopes were coded so that follow-up letters
could be mailed to non-respondents.

Three weeks after the first questionnaire was mailed, the first
‘follow—up letter was mailed. Three weeks later, a second-follow-up
letter was mailed. A third letter was sent two weeks after tﬁe second.
Fach letter contained a questionnéire and a self-addressed stamped.
envelope.

A fourth letter was mailed two weeks after the third letter.
This letter asked the recipients to compléte only the Descriptive Dats
section of therquestionnairé and informed them that they would be con-—
tacted by phone if they had not responded by 20 July. On 21 and 2k
July, telephéne contact was attempted with some of the non—respondents.

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

There were thirteen variables derived from the information in

the Descriptive Data section of the questionnaire. These variables are

listed below.

a.

b.

degree.

coilege.

m.

Four types of employnment.

Part~time or full-time empioyment.

Six categories of highest degree attained.

Three categories of those téking courses toward a higher

S

Attended a community college or not attended a community

Eight types of teaéhing and non-teaching experience.
Five divisions of length of employment at present school.

Five divisions of length of employment in present position.

lHad student teaching or had not Had student teaching.

' Had teaching internship or had not had teaching internship.

Five divisions of number of courses taken in education.
Five degrees of satisfaction.

Seven first and second choices of place of employment.

The following hypotheses were suggested by the questions to be

answered-byﬂthe study. The hypotheses are stated in the null form.

1.

(Ho) There are no differences among.the states when compared
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on each of the fifteen vériables listed above.
| 2. (Ho) Thefe are no différences among adﬁinistfators,.faculﬁy
teaching in terminal programs faculty tgéching in transfer programs, ‘
'and fgcﬁlﬁy teéehing in Both terﬁinal gnd transfer programs whgﬁ cém«
pared .on each of thé fifteen variables liéted above.

3. (Ho) There are no differences betireen full—time'éﬁployéés.
and part—time'employees when campared on.éach of the fifteen variables
listed abOQer |

"4, (Ho) There are no differénces among respondents withlléss‘
than fhe bachelors degree, respohdents with fhg bachelors degree, re- -
spondents with.the masters or teaching.specialist degfee, and respoﬁ-_'
dents ﬁith the doctorate when compdfed on.the fifteeﬁ variables lisﬁéd
abﬁve. | |

5. (Hb) fhere are no djffe:ences betwegn respondentsuﬁith ex—
perience-gs a community,co;legg student ana,respondéhts ﬁi£hout‘éxpéri—.
ence as a commﬁnity coilége stﬁdent ﬁhen.compared'on éach éf'tﬁe'fifteén

variables listed above;

et

6. - (Ho) There afe no differences among respondents who are
takiﬁg coﬁrses'whiéh will lgad to a hiéher degrée, respondenﬁs who arei
- not taking‘coufses ﬁhich.will lead to a.hiéhgr degrée,,and.respdndent§. i
wﬂo aré not now taking courses which willhiead to a Higher dégree'but

plan to ﬁhen compared onré@ch of the fifteen vériables'listed‘above.
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

The information gathered from the Professional Pfepéra%ioh and‘
Desired Qualifications sections of the’questionnaire did not iend itself
to analysis by meaningful statistics. _The information was compiled and
presented in tabular form. Each of these sections is discussed at .
length in CHAPTER L.

There were three maJjor questions asked in the Professional.
Prepération section of the Questionnairet They were:

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

b. 'How mucﬂ training should faculty-tgaching iq'terminal pro¥
gréms and faculty teaching in transfer programs.receive in each of-the‘
thirty~seven professional skill areas?

c. Which five of the thirt&-seven professional ékill areas were
the most important and which five were the least important?

There‘were five major qﬁestiéns asked in tﬁe‘Desired Quﬁlifij
cations sectioﬂnof the qﬁestionnaire.. Bach question was agked'aboﬁt
four subgroupé of the faculty, giving a iqtal of twenty quéstions. ;Thél
five major‘questions wéré: |

a. What degree is desired for'the‘different faculty gfoups?x

b. What teachinghexperience is desired~for the different
facultf groups?

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

d. Which professional activities are desifedlfor the diffe;enﬁ 'y
faculty groups?

e. Which combination of degreg, professional preparatiqn, and
work experience is most important and ﬁhich.is leést important for thé.
different faculty groups?

The discassion of.the Professional Prepafation and Desired
Qualificatiéns sections df tﬁe questionnaire attempﬁed t§ answer the
following questions.

1. Were there’differences_among_stgtes in the way they answered
the eight questions listed abo&ef

2. Were there differences among administrators; faculty teach-
ing in terminal prograuns, facuity teaéhing'in transfer programs, and
faculty téaching in both terminal Qnd transfer. programs in the ﬁay in
which they answered the eight questions listed above?

3. Were thefe differences between iull~time_re§§qndents arid
part-time respondents in the.way iﬁ which they answered the eight
questions listed aﬁove? |

4. Were there differences among réspbndents with.lesélthén the
bachelors degree, respéndents with the.bachelors dégree; respondents
with the masters or teaching specialist degree, and re;pondents.with
the doctorate in the way in which fhéy ansﬁered the éight questions

listed sbove?
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ANATYSIS OF DATA

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

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

A1l other analyses were non-stgbistical.

PRECAUTIONS TAKEN FOR ACCURACY
All responses to the questionnaire were checked by'thé‘inves—.
tigator .to insuye that the respondents had properly followed the iﬁ-
structions. When erroneous information was detected, the response to
that.question was considered unusable and deleted from consideration.
All codihg for computer input was double checked by the inves-
tigator and all keypunched cards were verified.
All keypunch operations, data distributions, and chi-square

tests were done on the computer at Montaﬁa State University.

SUMMARY
This studj attempted to develop a descriptive profile of the
faculty and administrators at community colleges in the northwest, and

to determine differences in the several subgroups of the sample °
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mentioned in this chapter.

The purpose of the study was accomplished by developing a
questionnaire and sending it to a random sample of adminiétrators and
faculbty at community colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevadé, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 338 administrators and 542 faculty were
included in the sémple.

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

In addition fo the statistical analysis, non-statistical com-

parisons were made of the attitudes of four subgroupings of the sample.
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CHAPTER b4
RESULTS AND FINDINGS

INTRODUCTION

This study collected information about faculty and administra—
tors at.fifty—nine community colleges in eight states in the-nqrthwest.
The responses of the facﬁlty and administrators were sampled concerning
the training needs of faculty members -at community colleées.' The
findings of the sfudy are presented in four mejor subdivisions. First,
a description of +the population aﬁd response received is presépted.
Second, a descriptive profile of faculty and édministrators in the
sample was developed from the guestionnaires and is presented. The
third and fourth sections deal with the responses concerning the pro-
fessional preparation and desired qualifications of faculty members.

Each subdivision contains tables which present the data col-
lected and a discussion of the findings as compared to previous re-

search in the area. The tables are presented using percentages.

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

THE POPULATION

Enrollment, Faculty, and Administrators
The population of this study was the faculty and administrators

employed by the fifty-nine community colleges listed in APPENDIX A.




[} L ]

80
TABLE 16 shows the enrollmént, number of full-time faculty and part-
time faculty, and the nuwber of administratorsvat these schools as

listed in the 1976 Community, Junior, and Technical College Directory.

(Drake, 1976) and in the 1978 edition of the same directory (Drake,

1978).
TABLE 16
The Population of The Study
Full—time Part-~time
Enrollment Faculty Faculty Administrators

Alaska, 1976 3865 79 197 . 26
8 schools 1978 6862 99 3ko0 31
Idaho 1976 9011 342 135 64
3 schools 1978 9381 409 ho 95
Montana 1976 2hhh 55 57 10
2 schools 1978 2600 57 . 96 , 11
Nevada 1976 7651 51 196 11
2 gchools 1978 7738 8L 381 15
Oregon 1976 40919 708 1298 188
10 schools 1978 ko121 1080 19k6 272
Utah 1976 11976 359 343 45
5 schools 1078 13575 148 Lhe 5k
Washington 1976 103067 1902 ' 2852 328
22 schools 1978 112423 2104 3839 347
Wyoming 1976 10436 316 278 51
7 schools 1978 10375 368 393 Sh
Total 1976 189369 3812 5356 723

59 schools 1978 203075 LEhg 7481 - 879
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This table shows a seven percent increase in enrollment in this geo-
graphical area between October 1975 <and October 1977. The number of
full-time faculty and administrators grew by twenty-two percen% and
part-time faculty grew by forty percent durihg the same period.

