
AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF

Patricia K. Justice for the degree of Doctor of Education

in Education presented on December 13, 1978.

Title: THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT NEEDS OF FULL-TIME FACULTY

AS REPORTED BY PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBERS IN

OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Redacted for Privacy
Abstract approved:

c:) Dr. Joe D. Wallowa

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The study examined administrator and faculty percep-

tions toward staff development needs and ascertained the

differences which exist between the reported staff develop-

ment needs of full-time community college instructors within

the state of Oregon.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The three objectives identified for this study were:

1. To determine if administrators and faculty agree

upon the staff development needs of the full-time

instructional staff.

2. To determine if educational background and com-

munity college teaching experience variations

affect the reported staff development needs of

vocational technical program instructors.
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3. To determine if vocational technical and lower

division transfer program instructors with simi-

lar educational backgrounds and similar years

of community college teaching experience report

similar staff development needs.

THE PROCEDURE

A survey instrument was developed, pilot tested,

abjudicated by a jury of experts and administered to a

randomly selected group of instructional administrators and

full-time faculty from the thirteen community colleges in

the state of Oregon. The sample for the study consisted of

171 instructional administrators, 342 lower division trans-

fer program instructors and 393 vocational technical program

instructors from Oregon's community colleges.

The dependent variable in the study was a score

assigned by the respondents to each of the fifty-two Likert-

type questions in the survey instrument. The F statistic

was used to analyze contrast among the mean scores for

criterion variable statements relating to each of the

study's three objectives.

SELECTED FINDINGS

All null hypotheses in the study were rejected at

the .05 level of probability. The findings relative to
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these hypotheses are summarized according to the three

objectives.

In relation to objective number one, significant

differences were found to exist between the perceived staff

development needs of instructors as reported by faculty and

administrators. In analyzing the rejected null hypothesis,

it was found that administrators indicated the faculty

development need was larger than that reported by the

instructors.

In relation to objective number two, significant

differences were found to exist between the reported staff

development needs of vocational technical program instruc-

tors. Community college teaching experience, educational

preparation and the interaction between these two variables

significantly affected reported needs. The greatest differ-

ences in mean scores were reported by individuals with one

to six or more than fifteen years of community college

teaching experience. Faculty with seven to fifteen years

of community college experience felt that their abilities

were acceptable. Reported staff development needs decreased

as the formal educational preparation variable increased in

years.

In relation to objective number three, significant

differences were found to exist between the reported staff

development needs of vocationai technical and lower division
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transfer program instructors with a minimum of sixteen

years of formal educational preparation. Differences were

shown on the community college experience, teaching area

and interaction variables for each of the seven hypotheses.

As with objective number two, the greatest amount of staff

development need was reported by individuals with less than

seven or more than fifteen years of community college teach-

ing experience. Also as with the data from objective number

two, reported staff development needs decreased as the amount

of formal educational training increased.

The study presented conclusions and implications

based on the findings relative to each specific objective.

Specific characteristics affecting the staff development

needs of community college full-time faculty members within

the state of Oregon were delineated.
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THE STAFF DEVEtOPMENT NEEDS OF FULL-TIME
INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY AS REPORTED
BY PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBERS
IN OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGES

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

The staff of a college is its single greatest
resource. In economic terms, the staff is the
college's most significant and largest capital
investment. . . . In a more critical sense, a
college's staff is the expression of its pur-
poses, the collective manager of its missions.
(AACJC, 1973:1)

Since their earliest years, community colleges have

provided opportunities for faculty members to explore new

approaches to teaching, to learn more about their students,

and to keep up with developments in the disciplines (O'Banion,

1977). Usually ritualized into the fall faculty inservice

period, these activities have become traditional for most

community colleges. Based upon the generally held premise

that the quality of education delivered depends upon the

quality of the teaching staff, a movement toward institu-

tionalized staff development programs began in the 1960's

and received special blessing at the Second National Assem-

bly of the American Association of Community and Junior

Colleges in 1973. This group of community college leaders

indicated that as the institutional purposes of the community

college change to meet the needs of its community, so too
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must the staff adapt and change to serve those needs. As

a culmination of preparatory work by Garrison, Yarrington

(1973), O'Banion (1972) and Chavez, the 1973 Assembly vigor-

ously urged institutional members across the nation to

assume first rank priority for staff development (AACJC,

1973) .

Since that 1973 Assembly, interest in community

college staff development programs has increased consis-

tently. National, regional and state workshops and confer-

ences have been held. An AACJC recognized national network

for staff, professional and organization development has

been established. Regional workshops for staff development

practitioners have been held. Administrative groups like

the League for Innovation in the Community College have

listed staff development as a top priority item (Hammons,

1978) .

Like their counterparts across the nation, Oregon's

thirteen community colleges have recognized the growing

importance of staff development for their instructional

faculty (Heuchert). A state-wide network of individuals

responsible for community college staff development activi-

ties has been established. Many hours and greater numbers

of dollars are spent on inservice programs at both a state-

wide and local level (OACCVE, 1978). Single community

colleges, state universities, consortiums, and the State's

Personnel Development Centers 3_n addition to other
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individuals and private agencies organize inservice training

programs to help meet the staff development needs of com-

munity college faculty members each year (Heuchert).

To date, however, no systematic effort has been made

to determine what staff development areas are of specific

importance either to those faculty members or to their

instructional administrators (Justice, 1977). Neither has

any specific study been done to ascertain if different types

of instructors require different forms of staff development

(Heuchert). Programs are generally developed for broad

audience appeal or for the specific interest of new voca-

tional technical instructors (OACCVE, 1977).

The key concern to date has been to provide "some-

thing" to meet the immediate staff development needs of

community college instructors in the State. That concern

cannot be faulted. However, the time has come for a solid

data base to be established which can not only assist in

professionalizing the staff development efforts throughout

the State but can also identify the specific staff develop-

ment needs of the individual faculty members for whom these

programs are designed.

Statement of the Problem

This study was developed to add specificity to the

staff development priorities within the state of Oregon and
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to provide an initial data base from which individual

institutions could initiate planning efforts.

Specifically, the study examined administrative and

faculty perceptions toward staff development needs and

ascertained what differences, if any, existed between the

reported staff development needs of individualized groups

of community college instructors within the state of Oregon.

Rationale for the Study

According to Hammons (1976), the community college

in its short history has demonstrated its ability to change

in order to meet new needs as evidenced by its metamor-

phosis from a solely college-preparatory institution to

one also offering occupational training, and subsequently,

continuing adult education. Moreover, it has recently

begun to operationalize a previously philosophical open

door, and at present is striving to earn the "community"

word in its title (Roueche, 1978).

Its success has been founded on change and its
future will lie in change. But its ability to
continue to change depends upon many things,
chief among them being the ability of the staff
to change or "develop." (Hammons, 1976:2)

With respect to identifying topics for inclusion in staff

development programs, the question ofwhat to include or

what needs improving is best answered in part by asking those

for whom the program is intended--the faculty (Gaff, 1975b;

Hammons, 1976; O'Banion, 1976) - S.Jrprisingly, however, most
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of the research to date has neither asked the faculty to

identify their own needs for development nor asked these

people to indicate whether or not those needs identified

for them by their administrators are really applicable.

The data base for the 1973 Assembly Report came

primarily from administrative sources, Garrison's 1969

study of faculty attitudes toward teaching was the only

baseline study to ask faculty about these concerns. The

data from Chavez and Gleazer (1973) came from surveys of

college presidents and the O'Banion report for the Presi-

dent'S Advisory Council for Educational Professions Develop-

ment addressed concerns identified by administrators.

In 1976, Hammons and Wallace conducted the first

regional survey of staff development needs at the community

college level. In surveying the northeastern states, they

examined the needs of small, medium and large institutions

as well as private and public institutions. As with many

of the previous studies, the Hammons and Wallace study

obtained data from chief administrative officers, not faculty

members (Hammons and Wallace, 1976).

Staff development has been primarily an administrative

concern. Although limiting, this concern cannot be faulted.

As O'Banion indicates, the administrator can give an overall

institutional perspective and help set the climate for staff

development within his institution (O'Banion, 1972). A data

base which considers faculty input, however, is equally valid.
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Studies which have included faculty in the data base

have for the most part viewed community college instructors

as a large group without placing much specificity on the

background of the individuals within that group. Few have

included data from both faculty and administrators.

Under the direction of O'Banion, Novak examined staff

development perceptual differences between samples of admin-

istrators, division chairmen, and faculty in Illinois during

1974. His data revealed a broad range of differences in

perception between the three groups, particularly between

the administrators and the other two groups. Administrators

generally viewed the components of inservice faculty develop-

ment to be more desirable than did either the faculty or

the division chairmen. In addition, administrators con-

sidered program control factors (e.g., formal procedures,

program control by line administrators) to be more desirable

than did either the faculty or the division chairmen. While

this study included representatives from both the lower

division transfer program area and the vocational-technical

program area, no distinction was made between the percep-

tions or training backgrounds of t e3e. individuals. They

were grouped as faculty or at-islc.- 'llairmen, rather than

by specialty area (Novak). 14L-c study did seek data

comparing perceptions betwen two groups, the indivi-

duals in the study still remall members of large amorphous

groups.
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In 1975, Christensen sampled the attitudes toward

staff development programs held by administrators and

faculty in three Illinois community colleges. While the

analysis of data showed no significant difference between

the perceptions of faculty and administrators concerning

staff development needs or the importance of various incen-

tive programs for staff development, significant differences

were found in perceptions of institutional climate and

institutional values toward staff growth (Christensen).

Like the Novak study, Christensen's also compared the per-

ceptions of administrators with the perceptions of faculty.

No distinction was made between individuals from different

teaching areas, with different levels of experience, or with

different educational backgrounds. Staff development needs

were viewed as a group of items fitting a group of faculty,

again amorphous.

Although individual institutions in Oregon have asked

faculty members to report their own staff development needs

(Justice, 1976), no formal study of the needs of community

college instructors in Oregon has been done on a state-wide

basis. In 1977 the Oregon State Ad 'sory Council for Career

and Vocational Education surveye.3 the preservice and inser-

vice needs of secondary and po94-secondary vocational

educators and administrators (OA`(TF'r This study did not

differentiate between the needs o!- faculty and administrators

and did not make any clear distinction between the data from
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secondary and postsecondary personnel. Additionally, it

did not look at the potentially different needs of faculty

who do not teach in vocational-technical programs.

If staff development programs are to help faculty

members grow with the changes inherent in the community

college being a "people's college" (O'Banion, 1972:7), then

a better data base for planning is needed. Faculty members

need to be viewed as more than an amorphous group. Their

individualized concerns need to be considered in terms of

institutional goals. Such a data base neither exists

regionally nor locally. Without such an initial base,

specific planning for inservice education and individual

staff development cannot begin to focus upon the types of

instructors seeking growth opportunities.

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of this study are as follows:

1. To determine if administrators and faculty agree

upon the staff development needs of the instruc-

tional staff.

2. To determine if formal educational background and

community college teaching experience variations

affect the reported staff development needs of

vocational technic& pn,gram instructors.

3. To determine if vocatinai technical and lower

division transfer program instructors with
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similar educational backgrounds and similar

years of community college teaching experience

report similar staff development needs.

These objectives are translated into the form of null

hypotheses in Chapter III.

Assumptions of the Study

This study provided information on inservice staff

development program needs rather than upon preservice

preparation of new professionals for community college

teaching assignments. The principal reason for this focus

was based upon the shift of most community colleges away

from hiring large numbers of new personnel to the necessity

for refreshing and updating a relatively stable staff.

Four basic assumptions were made for this study:

1. A valid test instrument could be constructed from

a combination of previously validated needs as-

sessment instrument questions, from input and

validation of a jury of experts, and from a pilot

test of the juried instrument.

2. A substantial number of faculty and administrators

from the thirteen Oregon community colleges would

cooperate with the study.

3. The respondents were assumed to be capable of

assessing their own needs and their own percep-

tions about the needs of others.
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4. The sample responses would be generalizable to

the community college full-time faculty popula-

tion in Oregon.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined for this study:

Community collegeany two-year, degree granting,

postsecondary, public institution offering any of the fol-

lowing areas of study described by these labels: general

education, transfer education, career education, occupational

education, technical education, vocational education. The

terms community/junior college, junior college, community

college and two-year college are used synonymously.

Staff development--refers to any program initiated

at a community college for the purpose of improving staff

professional and personal developmentiand/or fostering

organizational development. The terms professional develop-

ment, continuing professional development, professional

growth, faculty development, and inservice education/train-

ing programs are used synonymously.

Preservice training--refers to work world experiences

or courses taken under the sponsorship of a four-year

institution and/or technical training organization which

are concerned specifically with p :eparing persons for work

in a community college.
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Lower division transfer program instructors--any

faculty member who is primarily assigned to teach those

courses numbered for transfer to a four-year institution,

normally courses numbered 99 - 299.

Vocational technical program instructors--any faculty

member who is primarily assigned to teach those courses in

agriculture education, business education, health services,

home economics, technical education, and/or trade and indus-

trial education which are normally associated with a cer-

tificate or less than baccalaureate degree program.

Instructional administrators--administrative personnel

with direct supervisory responsibilities for the community

college instructional programs and/or who directly supervise

instructional faculty.

Instructional faculty--lower division transfer and/or

vocational technical program instructors who have a primary

contract assignment for classroom instruction. For the

purpose of this study, counselors, librarians, adult basic

education instructors, student service personnel, and divi-

sion coordinators are not considered instructional faculty

unless more than fifty percent of their contracted time

is assigned to teaching in either of the designated program

areas listed above.
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Summary

For the most part research to date on staff develop-

ment priorities has focused either upon administrator

opinions of faculty needs or upon the assessment of a

rather amorphous group of faculty members. Distinctions

have not been drawn between administratively identified

needs and needs reported by faculty teaching in lower divi-

sion transfer or vocational technical program areas.

Additionally, a crystalline description of faculty needs

has not been drawn in terms of teaching area, educational

preparation, and/or community college teaching experience.

This study is not intended to be conclusive. It is,

however, designed to add specificity to the data base con-

cerning the staff development needs of full-time instruc-

tional faculty within the community college system in the

state of Oregon.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

Much has been written and said about the need for

and the condition of community college staff development

during the past few years. Yet, with this plethora of

materials and resources the state of the art is not clear

because the art itself is seldom defined either in terms

of what ought to be or for whom the programs are designed.

A recent letter from the Educational Resources Information

Clearinghouse for Junior/Community Colleges indicated that

although a wealth of information was catalogued concerning

the rationale for and the models of staff development pro-

grams throughout the nation, there was a strong need for

data to quantify these programs, to determine what ought

to be included in such development options, and to deline-

ate the individuals to be developed so that later studies

could begin to evaluate the effectiveness of these programs.

This study addresses the delineation issue. (Eric, 1978)

Growing amounts of literature indicate that although

the predominant theme of the 1960's in American community

colleges was quantative growth, the focal point of the

late 1970's and 1980's must be qualitative growth--the

strengthening of educational processes, adaptation to new

societal needs and audiences, and utilization of scarce

resources (Cartter, Cox, Grasha, Holly and others). As
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O'Banion (1972) indicates, if a community college is to

grow in quality as it has in quantity, then considerable

attention must be given to the staff development needs of

the faculty within that institution.

This review of the literature focuses upon the

research relevant to a rationale for staff development.

It examines the needs of the faculty groups to be developed

and looks at the necessary institutional atmosphere for

staff development programs which stress quality education

as an end product. In so doing, the presentation discusses

the research on preservice and inservice training, student

clientele, faculty mobility, instructional technology,

career stages and administrative support.

Rationale for Staff Development

Medsker and Tillery (1971) indicate that the need

for well-conceived staff development programs grows greater

each year. Few staff members have been oriented to the

community college through attendance as students in such

institutions or through enrollment in graduate courses about

the community college. Staff members are recruited from a

wide range of sources, including the public school system,

business, industry, and four-year institutions. Character-

istically, they are unprepared for employment as teachers

in the community college (Landrith). Even many of the
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preservice programs designed for the preparation of com-

munity college teachers have been inadequate (O'Banion,

1973) .

The faculty constitute the core of the community

college, and it is only through the faculty and staff that

the philosophy, purposes and objectives of the American

community college can be realized (Blocker). Hammons and

Wallace (1974:2) maintain that community colleges have

never had a staff trained specifically to meet the special

problems of their students. They attritube this condition

to the necessity of hiring "partially prepared professionals"

during the 1960's and the "then prevalent shortage of teach-

ing professionals." The period of rapid growth in the 1960's

and early 1970's also meant that the priority of two-year

institutions was given to acquiring facilities and developing

programs. However, since that period, it has been recognized

that the quality of education depends to a great extent on

the quality of staff.

As shown by Wallace (1974), much of the growing

literature on staff development for instructional faculty

deals with why college faculty members need improving.

Detailed analyses of this literature are found in the writ-

ings of Wallace, O'Banion, Gaff, Hammons and Miller-Beach

to name only a few of the recent chroniclers. Without

restating this fine set of accounts, it seems important to

highlight some of the major issues in the literature which
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support the rationale for staff development as a priority

in the community college of today and tomorrow.

Preservice Training

Most of the present faculty were not initially pre-

pared to teach in the community college due to both a lack

of preprofessional/preservice programs to prepare them or

the inadequacies of those which existed (Monroe, Harcelroad,

and Eble). During the rapid growth years of the community

college, the increasing demand for new instructors was met

for the most part by people emerging from the ranks of high

school teachers, recent college graduates, or individuals

from business and industry (Monroe:250). Community colleges

became the meeting place of a heterogeneous student body

and an equally heterogeneous faculty. In 1972, 18 percent

of the community college faculty members had doctorates,

63.9 percent masters degrees and 26.8 percent bachelor

degrees (O'Banion, 1973:23). Despite this high level of

education Medsker and Tillery (1971:89) indicate that few

community college instructors have been oriented to their

institutions through attendance as students at a community

college or through enrollment in graduate courses specifi-

cally concerned with these institutions. Coming from high

school teaching, university training, or business and

industry preparatory backgrounds, these individuals fit
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few traditional categories (Garrison) and bear teaching

attitudes tempered by previous work experience (Kelley and

Connolly).

Gleazer states that this heterogeneous faculty is

confronted with an impressive set of demands for which their

preprofessional or preservice training did not prepare them.

They are to learn how to teach a non-homogeneous group, keep

up in their field, understand sub-cultures, and be flexible

in their attitudes towards students and the academic process

(Gleazer, 1973). Martorana relates the problem with pre-

service programs to a reverse priority concept. While com-

munity colleges place priorities on faculty who are well

prepared in teaching and interpersonal skills, well rounded

in general learning, and well trained in a specific disci-

pline, university preservice programs place their priorities

in the reverse order. Business and industry, on the other

hand, focus on individuals who are well trained in a specific

employment discipline and who have good interpersonal skills

for the workplace.

O'Banion (1973:12) makes an even more forceful cri-

ticism of preservice programs. Terming them inadequate for

community college faculty, he calls the disciplines inflex-

ible, the colleges of education unsure and impractical.

These programs prepare narrow subject matter specialists or

secondary school oriented graduates, neither group being

prepared for community college teaching.
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Unmet requisites from preservice training, obviously,

remain. Martorana, Miller-Beach, Hammons (1976), Harcel-

road, Hefferlin, O'Banion (1973), and others describe at

least four of these unmet requisites. The first is an under-

standing of the history and commitment to the philosophy of

the community college. Both knowledge and appreciation of

the characteristics common to the community college--the

open-door concept, community services, teaching orientation,

student-centeredness, and comprehensive curriculum--are

directly related to this first requisite. The second one

is an understanding of the learning process and approaches

as well as the innovations in instruction which are designed

to capitalize upon individual learning styles. The final

requisite is the development of a humanistic personality

which can encourage, challenge, support and stimulate a

heterogeneous group of students. These authors believe

that preservice programs do not uniformly address these

requisites.

Inservice Training

Few community colleges have developed comprehensive

inservice or preservice programs (Wallace). Thus, little

has been done to correct the initial lack of faculty prepara-

tion. Buhl, Christensen, Croy, Roueche (1978), and others

indicate that although most community colleges have some

type of staff development program, few of these are
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correlated with professional growth in terms of individual

faculty needs. The present state of inservice in most com-

munity colleges is one of poorly defined purposes and con-

fused objectives (Gaff, 1975). The question, however,

according to Garrison, is not whether inservice programs

should be provided but rather what these programs should be

and how they should develop to meet the various needs of

the heterogeneous faculty.

In a survey conducted by the American Association of

Community and Junior Colleges among community college admin-

istrators, Chavez found that there was a major gap between

the training needs of community college personnel and the

training opportunities available. The AACJC has been skep-

tical about the ability and intentions of universities to

develop worthwhile programs for community college teachers.

Gleazer implies that many of these programs turn out to be

nothing more than a new label on substantially unchanged

graduate offerings, not inservice programs designed for a

specific community college clientele. In an effort to move

away from university based offerings, community colleges

are developing fall inservice programs which utilize a

variety of resources from business, from education and from

the institution itself. For the most part, however, Wallace

indicates that these inservice programs are amorphous offer-

ings for equally amorphous groups of instructors who must

relate to yet another amorphous group, the students.
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Student Clientele

Even assuming that community college faculty are

competent to instruct traditional students, there is no rea-

son to suspect that they are prepared to cope with the needs

of the "new" or "non-traditional" students now enrolling in

community colleges (Wallace:32). Both Cross and Eckert

agree that today's students are a more diversified, hetero-

geneous group than ever before. Students from minority

backgrounds, older students, those who are working, those

who are attending part time, those with physical handicaps,

those who are reverse transfers, those who already have a

bachelors or masters degree in another discipline, and those

without a college-going tradition in their families require

non-traditional instructional approaches (Diamond, Lee, and

Roueche, 1978). Different types of students, according to

both Cole and Roueche (1972), respond more positively to

different types of learning situations which are related

both to their learning styles and their special needs.

