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Purpose of the Study: 

The purpose of this study was to assist the development of an 

improved technical teacher education program. Specifically, the 

project sought to determine what, if any, factors in the backgrounds 

of successful technical teachers may have accounted for their suc- 

cess in teaching. To provide information to this end, the investiga- 

tion sought answers to the following questions: 

1. What is the family status of successful technical teachers? 

2. What is the nature of the successful technical teacher's 
industrial experience? 

3. Is there a definite educational background pattern that 
characterizes the successful technical teacher? 

4. Do the teaching loads of the successful teachers differ 
from those of the less successful instructors? 

5. Do high success teachers receive higher salaries than do 
low success teachers? 

_ 



6. Does the successful technical teacher belong to community 
and professional organizations? 

7. Are successful technical teachers interested in art, music, 
literature, and social sciences? 

8. Do successful technical instructors agree in their curricu- 
lum recommendations for technical teacher education? 

Procedures: 

Directors of technical education in 354 post - secondary institu- 

tions in 44 states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, were re- 

quested to evaluate each of their full -time technical instructors, 

having a minimum of two years of teaching experience. The 354 

schools represented all of the institutions in the United States and 

its territories, conducting full -time, post- secondary, technical 

education programs in 1963 under Title VIII of the National Defense 

Education Act. 

The evaluation instrument was based upon staff evaluation 

forms currently used in most large school systems. 

The participants in the study were selected on the basis of 

their evaluation scores. The instructors with high scores (top 22 

percent) constituted the high success group, while the low rated 

instructors (bottom 22 percent) served as the low success group. 

Technical instructors in both groups were contacted by mail. 

They were requested to complete a comprehensive questionnaire 

dealing with four distinct categories; educational background, 



current teaching activities, interests, and recommendations for a 

technical teacher education curriculum. 

The questionnaire returns were tabulated by the Oregon State 

University Computer Center. The mean responses of the two groups 

to each of the questions were compared and analyzed. Responses 

that indicated significant differences between the two groups were 

further studied and evaluated. A summary of the findings is here- 

with reported. 

Selected Findings: 

1. The high success instructors generally attended state uni- 
versities while the low success group was more likely 
product of other 4 -year institutions. 

2. The high success teachers had more advanced degrees in 
Education among them than there were among the low 
success group. 

3. The average high success instructor had more students 
in his classes than the low success teacher. 

4. The average high success instructor earned $2, 636 more 
per year than the low success teacher. 

5. The average low success instructor had 1. 2 years more 
teaching experience than the high success teacher. 

6. The average low success instructor had 4. 1 years more 
industrial experience than the high success teacher. 

7. No significant difference was found between the two groups 
as to completed teacher education course work or in- 
service preparation. 

8. No significant variance was found between the two groups 
in their family status, major teaching fields, and the age 
at which they started teaching. 
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THE SUCCESSFUL TEACHER IN TECHNICAL EDUCATION: 
THE PREPARATION OF THE SUCCESSFUL TEACHER 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

As mechanization continues in agriculture, the small farmer is 

rapidly vanishing from the American scene. By 1970, the proportion 

of farmers and farm laborers will represent only six percent of the 

total labor force (17). Many rural youth are moving to cities to find 

jobs in industry and business. There is a steady stream of advances 

in science and technology. New machines, new techniques, new dis- 

coveries continue to flow from industrial research laboratories and 

plants. No end to man's ability to understand and control his envi- 

ronment is in sight. 

The changes taking place in industry may hold hope or dis- 

appointment to youth entering the labor force, depending on how well 

they are prepared for the accelerating industrialization of society in 

the years ahead. The adequacy of their preparation will depend in 

part upon the availability and quality of educational opportunities, 

and in part upon youth's own realization of the situation and its will- 

ingness to assume the responsibility for getting the necessary prepa- 

ration. 

A major trend in industry is the rapidly growing demand for 
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semi -professional technical workers of all kinds. The increasing 

complexity of industrial processes requires teams of workers with 

technological knowledge and manual skills to help engineers and sci- 

entists. The demand for technicians is projected to grow at about 

the same rate as the demand for scientists and engineers (31, p. 3). 

On this basis, approximately 700, 000 new technicians will be needed 

over the 1960 decade. Although information on which to base esti- 

mates of the future supply of technicians is sparse, it may be noted 

that in recent years the demand has far exceeded the supply. The 

need for expansion of technician training programs, both in educa- 

tional institutions and on the job seems imperative (31, p. 37). 