The faculty was 41.6% full-time and 58.4% part—time in 1975.
By 1977 the number oflfart—time faéulty~had increased so that oﬁly
38.3% were full-time and 61.7% were part—time (Drake, 1976 and Drake,
1978).
The Sample

In this study, department heads were considered to be adminis-
trators. Therefore, the number of administrators was 91k. "Not all
schools listed part-time faculty in their catalogues. Thus, the
number of faculty from which the sample was drawn was 5010. TABLE 17
shows the distribution of the population by state. TABLE 18 shows thé
distribution of the sample by state. The response rate for faculty

and administrators in each state is displayed in TABLE 19. The rate

TABLE 17

Distribution of Population by State

AK  ID . MT NV OR UT WA WY TOTAL

Administrators 47 95 1k 15 220 85 351 87 . 91k

Faculty 272 455 56 101 1145 43k 2163 384 5010
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TABLE 18

Distribution of Sample hy State

TOTAL

AK ID M NV OR UT WA WY
Administrators 19 32 g T 81 32 133 35 348
Faculty b1 48 1k 13 .99 b1 239 by k2
Total - 60 80 .23 20 18 T3 372 = 82 890

TABLE 19
Response Rate by State

AK ID M N OR UT WA WY  TOTAL

Administrators 158 31 T 5 7T 29 120 31 315
- 78.9? 93.9 77.8 7T1.k 95.1 90.6 90.9 88.6 ' 90.5

Faculty 23 39 12 10 8 35 161 38 ko3

56.1 81.3 85.7 76.9 85.9 85.% 67.4 80.9 Tho b
Total - - 38 70 19 15 162 64 281 69 . 718 |

63.3 87.5 82.6 75.0 86.6 85.3 75.5 84.1  80.7T:

g,

number of respondents

bpercent of each group who responded

of usable responses was 90.5% for administrators, Th.h% for faculty, and

80.7% overall.

Seventy-six questionnaires were returned because the addressees
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pad terminated their employment at the college subsequeﬁt'tg-thé
printing of the catalogue used to define the population. Twenty of
these were administrators and fifty-six were faculty. When these re-—
. sponses were added, the response rate was 96.3% for administrators,
84.7% for faculty, and 89.2% overall.
The response rate in this study was similar to that reported by

Cohen (1975) using a similar method. The response rate also indicated
the~interest in this sﬁbject among communitj college personnel.

The Responses

When the questionnaires were returned, many of them had comments
written on them. These comments included explaﬁatory remarks, a com-
plete outline of possib;e-courses and in—servicé training sessions in
which all thirty-seven professional preparation areas could bg pre~
sented, and a five page letter explaining why community colleges are
failing and how university education departments ére contributing to
the failure.

The comments were categorized as: negative toward education, .
negative toward the questionnaire or project, positive toward educa-
tion, positive toward the project or .questionnaire, and neutral.
Comments categorized as negative toward education included comments
such as: "Education courses are a bunch of worthless methods courses,
I avoid them at all costs," "Education courses are for high schooi

only," "I hope I never have to take any (education courses),” "Don't
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waste your time trying to improve education, it's hopeless." Comments

categorized as negative toward the questionnaire or project included

comments such as: "This is too long," "This is too complicated,"
"I quit four times before I finished," "Who is paying for this any-
way," "There is no way to choose the least important, it is impos-—

sible," and "Where did you get these anywsy?"
Positive comments sbout education were: "Everyone needs all
these courses, how can anyone teach without them," "They (professional

education courses) are the key to successful teachers," and "We need

more in-service stuff." Positive comments about the questionnaire
or project were: '"This is a well designed questionnaire, it must
have taken you a long time to do," "It's about time someone did this,"

"This is very interesting, I would like to know how it comes out,r and
"Good luck, I wish I had thought of this."

TABLE 20 shows the distribution of the comments. TABLES 21-2k
present the same information by state, administrator/faculty groups,
full~time/part-time, and degree groups. There were more negative com-— .
ments than positive, 9.7% compared to 1.0%. 'Alaska had the highest'
percentage of negative commenfs about the questionnaire or projecfQ
Part—time employees were more positivé than full-timers. In fact,
only one part-time employee had a negative comment. Respondents with ‘
less than a bachelors degree had the lowest proportion of comments,

7.8%. Respondents with the masters or teaching specialist degrée madg
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TABLE 20

Type of Comments

Negative Negative Positive Positive
None‘ Education Project - Education Project - Neutral
Number 567 19 51 3 it Th
Percent 79.0 2.6 7.1 0.4 0.6 10.3
TABLE 21
Type of Comments By State -
. Total
AK ID MT NV OR uT WA WY Sample
None oha 61 16 12 130 51 216 57 567
63.2P 87.1 84.2 20.0 80.2 T9.7 T6.9 82.6 79.0
Negative 1 2 1 0 3 1 9 o 19
Education 2.6 2.9 5.3 0.0 1.9 1.6 3.2 2.9 2.6
Negative 6 5 0 1 6 5 23 5 51
Project 15.8 7.1 0.0 6.7 7.8 8.2 7.2 7.1
Positive 0 0 -0 0 0 0 2 1 3
Education 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.4 0.4
Positive 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 I
Project 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.6 0,0 0.b 1.4 0.6
Neutral 7 2 1 2 22 7 30 3 Th
8.4 2,9 5.3 13.3 13.6 10.9 10.7 k4.3 10.3

8number of respondents
bpercent of respondents
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TABLE 22

Type of Comments By Administrator/Faculty Groups

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

None 2h2ab 139  1k6 Lo 567
77.8% . 80.8 81.6 71.4 ©79.0
Negative 5 T 5 2 19
Education 1.6 h.1 2.8 3.6 2.6
Negative 29 9 9 L 51
Project 9.3 5.2 5.0 7.1 7.1
Positive 2 0 1 0 '3
Education 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.h:
Positive 2 1 1 0 L
Project 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 : 0.6
Neutral 31 16 17 10 o Th

10.0 9.3 9.5  17.9 110.3

Snunber of regspondents

bpercent of respondents

the highest proportion of negative comments, 20.6%. Respondents with
the doctorate were more negative than other degree groups sbout the
questionnaire or project, 11.0%.

These findings generally agree with the expegtations.of the
investigator. It was anticipated that the lower the educational level
of those who received the guestiénnaire, the more willing they‘ﬁould be
" to participate because respondents with lower education levels would

more readily accept the project as a genuine attempt to improve the
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TABLE 23

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

Full-time Part-time Total Sample

None 542 ) 25 567

79.2 73.5 79.0
Negative 18 . 1 19
Education 2.6 2.9 2.6
Negative 51 0 51
Project 7.5 0.0 T.1
Positive 3 0 3
Education 0.4 0.0 0.4
Positive . ) 0 Y
Project 0.6 0.0 0.6
Neutral 66 8 Th

9.6 23.5 10.3

number of respondents
bpercent of respondents

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

It was also anticipated that respondents with higher degrees
would be more critical of attempts to improve the community coliege
program and would be more critical of the qﬁestionnairé because‘thay
‘would view any discussion of training as leading or forcing them into
additional training which they perceive to be redundant and counter-

productive. The comments written by respondents with the masters or
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- TABLE 24

Type of Comments By Degree Groups

Less than Masters and Total
Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate  Sample
None Lra 85 331 10k 567
. 92.2b 78.7 78.3 78.3 79.0
Negative 1 5 12 1 19
Education 2.0 L6 12.8 0.7 2.6
Negative 0 3 33 15 51
Project 0.0 2.8 7.8 11.0 7.1
. / '
Positive (0} 0 3 o 3
Education 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.h
Positive 1 2 3 0 4
Project 2.0 1.9 0.7 0.0 0.6
Neutral 2 13 b1 16 Th
"3.9. 12.0 9.7 11.8 - 10.3
@number of respondents
bpercent of respondents
doctors degree agreed with this expectation.
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS
A descriptive profile of the respondents was developed. The
respondents were divided into six different éubgroupings: states,

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

respondents ﬁursuing advanced degrees, and community college student

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

State

The respondents were from eight states. TABLE 25 displays the

distribution of respondents by state.

TABLE 25 °

Distribution of Respondents By State

AK D . MT nv OR uT WN WY .Total Sample

Number 38 70 19 15 162 64 281 79 718

Percent 5.3 9.7 2.6 2.1 22.6 8.9 29.1 9.6 100

Administrator/Faculty Groups

The sample was divided into four groups by position of employ-
ment: administrator, faculty teaching in terminal programs, faculty
teaching in transfer programs and faculty who teach in both terminal
and transfér programs. The. distribution of the respondents into these
groups is presented in TABLE 26, Administrators comprised hé.S% of the.
respondents and faculty comprised 56.7%.

The distribution of these groups in each state is shown in
TABLE 27. Because so few respondents were in the All Three group, it
was collapsed into the administrator group for thg chi-square test.

The chi-square of 47.41 is just short of the 49.81 required for
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significance.
TABLE 26

Distribution of Respondents By Administrator/Faculty Groups.

) : Faculty
- Admin/ Admin/ Terminal/
Faculty TFaculty TFaculty Faculty TFaculty All
Admin Terminal Transfer Terminal Transfer Transfer Three.

Number 252 172 179 27 2 56 8

Percent 35.1 2h.0 2h.9 3.8 3.3 7.8 1.1

TABLE 27

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

Total-
AK ID MT Nv OR UT WA WY Sample

Administrator L7.h 3é.9 31.6 140.0 38.3 39.1 32.0 31.9 35.1
Faculty/Tern 21.1 17.1 10.5 33.3 23.5 37.5 24.9 18.8 24.0
Faculty/Trans 10.5 28.6 k7.4 26.7 22.8 15.6 26.3 30.4 2k4.9
Admin/Fac Term 2.6 L3 5.3 0.0 2.5 k7 3.9 5.8 3;8
Admin/Fac Tran 2.6 8.6 0.0 0,0 1.9 1.6 2.8 7.2 3.8
Fac.Term/Fac Tran 15.8 7.1 5.0 0.0 9.9 1.6 8.5 L.3 7.8

All Three 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.4 1.4 1.1
Chi-square = W7.41 4f = 35




(]

91

The null hypothesis was retained. No significant differences existed .

between the states in the administrator/faculty groups.