Confronted with new de.otands toward meeting the mul-

tiple educational needs ,,-erse student body while at

the same time facing rest: ::' ..Ins on growth in budgets and

personnel, the community ± 4c. must seek alternative ways

for regenerating itself to ,cJately meet the changes tak-

ing place within the comm-.n it serves (Cohen and Brawer).

As Cross summarizes, the rommunity college is faced with
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the challenge of having successfully attracted new kinds of

college students with divergent goals. It now must search

for ways to be instructionally responsive to all students

who appear at the open door with its promise of equal edu-

cational opportunity for all (Cross:15).

The 1973 AACJC Assembly recognized the trend toward

a changed student population picture. Increasingly, the

new students now reflect the diverse cultural, ethnic,

economic and social diversity of the community the college

serves. The Assembly affirmed that new staff for these

students means, among other things, special opportunities

for skilled and hard-working incumbent staff to develop

special sensitivity to the changed needs of students and

new skills to assist their learning.

Faculty members who have been teaching traditional

students in traditional ways are not automatically able to

teach new kinds of students in other ways (Freedman and

Sanford). If they are to assume new functions and responsi-

bilities, they will need some help. Freedman and Sanford

feel that in the absence of such assistance, these instruc-

tors are likely to cling with a vengeance to traditional

ways. In the face of confusion a d uncertainty people

usually fall back on accustomef- me-2;ods because there they

find security. Demands on facu44-,. lApdate their methods

in order to accommodate new pxoblems, often result in

retrenchment rather than change (Freedman and Sanford).
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What is needed, therefore, is not only an awareness

of the multifaceted needs of the student clientele but also

a willingness to change to meet their instructional needs- -

another strong concern which staff development must face.

Faculty Mobility

The recent stabilization of college attendance is

leading to low faculty turnover and to the recognition that

needed changes will come about through the efforts of pres-

ent staff rather than through employment of new persons

(Wallace). The need for new faculty has diminished con-

siderably since the rapid growth period of the 1960's

(Cart ter and Salter). Consequent reductions in the number

of new hires accentuates the need for qualitative staff

development. Sally Gaff indicates that faculty members are

asking themselves how they, as individuals, can continue to

be effective, creative and challenged with fewer opportuni-

ties for mobility and the greater likelihood of spending a

large portion of their teaching lives at a single institu-

tion (Gaff:7). High quality and excellence in teaching,

according to Gaff, have become more than ideals; they have

become survival skills, both for individuals and for institu-

tions.

Mobility factors and the piessure created by impend-

ing retrenchment difficulties, institutional uncertainties,

and changes in the disciplines have combined to create
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what Cole terms a ". . . malaise in the teaching profes-

sion. . ." that has serious implications for staff develop-

ment (Cole:12). A recent Change publication entitled,

"Faculty Development in a Time of Retrenchment," states

that ". . . professional stagnation among American faculty

is in danger of replacing faculty mobility (Group for Human

Development in Higher Education:18). Wringing more out of

declining resources makes adequate teaching support on a

major scale all the more essential to assure faculty devel-

opment through the end of the century.

Clearly, any improvement in instruction will result

from hard work with present faculty members rather than

from the much easier hiring of new faculty members who may

or may not institute new ideas and new methods. Cross

believes that with the increasing pressure for accounta-

bility, institutions will be forced to transfer these pres-

sures to individual faculty members through devices such

as required evaluation of teaching and professional growth

contracts. The institution must provide these quality

control opportunities or staff may become stagnant.

Instructional Technology

Cole affirms that there is a continued need on the

part of persons who deal with ideas and fields of study

where knowledge is rapidly expanding to update themselves,

engage in professional growth, and fill in gaps in their
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understanding. Planned renewal is an integral part of

quality education. Such quality, according to O'Banion

(1973), does not depend primarily upon numbers of students,

diversity of programs, or expanded facilities. Quality of

education here refers to quality of staff.

Essential to the quality and success of the com-

munity college is the currency of the staff. Even the best

instructor must continue to grow intellectually, to learn,

to adapt to new circumstances, new challenges (Cole). An

excellent lecture or discussion yesterday does not guarantee

that there will be one tomorrow. The imperative for indi-

vidual improvement includes sharpening of teaching skills,

continued competency in one's own field, becoming and

remaining knowledgeable about those aspects of a discipline

outside of one's specialization, gaining new information

about human behavior and learning theory, and learning about

trends in society at large (Cole and O'Banion [1973]).

Changing instructional technology demands professional

growth. Changing technology within the instructional dis-

ciplines accents that professional growth demand.

Preservice, inservice, clientele, mobility and tech-

nology combine into a need formula for individualized staff

development programs which are designed to keep both the

calibre of the staff high and provide quality education for

an increasingly diverse student group. These programs must
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view the growth both of the individual and the instructor

in the process.

Career Stages

Staff development programs, according to Ralph

(1978), must be viewed in terms of an essential facet of

the development of faculty members as individuals: the

growth of increasingly complex ways of thinking and acting.

These programs must be based on an understanding of per-

sonality development as a whole, not just a secure adapta-

tion to a professional role. Although Adleson views pat-

terns of development as discrete entities, Ralph believes

that faculty can be located along a continuum and that

development goals can be specified for individuals. Earlier

conceptions of faculty as developing individuals were for-

mulated by Brown and Shukraft. They saw development as a

means of dealing with experience in increasingly sophis-

ticated and complex ways. They also saw development as the

ability to integrate this complexity into stable structures.

Such perspectives look not at what faculty think, but rather

at how they think.

Building on his initial research liason with Brown

and Shukraft, Ralph's recent research (1978) groups faculty

along a continuum according to the meaning they place upon

their professional lives. In analyzing faculty perspectives

of the process of education, their philosophies of teaching,
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their notions of professional roles, their relation to their

discipline and their attitudes toward both colleagues and

students, Ralph develops the following continuum:

The continuum portrays a progression from a
position where faculty see knowledge as an unam-
biguous entity, and where teaching consists of
simply presenting facts to students, to a posi-
tion where they begin to see knowledge in more
differentiated terms and recognize the need to
use various strategies to help students gain
understanding. Farther along the progression
is a more problematic, even relativistic notion
of knowledge, accompanied by a view of teaching
as helping the student develop frameworks for
ordering unrelated facts. The concept of pro-
fessional role evolves from simple definitions
of right and wrong actions, to an awareness of
choice in roles and a sense of possible restric-
tions and limitations, and finally to a sense
of style and tolerance within their choice of
roles. (Ralph, 1978:62)

By sorting faculty into stages along this continuum,

Ralph reaffirms the fact that development is an intensely

personal thing. The individual best knows the rate of

growth consistent with his or her stability. If an effort

is made to become involved in the development of faculty,

there must be an awareness of instructors as individuals

first and as a group of faculty later. Yet the greater the

faculty member's development, the greater his or her poten-

tial for helping students increase their own growth. It

is important, then, to view both the process of development

through which the individual faculty members proceed as well

as the product that development will eventually provide

(Ralph).
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A large hole in the research to date on staff devel-

opment exists. Although Ralph's career continuum sheds

some light on the situation, very little research has been

done on the career development of community college faculty.

In a recent issue of Faculty Evaluation in Development in

High Education, Albert Smith (1977:14) noted that research

is needed not only to determine faculty development pat-

terns but also to identify the critical career stages of

faculty. If staff development programs are to address the

critical needs of faculty, those needs must be determined.

Administrative Support

According to Sanford, the best laid plans for pro-

fessional growth and academic reform will go awry, however,

unless they are in accord with faculty attitudes and wishes.

Brown and Hanger give 142 practical suggestions for under-

taking faculty self development and conclude that more

important than any one item on the list is the development

of a more positive attitude, an awareness of the continuing

need among faculty professionals to renew themselves.

Thus, staff development programs face a delicate

situation which is created by two apparent facts of life.

First, to be successful, staff development must acquire a

sense of faculty ownership. Second, to be successful,

faculty development must rely heavily on the support and

encouragement of administrators (Spencer).
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Although instructional improvement can be initiated

by an individual faculty member without reference to for-

malized programs, it is unrealistic to expect much progress

on a haphazard, unsystematic basis. Most faculty, accord-

ing to DeBloois and Alder, are not prepared for sustained

self-initiated instructional improvement. Part of the

rationale behind this lack of preparation lies in research

which indicates that most faculty seem to have a higher

opinion of their teaching performance than students, col-

leagues, or administrators and that methods are needed to

aid the self-analysis process (Centra).

One of the serious flaws of inservice training can

be its one-sidedness. This image arises if administrators

tell faculty members that they have to improve their teach-

ing techniques. Purdy, Greene, DeHart and others recommend

that a high degree of teacher colleagueship and a large

percentage of individual faculty involvement be sought in

developing an inservice or professional growth plan.

Simerly (1977) relates this situation to a clash

between traditional and emergent assumptions regarding the

personal, professional and organization needs and goals in

education. He sees the traditional assumption as one in

which the faculty member views his main responsibility as

teaching a particular discipline, while the emergent assump-

tion is that the member's main responsibility should be to

facilitate student learning on a wide variety of subjects
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as well as about the self. The traditional emphasis is

that it is the faculty member who is chiefly responsible

for change, growth and development; the emergent emphasis

is on administration creating atmospheric conditions that

promote faculty changes, growth and development (Wergin).

As both Mahew and DeHart indicate, for any faculty

development program to be successful, there must be strong,

positive administrative support. Without a clear under-

standing and communication of needs and methods for meeting

those needs, staff development programs will not be success-

ful. Both groups need to examine priorities, establish

mutually agreeable goals, and visualize the options for

fulfilling those as realistic and reasonable.

If the faculty-administrator situation is to be

translated into an effective and qualitative staff develop-

ment program, three requisites must be addressed. The first

requirement, according to Bender, is a flexible administra-

tive staff, one that is flexible enough to create a climate

which promotes change. The second relates directly to the

first. Bender believes that effective leadership is vital

to carry out the staff development program once it is

instigated. Through this leadership, communication must

be foremost with human relations being a prime ingredient.

The final requirement is a clear understanding of the staff

development needs of both the institution as a whole and the

faculty members as individuals within that institution.
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It is evident that if faculty development programs

are to be qualitative, administrators and faculty must

reach agreement on the goals and objectives as they relate

to the individuals in the process and to the institution

in which those faculty work. An understanding must be

reached between both groups so that while considering

faculty's traditional emphasis, the emergent perspective

can gradually be introduced and eventually supported.

Summary

This review of the literature substantiates the need

for clearly defined staff development programs which can

help instructors grow and instructional quality improve.

It emphasizes the importance of defining the people to be

served by this process so that faculty can be viewed as more

than an amorphous group. Finally, the review stresses the

importance of faculty and administrative involvement in the

growth plans of both individuals and institutions. With

these concepts in mind, this study addressed the need to

delineate more clearly the similarities and differences

within specific faculty groups so that a more crystalline

picture of faculty and their staff development priorities

can be established.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This research is an empirical investigation of the

reported staff development needs of full-time faculty in

Oregon community colleges. Designed to determine if in-

structional program area, teaching experience and educa-

tional preparation lead to a significant difference between

the perceived needs of community college instructors, this

study examined the reported perceptions of both full-time

faculty members and instructional administrators at all of

the thirteen community colleges in the state. The following

summary of procedures employed in the study is provided to

delineate the specific steps taken during the investigation.

Development of the Research Instrument

The survey instrument used in the present study was

prepared with support from a number of sources. The initial

instrument was a modification of the survey tool developed

by Hammons and Wallace (1976) for their assessment of com-

munity college staff development needs in the northeastern

United States. Hammons and Wallace developed their tool

from other instruments being prepared around the nation,

pilot tests in a group of Pennsylvania community colleges,

revisions by members of the Center for the Study of Higher

Education of The Pennsylvania State University, and

4
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additional pilot tests prior to administration to the presi-

dents of each of the 294 two-year colleges in the north-

eastern states.

The Hammons and Wallace instrument consisted of four

sections. The first examined the need for staff develop-

ment related to the unique role of the community college.

The second dealt with staff development needs related to

instructional activities. The third focused on inservice

requirements of administrators. The fourth ascertained the

desired conditions for staff development programs in terms

of times, locations and dates. The survey form was designed

to glean responses which could be counted, cross-tabulated

and analyzed using a chi-square statistical format.

Building upon the tested questions from the Hammons-

Wallace study and from a sampling of other questionnaires

in use throughout the nation compiled by the author and the

Oregon State University Personnel Development Centers, the

initial instrument for this study was drafted. Rather than

following a chi-square, nominal data response format like

the Hammons-Wallace study, the response choices were built

primarily around a Likert-type rating scale which could

yield equidistant interval data and lend itself to a more

detailed statistical analysis and description of identified

significant differences. The instrument was divided into

four basic question sections. The first set of questions

sought demographic information. The second dealt with the
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unique role of the community college. The third related

to specific instructional activities of the comprehensive

community college. The fourth contained general questions

relating to accessibility of staff development opportuni-

ties.

The dependent variable in the study was a score

assigned by respondents in the sample to denote the level

of importance that they felt was necessary for each of the

items in sections two and three of the questionnaire.

Respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of each

item on a modified Likert-type five point scale with the

number "1" indicating that the item was not applicable to

the respondent and the number "5" indicating that the item

represented an area in which the faculty member had a cri-

tical staff development need.

The next step in the design process involved a review

of the initial draft questionnaire by the staff of the Ore-

gon State University Personnel Development Centers, a group

of community college instructors, administrators and staff

development specialists, and members of the Vocational-

Technical Unit of the Oregon State University School of

Education. After modifications resulting from this review

process, the instrument was then submitted to a jury of

experts for the purpose of evaluating it in relation to

format, content, and clarity. The composition of this

committee included two individuals involved in state-wide
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community college staff development, two administrators

responsible for staff development, one community college

general administrator/lower division transfer program

instructor, and one community college vocational-technical

program instructor/coordinator (See Appendix C). The mem-

bers were initially contacted by telephone and the instru-

ment was forwarded at a later date. The revision form used

by members of the jury is found in Appendix D. Several of

the items were revised for clarity and specific suggestions

were made for the format of the questionnaire to be com-

pleted by the administrators responding to the survey.

With the assistance of this jury of experts, two versions

of the instrument were developed. The first version was

for instructors teaching in the lower division transfer

and vocational technical program areas. The second version

included the same rating scales and questions, but asked the

administrators responsible for those instructional program

areas to report their perceptions about the staff develop-

ment attitudes and needs of the faculty members. The final

instruments used in the study are found in Appendix A and

Appendix B.

Selection of the Population

The population for this study was selected from the

full-time lower division transfer and vocational technical

program faculty and instructional administrators of Oregon's
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thirteen community colleges. Counselors, librarians, and

adult basic education full-time instructors were excluded

from this sample as were administrators without direct

line responsibility for instructional programs. It was

felt that this exclusion would provide a more clearly

delineated sample of subjects with more generalizable

responses.

No uniform institutional listing of faculty and

administrators meeting the study's criteria existed on the

thirteen campuses. Resultingly, randomness could not be

assigned to the population using the traditional table of

random numbers. Randomness was assumed from the overall

return of completed questionnaires and specific data col-

lection measures were instituted to help ensure a random

rate of return from each campus.

Collection of the Data

Several steps were involved in the collection of

data which helped ensure a healthy rate of return from the

sample population. First a letter was sent to the president

of each of the community colleges in the state explaining

the nature of the study and seeking permission to obtain

data from the full-time faculty members and instructional

administrators at the institution (See Appendix E). Each

letter was accompanied by a copy of the draft version of

the questionnaire and a statement explaining what the final
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instrument would contain (See Appendix F). A self-addressed

post card upon which the president could indicate approval

or disapproval and state the number of faculty and admin-

istrators from which the sample could be drawn was also

enclosed (See Appendix G).

After receiving affirmative responses from all of

the presidents, a personal telephone call was made to each

one thanking them for their prompt reply and asking them

to identify an individual who would serve as contact person

for their college. Appendix H lists both the participating

institutions and the names of the presidents and institu-

tional contact people.

The nature of the study was then explained via tele-

phone to each of the contact people. In all cases these

were the individuals responsible for staff development at

the various institutions, although some of the colleges did

not have a formal staff development program in operation.

With the financial backing of the Oregon State University

Personnel Development Centel-9 And the Oregon State Depart-

ment of Education's Carecx ...sonnel Development Unit,

the author was able to institution a profile

and interpretation of received from the par-

ticipants on their campo serve as base data

for individual campus _.=cent planning.

The initial suppT-. tIonnnaires was distributed

to each of the institut: .)ntdet people with a letter
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of explanation (See Appendix I). To each questionnaire

was attached a memorandum explaining the nature of the

study and the process to follow in returning the completed

form to the campus contact person (See Appendix J). The

contact people were responsible for their institution's

follow-up procedures and ultimate random return. Each

contact person agreed to provide a minimum return of

40 percent with a representative balance of instructors

based upon the total number of lower division transfer and

vocational technical program personnel on their full-time

faculty.

Upon return of the completed questionnaires, each

one was reviewed for completeness. Those without complete

demographic data or with multiple responses to the Likert-

type scale questions in parts two and three of the ques-

tionnaire were declared unuseable. Of the 1,668 question-

naires distributed by the institutional contact people,

57 percent were returned to the author. Ninety-five percent

of those questionnaires returned were declared useable.

The others were rejected because of incomplete or multiple

response data.

Statistical Design

The present study was designed to examine administra-

tor and faculty perceptions toward staff development needs

and to ascertain what differences, if any, exist between the
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reported staff development needs of individualized groups

of community college instructors within the state of

Oregon. Three major objectives were isolated in real-

tionship to this purpose. The first objective was to

determine if administrators and faculty agree upon the

staff development needs of instructional staff. The second

objective was to determine if educational background and

community college teaching experience variations affect

the reported staff development needs of vocational technical

program instructors. The third objective was to determine

if vocational technical and lower division transfer program

instructors with similar educational backgrounds and simi-

lar years of community college teaching experience report

similar staff development needs.

Objectives two and three were directly applied to

the three faculty variables--teaching area, teaching ex-

perience, and educational preparation--in developing the

hypotheses for this study. Using one-, two- and three-way

analysis of variance formats, the three objectives trans-

late into the following eleven hypotheses:

Objective #1 (Administrators and Faculty)

H
1

There is no significant difference between the per-

ceived staff development needs of community college

instructors as reported by full-time vocational

technical and lower division transfer program in-

structors and their instructional administrators.
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Objective #2 (Vocational Technical Program Instructors)

H
1

There is no significant difference between the re-

ported staff development needs of vocational techni-

cal program instructors who have had different

amounts of formal educational preparation.

H
2

There is no significant difference between the re-

ported staff development needs of vocational techni-

cal program instructors who have had different

amounts of community college teaching experience.

H
3

There is no significant interaction effect between

the reported staff development needs of vocational

technical program instructors who have had different

amounts of formal educational preparation and differ-

ent amounts of community college teaching experience.

Objective #3 (Vocational Technical and Lower Division

Transfer Program Instructors)

H
1

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower division

transfer and vocational technical program instructors

who have similar levels of community college teaching

experience.

H
2

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower division

transfer and vocational technical program instructors

who have similar levels of educational preparation.
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H
3

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower

division transfer and vocational technical program

community college instructors.

H
4

There is no significant interaction effect between

the levels of formal educational preparation and

the years of community college teaching experience

for lower division transfer and vocational technical

program instructors.

H
5

There is no significant interaction effect between

the reported staff development needs of lower divi-

sion transfer and vocational technical program

instructors and their years of community college

teaching experience.

H
6

There is no significant interaction effect between

the reported staff development needs of lower divi-

sion transfer and vocational technical program

instructors and their years of formal educational

preparation.

H
7

There is no significant interaction effect between

the reported staff development needs of lower divi-

sion transfer and vocational technical program

instructors, their years of formal educational

preparation, and their years of community college

teaching experience.
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The statistical design enveloping these eleven

hypotheses utilized one-, two-, and three-way analysis of

variance formats to test more than one variable at the same

time and allow for analysis of interaction effects. The

cells in the analysis of variance format were not equal in

size and all of the independent variables could not be con-

trolled prior to the experiment.

Kerlinger describes the analysis of variance as a

. . . method of identifying, breaking down and testing for

significance variances that come from different sources."

(Kerlinger:71) Courtney and Sedgwick (1972) indicate that

this statistical tool has a wide variety of applications

for both experimental and non-experimental studies. Used

effectively in both large and small random samples, the

F statistic assumes interval scale data and two or more

means.

The single-factor analysis of variance (one-way

ANOVA) was used for testing the significance of difference

among two or more means when these means reflected the con-

sequences of different levels of a single independent vari-

able. The statistical logic of analysis of variance was

incorporated in the F ratio, a ratio of between groups

variance to within groups variance. Given a calculated

value of F, this value was interpreted in a sampling dis-

tribution for its probability under the terms of the null
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hypothesis. If this probability value was equal to or

less than the criterion set for statistical inference,

the null hypothesis was rejected in favor of the research

hypothesis.

The mathematical model for this one-way ANOVA

arrangement is written in the following equation:

Y.. = + a. + 6..
13 1 13

The equation terminology corresponds to general mean,

between groups and error respectively.

The decision matrix for the one-way ANOVA appears

as follows:

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean
Variation Freedom (df) Squares Scores F Statistic

Between 1 A A/1 MS /MS

Groups between error

Within N-1 B B/N-1
Groups
(error)

TOTAL

The multi-factor analysis of variance (the two- and

three-way ANOVAs in this study) is a statistical model for

testing the consequences of manipulating two or more inde-

pendent variables in a single research design. Each
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independent variable has two or more levels. The F ratio

is the statistic used to conduct the appropriate hypothe-

sis tests in multiple factor designs (Williams). Signi-

ficance tests among different levels of each factor are

known as main effects. Whatever effects are due solely to

the combination of factors are known as interaction effects.