A comprehensive national analysis of scientific and technical 

manpower was initiated in 1956 when the President appointed his 

Committee on Scientists and Engineers as an action group to coor- 

dinate and stimulate the Nation's efforts to meet the shortage of 

scientific and technical manpower. During its existence, 1956 -1958, 

the Committee focused attention on a variety of manpower problems 

and was instrumental in stimulating "follow- through" action related 

to the education and utilization of technician manpower. Examples 

of activity traceable to the work of the Committee were the passage 

of the National Defense Education Act, revision of the Dictionary of 

Occupational Titles by the Department of Labor to include a current 

concept of technician duties, and sustained emphasis on the role of 
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technicians through a series of technical manpower conferences held 

throughout the United States since 1957. These conferences were 

held at first under the auspices of the President's Committee and 

now of the Executive Office of the President of the United States, 

Office of Emergency Planning (30). 

Title VIII of the National Defense Education Act -- Public Law 

85 -864, 85th Congress, approved September 2, 1958 -- "Area Voca- 

tional Education Programs, " authorized an appropriation of $15 

million annually for four years to support programs limited exclu- 

sively to the training of highly skilled technicians in recognized 

occupations necessary to the national defense. 

The above provisions of the National Defense Education Act 

became Title III of the George- Barden Act. In October 1961 Con- 

gress extended the National Defense Education Act for two years to 

June 30, 1964. On July 1, 1964, all of the provisions of the Act, 

dealing with technical education, became a part of the National Voca- 

tional Education Act of 1963. Currently, allotments are made to the 

States according to the State's proportion of the total amount allo- 

cated under the George- Barden Act for agriculture, home economics, 

trades and industries, distributive occupations, and fisheries 

(34, p. 25). 

Technical education programs are offered in public vocational - 

technical schools, technical institutes, community and junior 
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colleges, State universities, and secondary schools. In fiscal year 

1963, at that time still under Title VIII of the National Defense Edu- 

cation Act, 184,599 men, women, and school youth were enrolled in 

730 institutions offering technical training. This represents an in- 

crease of 380 percent since the inception of the program in 1959. 

Programs were offered in electronic, electrical, mechanical draft- 

ing and design, chemical and metallurgical, civil engineering and 

construction, mechanical production, instrumentation, nuclear and 

plastic technologies, and in electronic data processing. Federal 

funds for technical education programs have totaled $41,107,802 

since the inception of Title VIII. The States, on a national average 

have overmatched Federal grants almost two to one. Of the 8, 535 

graduates available for placement, 6, 390 (75 percent) were placed 

in the technical field for which they were trained, and 651 (eight 

percent) in a field related to their training. Those placed in non - 

related fields or whose status was unknown totaled 1,263 (15 percent). 

Only 151 (two percent) were unemployed (36). 

The enactment of Title VIII of the National Defense Education 

Act of 1958 created a new demand for technical education instructors. 

This demand came at the time when schools were already hard - 

pressed for qualified personnel. Over 250, 000 students were en- 

rolled in technical programs during 1964. All states report diffi- 

culty in finding teachers with adequate knowledge of technical subject 



5 

matter, technical employment experience, and professional teacher 

preparation. 

Graduates of technical programs occupy positions of consider- 

able responsibility in industry. Their jobs necessitate the posses- 

sion of correspondingly high subject matter competence. On the 

basis of the above, it may be safe to assume that subject- matter 

competence is particularly important for the technical instructor. 

For certain preparatory courses such as agriculture, home econom- 

ics, industrial arts, office training, and some distributive education 

courses a satisfactory depth of subject matter may be acquired 

primarily in college. But occupational subject matter in many tech- 

nologies is not taught in college alone. With a few exceptions, depth 

of subject matter in technical fields can be acquired and maintained 

mainly through both academic work and occupational experience 

(26, p. 44). 

Qualified technical teachers are in critical short supply. The 

technical programs are staffed with graduates of engineering, tech- 

nical institutes, and industrial education programs. With the expan- 

sion of technical education, it is unlikely that qualified engineers 

with the necessary industrial experience, teaching methods, spe- 

cialized subject matter competencies, and personal characteristics 

required for teaching will be available in anything like the numbers 

that will be needed during the next few years. Due to the rapid 
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changes in technology experienced industrial education instructors, 

generally do not possess the desired technological education to be 

able to successfully teach technical courses. Although some gradu- 

ates of technical institutes may develop into competent teachers, 

generally, they do not possess sufficient depth of preparation to be- 

come technical instructors at the time of their graduation. Use of 

technical institute graduates, without further academic and technical 

preparation could lead to a static program (33, p. 3). 