TABLE 28 compares the percentage of part—fime and fﬁll-time
people in eéch of the administrator/faculty groups. This distribution
was found to be significant. The null hypothesis was rejected énd it
was concluded that significant differences in the percentages of full-
time and part-time employees existed among the administrator/?aculty

groups.

TABLE 28

Distribution of Administrator/Faculty Groups
By Part-time/Full-time (in percent)

Faculty
Admin/. Admin/ Terminal/
Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty All
Admin Terminal Transfer Terminal Transfer- Transfer Three

Full- 36.0  23.h4 25.1 3.8 3.5 7.0 1.2
Time

Part- 17.6  35.3 . 20.6 2.9 0.0 23.5 0.0
Time :

Total

Sample 35.1 24,0 24.9 3.8 3.3 . 7.8 1.1

Chi-square = 18.26% df = 6 p .05
¥significant at the .05 level
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Part-time/Full-time

The sample was divided into those who indicated they were ef-
ployed part-time and those who indicated they were employed full-time
in education. The number and percent of the sample in each group is
presented in TABLE 29. Only 4.7% of the sample was part-—time. This

compared with 61.7% in.the population as listed in the 1978 Community.,

Junior, and Technicsal College Directory (Drake, 1978). The problem of

getting part-time people into the study was anticipated and discussed

in CHAPTER 1.

TABLE 29

Distribution of Respondents By Part-time/Full-time

Full-time Part-time Total Sample
Number 684 3k 718
Percent 95.3 b7 100

The distribution of part-time and full-time fespondents from
each state is shown in TABLE 30. The chi-square of 19.h8 determined‘
from this-table was significant. The null hypothésis was rejected and
it was concluded that there were significant differences between the
states in the proportion of part-time and full-time employees.. This

finding was expected because not all schools listed part-time employees.
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TABLE 30

Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents
By State (in percent)

e - ey

AK ID MT NV OR uT WA WY Total Sample

Full- : _

Time 81.6 .97.1 100.0 93.3 96.9 96.9 9L4.7 97.1 . 95.3
Part- .

Time 18.4 2.9 0.0 6.7 3.1 3.1 5.3 2.9 LN

Chi-square = 19.48% df =7 p.05
*significant at the .05 level '

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

. The distribution of part—time and full-time employees within
the Administrator/Faculty groups is shown in TABLE 31. This distri-
bution wés found to he significant. Thergfore, the null hypotheéis
was rejected and it was concluded that thgre were gignificant differ-
enées between these groups in part-time and full-time employees. This
finding was als§ expected. Few administrators were part-time. The
Faculty Terminal/Faculty Transfer group had the largest proportion of
part-timers and contributed over half of +the chi-square total. .

TABLE 32 compares part-time and full-time respondents by degreé.

Those with an associate or bachelors degree had the largest proportion
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TABLE 31

Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents
By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Faculty
Admin/ Admin/ Terminal/ .
Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty A1l Total
Admin Terminal Transfer Terminal Transfer Transfer Three Sample

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

Part- ) .
Time 2.k 7.0 3.9 3.7 0.0 14.3 0.0 b7
Chi-square = 18.26% d4f = 6 p .05
¥significant at the .05 level
TABLE 32
Distribution of Part-time and Full-time Respondents
) By Degree Groups (in percent)
‘ Total
None Assoc . Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate Sample
Full- . ‘
Time 96.7 85.7 -90.7 96.6 90.0 97.8 95.3
Part- : Y
Time 3.3 14.3 9.3 3.k 10.0 2.2 . I

Chi-square = 15.19% df =5 p{.05
¥significant at the .05 level
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of part-time respondents, 14.3% and 9.3% respectively. The difference
betweeﬁ the percentages of those with the Specialist degree compared
to those with the masters or doctors degree may indicate that some
people misuﬁderétood What.Specialist meant. Some respondents may have

indicated this degree if they had special certification or training

rather than if they had a Teaching Specialist degree. This distributioﬁ_

was found to he significant énd the null hypothesis was rejécted. Al~
though-these three divisions of the data were found tq be significant,
no conclusions can be made based on this data alone because of the
small size of the part-time group.

Highest Degree Attained

Respondents were asked to indicate which degrees they held.
TABLE 33 présents the distribution of the sample by the highest degree
attained. 4.2% had no degree, 2.9% had only an associate degree,v
15.0% had a bachelors degree,_53.3% had a masters degree, 5.6%.haa,a

teaching specialist degree, and 18.9% had a doctorate.

TABLE 33

Distribution of Respondents By Highest Degree Attained

Teaching ) .
None Associate Bachelors Masters Specilalist Doctorate

Number 30 21 108 383 Yo 136

Percent k2 2.9 15,0 53.3 5.6 18.9
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The highest degree earned by respondents from each state is

shown in TABLE 34, For the.chi—square analysis, the two categories

with less than a bachelors degree were combined and the masters degree

and specialist degree were combined resulting in four groups.

square of 36.42 was significant at the .05 level.

The chi-—

The null hypothesis

was rejected and it was concluded that significant differences exist

between the states in the highest degree attained by the commﬁnity

college personnel.

TABLE 3k

Distribution of Highest Degree Attained
By State (inh percent)

. Total
AK ID M Wv OR UT - WA WY  Sample
one 2.6 5.7 0.0 13.3 4.3 7.8 3.9 1. ko
Associate 2.6 0.0 5.3 0.0 k.9 k.7 2.1 2.9 2.9
Bachelors 28.9 11.4 10.5 6.7 11.7 23.% 16.4 8.7 15.0
Masters 31.6 64.3 63.2 46.7 59.3 k8.4 50.2 56.5 53.3°
Specialist 2.6 2.9 0.0 0.0 3.7 1.6 8.9 T.2 5.6

Chi-square = 36.42% 4af = 21
¥significant at the .05 level

p=<.05
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The distribution of the highest degree attained analyzed by
Admlnlstrator/Paculty groups is presented in TABLE 35. As was antici-
pated, faculty teaching in terminal programs had the highest proportion
of respondents Witﬁ an Associate degree or no degree, 18.6%. Faculty
teaching in transfer programs had the highest proportion of respondents
with the masters degree, 69.3%, and administrators had the higheét
proportion of doctorates, 28.9%. The differences in the distribution

were found to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

TABLE 35

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

Facﬁlty Paculty Faculty Terminal/  Total

Admin Terminal Transfer  TFaculty Transfer Sample
None 2.9 10.5 1.7 0.0 Yo
Associate 1.6 8.1 0.6 1.8 2.9
Bachelors  11.6 30.8 6.1 14.3 15.0
Masters k9.2 39.0 69.3 69.6 53.3
Specialist 5.8 6.4 5.0 3.6 5.6
Doctors 28.9 5.2 17.3 10.7 ) 18.9;

Chi-square = 139.84% af =15 pL.05
¥significant at the .05 level ’
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The réspondents were divided into a faculty group and ah admin~
- istrator group by combining the three faculty subgroups. The distri-
bution of faculty was then compared with the findings of O'Banion
(1972). After his sfﬁdy and a review of the literature, he -concluded
that the "proportion of instructors with bachelor's, master's, and
doctor's degrees has remained fairly constant over the past ten years"
(0'Banion, 1972:54). He found these proportioné to be eighteen percent
bachelors, seventy—~five percent masters, and seven percent doctoratés.
After combining those with the specialist degree and those with a
masters degree and'combining those with less than a bachelors degrée
and those with a bachelors degree,‘the distribution was compared with
O'Banion's findings. O0'Banion's findings were used as tﬂe expectéd
frequency and a chi-sguare was computed. This test was significant.at
greater than .05, Even if the respondents with less than a bachelors
degree were not considéred, the test was still significant at greater
than .05. ‘

The direction of the differences between the findings of the
current study and the findings reported by O'Banion was an increase in
the proportion of doctorates, an increase in the proportion of those
with less than a masters degree, and a deérease in the proportion with
the masters degree. .This change agreed with Phair's (1975) prediction.
The increase in the proportion of faculty with less than a masters

degree was especially notable in the facﬁlty teaching in terminal
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programs where almost half, 49.4% of the faculty had>less than a
masters degree.

The same procedure was used to compare the findings of the pre-
sent study with those reported by Larson (1973). His study was of new
faculty members in California. He reported that 9.0% had'iess than a
bachelors degree, 17.0% had a Bachelors degfee, 67.0% had a masters
degree aﬁd T.0% had doctorates. The chi-square for the comparison
was significant at the .05 level.

Tﬂe findings of the current study were compared to those re-
ported by Brown (1974). Brown studied the faculty in the North Cen-
tral Association of Colleges and Schools geographical region. The
chi-square from this comparison was significant at greater than the
.05 level; When compared with Phair's (1975) study of California
faculty, the chi-square was significant. Compared with Cohen and
Brawer's (1976) study of humanities faculty nationwide, the chi—squafe
was significant. The findings of the current study were compared with
Johnson's (1977) study of faculty in the Western states and the chi-
square was significant at greafer than the .05 level.