Given a significant interaction, it is usually necessary

not only to conduct follow-up tests of means in order to

interpret results, but it is also usually necessary to

impose particular conditions upon the interpretations of

whatever main effects have been observed (Williams).

The mathematical model for the two-way ANOVA arrange-

ment is written as: Yijk 3 13
+

ijk

The equation terminology corresponds to general mean, Al B,

AB, and error respectively.

The decision matrix for this two-way ANOVA appears

as follows:

Source of
Variation

Degrees of
Freedom (df)

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Scores

Experience 4 A A/4

Education 4 B B/4

Exp. x Ed. 16 C C/16

Error N-24 D D/N-24

TOTAL N E

F Statistic

MSA/MSerror

MS
B
/MSerror

MS
C
/MSerror
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The mathematical model for the three-way ANOVA

arrangement is written as follows:

Yijkm ai vk 6ij
Pik Ijk cijkm

(i = 1,2,...,a; j = 1,2,...,b; k = 1,2,...,c; m = 1,2,...,r)

The terms correspond to general mean, A, B, C, AB, AC, BC,

ABC, and error, respectively.

The decision matrix for this three-way ANOVA appears

as follows:

Source of Degrees Sum of Mean

Variation of Freedom Squares Scores F Statistic

Area 1 A A/1 MSA/MS error

Experience 4 B B/4 MS
B
/MSerror

Education 4 C C/4 MS
C
/MSerror

A x Exp. 4 D D/4 MSD/MSerror

A x Ed. 4 E E/4 MS
E
/MSerror

Exp. x Ed. 16 F F/16 MS
F
/MSerror

A x Exp. x Ed. 16 G G/16 MSG/MSerror

Error N-49 H H/N-49

TOTAL

If any of the null hypotheses in the study were

rejected, a multiple classification analysis on the vari-

ables was done to determine more specifically where
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the differences lay. All decisions for rejection or accept-

ance of the null hypotheses were be made at the .05 level

of probability. Additionally, decisions for each of the

hypotheses were checked for type one statistical errors.

Such errors would account for rejection of a hypothesis by

chance if five percent or less of the items under considera-

tion within the particular hypothesis were rejected at the

.05 level. Three items rejected from the total of 52 - 53

would be considered a type one error and negate the rejec-

tion of the null hypothesis. More than three items would

need to be rejected at the .05 level before the basic null

hypothesis could be rejected. No type one errors were

found in this study.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter presents the findings relevant to the

eleven hypotheses cited in Chapter III, relates them to

each of the principal objectives for the study, and dis-

plays the general characteristics of the respondent popu-

lation. The chapter itself is divided into four major

areas. The first part presents the information relative

to the general characteristics of the population. The

second part examines data relevant to objective one. The

third part considers the data relevant to objective two.

The fourth part concentrates on the data relevant to objec-

tive three. Chapter III contains the detailed procedure

and statistical techniques used to conduct this study and

to analyze the data presented in Chapter IV.

General Characteristics

Table I presents the sample of faculty groups from

each of the thirteen Oregon community colleges and divides

the respondents into two groups. The first group include

individuals who spend more than fifty percent of their

instructional time teaching courses in their institution's

lower division transfer programs. The second group spend.

more than fifty percent of their instructional time teach-

ing courses in their institution's vocational technical
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TABLE I

VALID FACULTY RESPONDENTS
CLASSIFIED BY TEACHING AREA AND INSTITUTION

Institution
Lower Division

Transfer
Vocational
Technical

Total
Responses

Blue Mountain 26 26 52

Central 22 14 36

Chemeketa 20 46 66

Clackamas 29 27 56

Clatsop 14 12 26

Lane 45 45 90

Linn-Benton 26 38 64

Mt. Hood 35 44 79

Portland 61 69 130

Rogue 20 29 49

Southwestern 20 12 32

Treasure Valley 12 10 22

Umpqua 12 20 32

342 392 734
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programs. The total number of responses from each insti-

tution generally reflects the overall institutional size

in terms of student full-time equivalency standards.

Portland and Lane Community Colleges are the largest insti-

tutions in the state followed by Mt. Hood, Chemeketa,

Clackamas, Linn Benton and the remaining seven community

colleges. Other than for this general institution break-

down which indicates total State participation in the

project, the data is not considered on an institution by

institution basis for the hypotheses in this study.

Table II illustrates the number of faculty respond-

ents in terms of their teaching area, their years of formal

educational preparation, and their years of community col-

lege teaching experience. These variables are considered

in each of the hypotheses for this study.

A difference is noted in the two teaching area popu-

lations. Whereas vocational-technical program instructors

are certified for teaching by their institutions on the

basis of work experience and competency in their discipline,

lower division transfer program instructors are certified

primarily upon their graduate level educational preparation.

Thus, for these transfer program people, twenty-four hours

of specialized graduate work is an entry level minimum

requirement as a normative practice. In light of this

general standard, individuals with up to sixteen years of
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TABLE II

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
TEACHING EXPERIENCE FOR FACULTY POPULATION

Lower Division Transfer Program Faculty

Total Years
Community College

Teaching Experience

Highest Total Number Years
of Formal Educational Training

12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 N

29

31

52

50

4

20

30

61

56

9

49

61

113

106

13

342

Vocational Technical Program Faculty

Total Years
Community College
Teaching Experience

Highest Total Number Years
of Formal Educational Training

12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 N

2

1

6

0

1

17

18

20

11

1

16

23

20

8

7

51

51

42

23

9

18

13

22

9

3

104.

106

110

51

21

392
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formal education are not found in the lower division

transfer program faculty population.

One cell in the vocational technical program faculty

population is without a respondent. No individual with

twelve years of education and eleven to fifteen years of

teaching experience was randomized into the study popula-

tion. The statistical computer program factored this one

blank cell into the other variables so that the resultant

data is not affected.

Table III classifies the administration respondents

by institution and program responsibility. These indivi-

duals selected item ratings in terms of the staff develop-

ment needs of either or both lower division and/or voca-

tional technical program faculty, depending upon the group

for which they were administratively responsible. The

computer program tallied the separate responses for each

faculty group as it calculated the total administrative

picture for this study. Resultingly, the data to come

will include administration ratings for faculty in general

recognizing that both teaching areas were considered by the

individuals primarily responsible for the specific programs.

Table IV indicates the principal reason faculty mem-

bers selected when asked to indicate why they participate

in staff development activities. More than fifty percent

of the respondents indicated that had they not been placed

in a forced choice answer situation, they would have



TABLE III

VALID ADMINISTRATOR RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY
AREA OF ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Institution

Area of Administrative Responsibility

Either Vo-Tech
or LDC Programs

Both Vo-Tech
and LDC Programs

Total Responses Tabulated

(Either) + (Both x 2) = T

MounLain

Cheilwketa
Clackamas
Clatsop
Lane
Linn-Benton
Mt. Hood
Portland
Rogue
Southwestern
Treasure Valley
Umpqua

3

3

7

2

2

4

2

6

10
0

4

4

4

1

1

15
6

2

7

5

8

4

5

1
3

2

5

5

37
14
6

18
12
22
18
10
6

10
8

171
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TABLE IV

PRINCIPAL REASON FACULTY PARTICIPATE
IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Selected Reason Total Response

1. Because it is required as part of my
contract 90

2. To improve my classroom teaching 248

3. For personal/professional growth 381

4. To move up in the institution 6

5. To prepare for a better job outside
the institution 4

Selected Reason

Institution

1 2 3 4 5

Blue Mountain
Central
Chemeketa
Clackamas
Clatsop
Lane
Linn-Benton
Mt. Hood
Portland
Rogue
Southwestern
Umpqua
Treasure Valley

4

3

6

11
1

2

5

10
39
3

2

2

2

21
11
25
18
10
38
22
32
32
12
6

11
10

28
20
33
27
14
49
37
33
57
31
21
21
10

0

1

1

0

1

0

0
1

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

0
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selected a combination answer. Improving classroom in-

struction and personal/professional growth were viewed as

equally important reasons by these individuals. When

forced to select one key reason, the bulk of the faculty

from all thirteen institutitutions chose one of these two.

Fifty-two percent of the faculty said that personal/pro-

fessional growth was their key reason for participating in

staff development activities while 34 percent selected

improvement of classroom teaching, 12 percent selected

contract requirements, and less than 1 percent each selected

advancement within the institution or without the institu-

tion.

Instructors were asked to select the most appropriate

response to six questions relating to the general accessi-

bility of staff development opportunities. Table V presents

the data for this segment of the survey instrument.

Faculty were first asked to select the type of

activity through which their staff development needs could

best be met. Table V shows that the highest number of

responses apply to participation in technical update periods.

A total of 18 percent of the respondents selected this op-

tion, while 16.9 percent chose a combination of fall inser-

vice, active membership in professional organizations,

technical update periods, and self study. Another 16 percent

indicated that off campus university courses at locations

closer to the individual's community would be the best type
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TABLE V

INSTRUCTOR RESPONSES TO GENERAL QUESTIONS
CONCERNING AVAILABILITY OF
STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

1. Staff development needs can best be met through the

following:

Option

101 1. The regular fall inservice period on campus

65 2. Attending on campus university courses (at
the university site)

118 3. Attending off campus university courses (at
locations closer to my community)

70 4. Active membership in professional organiza-
tions

21 5. Exchanging teaching positions with someone
from another institution

133 6. Participating in technical update periods
in business or industry

103 7. Self study (reading in the journals, inde-
pendent research, etc.)

125 8. Combination

1 9. No choice

737

2. Opportunities designed to meet my own staff development

needs are:

N Option

449 1. Available at my own institution

183 2. Available within reasonable travelling dis-
tance from my own institution

92 3. Available both at my own institution and

within reasonable travelling distance

13 4. Not readily available

737
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TABLE V continued

3. Preferable site for workshops/programs

Option

449 1. On my own campus

183 2. Off campus

92 3. Other (within reasonable travel distance)

13 4. No choice

737

4. Best time to participate in off-campus development
activities:

Option

191 1. The summer

51 2. Breaks during the school year

83 3. Weekends during the school year

179 4. Week days during the school year

175 5. Special college hours during work days

48 6. Combination

10 7. No choice

737

5. In my opinion, the major financial responsibility for my

own staff development program should be:

N Option

70 1. My own

266 2. The institution's

399 3. Shared equally between myself and the insti-

tution

2 4. No choice

737
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TABLE V continued

If one major limitation were to be identified which
keeps me from meeting my own staff development needs,

it would be:

N Option

116

91

1.

2.

Lack of institutional financial support

Lack of institutional schedule flexibility
(making time adjustments)

233 3. Lack of time on my own part

144 4. Lack of available opportunities

99 5. Lack of institutional moral support
(encouragement and assistance)

50 6. Combination

4 7. No choice

737
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of activity through which their staff development needs

could be met. While 13.8 percent said that self study best

meets their individual needs, another 13.8 percent felt

that the regular fall inservice period on campus provides

the best approach. The remaining responses were divided

among active membership in professional organizations

(9.4 percent), on campus university courses at the univer-

sity site (8.8 percent), and teacher exchanges (2.8 percent).

As Table V evidences, no one option or combination of two

options garnered majority response from the instructors.

These same instructors were next asked to indicate

if and where opportunities designed to meet their needs

were available. While 60.9 percent felt that their own

institution provides such opportunities, another 24.8 per-

cent stated that these activities are available within

reasonable travelling distance from their institutions.

Another 12.4 percent indicated that these opportunities are

available both at their own institution and within reason-

able travelling distance. Only 1 percent believe that

opportunities are not readily available.

When asked to select the preferable site for work-

shops or programs designed to meet their staff development

needs, over one-half of the instructors (60.9 percent)

selected their own campus; 24.5 percent chose sites off

campus. Workshops or programs within reasonable travelling

distance were desired by 12.4 percent.
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The respondents were then asked to select the best

time to participate in off-campus staff development activi-

ties. The summer months, week days during the school year

and special college hours during work days garnered the

most support, as indicated in Table V.

The major financial responsibility for staff devel-

opment programs should, in the opinion of the respondents,

be shared equally between the individual and the institu-

tion. Fifty-four percent of the faculty selected this

response. Another 36 percent believe that the institution

should bear the major financial responsibility.

When asked what one major limitation kept them

from meeting their own staff development needs, faculty

indicated lack of personal time as the principal reason

(31.6 percent). Another 19.5 percent said that opportuni-

ties were not available, while yet another 15.7 percent

cited lack of institutional financial support.

Objective Number One:

To Determine If Administrators
And Faculty Agree Upon the Development Needs

Of the Instructional Staff

In this second part of the data presentation, the

mean scores from faculty and administrator respondents were

analyzed to determine if a significant difference exists

between the perceptions of the two groups relative to the

staff development needs of faculty. Instructors selected
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rating numbers which corresponded with their feelings about

the relationship of specific items to their own staff

development needs. Administrators, on the other hand,

selected rating numbers which most clearly represented

their perception of faculty responses to the same items.

Considering the responses from both groups of indi-

viduals, the items on the instrument were divided into

three topic areas for the following analysis. The first

area addressed general attitudes toward staff development;

the second addressed the role and mission of the community

college; the third addressed specific instructional activi-

ties.

General Staff Development Attitudes

Table VI summarizes the response of faculty and admin-

istrators to the item relative to general staff development.

Faculty were asked to select a one to five numerical rating

(low to high) which most closely describes their feelings

about staff development activities, specifically the degree

of importance they place upon staff development in their

own teaching careers. Administrators were asked to select

the rating which most closely represents their faculty

members' feelings about this item.

In terms of general attitudes toward the importance

of staff development activities in individual teaching

careers, both faculty and administrative groups hold
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TABLE VI

ADMINISTRATORS VS INSTRUCTORS:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Faculty Admin. Mean F F Decision

Mean Mean Squares Ratio Probability a .05

3.4261 3.3018 2.1233 1.7295 .1888 Retain
1.2277 null

generally the same perceptions. Faculty perceive and are

viewed as perceiving staff development activities at slightly

more than a moderate level of importance.

Items Relevant to the Unique Role of the Community College

Faculty respondents were asked to select the rating

number (1 - 5) which most closely describes their feelings

toward the items in this section. The numbers in the rating

scale refer specifically to the following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my teaching situa-

tion.

2. This item represents an area in which my abili-

ties are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which I have a

slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have a

moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which I have a

critical staff development need.
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Administrative respondents were asked to select the

rating number (1 - 5) which most closely describes their

feelings about the faculty's needs in relation to the items

in this section. The numbers in the rating scale refer

specifically to the following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my faculty.

2. This item represents an area in which faculty

abilities are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which faculty

have a slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which faculty

have a moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which faculty

have a critical staff development need.

Utilizing the same one-way analysis of variance format

followed with the previous section, the following twenty-one

items, included on Table VII,were considered to determine if

a significant difference exists between the perceptions of

the two groups of respondents.

The null hypothesis is rejected on all of the twenty-

one items. In each case administrative ratings are signifi-

cantly higher for the items in question than faculty ratings.

Items Relevant to Community College Instructional Activities

Table VII presents the thirty-two items relating to

specific instructional activities of community college



TABLE VII

ADMINISTRATORS VS INSTRUCTORS:
ITEMS RELEVANT TO UNIQUE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Items
Faculty Admin. Mean
Mean Mean Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

1. Understanding the characteristics and needs of
students attending the community college,
specifically:

A. Part-time students 2.6192 3.5749 124.1266 108.1783 0 Reject null
1.1474

B. Handicapped students 3.0150 3.7798 79.9343 66.5573 0 Reject null
1.2010

C. Culturally different students 3.0766 3.5298 28.0517 26.6675 0 Reject null
1.0519

D. Educationally disadvantaged students 3.1644 3.7083 40.4086 33.4937 0 Reject null
1.2065

E. Returning women students 3.4405 2.6497 85.3517 79.0650 0 Reject null
1.0795

F. Students changing careers 2.7438 3.5000 78.0887 77.8197 0 Reject null
1.0035

G. Students pursuing nontraditional careers 2.6129 3.3832 80.6791 68.2668 0 Reject null
1.1818

rn



TABLE VII continued

Items Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

H. Older students 2.7596 3.2738 36.1344 36.0106 0 Reject null
1.0034

2. Understanding the multi-purpose of the com-
munity college, specifically,

A. Adult and continuing education 2.6303 3.3155 64.1668 58.9180 0 Reject null
1.0891

B. Community service 2.6525 3.3095 58.9642 60.8188 0 Reject null
.9695

C. General education programs 3.1190 2.5423 45.4438 49.5666 0 Reject null
.9168

D. Transfer education programs 2.6124 2.9760 17.9481 16.4341 .0001 Reject null
1.0921

E. Remedial and developmental programs 2.7967 3.5783 82.6813 67.5953 0 Reject null
1.2232

F. Vocational - technical education programs 2.7298 3.2289 33.6878 25.3853 0 Reject null
1.3271

3. Understanding the purpose for and educational 2.6444 3.4583 90.5652 91.3876 0 Reject null
implications of the open door philosophy .9910



TABLE VII continued

Items

4. Understanding the need for guidance, counsel-
ing and career planning assistance for students

5. Understanding the historical role of the
community college and its place in American
higher education

6. Understanding the role of citizens' advisory
committees

7. Understanding the need for program and cur-
riculum articulation with other schools,
colleges and universities

8. Understanding the implications of state and
federal legislation for community colleges

9. Understanding the rationale behind special
credit for experience and education options
for community college students

Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

2.7527 3.5089 78.5853 73.6713 0 Reject null
1.0667

2.4282 2.9290 34.4281 44.4121 0 Reject null
.7752

2.7153. 3.2771 42.7368 40.7085 0 Reject null
1.0498

3.0109 3.4121 21.7005 19.0909 0 Reject null
1.1367

3.2793 3.4970 6.4486 6.6217 .0102 Reject null
.9739

2.9511 3.7725 91.8295 86.9473 0 Reject null
1.0562
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faculty. The null hypothesis is rejected on thirty-one of

the items. Only on the topic "interpreting legal liabili-

ties of instructors" is a significant difference between

faculty and administrative perceptions not found. In all

thirty-two instances, administrators again marked higher

ratings than faculty.

The data present indicate that there is a significant

difference between the perceived staff development needs of

community college instructors as reported by full-time voca-

tional technical and lower division transfer instructors

and their instructional administrators. Chapter V will ad-

dress the location of those differences.

Objective Number Two:

To Determine If Educational
Background and College Teaching Experience

Variations Affect the Reported Staff Development
Needs of Vocational Technical Program Instructors

The data from vocational technical program instructors

were applied to three null hypotheses. The first looked at

educational preparation; the second considered community

college teaching experience; the third examined possible

interaction effects between both educational preparation and

teaching experience.

A total of fifty-three items were considered for each

of the three hypotheses. Decisions were based at the .05

probability level. These fifty-three items were divided into
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ADMINISTRATORS VS INSTRUCTORS:
ITEMS RELATED TO INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Items
Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

1. Writing behavioral objectives 2.7374 3.6154 105.9167 98.8666 .0000 Reject null
1.0713

2. Developing test items 2.9577 3.5569 48.8274 43.6717 .0000 Reject null
1.1181

3. Tmplementnq competency /performance based 3.0673 3.8402 81.9417 66.7686 .0000 Reject null
instruc.tion 1.2272

4. Preparlfl,: 5t .mutating lectures 3.1184 3.6190 34.2791 27.1325 .0000 Reject null
1.2634

5. Developing audio-visual learning materials 3.1265 3.7633 55.7171 52.5828 .0000 Reject null
1.0596

6. Using audio-visual instructional materials 2.8967 3.5503 58.7060 58.9033 .0000 Reject null
.9966

7. Conducting small group discussions 2.7442 3.2470 34.2001 33.8582 .0000 Reject null
1.0101

8. Using cognitive mapping (learning styles) 2.9399 3.6048 59.8558 47.6969 .0000 Reject null
1.2549



TABLE VIII continued

Items Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio

F
Probability Decision

9. Using paraprofessional assistance 2.5808 3.2426 60.1007 58.4213 .0000 Reject null
1.0287

10. Organizing and managing laboratory facilities 2.4699 2.9586 32.7824 24.7857 .0000 Reject null
1.3226

11. Using individualized instructional materials 2.8027 3.5952 85.8867 75.0666 .0000 Reject null
1.1441

12. Developing course outlines 2.7020 3.4201 70.8514 68.6504 .0000 Reject null
1.0321

13. Evaluat.,ig insrru,-tional strategies 3.1161 3.7692 58.5661 57.7864 .0000 Reject null
1.0135

14. Applying research findings on teaching/ 2.8798 3.3750 33.5098 30.6186 .0000 Reject null
learning 1.0944

15. Determining course content needs 2.9429 3.3929 27.6881 24.0217 .0000 Reject null
1.1526

16. Determining course content 2.8787 3.2722 21.2646 18.0803 .0000 Reject null
1.1761

17. Adjusting programs for disadvantaged students 2.8840 3.5774 65.7029 60.8851 .0000 Reject null
1.0791

rn



TABLE VIII continued

Items Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

18. Adjusting programs for handicapped students 2.8404 3.6048 79.4747 67.8250 .0000 Reject null
1.1718

19. Adjusting programs for students pursuing 2.5048 3.4793 130.4251 117.6873 .0000 Reject null
nontraditional careers 1.1082

20. Adjusting programs for older students 2.6463 3.1834 39.6492 41.8121 .0000 Reject null
.9483

21. Adjusting programs for returning women 2.5253 3.2663 75.3627 78.0303 .0000 Reject null
students .9658

22. Adjusting programs for culturally different 2.8525 3.3314 31.4895 31.9693 .0000 Reject null
students .9850

23. Adjusting programs for part-time students 2.4529 3.3195 103.1371 101.7386 .0000 Reject null
1.0137

24. Adjusting programs for students changing 2.5857 3.1548 44.2091 47.1673 .0000 Reject null
careers .9373

25. Structuring interdisciplinary learning 2.9835 3.3988 23.5349 19.9919 .0000 Reject null
experiences 1.1772

26. Accommodating different learning rates 3.1585 3.9226 79.7874 -69.8598 .0000 Reject null
1.1421

01
OD



TABLE VIII continued

Items
Faculty
Mean

Admin.
Mean

Mean
Squares F Ratio Probability Decision

27. Orienting students to individualized 2.8336 3.6923 101.2779 88.0087 .0000 Reject null
instruction 1.1508

28. Developing appropriate grading systems 2.9468 3.4379 33.1193 28.2662 .0000 Reject null
1.1717

29. Coordinating/supervising cooperative work 2.4870 3.1369 57.6980 39.6142 .0000 Reject null
experience options 1.4565

30. Interpreting legal liabilities of instructors 3.1557 3.3036 2.9862 2.6092 .1066 Retain null
1.1445

31. Integrating multicultural perspectives into 2.6524 2.8743 6.6781 5.7616 .0166 Reject null
the classroom 1.1591

32. Using multiple teaching approaches in the 3.1590 3.7101 41.7411 34.9911 .0000 Reject null
classroom 1.1929



70

three categorical groupings. The first dealt with general

attitudes toward staff development; the second dealt with

the unique role or mission of the community college; the

third dealt with instructional activities of particular

significance to community college instructors.