Before a successful attempt can be made for revising the ex- 

isting teacher education program, a knowledge of the factors re- 

sponsible for the success of current technical instructors seems 

desirable. What makes a good teacher in the various technical 

education fields? What kinds of teacher education produce the best 

technical teachers? What are some of the more significant char- 

acteristics of the instructors who receive unusually high ratings 

from their supervisors and administrators? The answers to these 

and other similar questions may be of value in establishing the tech- 

nical, professional, and employment experience requirements es- 

sential for successful technical teaching (33, p. 1). 

Statement of the Problem 

The purposes of this study are twofold: (1) to attempt to 

isolate identifiable factors related to success in technical teaching; 
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and (2) to obtain subject matter recommendations of selected tech- 

nical instructors designed to improve technical teacher education. 

In order to make basic changes needed to improve technical 

teacher education programs, it is believed necessary to obtain infor- 

mation as to the education factors that have been responsible for the 

success of instructors. The following basic information was gathered 

from selected technical instructors: 

1. Family background. Age, sex, marital status and number 
of children. 

2. Industrial background. Number of years of experience and 
employment classification. 

3. Educational background. General educational background, 
exclusive of teacher education. 

4. Teacher education background. Professional teacher edu- 
cation course work completed. 

5. Teaching experience. Total length of teaching and tech- 
nical teaching experience. 

6. Teaching duties. Teaching load in hours and number of 
students. 

7. Financial remuneration. Current salary. 

8. Place of current employment. Type of academic institu- 
tion. 

9. Membership and activities in professional organizations. 

10. Membership and activities in community service organiza- 
tions. 

11. Activity in connection with youth organizations. 

12. Interest in disciplines outside of own subject field. 
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13. Instructors' desire for, or against, qualifying examina- 
tions for technical teachers in their subject fields. 

14. Instructors' desire for, or against, required industrial 
experience for technical teachers. 

15. Instructors' curriculum recommendations for teacher 
education program. 

Definition of Terms 

Technical education in this study refers to that phase of the 

educational program which is designed to develop skills involving an 

appreciable amount of technical or scientific knowledge needed by 

workers in the fields of research and development, production, 

maintenance, operation and control. 

Technician is an individual who assists with technical details 

in a trade or profession. Uses tools, instruments, and special de- 

vices to design, illustrate, fabricate, maintain, operate, and test 

objects, materials, or equipment. Performs mathematical and 

scientific operations, reporting on and carrying out a prescribed 

action in relation to them. Examines and evaluates plans, designs, 

and data. Determines action to be taken on the basis of analysis. 

Assists in determining or interpreting work procedures and main- 

taining harmonious relations among workers. 

Education is the aggregate of all the processes by means of 

which a person develops abilities, attitudes, and other forms of 
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behavior in the society in which he lives. 

The industrial technician is one who does not require an ex- 

tensive knowledge of science and engineering in depth to perform his 

work. He uses more manipulative skills than engineering knowledge. 

Such jobs include a laboratory technician who is capable of perform- 

ing all common tests, or a draftsman who is accomplished in me- 

chanical, electrical, and aeronautical drawings but performs few 

layout or design functions. 

The engineering technician requires more depth and under- 

standing of engineering and scientific principles in the performance 

of his duties. He uses fewer manipulative skills in his work and 

utilizes science and engineering skills to a greater extent than the 

industrial technician. Such jobs as tool designer and instrumenta- 

tion technician fall into this category. 

For the purposes of this study the term technical teacher or 

instructor will refer to full -time instructors in post- secondary, 

Title VIII, technical education programs. 

Limitations of the Study 

(1) The sampling was limited to full -time technical instructors 

with a minimum of two years of teaching experience. This delinea- 

tion was designed to exclude part -time instructors who earn the 

greater part of their livelihood in industry. Also, the two -year 
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minimum limitation, as opposed to three or more years, was con- 

sidered feasible for obtaining a sufficient number of participants, so 

that the desired correlational relationships may be computed. 