The study most similar in findings to the current study was
Phairts (1977) sfudy of new faculty in California. The chi-square
was not significant. He reported 23.0% of the faculty with less than
a masters degree, 65.0% with. the masters degrée' ,‘ and 12.0% with the

doctorate.
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Three possible explanations exist for these findings. First,
Phair's prediction is true that more doctorates are available‘and have
been'employed, and the growth of para-professional, vocational programs
has increased the demand for faculty with less than the masters degree.
" Becond:, the attractiveness of the northwest as a place of residence
has attracted an increased number of people to the area who have
doctors degrees. Third, the'sample was not representative of the pop-
ulation. Although the correct explanation is probhably a combination of
these three, the first explanation seems to be the most prohahle.

The highest degree attained by administrators was cémpared.with_
the findings of three recent studies which reported degree information
about édministrators. Rydzik (1972) studied administrators in alliea
health programs in New York. Kumpf (197h) studied administrators in
parts of Ohio, indiana, and Kentucéky. Johnson (1977) studied adminis-
trators in -the western states. The chi-square was significant at
greater than the .05 level for the Kumpf and Johnsop studies and not
significant for the Rydzik study. The p;oportions of administrators
with less than the masters degree was higher in the current study than
in any of the other three. The proportiqn af administrators with the
doctors degree was higher in the current study than in Kumpf's study
but lower than in the Johnson study. The reasons for these differ-
ences appear to be the same as for the differences reported about

faculty.
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The distribution of highest degrge attained by part-time and
full—time respondents is presented in TABLE 36. The part-time people
had a higher proportion of associate and bachelors dégrees. This
finding agféed With.Phair's'prediction of an increased emphasis on para-
profeésional and vocatlonal programs. It may also indicate that people
with higher degrees were not aveilable on a part—time basis. If this
were true, it would contradict Cheit's (i97l) prediction of an excess

of personnel with advanced degrees seeking employment at the community

college.
TABLE 36
Distribution of Highest Degree Attained
By Part—time/Full-time (in percent)
None Assoc Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate
FMall- '
time h.o 2.6 1k4.3 54.1 5.3 19.4
Part- ) _ :
time 2.9 8.8 29.k4 38.2 11.8 8.8
‘Total ' :
Sample L.o 2.9 15.0 53.3 5.6 18.9

Chi-square = 15.19% af = 5 p £.05
¥significant at the .05 level
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Respondeﬁts With Experience As A CommunitxﬁColiege Student

-Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had attended =
community or junior college as a student. As TABLE 37 shgws, ho.2% of
the respondents indic%ted they had attended a community college. This
compares to 26.2% (Evans, 1970}, 28.0% (Medsker and Tillery, 1971),
and 25.1% {Cohen and Brawer, 1976) reported by other recent nationwide
studies. Lipséomb‘s (1972) study of Mississippi faculty was the only
study which reported a proportion as high as that found in the currént

study. Lipscomb reported 52.0% of the Mississippi faculty with this

experience.

TABLE 37
Distribution of Respondents By Experience
As A Community College Student

Tes No
Number , 303 k15
Percent 2,2 57.8

TABLE 38 displa&s how the respondents from each state answered
the question concerning gttendance at a community college. This distr%r
bution was not found to be significant and the null hypothesis was
retained. That is, no Aifferences existed in the proportion of res-—

pondents from each state who had attended a community college. Alaska, .
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with 47.4%, had the highest proportion who indicated that they had at-

tended a community college, however, this was still below the 52.0%

reported by Lipscomb.

TABLE 38

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

AK Ib - MT

NV

Total

OR UT WA WY Sample

Yes 4b7.4 45,7 31.6
No 52.6 5&.3 68.4

Chi-square = 7,22

40.0 L42.6 37.5 L5.2 -30.L u2.2
0.0 57.4 62.5 s54.8 69.6 57.8

=T

ficant.

TABLE 39, TABLE 40, TABLE 41, and TABLE 42 show the proportion
of those persons with experience as a community college student as ipdi—
cated-by administrator/faculty groups, part-time/full-time, degree
groups, and persons pursuing a higher degree respectively.

A higher proportion of faculty memberé than administrators had
.attended a community college. However, the differences Were.not sigﬁi—
The diffgrences between part-time and full-time respondents
were also not significant and the null hypotheses were retained for
both these distributions. Thus, it was concluded that no differenees

existed in the proportion of administrators and faculty who had




10k

TABLE 39

Respondents With Experience As A Community College Student
By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

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

Yes U43.1  L7.7 kb1 37.0 20.8 32.1  37.5 k2.2

No 56.9 52.3 55.9 63.0 79.2 67.9 62.5 57.8
Chi-square = 9.72 df = 6

TABLE L0

Respondents With Txperience As A Community College
Student By Part-Time/Full-Time (in percent)

Part—time , Full-time Total Sample
Yes Lh.1 ho.1 -
No " 55.9 57.9 57.8

Chi-square = .0029 df = 1
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TABLE L1

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

Total
None Associate Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate Sample

Yes 66.7 81.0 46.3 37.1 55.0 38.2 ho,2 -

No 33.3 19.0 53.7 62.9 5.0 61.8  57.8

Chi-square = 28.72% df = 5 p .05
¥significant at the .05 level

TABLE k42

Respondents With Experience As A Community College Student
By Those Pursuing A Higher Degree (in percent)

Community ‘ Teking Courses

College No but Total
Student Yes No Plan to» Sample
Yes 54.3 38.7 Lo. 4 . k2.5
No hs.7 61.3 59.6 ' 57.8

Chi-square = 10.60* af =2 p.05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

attended a community college and that no differences existed in the
proportion of part-time and full-time employees who had attended a
community college.

The differences among degree groups were found to.be significant

at greater than the .05 level. The null hypothesis was rejected for
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these groups, and it was concluded that significant differenceé did
exist among the groups. Eighty—one percent of the respondents with an
associate degree and 66.7% of those with no degree had attendéd'a
community college. This compared to 37.1% and 38.2% respectively for
respondents with the masters degree and doctorate.

- When compared by respondents who were pursuing a higher degree,
more respondents who had attended a community college were presentiy
enrolled iﬁ classes which would lead to a higher degree, 54.3% versus
45.7%. The differences among the groups were significant and the null

hypothesis was rejected.

Regpondents Pursuing A Higher Degree

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were taking
courses which would lead to a higher degree by selecting one of the
following responses: yes, no, or no but plan to. The distribution of

the respondents by these categories is presented in TABLE 43, o,

TABLE 43

Distribution of Respondents By Persons
Pursuing A Higher Degree

Yes No . No but plan to

Number 140 '395 ‘ ‘ 183

Percent 19.5 . 55.0 25.5 .
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TABLE 44 shows the distribution of persons pursuing a higher degree
within each state. Utah, Nevada and Alaska had the highest proporfions |
of persons presently pursuing a higher degree, 29.7%? 28.9%, and 26.7%
respectiﬁely. Montana had the lowest proportion with 10.5%. However,
Montana had the highest proportion who said they planned to pursue a
higher degree, 47.4%. The differences emong the states were not sig-
ﬁificant and the null hypothesis was retained. It was concluded that
no differences existed in the proportion of respondents from each state

who were taking courses toward a higher degree.‘

TABLE bl

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

Taking . . Total
Courses AX ID MT NV OR UT . WA WY - Sample
Yes 28.9 17.1 10.5 26.7 21.0 29.7 16.7 15.9  19.5
o 50.0 55.7 L42.1 46.7 55.6 L40.6 60.1 53.9 55.0
No But

Plan To 21.1 27.1 47.% 26,7 23.5 29.7 23.1 30.h 25.5
Chi-square = 18.92 df = 14 ‘

One reason why fewer Montana respondents would have been
actively pursuing higher degrees was that the universities in Montana

are geographically separated from the'community colleges and, thus, it
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was more difficult for them to attend classes than it would have been
for respondents from states where more community cdllegés were geo—
graphically closer to four year colleges and universities offering
degree ﬁrograms appropriate for community college personnel.' This
would also explain why the high percentage reported that théy plan to
pursue a higher degree. When the Yes and No but plan to responses were
combined, almost no differences exisﬁe&. |

The distribution‘éf administrators and faculty who were pur-
suing a higher degree is presented in TABLE 45. The differences émong
these groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

As would bé expected, the faculty who teach in terminal programs, who
had the highest proportion of respondents with.less-thén'a masters de-
gree, had the highest percentage, 28.5%, who said they were presently
taking courses which would lead to a higher degree.

Administrators, with 62.4%, had the highest proportion of re-
sponses that stated that they were not taking courses toward a higher
degree. One unexpeéted finding was that a lower proportion of faculty
teaching in both transfer and terminal programs were currently*taking
courses toward a higher degree than were administrators. |

These findings agreed with Principe who found that one-~third of
the science faculty of community colleges in the New York. area planned
to continue their education (1972:113). Science faculty would havg

been considered in this study as faculty teaching in transfer programs.
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This group reported over U2% who were either presently enrolled or

planned to take courses which would lead to a higher degree.

'TABLE 45

Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree
By Administrator/Faculty Groups (in percent)

Taking ' Faculty  Faculty Faculty Terminal Total

Courses Admin Terminal Transfer Faculty Transfer Sample
Yes - 17.%  .28.5 16.8 12.5 19.5 -
No - 62. 4 ho.1 57.8 51.8 55.0

No But )

Plan To 20.3 31.h 25.7 35.7 25.5

Chi-square = 28.27% df = 6 pd.05
¥significant at the .05 level .

Bushnell reported that thirty-three percent of the academic
faculty Weré pursuing a higher degree (1973: 32-33). This compared to
the 16.8% presently taking courses noted in the current study. Bushnell
found fifty percent of the vocational féculty were actively enrolled
in advanced degree programs (1973:32—3L). The same group in the cur-
rent study reported only 28.5% presently enrolled.