General Attitudes Toward Staff Development

Instructors were asked to rate on a one to five scale

(low - high) their feelings about staff development activi-

ties. Specifically they were asked to indicate the degree

of importance they placed upon staff development activities

in their teaching careers. Table IX displays the statistical

data relevant to each hypothesis for this item.

TABLE IX

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTORS:
GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Item: Select the number of the Rating which most closely
represents your feeling about staff development
activities. The following scale (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) is
designed to determine the degree of importance you
place upon staff development in your teaching career.

Mean Significance a .05

Variable Square F of F Decision

Teaching Experience 4.680 4.680 .001 Reject

(H
1

)
null

Educational Prepara- .829 .824 .510 Retain

tion (H2) null

Interaction (H
3

) 1.348 1.341 .175 Retain
null
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Table X presents the classification analysis data

for the rejected null hypotheses on this item.

TABLE X

CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDES

TOWARD STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Grand
Mean

Years of Community
College Teaching Experience N

Unadjusted
Deviation # N

3.57 1 to 3 years 104 .20

4 to 6 years 106 .11

7 to 10 years 110 -.05

11 to 15 years 51 -.50

More than 15 years 21 -.10

These two tables show that teaching experience is one

variable in which a significant difference can be found rela-

tive to the staff development attitude of vocational technical

program faculty.

Staff Development Needs Related to
the Unique Role of the Community College

Instructors from vocational technical programs were

asked to rate twelve items related to the community college

mission on a one to five scale. The numbers on the scale

referred to the following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my teaching situation.
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2. This item represents an area in which my abili-

ties are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which I have a

slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have a

moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which I have a

critical staff development need.

Table XI displays the statistical data relevant to

each hypothesis for the twelve items and three variables.

Table XII displays the multiple classification analy-

sis data for the rejected null hypotheses from the items

under consideration related to the unique role of the com-

munity college. This table presents the data relevant to

the reported needs of vocational technical program instructors

and demonstrates the relationship of teaching experience and

educational preparation to each item.

Staff Development Needs Related to
Instructional Activities of the Community College

Thirty-two items were rated on a one to five scale

for this section of the data. Vocational-technical program

instructors were asked to select the rating number which

most closely represented their feelings, according to the

following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my teaching situation.



TABLE XI

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTORS:
ITEMS RELEVANT TO UNIQUE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

1.

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation

3
Interaction

Item
Mean

Square F
Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion.

a .05

Understanding the
characteristics and
needs of students
attending the com-
munity crllege,

A. Part-',im
student;i1 3.246 2.908 .022 Reject 2.951 2.603 .036 Reject 1.518 1.339 .176 Retain

B. Handicapped
students 2 456 1.731 .143 Retain 1.725 1.215 .304 Retain 1.073 .756 .726 Retain

C. Culturally dif-
ferent students 3.218 3.072 .016 Reject 2.106 2.011 .092 Retain 2.044 1.951 .018 Reject

D. Educationally
disadvantaged
students 2.736 2.054 .086 Retain 1.362 1.023 .396 Retain 1.750 1.314 .190 Retain

E. Returning women
students 3.372 2.949 .020 Reject 2.149 1.880 .113 Retain 1.119 .979 .477 Retain



TABLE XI continued

Item

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction.

Deci-
Mean Signif- sion
Square F icance a .05

Deci-
Mean Signif- sion

Square F icance a .05

F. Students chang-
ing careers

G. Students pursuing
nontraditional
careers

H. Older students

2. Understanding the
multi-purpose of the
community college,
specifically:

A. Adult and contin-
uing education

B. Community service

C. General education
programs

D. Transfer educa-
tion programs

3.357 3.156 .014 Reject

.861 .675 .610 Retain

4.468 4.292 .002 Reject

1.395 1.305 .268 Retain

1.766 1.782 .132 Retain

1.485 1.739 .141 Retain

3.495 3.498 .008 Reject

1.323 1.244 .292 Retain

.671 .526 .717 Retain

.618 .594 .667 Retain

3.182 2.977 .019 Reject

2.324 2.344 .054 Retain

2.065 2.418 .048 Reject

3.475 3.478 .008 Reject

Deci-
Mean Signif- sion.
Square F icance a .05

1.315 1.236 .242 Retain

1.364 1.070 .384 Retain

.874 .840 .626 Retain

1.094 1.024 .430 Retain

.984 .993 .462 Retain

.670 .785 .694 Retain

.717 .718 .767 Retain



TABLE XI continued

Item

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction

Deci-
Mean Signif- sion

Square F icance a .05

Deci-
Mean Signif- sion Mean Signif- sion
Square F icance -a .05 Square F icance a .05

E. Vocational-
technical educa-
tion programs 2.858 2.199 .069 Retain

3. Understanding the
purpose "fox and edu-
cational implica-
tions of tie open
door philsophy .914 .927 .448 Retain

4. Underst,apd_irtg the
need for guidance,
counseling and
career planning
assistance for
students

5. Understanding the
historical role of
the community col-
lege and its place
in American higher
education

2.007 1.933 .104 Retain

1.157 1.627 .167 Retain

4.467 3.438 .009 Reject 1.688 1.299 .205 Retain

2.047 2.076 .083 Retain 1.351 1.370 .159 Retain

3.936 3.792 .005 Reject 2.035 1.960 .017 Reject

1.906 2.679 .032 Reject .470 .660 .813 Retain



TABLE XI continued

Item

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

6. Understanding the
role of citizen's
advisory committees 1.867 2.006 .093 Retain 3.889 4.178 .003 Reject 1.898 2.039 .012 Reject

7. Understanding the
need for program and
curriculum .articu-
lation wjth other
schools, colleges,
and universities 2.238 2.090 .082 Retain 3.707 3.462 .009 Reject 1.431 1.336 .177 Retain

8. Understanding the
implications of
state and federal
legislation for com-

,

munity colleges 2.268 2.277 .061 Retain .388 .389 .816 Retain .995 .999 .455 Retain

9. Understanding the
rationale behind
special credit for
experience and edu.r
cation for com-
munity college
students 2.136 1.948 .102 Retain 2.473 2.256 .063 Retain 1.660 1.514 .097 Retain

01



TABLE XII

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTOR RESPONSES TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE INSTRUCTIONAL ITEMS

Item
Grand

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years CC Teaching Experience

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years Educational Preparation

Hypotheses
Rejected

Mean
1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 H

1
H
2

h
3

1. Understanding the characteristics
and needs of students attending
the community college, specif-
ically:

A. Part-time students 2.59 .03 -.06 -.07 -.10 .70 .61 .20 -.22 .01 -.07 X X --

C. Culturally different students 3.08 .10 -.07 -.05 -.20 .67 .12 .16 .11 .00 -.30 X

E. Returning women students 2.61 .05 .07 -.13 -.23 .63 -- -- -- --

F. Students changing careers 2.78 .04 .12 -.17 -.17 .55 -- -- -- -- -- X --

H. Older students 2.76 .17 .02 -.19 -.21 .64 .35 .06 -.12 .02 -.04 X -- --

2. Understanding the multi-purpose
of the-community college,
specifically:

A. Adult and continuing educa-
tion 2.63 -- -- -- -- -- .67 .14 -.25 .06 -.14 X --



TABLE XII continued

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years CC Teaching Experience

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years Educational Preparation

Hypotheses
Rejected

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 H
1

H
2

H
3

C. General education programs 2.54 .07 -.01 -.10 -.07 .42 .46 .18 -.04 .01 -.23 -- X --

D. Transfer education programs 2.58 .12 .11 -.21 -.18 .37 .52 .13 -.30 .08 -.09 X X --

F. Vocational technical programs 2.92 -- -- -- -- -- .75 .31 -.04 -.04 -.28 -- X --

4. Understanding the need for guid-
ance, counseling and career
planning assistance for students 2.87 .04 .12 -.19 -.06 .32 .53 .21 .17 -.06 -.33 -- X X

5. Understanding the historical
role of the community college
and its place in higher
education 2.47 -- -- -- -- -- .42 .16 .14 -.08 -.15 -- X --

6. Understanding the role of citi-
zens' advisory committees 2.82 .03 .08 -.17 -.02 .37 .58 .27 .00 -.02 -.32 -- X X

7. Understanding the need for pro-
gram and curriculum articula-
tion with other schools,
colleges, and universities 3.04 -- -- -- -- -- .56 .27 .07 -.06 -.27 -- X --

CO
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2. This item represents an area in which my abili-

ties are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which I have

a slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have

a moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which I have

a critical staff development need.

Table XIII displays the statistical data relevant

to each of the three hypotheses for the thirty-two items

from the third portion of the instrument. Again teaching

experience, educational preparation and interaction effect

variables were considered.

Table XIV displays the multiple classification analy-

sis data for the rejected null hypotheses on the items under

consideration for this section of the survey. It indicates

the variables from the responding vocational technical pro-

gram instructors' ratings of reported staff development needs

related to general instructional activities of the community

college.

A review of the fifty-three items which were considered

for each of the three hypotheses relating to vocational-

technical program instructors reveals sufficient item rejec-

tions to warrant rejection of all null hypotheses. H1 states

that there is no significant difference between the reported

staff development needs of vocational technical program



TABLE XIII

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTORS:
ITEMS RELEVANT TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction

Item
Mean

Square F
Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

1. Writing behavioral
objectives 2.293 2.121 .078 Retain 4.891 4.524 .001 Reject X1.198 1.108 .347 Retain

2. Developing test
items 3.611 3.091 .016 Reject 1.031 .883 .474 Retain 1.555 1.331 .181 Retain

3. Implementing com-
petency/performance
based instruction 3.770 3.018 .018 Reject 1.075 .861 .488 Retain 1.153 .923 .539 Retain

4. Preparing stimulat-
ing lectures 4.509 3.386 .010 Reject 2.002 1.503 .201 Retain 2.044 1.535 .090 Retain

5. Developing audio-
visual learning
materials 5.044 4.797 .001 Reject 2.515 2.392 .050 Reject .888 .844 .628 Retain

6. Using audio-visual
instructional
materials 2.961 2.853 .024 Reject 3.139 3.025 .018 Reject 1.408 1.357 .166 Retain

CO



TABLE XIII continued

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2
Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction.

Item
Mean

Square F
Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion Mean
a .05 'Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

7. Conducting small
group discussions 1.449 1.358 .248 Retain 1.593 1.493 .204 Retain 1.672 1.567 .086 Retain

8. Using cognitive
mapping (learning
styles) 2.802 2.257 .063 Retain 1.682 1.355 .249 Retain 1.013 .816 .652 Retain

Using paraprofes-
sional assistance .597 .578 .679 Retain 2.362 2.284 .060 Retain .571 .552 .910 Retain

10. Organizing and man-
aging laboratory
facilities 1.974 1.570 .182 Retain 3.417 2.717 .030 Reject .609 .484 .948 Retain

11. Using individu-
alized instruc-
tional materials 1.939 1.586 .177 Retain .686 .561 .691 Retain 2.133 1.745 .041 Reject

12. Developing course
outlines 3.345 3.096 .016 Reject 3.513 3.252 .012 Reject 2.023 1.872 .025 Reject

13. Evaluating instruc-
tional strategies 4.079 4.298 .002 Reject 1.039 1.095 .359 Retain 1.113 1.173 .291 Retain

co



TABLE XIII continued

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2 Educational Preparation H
3

Interaction

Item
Mean

Square F
Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

14. Applying research
findings on teach-
ing/learning 1.386 1.253 .288 Retain .369 .334 .855 Retain 1.199 1.084 .369 Retain

15. Determining course
content needs 1.438 1.202 .310 Retain 1.897 1.585 .178 Retain 1.338 1.118 .338 Retain

16. Determining course
content 1.134 .933 .445 Retain 2.393 1.968 .099 Retain 1.560 1.283 .210 Retain

17. Adjusting programs
for disadvantaged
students 1.527 1.295 .272 Retain 1.259 1.068 .372 Retain .952 .807 .662 Retain

18. Adjusting programs
for handicapped
students 1.833 1.340 .255 Retain 1.010 .738 .567 Retain .563 .411 .971 Retain

19. Adjusting programs
for students pur-
suing nontradi-
tional careers 2.467 2.074 .084 Retain 1.050 .883 .474 Retain .617 .518 .922 Retain

20. Adjusting programs
for older students 3.660 3.884 .004 Reject .357 .379 .824 Retain .907 .962 .492 Retain



TABLE XIII continued

Item

21. Adjusting programs
for returning
women students

22. Adjusting programs
for culturally
different students

23. Adjusting programs
for part-time
students

24. Adjusting programs
for students
changing careers

25. Structuring inter-
disciplinary learn-
ing experiences

26. Accommodating dif-
ferent learning
rates

H
1
Teaching Experience H

2 Educational Preparation H
3

Interaction

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

2.450 2.496 .043 Reject 3.341 3.404 .009 Reject 1.212 1.235 .243 Retain

2.183 2.233 .065 Retain .725 .741 .564 Retain 1.518 1.553 .090 Retain

3.271 3.301 .011 Reject 1.556 1.571 .181 Retain 1.037 1.047 .406 Retain

1.897 1.874 .114 Retain .917 .906 .460 Retain .844 .835 .631 Retain

2.999 2.651 .033 Reject .226 .199 .939 Retain 1.134 1.002 .452 Retain

2.499 2.179 .071 Retain 1.032 .900 .464 Retain 1.635 1.425 .132 Retain



TABLE XIII continued

H Teaching ExperienceH1 H
2 Educational Preparation H

3
Interaction

Item
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance

Deci-
sion
a .05

27. Orienting students
to individualized
instruction 3.147 2.593 .036 Reject 1.069 .881 .476 Retain 1.897 1.563 .082 Retain

28. Developing appro-
priate grading
systems 2.600 2.121 .078 Retain .811 .662 .619 Retain 2.005 1.636 .062 Retain

29. Coordinating/super-
vising cooperative
work experience
options 4.703 3.214 .013 Reject 2.789 1.906 .109 Retain .841 .575 .894 Retain

30. Interpreting legal
liabilities of
instructors 2.579 2.374 .052 Retain 1.653 1.522 .195 Retain 1.098 1.011 .443 Retain

31. Integrating multi-
cultural perspec-
tives into the
curriculum 4.639 4.079 .003 Reject .441 .387 .818 Retain 2.651 2.331 .003 Reject

32. Using multiple
teaching approaches
in the classroom 2.867 2.422 .048 Reject .921 .778 .540 Retain 1.387, 1.172 .292 Retain

co



TABLE XIV

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTRUCTOR RESPONSES
TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE INSTRUCTIONAL ITEMS

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years CC Teaching Experience

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Years Educational Preparation

Hypotheses
Rejected

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 111 H
2

H
3

1. Writing behavioral objectives 2.91 -- .39 .40 .04 -.09 -.28 X
2. Developing test items 3.12 .16 .13 -.15 -.35 .18 X
3. Implementing competency/per-

formance-based instruction 3.32 .07 .24 -.21 -.28 .20 X
4. Preparing stimulating lectures 3.21 .14 .13 -.27 -.17 .49 X
5. Developing audio-visual learn-

ing materials 3.21 .20 -.03 -.18 -.21 .65 .19 .24 .14 -.10 -.17 X X
6. Using audio-visual instruc-

tional materials 2.96 .05 .07 -.16 -.14 .56 .64 .23 .02 -.04 -.24 X X
10. Organizing and managing

laboratory materials 2.73 .07 .31 .16 -.13 -.16 X
11. Using individualized

instructional materials 2.94 .06 .04 -.09 -.21 .44 .06 - .06 .15 -.06 -.09 X



TABLE XIV continued

Item

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Grand Years CC Teaching Experience

Mean

12. Developing course outlines

13. Evaluating instructional
strategies

20. Adjusting programs for older
students

21. Adjusting programs for return-
ing students

23. Adjusting programs for part-
time students

25. Structuring interdisciplinary
learning experiences

27. Orienting students to indivi-
dualized instruction

29. Coordinating/supervising CWE
options

31. Integrating multicultural per-
spectives into curriculum

32. Using multiple approaches to
teaching in the classroom

Unadjusted Deviation # N Hypotheses
Years Educational Preparation Rejected

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 12 12-14 14-16 16-18 +18 H
1

H
2

H3

2.88 .06 .19 -.12 -.35 .22 .72 .23 .06 -.06 -.24 X X X

3.26 .10 .18 -.12 -.44 .27 X --

2.65 .21 -.04 -.14 -.25 .50 X

2.53 .15 .02 -.15 -.20 .42 .37 -.35 -.08 .05 .24 X X

2.45 -.03 -.08 -.03 -.01 .75 X

2.90 .03 .05 -.05 -.30 .58 X

2.99 .05 .05 -.14 -.19 .68 X

2.74 -.05 .01 -.12 -.02 .88 -- X

2.66 .20 .05 -.23 -.26 .53 -.21 -.11 -.05 .08 -.02 X X

3.21 .07 .16 -.16 -.27 .31 0. X

03
rn
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instructors who have had similar amounts of formal educa-

tional preparation. Data indicated rejection of this

hypothesis on twelve of fifty-three items. At the a .05

probability level these are sufficient differences to war-

rant rejection of H1.

H
2 states that there is no significant difference

between the reported staff development needs of vocational

technical program instructors who have had similar amounts

of community college teaching experience. Rejection of

this hypothesis occurred at the .05 level for fifteen of

fifty-three items. There is a sufficient amount of differ-

ence to warrant rejection of H2.

H
3 states that there is no significant interaction

effect between the reported staff development needs of

vocational technical program instructors who have had similar

amounts of community college teaching experience. Although

the number of individual item rejections was smaller than

for H
1

and H
2' six of fifty-three significant item differ-

ences were sufficient to warrant rejection of this hypothesis

as well.

Objective Number Three:

To Determine If Vocational Technical and Lower Division
Transfer Program Instructors with Similar Educational
Backgrounds and Similar Years of Community College

Teaching Experience Report Similar Staff Development Needs

The mean scores from vocational technical and lower

division transfer program faculty responses to fifty-three
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items in the survey were analyzed in this section to deter-

mine if significant differences exist between the two groups

of instructors' reported perceptions of staff development

needs. Since there are different educational requirements

for certification of the two groups of faculty, the voca-

tional technical program instructors with less than the

equivalent of a masters degree were not included in this

analysis. Individuals included in this portion of the

study were grouped according to similarity of educational

preparation, community college teaching experience and

teaching program area. The responses of each group were

analyzed as they applied to the following seven hypotheses:

H
1

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower divi-

sion transfer and vocational technical program

instructors who have similar levels of community

college teaching experience.

H
2

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower divi-

sion transfer and vocational technical program

instructors who have similar levels of educational

preparation.

H
3

There is no significant difference between the

reported staff development needs of lower

division transfer and vocational technical program

community college instructors.
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H
4 There is no significant interaction effect

between the levels of formal educational prepara-

tion and the years of community college teaching

experience for lower division transfer and

vocational technical program instructors.

H
5

There is no significant interaction effect

between the reported staff development needs

of lower division transfer and vocational tech-

nical program instructors and their years of

community college teaching experience.

H
6

There is no significant interaction effect

between the reported staff development needs of

lower division transfer and vocational technical

program instructors and their years of formal

educational preparation.

H
7

There is no significant interaction effect

between the reported staff development needs of

lower division transfer and vocational technical

program instructors, their years of formal edu-

cational preparation, and their years of com-

munity college teaching experience.

Items relating to these seven hypotheses were divided

into three general topic areas. The first dealt with general

attitudes toward staff development the second dealt with

the unique role of the community cull ge; the third dealt

with instructional activities of particular significance
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to community college instructors. Data from the vocational

technical and lower division transfer program instructors

were applied to each null hypothesis and tested at the .05

level of significance.

General Attitude Toward Staff Development

Respondents were asked to select the numerical rating

(one to five) which most closely represented their feelings

about staff development activities. Specifically, they

were to indicate the degree of importance which they placed

upon staff development in their teaching careers. The num-

ber "one" correlated with a low rating and the number "five"

correlated with a high rating.

Table XV displays the relevant data for this first

topic area and lists the application to each of the seven

hypotheses.

Table XVI displays the multiple classification analy-

sis data for the item variable in which there was a rejected

null hypothesis.