(2) The study was limited to post- secondary technical education 

instructors, teaching in programs under Title VIII of the National 

Defense Education Act in 1963. This restriction was deemed neces- 

sary in order to limit the scope of the study to technical education. 

While there is a clear delineation between trade and industrial and 

technical education, many administrators consider the two areas in 

one category. For this reason, they would have included trade in- 

structors in their evaluations as technical teachers. The requested 

Title VIII sanction prevented this possibility. Title VIII of the Na- 

tional Defense Education Act of 1958 provided financial assistance 

for educational programs designed to fit persons for useful employ- 

ment as highly skilled technicians in recognized occupations that 

require scientific knowledge in fields necessary for national defense 

(7). The Office of Education by accepting only programs that qualify 

under the above description, provided this study with an efficient 

screening medium for selecting programs and instructors that 

clearly represent technical education. 

(3) The sampling was limited to the 22 percent of all eligible 

technical teachers who were rated highest by their supervisors and 

the 22 percent rated lowest. Eligibility, in terms of this study, is 
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described in paragraphs (1) and (2) above. The 22 percent figure 

was chosen as the minimum needed for calculating levels of signifi- 

cance. The chosen percentage also aided in establishing sufficient 

variance, 56 percent between most successful and least successful 

instructors. 

(4) The study was limited to the United States and its terri- 

tories. The inclusion of technical educators in countries other than 

the United States and its territories would have made the study too 

cumbersome for research purposes at this time. 

Procedures 

Directors of technical education in 354 post- secondary institu- 

tions, in 44 states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, were re- 

quested to evaluate each of their full -time technical instructors, 

having a minimum of two years teaching experience, teaching in 

National Defense Education Act approved programs. The 354 schools 

represented all of the institutions in the United States and its terri- 

tories, conducting full -time post- secondary technical education pro- 

grams in 1963 under Title VIII of the National Defense Education 

Act (36). Alaska did not have any technical education programs, 

while Arkansas, Delaware, New Hampshire, New York, and Rhode 

Island were excluded from the study. These states did not have full - 

time technical education programs in 1963, as outlined in paragraphs 
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(1) and (2) of the Limitations of the Study in this chapter. 

The evaluation instrument was based upon staff evaluation 

forms currently used in most large school systems. The evaluators 

were asked to rate their eligible staff on 16 instructional perform- 

ances on a 1-4 rating scale. A "4" rating on any performance re- 

presented high excellence, while "3 ", "2 ", and "1" indicated corre- 

spondingly lower performances. 

The participants in the study were selected on the basis of 

their evaluation scores. The instructors with the high scores con- 

stituted the most successful group while the low rated instructors 

served as the least successful group. 

Technical instructors in both groups were contacted by mail. 

They were requested to complete a comprehensive questionnaire 

dealing with four distinct categories: educational background, cur- 

rent teaching activities, interests, and recommendations for teacher 

education curriculum. 

The questionnaire returns were tabulated by the Oregon State 

University Computer Center. 
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II. REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature reviewed for this study includes comments of 

authorities concerning technical teacher education, studies dealing 

with the backgrounds of teachers and their relationship to success in 

teaching, and reports of conferences on technical education. 

Technical Teacher Education, Comments of Authorities 

As early as March 1957, Booker writing in the Technical Edu- 

cation News commented that: 

The preparation for traditional college instruction in all fields 
and at all levels is pretty well formalized, and the directions 
for such preparation are clear to anyone interested. But how 
about the individual who wishes to prepare to teach in the 
technical institute? What qualifications should he have? What 
must he have in the way of scholastic preparation and profes- 
sional experience before he is ready to stand before a class? 
. . . We think some serious thought should be given to this 
topic. If positive action isn't taken soon, the technical in- 
stitutes will find themselves with an inadequate supply of 
teachers. More alarming, they will find that many of the 
instructors they do have are ill- prepared and inadequate to 
the tasks they face (5, p. 15) . 

Venn believes that one of the greatest handicaps to the im- 

provement and expansion of vocational and technical education is the 

desperate shortage of qualified teachers and administrators. 