TABLE 46 displays the distribution.of part-time and_fuil—time
respondents who weré takihg courses toward a higher degree. The differ-
ences between these groups were not significant. Therefore, the null

hypothesis was retained and it was concluded that no differences existed
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in the proportion of part-time and full-time employees who were taking

courses toward a higher degree.

TABLE 46

Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree
By Part-Time/Full-Time (in percent)

Taking Courses

Yes No 4 No But Plan To
Full-time 20.0. 54,5 2500
Part-time 8.8 84,7 " 26.5
Total Sample 19.5 55.0 25.5

Chi-square = 2.71 af = 2

The responses to the same question by persons in the differeht
degree groups are presented‘in TARLE 47. The differences among these
groups was found to be significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.
As the education level increased, the proportion who said they were nq£
presently pursuing a higher degree increased and the proportion currentf
ly taking courses decreased. |

Bighteen percent of those persons with a masters or teaching
specialist degree were currently taking courses toward a highér degree.
This figure was somewhat higher than the six percent réported by Bush-
nell (1973). However, Bushnell was reporting only faculty while this

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

degree from that reported By either Medsker or Bushnell.

" TABLE 47 .

Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree
By Degree Groups (in percent)

Highest Degree Held

Taking Less than Specialist ‘ Total
Courses Bachelors Bachelors or Masters Doctorate Sample
Yes 51.0 30.6 18.0 3.7 19.5
No 25.5 32.4 53.9 87.5 55.0
No But : - '

Plan To . 23.5 37.0 28.1 8.8 25.5

Chi-square = 116.66% 4df = 6 p {.05
¥significant at the .05 level

A comparison of respondents who had experience as a community
college student and respondents taking courses toward a higher degree
is presented in TABLE 48. This comparison was found to be significant
and the hull hypothesis was rejected. More respondents with. experience
as a community coliege student than those who had not attended a com-

munity college were taking courses which would lead to a.highgr degree,
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25.1% compared to 15.4%. Evans (1970) found experience as a coﬁmuﬁity
coilege student to be a significant factor relating to faculty agreemént
with the community college philosophy. The findings of the current
study indicated that this experience was glso = significanﬁ factor in
motivating community college personnel to continue their formal edu;

cation.

‘TABLE L8

Respondents Taking Courses Toward A Higher Degree By Experience
As A Community College Student (in percent)

Community Teking Courses

College

Student Yes No No but plan to
Yes oh.1 | 50.5 . o4 b
No 15.4 58.3 ' 26.3
Total :
Sample 19.5 55.0 : 25.5

Chi-square = 10.60% df =2 p<L05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

Teaching Experience

Respondents were asked to indicafe the number of years they had
taught in elementary schools, secondary schools, business or trade
schools, vocational technical schools, other community coliege;, four-
year collegés and/or worked as a graduate assistant or in non-teaching
positions. TABLE 49 présenfs the number; percent, and mean numﬁer of

years of teaching or work experience of respondents. As this table
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TABLE 49

Distribution of Respondents By Teaching Experience

Teaching Experience
Bus or . Comm Y-year Grad Non-
Blemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach None

Number 98 - 333 28 53 157 163 141 170 106
Percent 13.6 46.4 3.9 ‘ 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7 1L4.8
Mean 5.0 6.5 k.3 k4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

Years

shows, respondents had more experience in the secondary school than in
any of the other choices. U6.4% of the respondents had taught in a
secondary school and had the most teaching experience with an average
of 6.5 years. The longest experiencé was in the non-teaching work
situation. Although only 23.7% of the respondents indicated they had
experience in non-teaching jobs, they averaged 7.8 years work experience.
14.8% of the respondents reported no teaching or work experience prior
to their present position.

The differences in the teaching experience of fespondents in
each state were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. The
distribution of teaching experience in each state is shown in TABLE 50.
Montans and Idaho had the highest proportion of respondents with. secon-
dary teaching experiencé with. 57.9% and 57.1% respectively. Washington
Had the lowest proportion of fespondents with secondary teaching experi-

ence with 42.3%. Montana with 5.1 years and Utah with 4.5 years had
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the shortest secondéry_teaching experiencé. Alaska, With 8.8 ;eérs
had the longest secondary experience.

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

Utah had the lowest proportion of fespondénts with experience
at other community colleges, 12.5% with 1.4 mean yesrs experience.'
Montana had the second lowest proportion with community college teaching
' éxperience, 15.3% with the longest mean years experience of 10.3 years.‘
Nevada had the highest proportion of respondents, 33.3%, with community
collegé teaching experience.

Utah recorded the lowest percentage of respondents with four-
year college teaching experience, 15.6%. Montana respondents had the
shortest fouf—year college teaching éxperience, 1.8 years. Alaska
respondents had the highest proportion with four-year college teaching
experience, 34.2%, and also the longest such éxperienge, 4.9 years.

Montané respondents héd the lo&est proportion of respondents
with non-teaching %ork experience, 21.1%, but they had the longest such
experience, 10.0 years. Two factors seem to contribute to thiS'findingi
First, the college with: people most likely to have this experience did
: nét participate.’ Secondly, Montana may bé recruiting moré of its new .

personnel from fourfyear colleges rather than from the market place.
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Analysis of responses of administrators and faculty concerniﬁé
teaching experience is presented in TABLE 51. This aistribution was
significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

Administrators had a higher proportion of respondents who had
experience in public schools; other community colleges and non-teaching
work situations thanh did faculty. TFaculty teaching in terminai pro-
grams had the highest proportion of respondents with experience in
business or trade schools and in vocational-technical schools. TFaculty
who taught in both terminal and transfer programs, many of Who were also
counselors, had nearly the‘same percentage of respondents with teaching
experience in the public schools as did the administrators. Faculty
teaching in transfér programs had the highest percengage of respondents
who had taughﬁ in the four-year college.

The teaching experience of respondents tends to leqd support to
the predictions of Cheit (1971), Phair (1975), and Phair (1977) dis-
cussed earlier. The faculty teéching in transfer programs reported a
much higher proportion of respondents with experience in a four~year
college than previous studies had réported. Oné fourth of the facultf
teaching in terminal programs had non~teaching work experience with an
average of 9.7 years experience. Also, 26.7% of faculty teaching in
terminal programs reported no teaching or work experience prior to
their present position.

The findings of the current study were compared to studies
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TABLE 51

Teaching Experience of Respondentg By Administrator/Faculty Groups
(in percent and mean years) '
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reported in TABLE 2; page 32, The findings of previous studies were
used as the expected fréquencies and chi—squa%e tests were computed.
For the comparisons, all faculty were combined into one group.

The findings for faculty were compared to thirty-five of the
studies frgm TABLE 2. All thirty-five comparisons were significaqt.-
The findings for administratoré were similarly compared to the four
studies listed in TABLE 2 which reported information concerning admiﬁ—
istrators.. These four were also found té be significant. TABLE 52
lists the studies and the computed chi-~square for each comparison.

Teaching experience of part-time and full-time respondents is
displayed in TABLE 53. More part-time persohnel had experience in
elémentary schools, busihess or trade schools, vocational-technical
schools, and four-year colleges. Full—time‘peréonnel had more experi-
ences only in the secondary schools and other community c¢olleges. It
would appear that people afe being employed on a part—-time bgsis from
public schools, four-year colleges, and the business and industry sector.
Public school teachers and college professors may be employea full-time
at these échéols but teach part-time at the community college for a
second source -of income. This might also be true for those éqming from
business and industry. These people may be looking for a second'income,
but more importantly, they seem to be filling a great need for the

community college.
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TABLE 52

Studies From TABLE 2 Compared To Current Study

Author and Date Chi-square Significant
. Faculty :
Wahlquist, 1930 82.71 _ ~ Yes
Eells, 1931 - 136.13 : Yes
Garrison, 1941 168.67 Yes
Koos, 1947 263.97 Yes
Siehr, 1962 . 15.01 , Yes
Siehr and others,1963 1L.72 , : Yes
Siehr and others,1963 215.77 Yes
Johnson, 1964 20.80 Yes
Johnson, 1964 20.11 Yes
Johnson, 1964 61.4s Yes
Wattenbarger, 1964 < 50.60 Yes
Carter, 1965 Th. L7 Yes
Maul, 1965 26k4.01 Yes
NEA, 1965 54.58 Yes
Birnbaum, 1966 - 3358.55 Yes
Gleazer, 1967 11Lh.21 Yes
Cashin, 1968 ' 30.05 Yes
Farris, 1968 310.37 Yes
Good and others,1l968 246.30 Yes
Phair, 1968 : 255.83 Yes
Phair, 1968 151.6 , ] Yes
Cohen and Brawer, 1969 1h.65 A Yes
Phair, 1969 18.32 Yes
Medsker and Tillery, 1971 89.54L Yes
Hisert, 1972 95.19 Yes
Rydzik, 1972 : 251.73 Yes
Bushnell, 1973 9.84 Yes
Larson, 1973 290.00 Yes
Reade, 1973 123.23 Yes
Reade, 1973 " 829.98 Yes
Smith, 1973 , 862.98 Yes
Brown, 19Tk 1350.46 Yes
Kumpf, 1974 135.82 Yes.
Phair, 1975 . hak 77 Yes

Phair, 1977 hhg.80. - : Yes
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TABLE 52 (continued)

Author and Date Chi~square Significant
Adnministrators

Roland, 1953 34.33 Yes

Hawk , 1960 26.93 Yes

Rydzik, 1972 “ 68h.92 Yes

Kumpf, 1974 83.00 Yes
TABLE 53

Teaching Experience of Respondents.By Part—tlme/Full—tlme
(in percent and mean years)

TeaéhingrExperience
Bus Comm

L yr. Grad ' Non-

Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teaching

Full- 12.43 46.9 3.5 7.3 22,4 22.5 194 23.7
time 3.9° 6.5 L.8 L.6 h.7 3.8 2.1 7.7
Part- 38.2 35.3 11.8 " 8.8 11.7 26.5 23.5 23.
time k.5 7.3 4.3 3.0 8.5 - 3.7 1.6 10.
Total 13.6  L6.bL 3.9 T.h4 21.9 2.7 19.6 - 23.7
Sample 4.0 6.5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

8percent of respondents

bpean years experience

Chi-square = 27.22% 4f = 7 p05

¥gignificant at the .05 level
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The differences in teaching experiénce between part-time and

4

full-time respondents were significant and the null hypothesis was

rejected.