Staff Development Needs Related to the
Unique Role of the Community College

The response data from lower division transfer and

vocational technical program instructors were considered in

relation to their ratings for twelve items dealing with

the role and mission of the community college in general.
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TABLE XV

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND
LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER INSTRUCTORS:

GENERAL ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Mean Signif- Decision
Source of Variation Square F icance a .05

H
1 Teaching Experience 4.806 3.539 .007 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 1.265 .932 .335 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 2.806 2.066 .151 Retain

H
4
Experience & Education .682 .502 .734 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 2.718 2.001 .093 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .119 .088 .767 Retain

H
7
Experience, Educa-
tion & Area .647 .476 .753 Retain



TABLE XVI

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER INSTRUCTOR

ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected HypothesesYears of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

General attitude toward
staff development 3.35 .18 .19 -.02 -.34 .24 -- -- -- --
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Ratings on the one to five scale for this segment of the

survey referred to the following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my teaching situa-

tion.

2. This item representa an area in which my abili-

ties are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which I have a

slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have a

moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which I have a

critical staff development need.

Table XVII displays the statistical data relevant

to each of the seven hypotheses for the twelve items in

this second section of the survey.

Table XVIII presents the multiple classification

analysis data for the items in part two of the survey which

indicate rejection for one or more of the seven null hypothe-

ses. Specifically, this table concerns itself with the

variables affecting the hypothesis decision,

Staff DevelopmNeeds Related to
Instructional Activities of the Communill;

For this = egment of the survey.. v.:atinal .echnf.

and lower divon -ransfel -cogram list:tors were a:3ko,.

to respond to-t.t.rty-two it 'As Jr each cPe may were

asked to select the rating 11:mtlber which rest



TABLE XVII

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND LOWER DIVISION
TRANSFER INSTRUCTORS: ITEMS RELEVANT TO
THE UNIQUE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

94

1. Understanding the characteristics and needs of
attending the community college, specifically:

Item A. Part-time Students

students

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

Item B.

.993 .931 .446

2.459 2.306 .129

2.466 2.312 .129

2.008 1.883 .112

2.247 2.107 .079

.803 .753 .386

1.027 .963 .427

Handicapped StOdents

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
ti on

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.245

1.816

1.833

1.526

1.315

.018

.835

1.005

1.465

1.479

1.231

1.061

.018

.674

.405

.227

.224

.296

.375

.014

.610

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

Item C. Culturally Different Students

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 1.134 1.096 .358 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 6.771 6.540 .011 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area 3.263 3.152 .076 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion 2.544 2.457 .045 Reject

H
5
Experience & Area .601 .581 .677 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .014 .014 .906 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area .854 .824 .510 Retain

Item D. Educationally Disadvantaged Students

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 1.955 1.662 .157 Retain

H, Educational Prepara-
4 tion 9.714 8.254 .004 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area .608 .516 .473 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .599 .509 .729 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 1.080 .917 .453 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .281 .239 .625 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 2.086 1.772 .133 Retain
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Item E. Returning Women Students

96

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.356 2.185 .069 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion .451 .418 .518 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area .806 .748 .388 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .675 .626 .644 Retain

H
5 Experience & Area .534 .496 .739 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .050 .046 .830 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 1.973 1.830 .121 Retain

Item F. Students Changing Careers

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 1.916 1.962 .099 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 3.036 3.109 .078 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area .006 .006 .937 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion 2.047 2.096 .080 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 2.177 2.229 .065 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .008 .008 .929 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area .915 .937 .442 Retain



TABLE XVII continued

Item G. Students Pursuing Nontraditional Careers

97

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

Teaching Experience 1.481 1.321 .261 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 2.887 2.573 .109 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 7.653 6,823 .009 Reject

H4 Experience & Educa-
tion 1.279 1.140 .337 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area .922 .822 .512 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .276 .246 .620 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area .618 .551 .698 Retain

Item H. Older Students

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H Experience & Educa-
4 tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.818

.741

.984

.215

1.571

.023

.498

3.756

.729

.969

.212

1.546

.023

.490

.005

.394

.325

.932

.188

.880

.743

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

2. Understanding the multi-purpose of the community college,
specifically:

Item A. Adult and Continuing Education

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

4.079

6.523

1.897

2.240

1.411

.019

.899

4.098

6.551

1.905

2.250

1.417

.019

.903

.003

.011

.168

.063

.227

.889

.462

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item B. Community Service

of F
Decision

a .05Variable
Mean
Square

Signif-
icance

F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.897

5.953

2.945

1.712

1.003

.397

2.609

3.294

6.767

3.348

1.946

1.140

.451

2.966

.011

.010

.068

.101

.337

.502

.019

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject
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Item C. General Education Programs

99

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 1.672 1.943 .102 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 7.064 8.207 .004 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area 3.143 3.652 .057 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion 1.303 1.513 .197 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 1.165 1.353 .249 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .000 .001 .982 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area .961 1.117 .348 Retain

Item D. Transfer Education Programs

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.504

5.593

3.724

1.573

.375

.665

1.007

3.459

5.520

3.676

1.553

.370

.657

.994

.008

.019

.056

.186

.830

.418

.410

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

Item E. Remedial and Developmental Programs

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.139 1.813 .125 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 5.262 4.459 .035 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area .090 .078 .783 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion 1.497 1.269 .281 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area .912 .773 .543 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .292 .248 .619 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area .545 .461 .764 Retain

Item F. Vocational-Technical Education Programs

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.859

3.172

4.381

.164

1.699

.079

.875

3.153

2.592

3.580

.134

1.388

.065

.715

.014

.108

.059

.970

.237

.799

.582

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

Item 3. Understanding the Purpose for and
Educational Implications of the Open Door Philosophy

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1 Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H Experience & Educa-
4-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.735

15.870

.012

1.445

2.406

.115

.752

1.910

17.479

.013

1.591

2.649

.127

.828

.107

.001

.910

.175

.033

.722

.508

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Item 4. Understanding the Need for Guidance,
Counseling and Career Planning Assistance for Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.222

9195

.00!.

.1c-

2.96

.C'

1.029

1.253

9.429

2

1.056

.287

.002

.979

.980

.017

.775

.378

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain



102

TABLE XVII continued

Item 5. Understanding the Historical Role of the
Community College and Its Place in

American Higher Education

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

.718

1.585

.488

.130

.840

.238

.721

1.062

2.344

.722

.192

1.243

.352

1.066

.375

.126

.396

.943

.292

.553

.373

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 6. Understanding the Role of
Citizens r Advisory Committees

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.646

3.593

.077

.334

1.926

.424

.666

1.868

4.078

.088

.380

2.'85

.481

.755

.115

.044

.767

.823

.069

.488

.555

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

Item 7. Understanding the Need for Program and
Curriculum Articulation with Other

Decision
a .05

Schools, Colleges and Universities

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.549 2.189 .069 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 3.879 3.330 .069 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 3.303 2.836 .093 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .783 .672 .611 Retain

H
5 Experience & Area 1.882 1.616 .169 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .092 .079 .779 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 1.043 .896 .466 Retain

Item 8. Understanding the Implications of State
and Federal Legislation for Community Colleges

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.649

5.561

.176

1.071

.885

2.134

1.002

s.675

5.614

.178

1.082

.894

2.154

1.012

.031

.018

.674

.365

.467

.143

.401

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XVII continued

Item 9. Understanding the Rationale Behind
SEecial Credit for Experience and Education

Options for Community College Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2 Educational Prepara-

tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H Experience, Education
7

& Area

2.225

8.534

.587

1.576

1.601

.069

.500

2.162

8.291

.570

1.531

1.556

.067

.486

.072

.004

.451

.192

.185

.795

.746

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain



TABLE XVIII

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER

INSTRUCTOR RESPONSES TO UNIQUE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE ITEMS

Item

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected Hypotheses
Grand

Mean

Years of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

1. Understanding the
characteristics and
needs of students
attending the com-
munity college,
specifically:

B. Handicapped
students

C. Culturally dif-
ferent students

G. Students pursuing
nontraditional
careers

H. Older students

3.00

3.04

2.66

2.77

-- -- -- -- --

.13 -.04 -.04 -.06 .21

-- --

.24 .06 -.08 -.19 .23

.03 -.05

.08 -.12

-- --

-- --

.03 -.05

-- --

.07 -.09

-- --

0
(JI



TABLE XVIII continued

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected HypothesesYears of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

2. Understanding the
multi-purpose of the
community college,
specifically:

A. Adult and contin-
uing education 2.63 .22 .07 -.04 -.25 .25 .09 -.13 -- --

B. Community service 2.63 .22 .03 -.07 -.16 .17 .09 -.12 .01 -.02 X X -- -- -- -- X

C. General education
programs 2.52 -- -- -- -- -- .08 -.12 -- --

D. Transfer educa-
tion programs 2.64 .12 .19 -.09 -.19 .16 .08 -.12 -- --

E. Developmental
and remedial
programs 2.79 -- -- -- -- -- .09 -.13 -- --

F. Vocational-
technical educa-
tion programs 2.64 .21 .11 -.15 -.18 .53 -- -- -- --

0
rn



TABLE XVIII continued

Item

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected Hypotheses
Grand

Mean

'

Years of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

3. Understanding the
purpose for and edu-
cational implica-
tions of the open
door philosophy 2.59 -- -- -- .15 -.22 -.06 .09 --

4. Understanding the
need for guidance,
counseling and
career planning
assistance for
students 2.67 -- .12 -.17 -.05 .06 --

5. Understanding the
role of citizen's
advisory committees 2.65 -- -- -- .08 -.12 --

8. Understanding the
implications of
state and federal
legislation for com-
munity colleges 3.24 .27 .04 -.06 -.17 -.12 .10 -.15 -- --



TABLE XVIII continued

Item

Unadjusted Deviation # N

Grand
iYears of Community College

Mean Teaching Experience
Years of Formal

Education Teaching Area

Item Decisions Tied to

Affected Hypotheses

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT

9. Understanding the
rationale behind
special credit for
experience and edu-
cation for com-
munity college
students 2.90 .13 -.18 X
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represented their feelings about the items according to

the following descriptions:

1. This item does not apply to my teaching situa-

tion.

2. This item represents an area in which my abilities

are acceptable.

3. This item represents an area in which I have a

slight staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have a

moderate staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which I have a

critical staff development need.

Table XIX presents the data for the thirty-two items

in this section and indicates decisions for each item and

the corresponding hypotheses.

Table XX presents the multiple classification analy-

sis data for the twenty-two items in part three of the

survey which indicate rejection for one or more of the seven

null hypotheses. The application of teaching experience and

educational preparation variables for both groups of faculty

members to the rejected hypotheses is demonstrated.

The data indicate rejection of each of the null

hypotheses relevant to this third objective. Teaching area,

teaching experience, educational preparation and the related

interactions do affect significant differences in reported

staff development needs of selected vocational technical
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TABLE XIX

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND LOWER DIVISION
TRANSFER INSTRUCTORS: ITEMS RELEVANT TO

COMMUNITY COLLEGE INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Item 1. Writing Behavioral Objectives

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.939

3.157

2.518

1.400

1.777

.039

1.196

1.952

3.179

2.536

1.410

1.789

.039

1.205

.100

.075

.112

.229

.129

.843

.308

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 2. Developing Test Items

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

5.936

.199

4.757

.053

.986

.102

2.541

5.388

.181

4.318

.048

.895

.093

2.307

.001

.671

.038

.996

.467

.761

.057

Reject

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 3. Implementing Competency/Performance
Based Instruction

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.539

6.807

14.519

.152

1.582

.260

1.210

2.911

5.600

11.944

.125

1.301

.214

.996

.021

.018

.001

.973

.268

.644

.409

Reject

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 4. Preparing Stimulating Lectures

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

6.121

2.680

.128

1.514

1.883

6.502

2.133

4.947

2.166

.104

1.224

1.522

5.255

1.724

.001

.142

.748

.300

.194

.022

.143

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 5. Developing Audio-Visual Learning Materials

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 4.030 3.614 .006 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 8.649 7.756 .006 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area .743 .667 .415 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .623 .558 .693 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area .933 .837 .502 Retain

H
6
Education & Area 4.039 3.622 .058 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 2.152 1.930 .104 Retain

Item 6. Using Audio-Visual Instructional Materials

Variable
Mean
Square

2.164

12.418

.997

.660

.882

1.757

1.650

F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.227

12.778

1.026

.679

.908

1.808

1.698

.065

.001

.312

.607

.459

.179

.149

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 7. Conducting Small Group Discussions

a .05Variable
Mean

Square F

Signif-
icance Decision
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience 1.269 1.348 .251 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion .422 .448 .503 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area .028 .030 .863 Retain

H4 Experience & Educa-
tion 2.257 2.397 .049 Reject

H
5
Experience & Area 1.177 1.250 .288 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .566 .601 .438 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 2.251 2.391 .050 Reject

Item 8. Using Cognitive Mapping (Learning Styles)

Variable
Mean

Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.420 1.872 .114 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion .004 .003 .954 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 13.031 10.083 .002 Reject

H4 Experience & Educa-
tion .922 .713 .583 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 1.052 .814 .516 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .517 .400 .527 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 1.056 .817 .555 Retain



114

TABLE XIX continued

Item 9. Using Paraprofessional Assistance

Signif-
Mean icance DecisionVariable Square F of F a .05

H
1 Teaching Experience 1.033 .980 .418 Retain

H
2 Educational PreparaT.
tion 2.187 2.075 .150 Retain

H
3 Teaching Area 3.634 3.447 .064 Retain

H
4 Experience & Educa-

tion .250 .237 .917 Retain
H
5 Experience & Area .179 .170 .954 Retain

H
6 Education & Area 2.473 2.345 .126 Retain

H
7 Experience, Education
& Area .996 .945 .437 Retain

Item 10. Organizing and Managing Laboratory Facilities

Variable
Mean
Sguare F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1 Teaching Experience

H Educational Prepara-2
tion

H
3 Teaching Area

H
4 Experience & Educa-

tion

H
5 Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7 Experience, Education
& Area

1.273

.030

18.504

.206

.923

.029

2.467

1.033

.025

15.017

.167

.749

.023

2.002

.389

.876

.001

.955

.559

.878

.093

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 11. Using Individualized Instructional Materials

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 5.261 4.802 .001 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion .053 .048 .826 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 1.423 1.299 .255 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .683 .623 .646 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 1.309 1.195 .312 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .099 .090 .764 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 3.325 3.035 .017 Reject

Item 12. Developing Course Outlines

Decision
a .05Variable

Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.374

10.413

1.486

1.416

2.307

1.796

3.457

4.047

12.492

1.782

1.699

2.768

2.155

4.146

.003

.001

.182

.149

.027

.143

.003

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Reject
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 13. Evaluating Instructional Strategies

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

4.067

2.383

1.281

1.053

2.208

.571

1.778

4.017

2.353

1.265

1.040

2.181

.564

1.756

.003

.126

.261

.386

.070

.453

.136

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 14. Applying Research Findings on
Teaching/Learning

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Educaticr,
& Area

1,.702

l's

6,

.984

1.227

.442

1_ 434

,232

1.222

1.014

.416

.269

.506

.221

.920

.269

.399

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 15. Determining Course Content Needs

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 3.531 3.179 .013 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 12.684 11.421 .001 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area .066 .059 .808 Retain

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .670 .603 .660 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area .612 .551 .698 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .864 .778 .378 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 3.697 3.329 .010 Reject

Item 16. Determining Course Content

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.806 2.547 .039 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 13.782 12.509 .001 Reject

H
3
Teaching Area .028 .026 .873 Retain

H4 Experience & Educa-
tion 1.59;_ .444 .218 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area .9c- P68 .483 Retain

H
6
Education & Area .469 12' .514 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 3.825 3.472 .008 Reject
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 17. Adjusting Programs for Disadvantaged Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a ..05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-

.

tlon

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.235

.717

1.115

.874

.322

.296

.371

1.083

.629

.979

.767

.283

.259

.325

.364

.428

.323

.547

.889

.611

.861

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 18. Adjusting Programs for Handicapped S tudents

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-

.tlon

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education in Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.389

.000

.039

.748

.658

.208

.383

1.177

.000

.033

.633

.557

.176

.325

.320

.989

.856

.639

.694

.675

.862

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 19. Adjusting Programs for Students

Decision
a .05

Pursuing Nontraditional Careers

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.187

.009

.663

2.239

.449

1.249

.516

2.024

.008

.613

2.072

.416

1.156

.477

.090

.929

.434

.083

.797

.283

.753

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 20. Adjusting Programs for Older Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.449

.044

.031

.799

.746

.368

.541

2.630

.047

.033

.857

.801

.395

.581

.034

.828

.856

.489

.525

.530

.677

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 21. Adjusting Programs for
Returning Women Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.216

.516

.879

1.179

1.304

.616

.880

1.290

.547

.932

1.251

1.421

2.774

.933

.273

.460

.335

.288

.226

.096

.444

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 22. Adjusting Programs for
Culturally Different Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

.633

3.556

.710

1.576

.525

.022

.881

.652

3.662

.732

1.623

.540

.023

.908

.626

.056

.393

.167

.706

.880

.459

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 23. Adjusting Programs for Part-Time Students

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

.984

1.684

.008

.880

1.721

.313

.776

1.123

1.921

.009

1.004

1.963

.357

.885

.345

.166

.926

.405

.099

.550

.472

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 24. Adjusting Programs for
Students Changing Careers

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H Experience & Educa-
4
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

.907

.929

.478

.774

.592

.024

1.260

1.019

1.044

.537

.869

.665

.027

1.415

.397

.307

.464

.482

.617

.869

.228

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 25. Structuring Interdisciplinary

Decision
a .05

Learning Experiences

Signif-
icance
of FVariable

Mean
Square F

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.501

.142

6.876

1.215

.518

.011

.651

1.212

.115

5.550

.981

.418

.009

.525

.305

.735

.019

.417

.795

.926

.717

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 26. Accommodating Different Learning Rates

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H Educational Prepara-
2
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.353

2.095

.534

1.517

1.776

5.967

2.835

1.202

1.861

.475

1.348

1.578

5.302

2.519

.309

.173

.491

.251

.179

.022

.040

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject

Reject



123

TABLE XIX continued

Item 27. Orienting Students to
Individualized Instruction

Signif-
Mean icance Decision

Variable Square F of F a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 2.371 2.134 .075 Retain

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion .808 .727 .394 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 5.753 5.179 .023 Reject

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .888 .799 .526 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 1.281 1.153 .331 Retain

H
6
Education & Area 1.422 1.280 .258 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education,
& Area 3.005 2.705 .030 Reject

Item 28. Developing Appropriate Grading Systems

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H Educational Prepara-
2 tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H Experience & Educa-
4 tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.281

5.565

.131

1.931

1.666

4.492

1.515

2.941

4.988

.117

1.731

1.493

4.026

1.358

.020

.026

.732

.142

.203

.045

.247

Reject

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 29. Coordinating(Supervising Cooperative
Work Experience Options

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of .F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience 4.679 3.460 .008 Reject

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion 2.650 1.959 .162 Retain

H
3
Teaching Area 14.050 10.388 .001 Reject

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion .561 .415 .798 Retain

H
5
Experience & Area 2.633 1.947 .101 Retain

H
6
Education & Area 1.001 .740 .390 Retain

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area 1.340 .991 .412 Retain

Item 30. Interpreting Legal Liabilities of Instructors

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H Experience & Educa-
4 tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

3.173

.253

7.631

1.272

1.096

1.456

1.089

2.852

.227

6.859

1.144

.985

1.309

.979

.023

.634

.009

.335

.415

.253

.415

Reject

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain
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TABLE XIX continued

Item 31. Inte ratin Multicultural Pers ectives
into the Curriculum

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

1.290

4.514

.150

1.008

.811

1.103

1.382

1.122

3.925

.131

.877

.705

.959

1.202

.345

.048

.718

.478

.589

.328

.309

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Retain

Item 32. Using Multiple Teaching Approaches
in the Classroom

Variable
Mean
Square F

Signif-
icance
of F

Decision
a .05

H
1
Teaching Experience

H
2
Educational Prepara-
tion

H
3
Teaching Area

H
4
Experience & Educa-
tion

H
5
Experience & Area

H
6
Education & Area

H
7
Experience, Education
& Area

2.475

.796

.000

3.130

1.123

.544

.320

1.992

.641

.000

2.520

.904

.438

.258

.094

.424

.992

.040

.461

.508

.905

Retain

Retain

Retain

Reject

Retain

Retain

Retain



TABLE XX

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS:
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL AND LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER INSTRUCTOR
RESPONSES TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY ITEMS

Item

Unadjusted Deviation # N

Grand
Years of Community College Years of Formal

Mean Teaching Experience Education Teaching Area

Item Decisions Tied to

Affected Hypotheses

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

2. Developing test items 2.90

3. Implementing compe-
tency/performance
based instruction

4. Preparing stimulat-
ing lectures

5. Developing audio-
visual learning
materials

6. Using audio-visual
instructional
materials

7. Conducting small
group discussions

.22 .22 -.13 -.30 .42

2.97 .28 .15 -.05 -.33 .15 .14 -.20

3.05 .23 .16 -.11 -.27 .45 .07 -.10

3.06 .28 .02 -.08 -.21 .26 .11 -.16

2.84 .13 -.18

2.70 .13 .08 -.02 -.16 .02 .03 -.05

-.13 .18 X X

-.20 .28 X X X

-.04 .06 X X

X X

-.03 .05



TABLE XX continued

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected HypothesesYears of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT H1 H
2

H3 H
4

H
5

H
6

8. Using cognitive map-
ping (learning
styles) 2.95 -.14 .23

10. Organizing and man-
aging laboratory
facilities 2.35 -.18 .25 X

11. Using individualized
instructional
materials 2.75 .33 .08 -.07 -.28 .13 .04 -.05 -.09 .13 X

12. Developing course
outlines 2.61 .22 .16 -.10 -.25 .23 .14 -.20 -.11 .15 X X X

13. Evaluating instruc-
tional strategies 3.05 .17 .16 -.03 -.30 .27 X

15. Determining course
content needs 2.89 .27 .00 -.03 -.23 .23 .14 -.19 -.05 .07 X X

16. Determining course
content 2.83 .23 .00 -.02 -.22 .25 .15 -.21 -.07 .09 X X



TABLE XX continued

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N
Item Decisions Tied to

Affected HypothesesYears of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 16-18 +18 LDC VT Hy H
2

H
3

H
4

H
5

H
6

H
7

20. Adjusting programs
for older students 2.66 .16 .03 -.08 -.13 .38 -- -- -- -- X --

25. Structuring inter-
disciplinary learn-
ing experiences 2.99 -- -- -- -- -- -- .09 -.12

26. Accommodating differ-
ent learning rates 3.13 .12 .03 .01 -.18 .19 .06 -.09 -.06 .08

27. Orienting students to
individualized in-
struction 2.77 .22 -.01 -.12 -.11 .39 .06 -.09 -.12 .16

28. Developing appropri-
ate grading systems 2.90 .25 .10 -.07 -.23 .10 .10 -.15 -.07 .10 X X -- -- -- X --

29. Coordinating/super-
vising cooperative
work experience
options 2.37 .29 -.07 -.10 -.17 .63 -- -- -.18 .25



TABLE XX continued

Item
Grand

Mean

Unadjusted Deviation # N

Years of Community College
Teaching Experience

Years of Formal
Education Teaching Area

Item Decisions Tied to

Affected Hypotheses

1-3 4-6 7-10 11-15 +15 I 16-18 +18 LDC VT

30. Interpreting legal
liabilities of
instructors

31. Integrating multi-
cultural perspec-
tives into the
classroom

32. Using multiple
teaching approaches
in the classroom

3.08

2.68

3.13

.26 .08 -.04 -.28 .16

.14 .16 -.04 -.20 -.05

.08 -.11

.05 -.06

-.14 .20

X

X

X
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faculty and lower division transfer program faculty in

Oregon's community colleges.