Except in vocational agriculture and home economics, there is 
a noticeable lack of teacher preparation and in- service train- 
ing programs and also difficulty in recruiting well- educated 
individuals with competence in a relevant occupational skill 
. . . The kind of teacher preparation program needed for 
many vocational and technical programs has never been 
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resolved. Competency in the skills being taught is an obvious 
necessity, but the present emphasis on this alone is inadequate 
in light of changing occupational concepts involving the applica- 
tion of science, mathematics, related knowledge, and general 
education. The metes and bounds of teacher preparation for 
the science and engineering technologies are somewhat better 
established, but at present only ten states have formal pro- 
grams in this field. Oklahoma State University and Purdue 
have been the leaders, with baccalaureate and graduate pro- 
grams combining professional, technical and general educa- 
tion. The National Science Foundation has also sponsored 
programs for upgrading teaching in technical education. Na- 
tionally, however, these efforts are so inadequate and lag so 
far behind present and future needs that a major breakthrough 
will be necessary (37, p. 151 -153). 

Levitan also expresses serious concern over the problem of 

obtaining qualified instructors for technical education programs: 

Too often the vocational faculties are the stepchildren of the 
educational community. In education for technicians, the 
difficulty is accentuated because competent technical teachers 
can normally command higher pay in industry as skilled tech- 
nicians. Lack of adequate facilities and shortages of equip- 
ment because of expense are other important financial 
obstacles to expansion of area vocational programs (17). 

Emerson predicting future trends in technical education fore- 

sees technical teacher training programs developed in sections of 

the nation but not now served by such programs. He also believes 

that research in technical education has not kept pace with the needs, 

and there is little promise at present for the development of such 

research on the scale required to meet the needs. He feels that be- 

cause of this lack of research, programs in technician education will 

not attain their maximum potential effectiveness (22, p. 159 -162). 

Many of the writers in the technician education field express 
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very firm opinions as to what characteristics a successful instructor 

should possess. Dauwalder, for example, states that "Every teach- 

er (technical) must have an adequate knowledge of psychology speci- 

fically in the areas of aptitudes, motivation, interests, etc. , and a 

complete knowledge of the field being taught" (10, p. 82). 

H. P. Adams, appearing before a conference audience on Tech- 

nical Teacher Education in November 1961, outlined some very defi- 

nite characteristics of the TEACHER OF TECHNICAL SUBJECTS. 

He stated that teachers of technical subjects need not be engineers. 

However, they do need a thorough understanding of the subject in 

relation to the applications the students must make after graduation. 

This would include a complete foundation in a field of specialization, 

proficiency in the application of physical science principles and the 

ability to use mathematics as a tool in the development of ideas that 

make use of scientific and engineering principles. 

Adams also believes that professional competency is neces- 

sary to plan, promote, put into operation, and evaluate an effective 

program of technical education. Accordingly, the technical teacher 

should possess a sound philosophy of technical education. He cited 

the background of the head of the electronics department in a certain 

technical institute as a possible preparation pattern for teachers. 

This individual was a graduate of the institution where he is now 

teaching, served two years in the Army, and was employed for 
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three years in industry. He now has B. S. and M. A. degrees and is 

working for the doctorate. The background of a mathematics in- 

structor employed at a technical institute was also mentioned as one 

having commendable features. This individual studied certain as- 

pects of the mechanical, electrical, electronics, and other technical 

programs at the institute to assist him in applying mathematics to 

the various technologies (33, p. 4). 

Successful Teacher Characteristics, Comments of Authorities 

In the March 1956 issue of the Phi Delta Kappan, Roy Cochrane 

attempted to answer the question, WHO SHOULD BECOME TEACH- 

ERS? Cochrane felt that when we come to determining the kind of 

person who should be teaching, we would do well to look first at 

today's successful teacher. "What do we see? First a high moral 

sense. Second, compulsive orderliness. Third, a feeling of 

mission. Besides these qualities are many lesser characteristics 

that distinguish the man. A favorable I. Q. , a voice that can be 

understood, tolerable posture, gentle forcefulness, deep under- 

standing of human nature -- all these we find, nor does this exhaust 

the list" (9, p. 242). 

Barr categorized three different approaches to characteriza- 

tion of teacher effectiveness: In terms of qualities of the person; 

in terms of behaviors; and in terms of the mental prerequisites to 
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effectiveness: knowledge, special skills, and attitudes. Barr pro- 

posed the following twelve qualities as indicative of successful teach- 

ers; Resourcefulness; Intelligence; Emotional Stability; Consider- 

ateness; Bouyancy; Objectivity; Drive; Dominance; Attractiveness; 

Refinement; Cooperativeness; Reliability (1). 