As was expected, the teaching experiences of respondents of the

different degree groups were significant and the null hypothesis was
rejected. TABLE 54 presents this information. Respondents with less
than a bachelors had the highest percentage with teaching experiencé in
business or trade school and vocational-technical schools and the
longest experience in non-teaching work situations. Respondents with

the doctorate had the highest percentage with experience in the public

schools, other community colleges, the four~year college, and non—teaéh— 

ing work situations. Over half the respondents with masters and doc-
tors degrees had experience in the secondary schooil

Teaching experience of respondents‘pursuing a higher degree and
those not pursuing a degree was éomparéd. 'As TABLE 55 shows, respond-—
ents not currently taking élasse; and not plgnnipg to do so had the
highest percentage with experience in the public schools, other com-
munity colleges, and four-year colleges. The différences amoné these
groups were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

The diffgrences in teaching experience between respondents with
and without experience as a community college student are presented'in
TABLE 56. These differences were not significant and the null'hypotﬁ—

esis was retained. Thus, there are no differences in the teaching
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TABLE 5k

Teaching Experience of Respondents By Degree Groups
(in percent and mean years) ;

Teaching Experience

" Bus Comm Teach.  Non-
Degree Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach
Less than o.o% 10.0 12.0 16.0 8.0 h.0 0.0 26.0
Bachelors 0 1.6 . 4.8 5.3 5.3 3.0 0 14,8
Bachelors 9.6 28.8 6.7 10.6 11.5 9.6 3.8 25.0
4.8 6.2 5.6 k.3 5.9 5.9 1.0 10.k

Masters 15.4 50.8 3.3 6.6 23.6 20.1  20.3 21.7
4.3 6.7 Wb k.1 L.s 3.5 1.9 6.1

Doctorate 16.9 60.3 0.7 2.9 29.h4 48.5 36.8 27.9
' 2. 2.0 2. 5.3 3.9 2.3 7.9

Total - 13.6 .k 3.9 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7
Sample - hoo 6.5 k.3 L,5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

a
percent of respondents
Mean years experience

Chi-square = 139.48% af = 21 p .05
*gignificant at the .05 level

experience of respondents who have attended a community college and
those who have not.

Length of Service

Respondents indicated how long they had been employed at the
college and how long in their present position. TABLE 57 presents ‘the

distribution of respondents by the length of service.. Nearly seventy-
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TABLE 55

Teaching Experience of Respondents By Those Pursuing
A Higher Degree (in percent and mean years)

Teaching Experience

Taking ' Bus V Comm L yr Teach Non-—
Courses. Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach
Yes 10.7&% 37.1 2.9 1l1.h4 20.0 15.7 15.7 25.7

.9 ‘6,0 6.3 3.5 b2 2.9 2.4 8.1
.No 15.9 51.6 3.8 6.1 24.3 29.4  20.3 22.3

b1 7.1 4.8 b7 5.0 3.9 2.1 8.3
No But 10.9 Lh2.1 k.9 7.1 18.0 13.7 21.3 25.1
Plan To 2.8 5.4 3.9 5.5 4.8 L. 1.7 6.6
Total 13.6  Lh6.k 3.9 7.4 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7
Sample k.o 6.5 L.3 L.5 - Lh.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

&percent of respondents

bpean years expérience

Chi-square = 25.64% df = 14 p .05
¥significant at the .05 level

five percent of the respondents had heen at their present school less
than ten years. The averége length of service for all respondents was
8.0 years. The average time in present position was 6.5 years. |
The length of service of respondents from each. state is pre-
sented in TABLE 58 and TABLE 59. Tor the chi-square analysis, the two
groups with over fifteen years service were combined because of the

small number in each category. The differences in the length of service
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TABLE 56)

Teaching Experience of Respondents By Experience As A
Community College Student (in percent and mean years)

Teaching Experience

Community
College , "Bus - . Cotmm Y yr Grad  Non-
Student . Elemen Second Trade Vo-Tec College College Assist Teach:
Yes 13.92%  L41.3 Lo T.6 25.1 18.5 19.1 23.k
3.92 6.2 L.T 3.3 4.5 3.8 1.7 T.9
No 13.5 50.1 3.9 T7.2° 19.5 25.8 20.0 23.9
4.0 6.8 L.7T 5.4 5.1 8.8 2.3 T.7
Total 13.6 ek 3.9 T.b 21.9 22.7 19.6 23.7
Sample h.o 6.5 4.3 4.5 4.8 3.9 2.0 7.8

apercent of respondents

Prean years experience

Chi-square = 8.45 d4f =7

of respondents among the states were significdnt and the null hypo-
thesis was rejected»for both comparisons.

Nevada énd Alaska had respéndents who had been at the present
college the shortest time. In Nevada 86.7T% and in'Alaska 86.8% had
been employed less fhan six years. Alaska's average eﬁployment was
3.3 years and Nevada's was 3.7 years.. No one had beenh employed over

10 years in Nevada notably beécause the two colleges responding were

established in 1969 and 1971 meking it impossibkle to have anyone With’
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TABLE 57

Distribution of Respondents By Length of Service

0-5  6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years
Present
School .
Number 267 256 - 12 35 - 18 8.0
Percent 37.2 35.7 19.8 4,9 2.5
Present
Position '
Number = 380 209 96 21 12 6.5
Percent 52.9 29.1 . 13.h4 2.9 1.7 :
TABLE 58

Length of Service At Present School By State (in percent)

Years AK 1D MT Nv : OR UT WA WY Total Sample
0-5 86.8 20.0 36.8 86.7 35.2 39.1. 2§.2 52.2 37.2
6-10 10.5 32.9 36.8 13.3 LB.8 35.9 33.8 33.3 35.7
11-15 2.6 37.1 26.3 0.0 15.h4 16.9 26.0 7.2 19.8
16-20 0.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 0.6 6.3 7.8 2.9 .. hLo
Over 20 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 3.2 L3 2.9.
Meen Years 3.3 10.1 T.b 3.7 7.0 8.4 9.1 7.0 - 8.0

Chi-square = 126.72% af = 21 p<{ .05
¥significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 59

Length of Service in Present Positiqn By State (in .percent)

Years A ID__Mr_ WV OR __UT WA WY  Total Sample
0-5 89.5 38.6 42.1 93.3 54.3 57.8. 46.3 60.9 52.9
6-10 7.0 314 36.8 6.7 36.L 26.6 28.8 27.5 . 29.1
11-15 2.6 21.4 21.1 0.0 8.6 9.4 18.1 7.2 13.4
16-20 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.6 k4.6 1.k 2.9
Over 20 0.0 1.4 a0 0.0 0.0 k.7 1.8 2.9 1.7
Mean Years 2.9 8,0 6.9 2.9 5.6 6.2 7.3 6.6 6.5

Chi-square = 66.82% df = 21  p .05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

more than ten years experience. Utah had the higﬁest proportion with
" over twenty years experiénce. 7.8%.

Alaska with 89.5% and Nevada with‘93.3% had the highest pro-
portion of respondents with less than six years ekperiencé in theiy
present position. Respondents from both states had been in their pre-
sent position an average of 2.9 years. Utah had the greatest number
of respondents, 4.7%, who had Eeen in their present position over
twenty years. Idaho had the longest average length of service with
8.0 years in the present position. |

The length of servicé of administrator/faculty groups is dis-

played in TABLE 60 and TABLE 6l1. The differences in the length of




L I () Ll

LA s

127

service at the present school for these groups were significant and
the differences in the length. of service in present positions were

significant. The null hypothesis was rejected.