Summary

Summary analysis of the preceeding data indicates

rejection for each of the eleven hypotheses upon which

this study was predicated. Significant differences do

exist between instructor and administrator perceptions

of faculty staff development needs. Significant differ-

ences do exist in the reported staff development needs of

vocational technical program faculty. Significant differ-

ences do exist between the reported staff development needs

of vocational technical and lower division transfer program

faculty. Chapter V will summarize these differences and

discuss conclusions and implications which can be drawn

from this data.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY WITH CONCLUSIONS

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This chapter reviews, interprets, and draws con-

clusions from the data and sets forth implications and

recommendations for staff development programs. Although

conclusions by one researcher may differ from those of

others examining the same data, there are results of sig-

nificance in this study.

The major purpose of this study was to examine

administrative and faculty perceptions toward staff develop-

ment needs and ascertain what differences, if any, exist

between the reported staff development needs of individual-

ized groups of community college instructors within the

state of Oregon. In keeping with this purpose, three major

objectives were established for the study:

1. To determine if administrators and faculty agree

upon the staff development needs of the instruc-

tional staff.

2. To determine if formal educational background and

community college teaching experience variations

affect the reported staff development needs of

vocational technical program instructors.
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3. To determine if vocational technical and lower

division transfer program instructors with similar

educational backgrounds and similar years of com-

munity college teaching experience report similar

staff development needs.

Procedures

The literature review provided a rationale and back-

ground for the study. This review of related literature

also guided the initial development of the questionnaire

used in the study. Building upon the tested questions from

the Hammons-Wallace (1976) assessment of staff development

needs in the northeastern states and from a sampling of

other questionnaires in use throughout the nation compiled

by the author and the Oregon State University Personnel

Development Centers, the initial instrument was drafted.

The questionnaire was then reviewed by the staff of

the Personnel Development Centers, a group of community

college instructors, administrators and staff development

specialists, and members of the Vocational - Technical Unit

of the Oregon State University School of Education. After

modifications resulting from this review process, the instru-

ment with respondent scores as the dependent variable was

submitted to a jury of experts for the purpose of evaluating

format, content and clarity.



133

After revising the questionnaire to the specifica-

tions of the jury, copies were distributed to institutional

contact people at each of Oregon's thirteen community col-

leges. Fifty-seven percent of the total community college

faculty population in the state responded to the instrument.

Randomness was assumed from the return.

As displayed previously in Table II of Chapter IV,

the population for this study included 342 lower division

transfer and 392 vocational technical program faculty and

171 administrator respondents. For the faculty group

educational training and community college teaching experi-

ence variables were utilized to help delineate staff devel-

opment characteristics.

Educational Training

Faculty teaching in lower division transfer programs

were rather equally divided into two categories of educa-

tional preparation--48.5 percent reported sixteen to eighteen

years of formal training; 51.5 percent reported more than

eighteen years. Over one-half of these individuals have

taken graduate coursework beyond what would normally be

equated with a masters degree.

Forty-five percent of the vocational technical pro-

gram faculty reported formal traini;,- beyond what would be

normally equated with a bachelors a_tee to what would be

equated with a masters degree. Nineteen percent reported
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their highest level of educational training at fourteen to

sixteen years, equivalent to at least an associate degree

up to a bachelors degree. Seventeen percent reported twelve

to fourteen years education while another 16.5 percent

reported more than eighteen years, or graduate coursework

beyond the usual masters degree level. Only 2.5 percent

of this group reported that their formal educational train-

ing stopped at grade twelve.

The community college faculty in Oregon are highly

educated. As can be seen from the above summary, 89.5 per-

cent of the sample population have taken formal coursework

which could be equated either with university-based pre-

service or inservice training, upper division through

graduate coursework. Later summaries in this chapter will

substantiate the fact that even with these amounts of formal

preparation, staff development needs in basic areas remain

unmet.

Teaching Experience

The respondents correspond in years of community

college teaching experience with the growth patterns of

Oregon's community colleges. While lower division transfer

programs began experiencing a decline in enrollment five

years ago, the emphasis upon vocational technical programs

has continued to grow (OACCVE, 1978) .
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The major thrust in hiring took place approximately

ten years ago. The largest number of faculty from both

teaching areas report having from seven to ten years of

community college teaching experience.

In specific terms, the years of community college

teaching experience for the lower division transfer program

respondents was reported in the following manner. Fourteen

percent were relatively new hires with only one to three

years of teaching experience. Seventeen percent fit the

second grouping, four to six years. Thirty-three percent

reported seven to ten years at a community college while

30.9 percent had eleven to fifteen years and only 3.8 per-

cent more than fifteen years teaching experience.

The figures for the vocational technical program

instructors portray a different pattern. Twenty-six and

one-half percent were relatively new to the community col-

lege with only one to three years of experience. Another

27 percent placed themselves in the second group with four

to six years at a two-year institution. Yet another 28

percent reported seven to ten years at the community college

teaching level. Smaller percentages reported more than

ten years experience. Thirteen percent fit the eleven to

fifteen year category and 5 percent the more than fifteen

year experience grouping.

Again, as future summaries in this chapter will sub-

st4ntiate, these experience levels relate to the staff
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development need levels and help suggest some trends future

planning should consider.

Administrative Focus

Two types of administrators responded to this study.

Forty-six percent were responsible for either lower division

transfer or vocational technical programs. Fifty-four

percent were administratively responsible for both types

of programs. This total group represents individuals who

are principally responsible for the instructional program

areas at their respective institutions in the State.

Teaching area, teaching experience, educational

preparation, and administrative focus apply in varying ways

to the three principal objectives for this study. The

remaining summaries of data will correspond to each of the

objectives.

Summary

Objective Number One

To determine if administrators and faculty agree
upon the staff development needs of the instruc-
tional staff.

The responses of the faculty and administrator groups

were applied to a one-way analysis of variance format to

determine if significant differences existed between the

two groups' perceived faculty staff development needs. In

fifty-two of fifty-four cases, a difference significant
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at the .05 level was found. Thus, the null hypothesis was

rejected and the conclusion reached that a significant dif-

ference does exist between the perceived staff development

needs of community college instructors as reported by full-

time lower division transfer and vocational technical pro-

gram instructors and their instructional administrators.

By analyzing the data relevant to the fifty-four items,

a more crystalline perspective of these differences can

be drawn.

In two instances only, faculty and administrators

held similar perceptions. Both groups rated the relative

importance of staff development activities at slightly more

than a moderate level. Both groups also rated the need

for interpreting legal liabilities of instructors as a

slight area of staff development training need. After

these two items, the differences appear.

For all other items the administrative group indi-

cated that their perception of the faculty needs were higher

than the rating by the faculty in all but two instances.

Instructors reported a slight development need in terms of

understanding the multi-purpose of the community college,

specifically general education programs. Administrators

felt that the faculty would report their abilities accept-

able on this item. In the second case, faculty indicated

a need ranging close to the moderate level in terms of

understanding the characteristics and needs of students
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attending the community college, specifically returning

women students. On the other hand, administrators reported

that faculty would indicate less than a slight need for

staff development in this area.

As Tables VI, VII, and VIII in the previous chapter

detail, administrators rate in a significantly higher manner

their perceptions of faculty needs than do those faculty

members. In short, administrators perceive a greater need

than faculty. Administrators and faculty do not agree upon

the relative importance of various staff development need

areas.

Objective Number Two

To determine if educational background and
community college teaching experience varia-
tions affect the reported staff development
needs of vocational-technical program
instructors.

The responses from vocational technical program

instructors were applied to a two-way analysis of variance

format to determine if teaching experience, educational

preparation or the interaction of these two variables would

effect a significant difference in the reported staff devel-

opment needs of these faculty members. Fifty-three items

were analyzed for three hypotheses. In each instance suffi-

cient numbers of items were rejected to lead to the overall

rejection of the hypothesis. The data, as presented in
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tables nine through fourteen of the previous chapter, sub-

stantiate three basic conclusions.

The first conclusion is that teaching experience

does not affect the reported staff development needs of

vocational technical program instructors. In terms of

their general attitudes toward staff development as a teach-

ing career priority, vocational technical program instruc-

tors responded in a distinct pattern. Those who were

relatively new to the community college expressed a more

positive attitude toward staff development than did their

peers in the other stages of teaching experience. The mean

scores of 3.77 and 3.68 for the individuals with one to

three and four to six years of community college teaching

compare to 3.52, 3.07 and 3.47 for their peers with seven

to ten, eleven to fifteen or more than fifteen years of

experience. Thus, while the general attitude toward staff

development activities is relatively high early in the

career of these instructors, that attitude diminishes dur-

ing the mid-career levels and begins to significantly rise

in the later career level.

Levels of teaching experience proved to be a signifi-

cant variable for nine of the items in the second section

of these study's data. When asked to indicate their staff

development needs relative to the role and mission of the

community college in general, the highest need was reported

by the faculty with the highest amount of teaching experience.
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These experienced faculty members reported a slight to

moderate staff development need to understand the diverse

student populations, the role of general education, the need

for guidance, counseling and career placement, and the role

of advisory committees. Faculty in the earlier career

stages, specifically those with one to three and four to six

years of teaching experience, reported a significantly

lower need for specific staff development items than did

their seasoned peers. However, the rating for these earlier

career individuals was again higher than the ratings of the

mid-career people.

The trend indicating the highest reported staff

development need being for individuals with more than fif-

teen years of community college experience continued in

part three of the data. For sixteen different items this

experienced career group again reported a slight to high

moderate need for staff development activities relating to

community college teaching.

Vocational technical program instructors in their

earlier career years, with one to three and four to six years

of teaching experience, again reported a significantly lower

need for staff development activities relating to community

college teaching than did their peers with more than fifteen

years of community college teaching experience. Consistently,

the earlier career group reported significantly higher needs,

however, than their mid career peers with either seven to ten

or eleven to fifteen years experience at the community college.



141

The midcareer group rated their needs at lower than the grand

mean for the total vocational technical population in each case.

No uniform priorities exist for the five experience

levels. Faculty with one to three years of community col-

lege teaching indicated a higher staff development need

for understanding the characteristics and needs of cultur-

ally different students and older students, understanding

the need for guidance, counseling and career planning

assistance for students, and understanding the role of

citizens' advisory committees. Those vocational technical

faculty with four to six years experience placed their higher

staff development priorities upon understanding the need

for guidance, counseling and career planning assistance for

students, understanding the characteristics and needs of

culturally different student:, and students changing careers,

understanding the multi-purpose of the community college,

specifically general education programs, understanding the

role of citizens' advisory committees and understanding the

characteristics and needs of older students. Faculty in

the mid-career levels with seven to fifteen years experi-

ence indicated mean scores below the grand mean for each

item in this grouping and catagorized their staff develop-

ment as acceptable on each of the topics. Experienced

faculty with more than fifteen years of community college

experience put priority ratings on understanding the needs

of older students, students changing careers, part-time
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students, and returning women students and on understanding

the role of citizens' advisory committees. In the case of

each faculty group, different items received higher rat-

ings. No uniform priority need for the total group can be

drawn.

The characteristics remained about the same for

items in the second section of the data. These items were

specifically concerned with instructional activities.

Faculty with one to three and four to six years community

college experience generally gave higher ratings to their

need for preparing stimulating lectures, using individual-

ized instructional materials, developing test items and

implementing competency/performanced based instruction.

Faculty with seven to fifteen years of experience felt that

they had no staff development need for items relative to

community college instructional activities. Their peers with

more than fifteen years of experience, however, gave priority

ratings to evaluating instructional strategies, developing

audio-visual learning materials, preparing stimulating

lectures, orienting students to individualized instruction

and coordinating/supervising cooperative work experience

options.

The data from tables nine through fourteen in Chapter

IV clearly indicate that vocational technical program faculty

with different levels of community college teaching experi-

ence do have different staff development needs. Those needs
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seem greatest for individuals who have taught more than

fifteen years although a slight need is reported for

instructors with one to six years of experience. Faculty

in the mid-career years report no staff development need,

their abilities are perceived as acceptable.

The second conclusion is that an individual faculty

member's years of formal educational preparation affect

that person's reported staff development needs. The data

indicate that the greater an individual's years of formal

educational preparation, the lesser the specific staff

development needs are perceived for that person. The degree

of deviation from the group mean varies from item to item,

but the general conclusion remains the same.

As with the summary of data for the experience

variable previously considered, this education variable has

its data grouped into the two question areas from the survey

instrument. In terms of items relevant to the role and mis-

sion of the community college, vocational technical faculty

with twelve years of educational training rated slight to

moderately high staff development need for each of the nine

items. The following four areas were considered to be of

the greatest need: understanding the multi-purpose of the

community college, specifically vocational technical pro-

grams, understanding the need for program and curriculum

articulation with other institutions, understanding the

role of citizens' advisory committees and understanding
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the need for guidance, counseling and career planning assist-

ance for students.

Faculty with twelve to fourteen years of educational

training indicated either a slight staff development need

or that their abilities were acceptable on the nine items.

The following four areas were of greatest development need

for these faculty: understanding the need for program and

curriculum articulation with other institutions, under-

standing the characteristics and needs of students attending

the community college, specifically the culturally different,

understanding the multi-purpose of the community college,

specifically vocational technical education programs, and

understanding the role of citizens' advisory committees.

Faculty with fourteen to sixteen years of educational

preparation indicated that their abilities were acceptable

regarding all but three of the nine items. They reported

a slight staff development need to understand the charac-

teristics and needs of students attending the community

college, specifically culturally different students, to

understand the need for program and curriculum articulation

with other institutions, and to understand the need for

guidance, counseling and career planning assistance for

students.

For vocational technical program faculty with six-

teen to eighteen years of educational preparation, abilities

were listed as acceptable on all but one item. A slight



145

staff development need was felt to understand the charac-

teristics and needs of students attending the community

college, specifically culturally different students.

Faculty with more than eighteen years of formal

education indicated that for the most part their abilities

were acceptable for each of the items under consideration.

This data confirms the conclusion that educational prepara-

tion does affect staff development need and that individuals

with a higher level of education have a lower level of need.

Data from the second section also confirms these

conclusions. Six items relate to this section. Faculty

with twelve years of education reported slight staff devel-

opment needs for each item. Faculty with twelve to fourteen

years of education reported slight staff development needs

for all except one item. They felt that their abilities

were acceptable in adjusting programs for returning women

students. Faculty with fourteen to sixteen years of educa-

tion reported acceptable abilities for all except one item.

Developing audio-visual learning materials repre-

sented an area of slight staff development need for these

instructors. Faculty with sixteen to eighteen years of

education agreed with their fourteen to sixteen year counter-

parts but varied slightly in their degree of need for

developing audio-visual learning materials. Faculty with

more than eighteen years of education fit the same pattern
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as the previous group. It can be concluded, then, that

educational preparation does affect staff development need.

The third conclusion is that there is a significant

interaction effect between teaching experience and educa-

tional preparation when viewing the reported staff develop-

ment needs of vocational technical program faculty. Although

the data does not indicate specifically what causes those

interactions, both elements do lead to the conclusion.

Objective Number Three

To determine if vocational technical and
lower division transfer program instructors
with similar educational backgrounds and
similar years of community college teach-
ing experience report similar staff devel-
opment needs.

The responses from vocational technical and lower

division transfer program faculty with the equivalent formal

education of a masters degree were analyzed in response to

objective number three. Utilizing a three-way analysis of

variance format, teaching area, educational preparation and

community college teaching experience were the variables

under consideration. Fifty-three items were analyzed for

seven hypotheses relating to the three variables. These

items were grouped into three general areas. The first

dealt with general staff development attitudes. The second

dealt with items relevant to the role and mission of the

community college. The third dealt with items relevant to

instructional activities at the community college. Sufficient



147

numbers of these items were rejected to warrant rejection

of each of the seven hypotheses and lead to the following

conclusions.

The first conclusion is that there is a significant

difference between the reported staff development needs

of lower division transfer and vocational technical pro-

gram instructors who have similar levels of community

college teaching experience. This conclusion is substan-

tiated by each of the general areas into which the fifty-

three items were grouped.

The general attitude toward staff development varies

with the number of years an instructor has spent at the

community college level. The most positive attitude comes

from faculty with more than fifteen years of teaching experi-

ence. A lower rating comes from the mid-career group, those

instructors with seven to fifteen years experience.

This attitude difference correlates with reported

needs in the area of the role and mission of the community

college. While mid-career faculty with seven to fifteen

years of experience report that their abilities are accept-

able, faculty with one to four and more than fifteen years

of teaching experience report slight to moderate staff

development needs.

Faculty in the one to three year experience category

report at least a slight need to understand the implications

of state and federal legislation for community colleges and
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to understand the needs and characteristics of the cul-

turally different and the older student. Faculty from

the four to six year experience category report the same

slight to moderate need areas. Individuals from the most

experienced level include similar items but restructure

their priorities for slight to moderate staff development

needs. It is important for this group to understand the

needs and characteristics of the culturally different

student, to understand the multi-purpose of the community

college as evidenced in vocational technical education,

to understand the implications of state and federal legis-

lation for community colleges and to understand the need

and characteristics of the older student.

The trend of the most experienced instructors and

early career instructors indicating a significantly differ-

ent level of staff development need than their mid-career

peers continues with the data items relevant to community

college teaching. While faculty with seven to fifteen

years of teaching experience feel that their abilities are

acceptable, their peers express slight to moderate needs in

several different priority areas.

Individuals with one to three years of community

college experience report ten items in the slight to moderate

category. It is important for their staff development activi-

ties to focus upon the ability to interpret the legal lia-

bilities of community college instructors, to develop
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audio-visual learning materials, to prepare stimulating

lectures, to implement competency/performance based instruc-

tion, to evaluate instructional strategies, to determine

course content needs, to develop appropriate grading sys-

tems, to develop test items, to use individualized instruc-

tional materials, and to determine course content. As

might be expected, items basic to teaching are of highest

concern for these individuals who are relatively new to the

community college.

A different set of priorities evolves from the four

to six years experience group. Eight items rate slight to

moderate on the staff development need scale. It is impor-

tant for these faculty to focus development time upon using

individualized instructional materials, preparing stimulating

lectures, evaluating instructional strategies, interpreting

the legal liabilities of community college instructors,

developing test items, implementing competency/performance

based instruction, developing audio-visual learning materials,

and developing appropriate grading systems.

The longest list of priorities for staff development

needs comes from the most experienced group of instructors.

With more than fifteen years of teaching experience, these

individuals indicate a slight to moderate staff development

need for the following priorities: using individualized

instructional materials, developing audio-visual learning

materials, preparing stimulating lectures, evaluating
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instructional strategies, determining course content needs,

implementing competency/performance based instruction,

determing course content, adjusting programs for older

students, developing appropriate grading systems and coor-

dinating/supervising cooperative work experience options.

It must be noted here that the faculty with the most

teaching experience indicate the greatest staff development

need. Faculty who are in earlier career years report the

second greatest need. Faculty in the mid-career group report

no staff development need; their abilities are acceptable in

all areas.

It must also be noted here that none of the career

groups perceive their staff development needs to be critical

in reference to the items identified by the survey instrument.

If abilities are not perceived to be currently acceptable,

faculty indicate only slight to moderately high staff

development needs in terms of the items on the questionnaire.

The second conclusion is that educational preparation

affects the staff development needs reported by both lower

division transfer and vocational technical program faculty.

The more formal education an individual faculty member has

had, the less is his reported staff development need. The

data consistently show a greater need for individuals with

sixteen to eighteen years of formal education than for faculty

with more than eighteen years of training. While slight needs

are reported by the former group, abilities are acceptable

for the latter group.
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difference between the reported staff development needs of

lower division transfer and vocational technical program

faculty in general. For the most part, lower division trans-(

fer faculty report their abilities to be acceptable while the

vocational technical faculty report slight needs. Exceptions

to this generalized statement do exist. Lower division trans-

fer instructors indicate a slight development need in struct-

uring interdisciplinary learning experiences while their

counterparts feel that their own abilities are acceptable.