TABLE 60

Length of Service at Present School By Admlnlstrator/Faculty Groups
(in percent)

: Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/
Years Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Total Sample

0-5 3h.7 48.3 32.4 - 32.1 37.2 
6-10 36.7 3.7 32.h 46,k 35.7
11-15 20.3 13.k4 25.7 17.9 19.8
16-20 5.5 | 3.5 . 5.6 3.6 k.9
Over 20 2.9 1.2 3.9 0.0 2.9
Mean

Years 8.2 - 6.8 8.6 . 1.8 8.0

Chi-square = 22.68% d4f = 12 p {.05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

1

The faculty teaching in termlnal programs had the shortest
length of service, 48. 3%, with less than six years service and an
average of 6.8.years. Thiq supported earllef findings which.éﬁggest
an increased emphasis on terminal programs in the last five to ten
years. Faculty teaching in transfer programs had the longest service,

an average of 8.8 years.
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TABLE 61

Length of Service in Present Position By Administrator/Faculty Groupé
(in percent)

)

Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total

Years Administrators Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
0--5 .. 62.4 58.1 36.9 - ©35.7 - 52.9
6-10 26.0 28.5 30.2 L6 29.1
11~15 8.k 11.0 2k.0 16.1 13.4
16-20 2.3 1.7 5.0 3.6 2.9°
Over 20 1.0 1.2 3.9 0.0 1.7
Mean Ye;rs 5.5 5-9 8.k Tk 6.5

Chi-square = 57.17¥ d4f =12 p<.05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

Administfators had the shortest time in their presenf position
with an average of 5.5 years and 62.4% had leés than éix years. Faculty
teaching in transfer programs had been in their present position the
longest, an average of 8.4 years and 3.9% over twegty years.

TABLE 62 and TABLE 63 show the ieﬁgth.of service of partftime'
and full~£ime respondents. The differences in the length. of serviée at
their ﬁresent school between these groups were significant and the null
hypothesis was rejected. The differences in the length of sérvice in

present position between these groups were significant and the null
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‘TABLE 62

Length of Service at Present School By Part—time/Full-time

(in percent)

0-5 610 11-15 16-20  Over 20

" Mean Years

Full-time  35.5 36.5 20,6 5.0 2.3
Part-time - 70.6° 17.6 - 2.9 2.9 5.9
Total Sample 37.2 35.7 19.8 b9 , 2,9

Chi-square = 20.96% af = 4 p .05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

8.1
5.8

8.0

TABLE 63

Length of Service in Present Position By Part-time/Full-time

(in percent)

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20

Mean Years

Full-time 51.6  30.0 '13.9 2.9 ~ 1.6
Part-time  T9.L  11.8 2.9 2.9 2.9
Total Sample 52.9 -29.1 13.4 2.9 1.7

Chi-square = 11.67% af = 4 p £.05
¥significant at the .05 level

6.5
b7

6-5
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hypothesis was rejected.

Part-time employees had been at their present school a shorter
time than full-time personnel, 5.8 years average compared to 8.1 years
average. The proportion of part—timers with less than six years éer*
vice was nearly tywice that of full-time people, 70%‘compared to 35.5%.
This was anticipated because part-time personnel would have a high
turnover rate. The surprising fact about this‘finding was that pért—
time personnel had been employed at the school as long-as they had.
Nearly six pefcent had been at the_college over twenty years. -

Length of service in present position'was similar to‘length of
service at present school. Part-—time personnel had an average of 4.7
years service while full-time personnel had 6.5 years average. Of the
part—-time eﬁployees, 79.4% had been in their present position less than
six years while 2.9% had served over twenty years.

The iength of service of respondents in each degree group is
presented in TABLE éh and TABLE 65. The differences among degree
groups concerning léngth of service at present school were significant
and the differences in length of service in bresent position were
significant. The null hypotheses were rejected.

Respondents with less ?han a bachelors degree had the shortest
length of service, 6.4 years average and sixty percent with less than
six years. Respondents with a bachelors degree had only slightly

longer experience with an average of 6.5 years and 46.2% less than six
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TABLE 64

Length of Service at Present School By Degree Groupé (in percent)

\

. Less than Masters and | Total
Years Bgchelors Bachelors -  Specialist - Doctorate Sample
0-5 60.0 46 2 ©31.0 9.7 37.2
6-10 2h.0 . 38.5 38.0 31.6 . 35.7
11-15 12.0 9.6 2h.1 7.6 - 19.8
16-20 2.0 4.8 k.5 7.4 k.9
Over 20 2.0 1.0 2.4 3.7 2.9
Mean Years 6.k 6.5 8.5 - 8.2 8.0

Chi-square = 33.2% df =12 p .05
¥significant at the .05 level ‘

years. Respondents with a masters degree had the longest average
service, 8.5 years.

Respondents with less than a bachelors degree also had the
shortest service in their present position, 4.7 years and T4.0% with
less than six years. Persons with the'ﬁasters'degree had the loﬁgest;
6.9 years .and 2.1% with over twenty years service.

The distributions of the lengtﬁ of service data for respondenﬁS'
pursuing a higher degree are presented in TABLE 66 and TABLE 67. Both
these distributions were significant and the null hypotheses were

rejected and it was concluded that significant differences did exist




— L NI Ll P

132

* TABLE 65

Length of Service in Present Position By Degree Groups (in percent)

Less than Masters and Total

Years . Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample
-5 Th.Q 58.7 48.5 53.7 52.9
6-10 16.0 32.7 20.5 27.9 9.1
11-15. . 5.0 5.8 - 15.8 13.2 13,4
16-20 0.0 1.9 | - 3.1 bk 2.§
Over 20 0.0 - 0.0 2.1 0.7 1.7
Mean Years R ¢ 5.4 6.9 . . 6.4 6.5

Chi-square = 22,35% 4f =12 p £.05
¥zsignificant at the .05 level .

in the length of service at present school and in present poéitién'among
respondents pursuing a higher degree and those not pursuing a higher
degreé.

As TABLE 66 shows, reépondents not pursuing a higher degree and
not planning to do S0 had a longef length of service, 9.2 years, than
those who were either presently taking courses, 6.8‘years, or who pianr
ned to do so, 6.3 years. Personnel who have been employed longer have‘
already completed a higher degree and planned no further education.
Néwly hired personnel are continuing their education seo they can im-

prove their positions.
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TABLE 66

‘Length of Service at Present School By Respondents
Pursuing A Higher Degree (in percent)

Taking '

Courses 0-5 6-10. 11-15 16-2Q Over 20 Mean Years
Yes 43.6 39.3 7 13.6 2.9 0.7, 6.8
No 29.1 3h.9 ' 24,8 7.3 3.8 9.2

o But 59.7  34.h 13.7 1.1 o1 6.3
Plan To :

Total - 37.2°  35.7 19.8 4.9 2.9 8.a
Sample

Chi-square = 45.44* afr =8 p <.05
¥significant at the .05 level

Differences in the lengfh of service in the‘preseqt position
were siﬁilar to those in length of service at present school. -Responde
ents not currentiy taking courses toward a higher degree had the long-
est service with an average of 7.4 years compared to 5.6 yeafs and 5.1 -
years for.the other twq groups.

TABLE 68 and TABLE 69 compare the length of service and exper-
ience as a éommunity college student. Neither of these comparisons was
significant. The null hypotheses were retained and it was concluded.
that no differences existed in.the length of service in present position

or at present school between respondents who had attended a community
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TABLE 67

Length of Service in Present Position By Respondents
Pursuing a Higher Degree (in percent) '

1

Taking

Courses d-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 - Over 20 Mean Years
Yes 57.1  31.k 9.3 1.k 0.7 5.6

No 46.1 29.h 17.5 - 4.6 2.5 7.k ;

No But 64.5 26.8 T.7 0.5 0.5 5.1

Plan To )

Total 52.9 29.1 13.h4 2.9 1.7 6.5
-Sample ‘

Chi-square = 32.50% df = 8 p .05
¥gignificant at the .05 level-

TABLE 68

Length of Service at Present School By Experience As A
. Community College Student (in percent)

Community . ' :

College 0-5 6-10 T11-15 16-20 Over 20 Mean Years
Student . ' :

Yes 38.3 37.6 17.2 4.3 2.6 7.6

No 36.4  3k.2 21.7 5.3 2.k 8.3
Total 52.9  29.1 13.h 2.9 1.7 6.5
Sample ‘

Chi-square = 3.39 4f = 4
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TABLE 69

Length of-Service in Present Position By Experience As A
Community College Student (in percent)

Community ’ . :

College 8-5 6-10 11-15 16-20. Over 20 Mean Years
Student ' '
Yes 54,5 29.0 12.9 2.0 1.7 6.2

No 51.8 29.2 13.7 3.6 1.7 6.7
Total 52.9 29.1 13.4 2.9 1.7 6.5
Sample .

Chi-square = 3.39 df = 4

’ céllege and those who had not.

Supervised Teachlng Experience
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had a super -

vised teaching experience in the public schools, student-teaching, or

in a higher education setting, a teaching internship. TABLE 70 presents

the responses to this question. Of" the réspéndents, 55.2% had student
teaching experience while oniy 19.4% had a. teaching internship_in higher
education.

The disﬁributions of respondents in eéch.state Wﬁth.the super;
vised teaching experiences is displayed in TABLE 71 and TABLE 72,
Weither .of thése distributions was significant and the null hypotheses
were retained. Thus, it was concluded that no differences existed among

thé states in the student teaching experience and teaching internship
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TABLE 70

Distribution of Respondents By Supervised Teaching Experience

Student Teaching Teaching Internship

Yes o : Yes No
Number 396 322 ' 139 579
Percent 55.2 LY.8 19.%  80.6
TABLE Tl

Student Teaching Experience By State (in percent)

Student ' Total
Teach TAK D MT Nv OR UuT WA WY Sample
Yes 57.9. 58.6 57.9 53.3 56.2 54.7 52.3 59.4 55.2

No ho.1 L1 4 k42o.1 46.7 L43.8 L45.3 47.3 LO.6. 4.8
Chi~square = 2.02. d4f = T

experience of the respondents.