In a similar manner, lower division transfer faculty report

a slight need to understand the characteristics and needs of

students pursuing nontraditional degrees while vocational

technical faculty report acceptable abilities.

Conclusions four through seven relate to interactions

between these variables. Although the data do not specify

the reasons, they do present sufficient evidence to warrant

the following statements which would need additional testing.

There is a significant interaction effect between formal

educational preparation and community college teaching

experience. There is a significant interaction effect between

teaching area and teaching experience. There is a significant

interaction effect between teaching area and educational

preparation. And finally, there is a significant interaction

effect between all three variables. In short, it is obvious

that the variables affect one another in some way. Further

testing is necessary,
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Conclusions

Based upon the data analysis and summary the follow-

ing conclusions and implications for each of the three

objectives can be reached.

Objective Number One

To determine if administrators and faculty
agree upon the staff development needs of
the instructional staff.

If, according to Bender, DeHart, Sanford and others,

faculty and administrators must concur upon goals for both

individual and institutional staff development and if, as

the data indicate, these two groups hold significantly

different perceptions of the level of development held by

faculty in general, then measures must be taken to both

address and minimize the discrepancy. Although the adminis-

trative view could be inaccurate, this difference in per-

ceptions could also be due to the fact that, as Gaff (1975a)

indicates, faculty have never studied the history of their

profession, are unfamiliar with the topography of the com-

munity college educational landscape, are unaware of the

trends in the recent literature in higher education, and

have never been expected to formulate in a systematic fashion

their own philosophies of community college teaching and

learning.

In viewing this conclusion it must also be remembered

that the items for inclusion in this study were those
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initally identified by administrators as important elements

for their faculty members. It must also be remembered that

most of the studies to date posed these questions primarily

to administrators responsible for an institution's instruc-

tional programs, not to faculty responsible for delivering

that instruction.

If faculty are to hold accurate or concurrent per-

ceptions of their staff development needs, then the differ-

ences between the faculty and administrator groups must be

rectified. Several implications can be drawn from this

situation. First, steps must be taken to determine what

priorities, if any, faculty place upon their self-identified

staff development needs. Second, faculty and administrators

must reach congruent perceptions about staff development

needs as they relate to achievement of institutional goals

and improvement of instruction. Third, professional growth

and development must be tied with instructional evaluation

to legitimize the process and help insure improvement of

instruction.

Objective Number Two

To determine if formal educational background
and community college teaching experience
variables affect the reported staff development
needs of vocational technical program
instructors.

The results of the data pertaining to this objective

raise more questions than they answer. Although the author

can postulate that vocational technical instructors new to
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the community college or in the early stages of their

teaching careers would, as O'Banion (1972) and others have

indicated, be well trained in their discipline but not

necessarily in classroom instructional techniques, it is

difficult to explain why mid-career faculty express no

need and why individuals with a significant amount of teach-

ing experience again express a staff development need in

classroom instructional methodologies. If the difference

in reported needs can be explained, then a second question

arises. What, if any, development areas are important to

the mid-career group? Related to this question is a third

one. What, if any, development areas would rate more than

a slight to moderate need for early and experienced career

vocational technical program instructors?

Of the needs identified by three of the five experi-

ence levels an understanding of the role of citizens'

advisory committees was expressed as a slight to moderate

development need area for faculty with one to three, four

to six, and more than fifteen years at the community college.

The researcher can postulate that vocational technical pro-

gram instructors who are new to the community college and

the institutional reliance on citizen input might need basic

training in the role of these advisory groups. However, it

is difficult to, explain why individuals who have been a part

of the community college system for up to six years still

feel a need, why instructors with seven to fifteen years
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feel no need, and why faculty with more than fifteen years

of community college teaching experience again feel a need

to understand the role of the citizens' advisory committees.

Although the conclusion can be drawn that a signifi-

cant difference exists between the experience levels of

vocational technical program instructors and that the greatest

need is expressed by individuals who have been within the

system for more than fifteen years or who are in their early

career years, no explanation can be given for the reported

lack of need expressed by mid-career faculty. Several

implications can be drawn from this conclusion. First, steps

must be taken to determine what priorities, if any, mid-career

faculty place upon their self-identified staff development

needs. Is their response disguised disenchantment with

internal institutional problems, with life styles, with their

careers? Have they become disenchanted with staff development

in general? Second, additional studies are needed to deter-

mine why individuals with more than fifteen years of teaching

experience report the greatest staff development needs.

These individuals have not only been a part of the system

but also a part of the staff development programs longer than

other faculty groups. Do their needs relate to changing

technology? Are they teaching in areas for which they were

not originally prepared. One possible explanation might relate

to the realities posed by a tight job market. Another possible

explanation might deal with job security or career maturity.

Studies need to determine what explanations are accurate and

if or why they also do not apply to mid-career faculty.
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A second conclusion can be reached concerning voca-

tional technical program faculty. The data indicate that

the amount of formal educational training affects an indi-

vidual's reported staff development needs. Vocational

technical program faculty with higher levels of education

report lower staff development needs than their peers with

lower levels of education. The implication to be drawn

indicates that additional study is needed to determine if

formal educational programs meet the individual development

needs better than regular inservice offerings or if inser-

vice offerings were presented which addressed the specific

need areas.

Objective Number Three

To determine if vocational technical and
lower division transfer program instructors
with similar educational backgrounds and
similar years of community college teaching
experience report similar staff development
needs.

Data relevant to this objective warrant the following

conclusions. There is a significant difference between the,

reported staff development needs of vocational technical

and lower division transfer program instructors when the

population under study has had the same amount of educa-

tional preparation. There is a significant difference

between the needs of those instructors with sixteen to eight-

een and more than eighteen years of education. There is a

significant difference between the needs of those instructors
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in terms of their years of teaching experience. There is

a significant interaction effect between their teaching area

and education and experience, and their teaching area,

education and experience variables.

As with the consideration of all vocational instruc-

tors in objective number two, faculty in this portion of

the data also reported a higher development need for indivi-

duals with one to six years and more than fifteen years of

teaching experience than for individuals within the seven

to fifteen year range. This mid-career group indicated

their abilities to be acceptable. Again this conclusion

raises more questions than it answers. Why does the mid-

career group not identify with the need areas of their

peers? Why does the post-fifteen group express needs? Why

do needs turn into acceptable behavior after a faculty mem-

ber leaves the four to six year experience group? Why do

faculty with the most experience indicate the greatest staff

development need? Do items like career mobility and student

clientele affect these levels?

The second conclusion relates to the experience issue.

The more formal education an individual faculty member has

had, the less is his reported staff development need. One

might suspect that the most experienced staff in the college

are also the least educated on the basis of this conclusion.

Yet the responses as indicated in Table II of Chapter IV

show community college faculty to be highly educated. One
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must also bear in mind that the individuals in this portion

of the study all have a minimum of sixteen years formal

educational experience. It could be concluded, however,

that post-masters education more specifically meets staff

development needs of faculty members than does masters

degree work. Further research is needed to clearly sub-

stantiate the relationship of this point to the staff devel-

opment issue.

A third conclusion is that lower division transfer

faculty report their abilities to be acceptable while voca-

tional technical faculty report slight development needs.

Several implications can be drawn from this conclusion.

First, steps must be taken to determine what priorities

if any are identified as staff development need areas for

lower division transfer program faculty. Second, the same

step must be taken to determine if vocational technical pro-

gram faculty with masters or post-masters level educations

have any remaining staff development needs. Third, it must

be determined if adequate evaluation techniques are being

used as measurement of professional growth. This point is

crucial if, as Gaff indicated, staff development is to be

viewed as a continual process of self renewal.

Recommendations

Although this study did succeed in delineating

specific characteristics affecting the staff development
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needs of community college faculty which heretofore had not

been addressed, additional research is recommended to draw

a more crystalline picture.

1. It is recommended that a study be done to isolate

faculty identified staff development priorities.

Such a study could determine if more important

areas exist which the previous administration-

based questionnaires have overlooked. Such a

study could also shed more light on the career

stage issue and explain or confirm the lack of

needs stated by the instructors in the seven

to fifteen years community college experience

group.

2. It is recommended that a study be done to deter-

mine the staff development needs of adult basic

education instructors, counselors and librarians

since these individuals are considered to be

members of most full-time faculty groups. If

planning efforts are to be valid, the interests

of all faculty groups need to be considered.

3. It is recommended that additional studies be done

to clarify the concept of career stages and their

effect upon various phenomena such as staff

development needs.
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APPENDIX A

STAFF DEVELOPMENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT
code:

Irstructlons for Completing This Questionnaire:

Listed ,,elow are glitSZtonS and statements relating to the staff deveLopment interests of full-time
facul.y members Lo Oregon community colleges. Please select the response which most accurately
tepreserts JOU: own poRxtl.cm on each item.

:IRCLE _ne number of the response which is most applicable to you answer each question.

Part One General Identification Data:

CIRCLE the number which identifies your community college.

ii. BLUE MOUNTAIN 16. LANE 20. ROGUE

12. CENTRAL OREGON 17. LINN BENTON 21. SOUTHWESTERN

13. CMEMEKETA

14. CLACKAMAS

15 CLATSOP

18. MT H000

19 PORTLAND

22. UMPQUA

23 TREASURE VALLEY

2. CIRCLE the number of tile icon which most accurately describes the area in which more than SO%
6TFair teaching load is assigned.

1 LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER COURSES

2 VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL COURSES

3 CIRCLE the number of the item which most accurately describes your totsl academic years of
FFWEFing experience in the community college

1. To 3 YEARS

2. 4 TO S /EARS

3 7 TO 10 YEARS

4. 11 TO 15 YEARS

5. MORE THAN 15 YEARS

4 CIRCLE the number of the item which most accurately describes the highest total number of
years you have spent in formal educational training. This question refers to your OWN years
of educational preparation.

1. 12 TEARS

2. 12 TO 14 YEARS

3. 14 TO 16 YEARS

4, 16 TO 18 YEARS

(Generally equivalent of grade and high school)

(Generally two years beyond high school)

(Generally the final years of undergraduate study for bachelors)

(Generally preparation for Stb year certificate or masters)

5. MORE THAN 18 YEARS (Generally work toward or completion of doctorate)

5. CIRCLE the number of the item which moat accurately describes your principal reason for

PrZipating in staff development activities.

1 BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED AS PART OF MY CONTRACT

2. TO IMPROVE MY CLASSROOM TEACHING

3. FOR PERSONAL/PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

4, TO MOVE UP IN THE INSTITUTION

5. TO PREPARE FOR A BETTER JOB OUTSIDE THE INSTITUTION

6. CIRCLE the number of the rating which most closely represents YOUR FEELING about staff

aiViTapment activities. The following stela (1, 2, 3, 4, 3) is designed to domaine the
degree of importance you plata upon staff development in your teaching

LOW MODERATE HIGH

1 2 3 4 5

174

5,6/0

7/1

0/0

9/0

10/0

11/0
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Part Two - QuestIOn Areos of Possible Staff Development Need Related to the Uniaue Role of the
Community College:

Listed below are several areas relating to the community college in general. For eacb item pleaseCIRCLE the rating number (1. 2. 3, 4, S) which most closely represents YOUR FEELING. If yourexact feeling is not found in one of the choices, pick the one which comes closest to your feeling.

The numbers in the racing scale refer specifically to the following descriptions.

i This item DOES NOT APPLY to my teaching situation.

This item represents an area in which MY ABILITIES ARE ACCEPTABLE,

3 This item represents an area in which I have a SLIGHT
Staff development need.

4. This item represents an area in which I have a MODERATE
staff development need.

5 This item represents an area in which I have a CRITICAL
staff development need. ,

-..s

c
v**

x, x .4s ....,
,44t!'

, 4, .42' e 4-,
I. UNDERSTANDING THE CHARACTERISTICS AND NEEDS OF STUDENTS ..,.. e A

e..,'' .''''ATTENDING THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, SPECIFICALLY: po

/ / /A. PART -TIME STUDENTS

B. HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

1:234///000
C. CULTURALLY DIFFERENT STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 I

D. EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 15/0

E. RETURNING wOMEN STUDENTS
5 4 3 2 1 16/0

F. STUDENTS CHANGING CAREERS
5 4 3 2 1 17/0

G. STUDENTS PURSUING NONTRADITIONAL CAREERS S 4 3 2 1 111/0

H. OLDER STUDENTS
S 4 3 2 1 19/0

2. UNDERSTANDING THE MULTI-PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE,
SPECIFICALLY:

A. ADULT AND CONTINUING EDUCATION 5 4 3 2 1 20/0

B. COMMUNITY SERVICE 5 4 3 2 I 21/0

C. GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 5 4 3 2 1 22/0

D. TRANSFER EDUCATION PROGRAMS 5 4 3 2 1

E. REMEDIAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAMS 5 4 3 2 I :3470

F. VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 5 4 3 2 1 25/0

3. UNDERSTANDING THE PURPOSE FOR AND EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF
THE OPEN DOOR PHILOSOPHY 5 4 3 2 1 26/0

4. UNDERSTANDING THE NEED FOR GUIDANCE, COUNSELING ANO CAREER
PLANNING ASSISTANCE FOR STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 27/0

S. UNDERSTANDING THE HISTORICAL ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
AND ITS PLACE IN AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION S 4 3 2 1 28/0

6. uNDERsTAAD1NG THE ROLE OF CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEES 5 4 3 2 I 29/0

7. UNDERSTANDING THE NEED FOR PROGRAM AND CURRICULUM
ARTICULATION WITH OTHER SCHOOLS, COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES - 5 4 3 2 1 30/0

B. UNDERSTANDING THE IMPLICATIONS DF STATE AND FEDERAL
LEGISLATION FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES 5 4 3 2 1 31/0

9. UNDERSTANDING THE RATIONALE BEHINO SPECIAL CREDIT FOR
EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATION OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 1 32/0
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port Three Question Areas of Possible Staff Development Need Related to the instructional Activities
of tie CommunIty College:

Listed below are severe: areas relating to community college instructional activities. For each item
CIRCLE the racing (1 2, 3. 4, 5) which most closely represents YOUR FEELING. If your exact feeling
is not found In one of the cnoices, pick the one which comes closest to your feeling.

The numbers In the rating scale refer to the same descriptions given for chose numbers in part two
of tnis questionnaire .1\4

1.".

Ai 7.!'
\ '

4, \ ,
...

WRITING BEmAVIORA, OBJECTIVES

N'
ci

<

so

4 3

Ng'
,'N.

i

ei *
....C.,t

i 33/0

DEVELOPING TEST .TEmS 5 4 3 2 1 34/0

IMPLEMENTING CDmPETENCY/PERFORMANCE BASED INSTRUCTION 5 4 3 2 I 35/0

4. PREPARING STIMULATING LECTURES 5 4 3 2 I 36/0

,. DEVELOPING AUDIO-VISUAL LEARNING MATERIALS 5 4 3 2 1 37/0

6. USING AUDIO- VISUAL INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 5 4 3 2 1 36/0

7. CONDUCTING SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS 5 4 3 2 1 39/0

8. USING COGNITIVE MAPPING (LEARNING STYLES) 5 4 3 2 I 40/0

9 USING PARAPROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE 5 4 3 2 1 41/0

14. ORGANIZING AND MANAGING LABORATORY FACILITIES 5 4 3 2 1 42/0

II. USING INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 5 4 3 2 1 43/0

12, DEVELOPING COURSE OUTLINES 5 4 3 2 1 44;0

13. EVALUATING INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 5 4 3 2 1 45/0

14. APPLYING RESEARCH FINDINGS ON TEACHING/LEARNING 5 4 3 2 1 46/0

15. DETERMINING COURSE CONTENT NEEDS 5 4 3 2 1 47/0

lb. DETERMINING COURSE CONTENT 5 4 3 2 1 48/0

17. ADJUSTING PRDGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 49/0

18. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED STUDENTS S 4 3 2 I 50/0

11. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS PURSUING NONTRADITIONAL
CAREERS 5 4 3 2 1 51/0

20 ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR OLDER STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 52/0

21. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR RETURNING WOMEN STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 53'0

22. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FDR CULTURALLY DIFFERENT STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 54,0

23. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FDR PART-TIME STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 55/0

24. ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS CHANGING CAREERS S 4 I 2 1 56/0

25. STRUCTURING INTERDISCIPLINARY LEARNING EXPERIENCES ----- 4 3 2 1 57/0

26 ACCOMMODATING DIFFERENT LEARNING RATES 5 11 3 2 1 58/0

?7 ORIENTING STUDENTS TO INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 5 4 3 2 1 sgia

28. DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE GRADING SYSTEMS 5 4 3 2 1 60/0

29. COORDINATING /SUPERVISING COOPERATIVE WORK EXPERIENCE OPT'ONS- 5 4 3 2 1 61/0

30. INTERPRETING LEGAL LIABILITIES OF INSTRUCTORS 5 4 3 2 1 62/0

31. INTEGRATING MULTICULTURAL PERSPECTIVES INTO THE CURRICULUM 5 4 3 2 1 63/0

32. USING MULTIPLE TEACHING APPROACHES IN THE CLASSRDOM 5 4 3 2 1 64/0

VOA
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Port Four Question Areas Relating to Accessibility of .toff Development OoportunitleS;

Listed below are general questions relating to the availability and accessibility of staff developmentopportunities designed co best meet your individual needs Select the response which most accurately
describes your own position on each item.

CIRCLE the number of the answer which is appropriate to you. Please answer each question.

1 My staff development needs can best be met through the following.

THE REGULAR FALL INSERVICE PER100 ON CAMPUS

ATTENOING ON CAMPUS UNIVERSITY COURSES (AT THE UNIVERSITY SITE)
1. ATTENDING OFF CAMPUS UNIVERSITY COURSES (AT LOCATIONS CLOSER TO MY COMMUNITY)

ACTIVE MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
5 ExCHANGING TEACHING POSITIONS WITH SOMEONE FROM ANOTHER INSTITUTION
6. PARTICIPATING IN TECHNICAL UPDATE PERI005 IN BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY

SELF STu01 (REAOING IN THE JOURNALS, INOEPENOENT RESEARCH, ETC.)

2. Which statement but describes the availability of staff development opportunities designed
co meet your individual needs?

OPPORTUNITIES OESIGNED TO MEET MY OWN STAFF DEVELOPMENT NEEDS ARE:
1. AVAILABLE AT MY OWN INSTITUTION
2. AVAILABLE WITHIN REASONABLE TRAVELLING OISTANCE FROM MY OWN INSTITUTION
3, AVAILABLE BOTH AT MY OWN INSTITUTION AND WITHIN REASONABLE TRAVELLING DISTANCE
. NOT READILY AVAILABLE

65!0

66/0

3 When considering workshops/programs to meet specific staff development needs you have identified.
where would the preferable site be?

67/0
! ON MY OWN CAMPUS
2 OFF CAMPUS
5 1TmER

(SPECIFY)

4 The best time for me to participate in off-campus development activities is

I. THE SUMMER

7. BREAKS DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

3. WEEKENDS DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR
4. MEEK DAYS DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

5. SPECIAL COLLEGE HOURS DURING WORK DAYS

5. In my opinion, the major financial responsibility for my own staff development program
should ba

l. MY OWN

2. THE INSTITUTION'S
3. SHARED EQUALLY BETWEEN MYSELF AND THE INSTITUTION

6. If one major limitation were to be identified which keeps me from meeting my own staff
development needs, it would be:

I. LACK OF INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL SUPPORT
2. LACK OF INSTITUTIONAL SCHEDULE FLEXIBILITY (MAKING TIME ADJUSTMENTS)
3. LACK OF TIME ON MY OWN PART

4. LACK OF AVAILABLE OPPORTUNITIES
5. LACK OF INSTITUTIONAL MORAL SUPPORT (ENCOURAGEMENT AND ASSISTANCE)

Port Flve Optional Comments from You:

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY

611/0

69/0

70/0



STAFF DEVELOPMENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT
code:

Instructions for Camaleting this Questionnaire:

Listed below are questions and statements relating
to the staff development interests of full-time faculty members in Oregoncommunity colleges. Please select the response which most accurately reflects a need at your institution. CIRCLE the number ofthe response which is appropriate.

Part One General Identification Data:

1. CIRCLE the number which identifies your community college:

II. BLUE MOUNTAIN

12. CENTRAL OREGON

13. CHEMEKETA

14 CLACKAMAS

15. CLATSOP

16. LANE

17. tINN BENTON

Z. CIRCLE the number of the item which most accurately
responsibilities,

1. LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER PROGRAMS

2 VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

3. BOTH LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER PROGRAMS

18. MT. HOOD

19. PORTLAND

20. ROGUE

21. SOUTHWESTERN

22. UMPQUA

23. TREASURE VALLEY

describes the instructional area for which you have administrative

AND VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

.2p IF YOUF ANSWEP TO THE ABOVE QUESTION WAS "BOTH", PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH OF THE REMAINING QUESTIONS TWICE -- IN THE SECTION FOR46,LOWED DIVISION TRANSFER FACULTY AND IN THE SECTION FOR VOCATIONAL --TITIOICAL FACULTY. IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE ABOVE QUESTIONWAS EITHER "C" OR "#2". PLEASE WIETPOND TO EACH OF THE REMAINING QUESTIONS ONCE -- IN THE SECTION FOR YOUR PRIMARY AREA.
I CIRCLE the number of the item which most accurately describes

TE74-Frapment activities-

LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER FACULTY

1. BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED AS PART OF THE CONTRACT
2. TO IMPROVE CLASSROOM TEACHING
3. FOR PERSONAL /PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

9. TO MOVE UP IN THE INSTITUTION
5. TO PREPARE FOR A BETTER JOB OUTSIDE THE INSTITUTION

4. CIRCLE the number of the rating which most closely
Th-iralowing scale (1, 2, 3, A, 5) is designed to
in their teaching careers.

LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER FACULTY

LOW MODERATE HIGH

the principal reason your faculty members participate in staff

VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL FACULTY

1. BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED AS PART OF THE CONTRACT
2. TO IMPROVE CLASSROOM TEACHING
3. FOR PERSONAL/PROFESSIONAL GROWTH
4. TO MOVE UP IN THE INSTITUTION
5. TO PREPARE FOR A BETTER JOB OUTSIDE THE INSTITUTION

represents YOUR FACULTY MEMBERS' FEELINGS about staff development activities,
determine the degree of importance your faculty place upon staff development

VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL FACULTY

LOW MODERATE HIGH

5,6/0

10/0

11/0



Part Two Question Areas of Possible Staff Development Need Related to the Unique Role of the Connitmlitv College:

Listed below are several areas relating to the community college in general. For each item please CIRCLE the rating number which
most closely represents YOUR FEELING about YOUR FACULTY'S NEEDS. If your excel feeling is not found one of the number choices,pick the one which comes closest to your feeling. The numbers in the rating scale refer specifically to the following descriptions:

I. This item DOES NOT APPLY to our faculty.
2. This item represents an area in which FACULTY ABILITIES ARE ACCEPTABLE.
3. This item represents an area In which faculty have a SLIGHT

staff development need.

4. This item represents an area In which faculty have a MODERATE
staff development need.

5. This item represents an area in which faculty have a CRITICAL
staff development need.

A/ IF YOU ADMINISTER BOTH LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER PROGRAMS AND VOCATIONAL - TECHNICAL PROGRAMS, RESPOND TO BOTH RATING SCALES
gilmsIF YOU ADMINISTER ONLY ONE OF THE TWO PROGRAM AREAS, RESPOND TO THE APPROPRIATE SCALE FOR THAT ONE AREA.----

LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICALPROGRAM FACULTY
PROGRAMS FACULTY

., .... )
, t,
.,,,, mo

.
V .., u ....

''i 41, e'4, 6 1,4 I. UNDERSTANDING THE cHACTERISTICS AND NEEDS OF STUDENTS ATTENDING THE 4 0
v F 0 V

m CeCOMMUNITY COLLEGE, SPECIFICALLY:
1 1

1

5 4 3 2 1 A. PART-TIME STUOENTS
5 4 3 2

1 12/0
5 4 3 2 1 8. HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 1 13/0
5 4 3 < 1 C.. CULTURALLY DIFFERENT STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 1 14/0
5 4 3 2 I D. EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 1 15/0
5 4 3 2 I E. RETURNING WOMEN STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 1 16/0
5 4 3 < I F. STUDENTS CHANGING CAREERS 5 4 3 2 1 17/0
5 4 3 2 I G. STUOENYS rURSUING NONTRADITIONAL CAREERS

5 4 3 2 1 19/0
5 4 3 2 I H. OLDER STUDENTS

5 4 3 2 19/0

UNDERSTANDING THE MULTI - PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, SPECIFICALLY:
5 4 3 2 1 A. ADULT AND CONTINUING EDUCATION

5 4 3 2 1 20/0
5 4 3 2 I I. COMMUNITY SERVICE

5 4 3 2 I 21/0
5 4 3 2 1 C. GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

5 4 3 2 I 22/0
5 4 3 7 1 D. TRANSFER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

5 4 3 2 1 23/0
5 4 3 2 I E. REMEDIAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAMS 5 4 3 2 1 24/0
5 4 3 2 I F. VOCATIONAL- TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

5 4 3 2 1 25/0

3. UNDERSTANDING Tim PURPOSE FOR AND EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE OPEN 000R
5 4 3 2 I

h.

PHILOSOPHY

UNDERSTANDING PIE NEED FOR GUIDANCE, COUNSELING AND CAREER PLANNING

S 4 3 2 1 26/0

S If 3 2 I ASSISTANCE ro* STUDENTS
5 4 3 2 I 27/0

S. UNDERSTANDING THE HISTORICAL ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE AND ITS PLACE
5 h 3 7 I IN AMEPICAN HIGHER EDUCATION

5 4 3 2 I 28/0



5 4 3 2 1 6. UNDERSTANDING LIE BOLE OF CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEES 5 3 2
1 29/0

7. UNDERSTANDING THE NEED FOR PROGRAM AND CURRICULUM ARTICULATION WITH
5 4 3 2 I OTHER SCHOOLS. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 5 3 2 I 30/0

8. UNDERSTANDING THE IMPLICATIONS OF STATE AND FEDERAL LEGISLATION
5 4 3 2 1 FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES 5 4 3 2 I 31/0

9. UNDERSTANDING THE RATIONALE BEHIND SPECIAL CREDIT FOR EXPERIENCE ANO
5 4 3 2 1 EDUCATION OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 I 52/0

Part Three Question Areas of Possible Staff Development Need Related to the
Instructional Activities of Community Colleges

LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER
PROGRAMS FACULTY

Listed below are several areas relating Lo community college instructional
activities. For each item please CIRCLE the rating number which most
closely represents YOUR FEELING about YOUR FACULTY S NEEDS. If your exact
feeling is not found in one of the number choices, pick the one which comes
closest to your feeling. The numbers in the rating scale refer to the same
descriptions given for those numbers above.

If you administer BOTH program areas, circle ratings in each scale.
If you administer OREprogram area, circle ratings in the appropriate scale.

WRITING BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL
PROGRAMS FACULTY

13/0

1,,

r., %,,,

''''',,, .e__
7.

,tb,

1'; 115

li %,.._ 1"ct,

.14t3 '6, '6,f p o
3 2 I

5 4 3 2 I

5 4 3 2 I OEVELOPING TEST ITEMS 5 4 3 2 I 34/0
5 4 3 2 I IMPLEMENTING COMPETENCY/PERFORMANCE BASED INSTRUCTION 5 3 2 I 35/0
5 4 3 2 1 PREPARING STIMULATING LECTURES 5 4 3 2 I 36/0
5 4 3 2 1 OEVELOPING AUDIO-VISUAL LEARNING MATERIALS 5 4 3 2 1 37/0
5 4 3 2 1 USING AUDIO-VISUAL INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 5 4 3 2

I 38/0
5 4 3 2 I CONDUCTING SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS 5 4 3 2 I 39/0
5 4 3 2 I USING COGNITIVE MAPPING (LEARNING STYLES) 5 4 3 2 I 40/0
5 4 3 2 I USING PARAPROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE

5 4 3 2 I 41/0
5 4 3 2 I ORGANIZING AND MANAGING LABORATORY FACILITIES 5 4 3 2 1 42/0
5 4 3 2 1 USING INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 5 4 3 2 1 43/0
5 4 3 2 I DEVELOPING COURSE OUTLINES 5 4 3 2 I 44/0
5 4 3 2 I EVALUATING INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 5 4 3 2 I 45/0
5 4 3 2 I APPLYING RESEARCH FINDINGS ON TEACHING/LEARNING 5 4 3 2 1 46/0
5 4 3 2 I DETERMINING COURSE CONTENT NEEDS 5 4 3 2 I 47/0
5 4 3 2 I DETERMINING COURSE CONTENT 5 4 3 2 1 48/0
5 4 3 2 1 ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 I 46/0
5 4 3 2 I ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED STUDENTS 5 4 3 2

I 50/0
5 4 3 2 I ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS PURSUING NONTRADITIONAL CAREERS 5 4 3 2 I 51/0
5 4 3 2 I ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR OLDER STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 I 52/0
5 4 3 2 I ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR RETURNING WOMEN STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 1 53/0
5 4 3 2 1 ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR CULTURALLY DIFFERENT STUDENTS 5 4 3 2 I 54/0
5 4 3 2 l ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR PART -TIME STUDENTS 5 4 3 2

1 55/0
5 4 3 2 I ADJUSTING PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS CHANGING CAREERS 5 4 3 2 1 56/0
5 4 3 2 I STRUCTURING INTERDISCIPLINARY LEARNING EXPERIENCES 5 4 3 2 I 57/0
5 4 3 2 I ACCOMMODATING DIFFERENT LEARNING RATES 5 4 3 2 1 56/0
5 4 3 2 1 ORIENTING STUDENTS TO INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 5 4 3 2 1 50/0



LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER
VOCATIONAL - TECHNICALPROGRAMS FACULTY
PROGRAMS FACULTY

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 I

c 4 3 2 1

OEVELOPING APPROPRIATE GRAOING SYSTEMS
COOROINATING /SUPERVISING COOPERATIVE WORK EXPERIENCE OPTIONS
INTERPRETING LEGAL LIABILITIES OF INSTRUCTORS

INTEGRATING MULTICULTURAL PERSPECTIVES INTO THE CLASSROOM
USING MULTIPLE TEACHING APPROACHES IN THE CLASSROOM

5 4 3 2 I 60/0
c 4 3 2 1 61/0
5 B. i 2 I 62/0
5 3 2 I 63/0
5 I,

i 2 I 64/0

Part Four Question Areas Relating to Accessibility of Staff Development Opportunities:

Listed below are general questions relating to the availability and accessibility of staff development opportunities designed tomeet the needs of your faculty. Select the response which you believe moat accurately describes your institution's position.
If you administer both types of programs, circle answers in each column. If you administer one type of program, circle answersin the one appropriate column.

LOWER DIVISION TRANSFER
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICALPROGRAMS FACULTY
PROGRAMS FACULTY

THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT NEEOS OF MY FACULTY CAN BEST BE MET THROUGH:
I 1. THE REGULAR FALL INSERVICE PER100 ON CAMPUS

I

2 2. ATTENOING ON CAMPUS UNIVERSITY COURSES (AT UNIVERSITY SITE)
2

3 3. ATTENOING OFF CAMPUS UNIVERSITY COURSES (AT LOCATIONS CLOSE TO OUR COMMUNITY) 3
4 4. ACTIVE MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

4
5 5. EXCHANGING TEACHING POSITIONS WITH SOMEONE FROM ANOTHER INSTITUTION

5
6 6. PARTICIPATING IN TECHNICAL UPOATE PERIODS IN BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY 6
7 7. SELF STUOY (REAOING IN THE JOURNALS, INDEPENDENT RESEARCH, ETC.)

7

WHICH STATEMENT BEST OESCRIBES THE AVAILABILITY OF STAFF OEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES
OESIGNEO TO MEET THE NEEDS OF YOUR FACULTY?

I AVAILABLE AT OUR OWN INSTITUTION
2 2. AVAILABLE WITHIN REASONABLE TRAVELLING OISTANCE FROM OUR OWN INSTITUTION 2

3 3. AVAILABLE BOTH AT OUR OWN INSTITUTION AND WITHIN REASONABLE TRAVELLING OISTANCE
3

4 4. NOT REAOILY AVAILABLE

2

WHEN CONSIDERING WORKSHOPS /PROGRAMS TO MEET SPECIFIC STAFF OEVELOPMENT NEEOS, WHERE
WOULD THE PREFERABLE SITE BE?

I. ON OUR OWN CAMPUS
2. OFF CAMPUS
3. OTHEE (SPECIFY)

2

3

65/0

66/0

67/0

THE BEST TIME FOR MY FACULTY TO PARTICIPATE IN OFF-CAMPUS OEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IS:
I. THE SUMMER

1 68/0
2 2. BREAKS OUR INC. THE SCHOOL YEAR 2
3 3. WEEKENOS DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

3
4 4. WEEK OATS OUR ING THE SCHOOL YEAR 4
5 5. SPECIAL COLLEGE HOURS DURING WORK DAYS 5

IN MY OPINION, THE MAJOR FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR STAFF OEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
SHOULO BE.

69/0
I I. THE FACULTY MEMBER'S

I

2 2. THE INSTITUTION'S
2

3 3, SHAPED EQUALLY BETWEEN THE FACULTY MEMBER AND THE INSTITUTION
3
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE JURY OF EXPERTS

Dr. Arnie Heuchert, Director
Oregon State University Personnel Development Center
10234 NE Glisan Street
Portland, Oregon 97220

Mr. Walt Lorence
Coordinator, Eugene Office
Oregon State University Personnel Development Center
1200 Highway 99 North
Eugene, Oregon 97402

Dr. Howard Fryett
Assistant to the President
Clackamas Community College
19600 South Molalla Avenue
Oregon City, Oregon

Mr. Barry Noonan
Administrator of Staff and Instructional Development
Portland Community College
12000 SW 49th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97219

Dr. Robbie Lee
Assistant to the President
Chemeketa Community College
P.O. Box 14007
Salem, Oregon

Mr. Richard Swanson
Teacher/Coordinator, Automotive Program
Rogue Community College
3345 Redwood Highway
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526



From:

APPENDIX D

Jury of Experts Revision Form

184

name date

Subject: Suggested Revisions to Staff Development Needs
Assessment Instrument

Part No. Item No. Suggested Revision

Suggested Additions
(new items)
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Additional Comments

Note: If additional space is needed, please attach sheet to
this memo.



186

School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

APPENDIX E

[00Ce111.

UrlIVerSIty Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Dr. R. Stephen Nicholson, President
Mt. Hood Community College
26000 S. E. Stark Street
Gresham, OR 97030

Dear Dr. Nicholson:

April 20, 1978

As you well know, staff development has become one of the key
topics of discussion within community colleges throughout the
nation. That it is a necessary component of institutional plan-
ning goes without question. How a staff development program can
be best designed to meet the needs of the institution and its
instructors has yet to be determined.

Research is currently underway at Oregon State University to deter-
mine the staff development needs of community college instructors
within the state of Oregon and to determine if full-time instruc-
tors and their instructional administrators have similar percep-
tions of those need areas. This state-wide survey will provide
answers to four general questions:

1. What differences, if any, exist between the perceived staff
development needs of instructors who teach in lower division
transfer programs and instructors who teach in vocational-
technical programs?

2. What differences, if any, exist between the perceived staff
development needs of instructors who are at different stages
in their teaching careers?

3. What differences, if any, exist between the perceived staff
development needs of instructors who have had different levels
of formal educational training?

4. What differences, if any, exist between the perceived staff
development needs of instructors and their instructional
administrators' perceptions of those needs?

We would appreciate receiving permission to obtain information for
this study from Mt. Hood by mailing a questionnaire to both your
full-time faculty members and your instructional administrators.



Dr. Stephen Nicholson -2- April 20, 1978

Neither the respondents nor the individual community colleges
will be identified in the final report. A copy of the results
of this research will be mailed to you.

Enclosed is a self-addressed response card on which you may indi-
cate your approval or disapproval for us to contact your staff
during the middle of May.

Thank you for your consideration of this request and for your
prompt reply.

Sincerely,

Joel Galloway, Director
Leadership Development Project

Enclosures 2

Patricia Justice
Doctoral Student
Leadership Development Project

187
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

Olegon
state .

University

APPENDIX F

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

TO: Community College Presidents

FR: Joel Galloway and Pat Justice

RE: Attached Sample Questionnaire

The attached questionnaire is a draft of the general format we
would like your full-time faculty members to complete. This
questionnaire is in the process of being verified and will be
printed in a refined format before it is delivered to your
faculty members.

A second version of the questionnaire will be given to your
instructional administrators. These individuals will be asked
to repond to the same questions in light of the staff develop-
ment needs they see for their lower division transfer program
faculty and their vocational-technical program faculty. They
will mark two different answer numbers for each question. This
second version of the questionnaire will also be verified by a
jury of experts and printed in a refined format before it is
delivered to your instructional administrators.

The attached sample questionnaire is designed to let you know
the type of questions this research project will be asking.
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APPENDIX G

MT. HOOD COMMUNITY COLLEGE

/ / will / / will not

participate in OSU's research
on staff development needs.

We have # full-time
faculty members who have prin-
cipally instructional respon-
sibilities.

We have # administra-
tors (department chairmen,
division directors, assistant/
associate deans, deans, vice
presidents, etc.) with
specific responsibilities for
our instructional programs.

Signed
President

Patricia Justice
Vocational - Technical Unit
Batcheller Hall 112
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331



APPENDIX H

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

1. Blue Mountain Community College
2411 Carden Avenue, NW
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

President: Mr. Ronald Daniels
Institutional Contact: Mr. Ellsworth Mayer

2. Central Oregon Community College
College Way
Bend, Oregon 97701

President: Dr. Frederick H. Boyle
Institutional Contact: Dr. John Weber

3. Chemeketa Community College
P. 0. Box 14007
Salem, Oregon 97309

President: Mr. Arthur A. Binnie
Institutional Contact: Dr. Robbie Lee

4. Clackamas Community College
19600 South Molalla Avenue
Oregon City, Oregon 97405

President: Dr. John W. Hakanson
Institutional Contact: Dr. Howard Fryett

5. Clatsop Community College
16th and Jerome
Astoria, Oregon 97103

President: Mr. Philip L. Bainer
Institutional Contact: Mr. Dave Phillips

6. Lane Community College
4000 East 30th
Eugene, Oregon 97405

President: Dr. Eldon Schafer
Institutional Contact: Mr. Gerald Rasmussen

7. Linn-Benton Community College
6500 S. W. Pacific Blvd.
Albany, Oregon 97321

President: Dr. Raymond Needham
Institutional Contact: Ms. Carroyl Kleine

190



8. Mt. Hood Community College
26000 S. E. Stark Street
Gresham, Oregon 97030

President:
Institutional Contact:

9. Portland Community College
12000 S. W. 49th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97219

191

Dr. R. Stephen Nicholson
Dr. Jack Miller
Dr. Betty Pritchett

President: Dr. Amo DeBernardis
Institutional Contact: Mr. Gaylon Huff

10. Rogue Community College
3345 Redwood Highway
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

President: Mr. Henry 0. Pete
Institutional Contact: Mr. Glen Nielson

11. Southwestern Community College
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

President: Mr. Jack E. Brookins
Institutional Contact: Dr. John Rulifson

12. Treasure Valley Community College
650 College Blvd.
Ontario, Oregon 97914

President: Dr. Emery J. Skinner
Institutional Contact: Mr. Earl McCollum

13. Umpqua Community College
Box 967
Roseburg, Oregon 97470

President: Dr. I. S. Hakanson
Institutional Contact: Ms. Jacky McKinney
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division
testate .

University

APPENDIX 1

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

TO:

FR: Pat Justice

RE: Enclosed Needs Assessment Questionnaires

First, THANK YOU for agreeing to be the contact person(s) on your
campus for this state-wide staff development survey. Without vour
assistance, the collection of this information would be much more
difficult!

Enclosed are the questionnaires for your institution, memorandums
explaining the research project, and envelopes in which the partici-
pants can return the completed forms to your office. The ivory-
colored forms are for your full-time instructional faculty members.
The sand-colored forms are for your instructional administrators.

It is important to note that this survey IS NOT assessing the needs
of faculty members who are counselors, librarians, or student ser-
vices personnel people. It is also NOT assessing the views of
administrators who do not have direct ties with the instructional
programs on your campus. Faculty questionnaires go to full-time
instructional faculty members. Administrative questionnaires go to
department chairmen, division directors, assistant/associate deans,
deans of instruction, vice presidents for instruction, and the
president--those individuals with direct ties to the instructional
programs on your campus.

Space is indicated on the envelopes for a signature. This identifi-
cation of the respondents should assist you in collecting the returns.
Needless-to-say, the larger the return you are able to obtain froM
your institution, the more accurate the data will be in painting a
composite picture of staff development needs. Participants are asked
to return their completed questionnaires to you by May 31st.

At the end of this project your institution will receive both a state-
wide description of the composite data and a specific breakdown of
the information from your college. Thanks to support from the Per-
sonnel Development Centers and the State Department of Education,
this individual institutional data should help your on-campus staff
development program's planning efforts.

I will arrange a convenient collection time for the completed ques-
tionnaires with you later in the month. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to call me at any of the following numbers:

757-7597 home
928-2361, ext 200 intern site, Linn-Benton CC
754-2586 OSU Vocational Resource Center

Again, thank you very much for helping with this research project!
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APPENDIX J

School of Education Oxegon
Vocational-Technical .

UniversityEducation Division niversity Corvallis. Oregon 97331

TO : Full-time Faculty Members and Instructional Administrators,
Umpqua Community College

FR: Joel Galloway, Director Graduate Leadership Development Program
Pat Justice, Doctoral Student Leadership Development Program

RE: Attached Staff Development Needs Assessment Questionnaire

Research is currently underway at Oregon State University to deter-
mine the priorities for instructional staff development in Oregon's
thirteen community colleges. All full-time faculty members and
instructional administrators are being asked to participate in this
state-wide survey. The results of this research will develop a com-
posite picture of Oregon's needs and help individuals throughout the
state and at your own institution better plan programs which are
designed to meet the specific needs of faculty members.

Dr. Hakanson has indicated that Umpqua will be willing to participate
in this study. Jackie McKinney has agreed to collect the completed
questionnaires and forward them back to Oregon State.

Your assistance in taking fifteen minutes from your busy schedule to
participate in this research effort is greatly appreciated. Staff
development programs to meet your needs cannot be adequately developed
unless your interests are considered.

Attached is a questionnaire which we would like you to complete. You
will note that the composite data will not identify you by name,
rather as an individual with certain instructional responsibilities.

PLEASE RETURN THIS COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO JACKIE BY MAY 31st.

So that Jackie can count the number of responses received, please sign
your name on the envelope. The names will appear only on the envelope.

Neither respondents nor individual community colleges will be iden-
tified in the final report. A copy of the results will be sent to
Dr. Hakanson.

We are well aware that questionnaires arriving toward the end of spring
term add only one more item to your list of activities. We are cer-
tain, however, that the data received will return to you in the form
of staff development activities which are designed to meet your needs.

Your professional assistance in this research project is appreciated!

Attachments