The respoﬁses of administrator/faculty groups concerning super-
vised teaching experience is presented in TABLE 73 and TABLE'ﬂ+. The
differences aﬁong admiﬁistrator/facplty groups regarding student teach-
ing was significant and the null hypothesis was rejected. The differ-

.ences among the groups concerning the teaching internship were not
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" TABLE T2

Teaching Internship Experience By State (in percent)

Teach

: Total
Intern AK D MT NV OR uT WA WY Sample
Yes 15.8 20.0. 10.5 20.0 14,8 23.4 21.7 20?3 : 19.4
o 84.2 80.0 '89.5 80.0 85.2 T76.6 78.3 T79.7 80.6

Chi-square = 5.14 af =7

TABLE T3

Student Teaching Experience By Administrator/Faculty Groups
(in percent)

Student Terminal Transfer Terminal Facﬁlty/ Total
Teach Administrator Faculty  Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample
Yes 64.0 - 38.) 5h.2 60.7 . 55.20 -
No 36.0 61.6 45.8 39.3 hy.8

Chi-square = 30.6%¥ 4f =3  p<L.05
¥gsignificant at the .05 level

significant. The null hypothesis was retained and it was concluded
that there were no differences among administrator/faculty groups in
teaching internship experience.

Faculty teaching in terminal programs had thé lowest proportion

of respondents with student teaching experience, 38.4%, while
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TABLE T4 . : ‘

Teaching Internship Experience By Administrator/Faculty Groups
(in percent)

Teach : _ ' Terminal Transfer Terminal Faculty/ Total
Intern Administrator Faculty Faculty Transfer Faculty Sample

Yes 20.9 ©1b.5 21.8 19.6 19;h
ife 79.8 85.5 78.2 80.4 80.6

Chi-square = 3.5& af = 3

administrators had the highest ﬁroportion, 6h;0%. These figures cor-
respond closely with highest degree earned by respondents and teaching
experience of respondents. Faculty teachingvin terminal programs had
fewer advanced degrees and thus fewer of them had stﬁdent teaching
experience.

Although a lower propoftion of faculty teaching in terminal
programs had a teaching internship experience, the differences were not
significant.

The authors listed in TABLE 14, page 59, recommended the
teaching internship as.a necessary part of the professional pfeparation
for community college faculty. As more faculty members participaté in
formal programé designed to prepare faculty members more of them may
take a teaching internéhip as a part of their preparation program.'

As this takes place, the differences among these groups will become
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more significant for the same reasons that the differences in highest
degree attained in teaching expefience and in student teaching experi-
ence are significant.

TABLE 75 and TABLE 76 compare the student teaching experience
and teaching internship experience of part«time and full-time responv'
dents. Neithér of these comparisons was sigunificant and the null hy-
pothe;és were retained. Thus, it was concluded that there are no
differences in the student teaching experience and teaching internship

experience of part-time and full-time employees.

TABLE T5

Student Teaching Experience By Part—time/Full-time (in percent)

Student : :
Teach Part-time Full-time Total Sample
Yes 4.1  55.6 . 55.2
No 52.9 S by Lk, 8

Chi-square = .17 d4df = 1

The comparison of student teaching experienc; of the degree
groupé is presented in TABLE 77. Respondents with less than a masters
degree have a much lower propoftion with student teaching experience
than did those with a masters, specialist, or doctors degree. Oﬁly

12.0% of those with less than a bachelors degree had student taught and
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TABLE T&

Teaching Internship Experience By Part—time/Full-time (in percent)

Teach ' ,
Intern Part-—time Full-time Total Sample
Yes 23.5 19.2 - 19.4

No 76.5 80.8 " .80.6
Chi-square = .17 af = 1 - '

TABLE T7

Student Teaching Experience By Degree Groups (in percent)

Student . Less than Mésters and Total

Teach Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample
Yes 12.0 37.5 60.5 69.1 - 55.2
No 88.0 62.5 39.5 30.9 L4.8

Chi-square = 66.45% df =3 pgo05
¥significant at the .05 level

37.5% of those with & bachelors degree had student.taﬁght. These com~
pare to 60.5% and 69.1% respectively for those.persons with a masters
or téaching speciélist degree and persons with a doctorate. These
differences were significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.

The comparison of teaching internship experience of the degree

groups is presented in TABLE 78. This comparison was significant and
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TABLE 78

Teaching Internship Experience By Degree Groups (in percent )

Teach Less than ’ Masters and Total

Intern Bachelors Bachelors Specialist Doctorate Sample
 Yes 10.0 15.4 18.9 27.9 19.%

No 0.0 8h.6 81.1 72.1 ‘2 80.6

Chi-square = 10.26%¥ df =3 p&o05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

the null hypothesis was rejected. The respoﬁdenﬁs had the same pattern
as the previous comparison. The proportion of respondents in eaéh_
group with teaching'interﬁship experience increased with each higher
degree. The percentages were 10.0%, lS.h%a 18.9% end 27.9% for the’
four groups. .It appeared e#ident that more respondehts_with.a doctorf
ate héd participated in programs designed to prepare tﬁém to teachd

The comparisons of the supervised teaching experiences of rel
spondents pursuing a higher degree are shown in TABLE 79 and TABLE 80.
The differences among these groups in their spudent teaching experience
Wére significant and the null hypothesis &as rejected. The differenceé
in teaching internship experience were not significant. The null hy-
pothesis was re£ained and it was conaluded that no differences in
teaching internship-experience existed among respondents pursuing a

higher degree, those planning to pursue a higher degree, and those not
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TABLE 79

Student Teaching Experience By Respondents Pursuing A Higher Degree

(in percent)

e

Student.

Teach Yes No No But Plan To Total Sample
Yes Lh.3 60..5 51.9 55.2

No

55.7 39.5 48.1 » 44,8

Chi-square = 12.04% = 4f =2 p
¥significant at the .05 level

TABLE 80

Teaching Internship Experience By Respondents Pursuing A Higher Degree

(in percent)

Teach :

Intern Yes No No But Plan To Total Sample
Yes 15.7 19.2 22.4 ' 19. 4

No 8h.3 - 80.8 7.6 "~ 80.6

Clji-square = 2.28 df = 2

pursuiné a higher degree; As TABLE 79 shows, respondents who were not

taking courses toward a higher degree and not planning to had the

highest proportion with. student teaching experience, 60.5%. This

finding corresponded closely with the results reported in TABLE LT
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page 111 and TABLE 77 , pagélho. A large percentage of respondents with
advanced degrees were not taking courses. More respondents &ith ad-
vanced degrees had student teaching experience. Therefore, it should
follow, as it did, that a high percentage of respondents who were not
taking courses would have student teaching experience.

The comparison of the supervised teaching experience of respon-
dgnts who had attended a community college and those who had not is
shown in TABLE 81 and TABIE 82. The aifferences in student teaching
experience between these groups were significant and the null hypoth-
esis was rejected., The differences in the teaching internship experi-
ence between these groups were not significant. The null hypothesis
was retained and it was concluded that there were no differencgs in
éhe teaching internship experience of respondents who had attended a

community college and those who had not.

Number of Courses in Education

The number of courses a person has téken in the education de-
partment is one indication of the professional preparation of that
person. TABLE .83 presents the number of courses in education the re-
spondents in this study had taken. Of the respondents, 30.6% had’ taken
three or fewer courses; 32.3% had teken from four to ten courses; and
37.1% had taken more than ten courses. The average for all respondents

was 10.9 courses.
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TABLE 81,

Student Teaching Experience By Experience As A
Community College Student (in percent)

Student
Teach Yes No Total Sample
Yes 49.5 59.3 ‘ 55.2

o 50.5 ho.,T 4h, 8

Chi-square = 6.37% .4f =1 pg.05
¥gignificant at the .05 level

TABLE 82

Teaching Internship Experience By Experience As A
Community College Student (in person)

Teach
Intern Yes No Total Sample
Yes 19.5 19.3 19.h

No 80.5 80.7 80.6
‘ Chi—square = ,0009 4f =1

TABLE 84 presents the distribution of the number of courses.
taken in education by respondents from each. state. The differences
among the states were not significant and the null hypothesis was re~

tained. Thus, it was concluded that there were no differences among
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the states in the number of courses taken in education by the.responn
dehits. As TABLE 85 shows, the differences among administrator/faculty
groups were significant and fhe_null hypothesis was rejected. Admin-
istrators had taken the most courses in education with an average of
14.2 courses. Faculty teachinhg in transfer programs had the loﬁest

average with. 7.5 courses.

TABLE 83

Number of Courses in Education Taken By Respondents

0-3 S k10 11-20 21-30 ~ Over 30
Nunber 230 232 166 63. 37
Percent 30.6 32.3 23.1 8.8 5.2

The mean number of courses taken was 10.9

The‘finding'that faculty teaching in transfer programs had
taken fewer courses in education fhan faculty teaching in terminal pro-
grams was unexpected. TFaculty téaching in transfer programs had a much
higher proportion of respondents with_thé masteis degree and higher.
The higher the degree the mére the 6pporthnity to take courses in edu-
cation. Tt would, thérefore, be expected that faculty teaching in
transfer programs would have taken more courses in educaﬁion. However,

this was not found to be true. Faculty teaching in transfer programs







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