The American Council on Education conducted an extensive re- 

search program on Teacher Characteristics between 1948 and 1954 

(24). During the study approximately 100 separate research projects 

were carried out involving more than 6, 000 teachers in 1,700 schools 

and about 450 school systems. Many of the studies entailed extensive 

classroom observations by trained observers of teachers in public 

schools, for the purpose of discovering significant patterns of teach- 

er behavior and of student behavior reflecting teacher behavior. 

In the summary of this study, Ryans, director of the project 

discussed the problems connected with attempts to establish useful 

criteria for determining teaching success (24, p. 371): 

It is not surprising to note the difficulties that have con- 
fronted those seeking to establish criteria of teacher effec- 
tiveness, the dearth of testable hypotheses produced in 
research which has been undertaken, and the general lack 
of understanding of the problem of the characteristics of 
effective teachers. Two very important reasons why effec- 
tive and ineffective teachers cannot be described with any 
assurance are the wide variation in the value concepts 
underlying descriptions of desirable teaching objectives and 
the differences in teacher role at different educational levels, 
in different subjects, and with different pupils. 
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But in addition to these considerations, and important in its 
own right as a deterrent to the study of teacher effectiveness, 
is the fact that there is a lack of any clear knowledge of the 
patterns of behaviors that typify individuals who are employed 
as teachers. It seems probable that, without losing sight of 
the importance of developing means of recognizing "good" 
teachers, attention of the researcher might first more prop- 
erly and profitably be directed at the identification and 
estimation of some of the major patterns of personal and 
social characteristics of teachers. 

What are the qualities essential to teacher competence? Ac- 

cording to Barry there are several fundamental prerequisites. A 

high degree of intelligence and a capacity for vigorous action are 

two which are probably inherent. A third basic quality, social con- 

sciousness, is the result of a complex of forces, including home, 

books, schooling, community, economic factors, and travel. Two 

other factors are expert knowledge of subject and professional fields 

and a capacity to get along with people - children and adults (4). 

Soeberg and Williams reporting in 1961 on a study labeled 

PORTRAITS OF SUCCESS, stated that the outstanding teacher is one 

who enjoys many roles and reveals a many faceted personality. He 

brings to the classroom, whether it is kindergarten or college, a 

broad understanding and a vital and active concern for the profession 

of teaching. Referring to the fact that the 20 teachers included in 

the project were selected as the most successful elementary edu- 

cators among 3, 000, the authors found it encouraging to note that a 

considerable number in the group have assumed an active role in 
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local, state, and national professional organizations (25). 

In a similar study in 1957 Gowan investigated in depth, by 

means of interviews and standardized tests, the behaviors of a small 

sample of highly selected elementary women teachers. Members of 

this group showed early and continuing interest in teaching. They 

were literary, enjoying reading and writing, and generally more 

scholarly than their peers. They were more dedicated, and usually 

more controlled in behavior. They are emotionally very stable and 

tend to give good impressions of themselves" (14, p. 123). 

Olander and Kleyle investigated both the in- service and pre - 

service records of highly successful experienced teachers and com- 

pared them with those of low success teachers. Statistically sig- 

nificant differences between the superior and inferior teachers were 

found for the traits listed below. 

Sociability 
Adaptability and resourcefulness 
Emotional maturity 
Interest in teaching 

Critical Ratios Correlations 

2. 58 (5% level) 
2.03 (5% level) 
3. 57 (1% level) 
3.98 (1% level) 

Findings based upon pre- service data: 

Adaptability and resourcefulness 
Emotional maturity 
Otis Quick Scoring Mental Ability 

Test 
American Council on Education 

Psychological Examination 
Purdue English Test 

2.46 (5% level) 
3.19 (1% level) 
3. 31 (1% level) 

.45 

.44 

. 54 

. 52 

. 39 

. 63 

. 25 

4. 33 (1% level) . 29 

4. 34 (1% level) . 39 
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National Teachers Examination- 3.41 (1% level) .44 
Common Form 

National Teachers Examination- 6.47 (1% level) .45 
Optional Form 

Quality Point Average 3.00 (1% level) .32 

Both in- service and pre- service data indicated significant dif- 

ference between good and poor teachers relative to adaptability and 

resourcefulness and emotional maturity (18). 

Teacher Backgrounds and Characteristics, Related Studies 

It may be noted that no research has been discovered dealing 

with the backgrounds and characteristics of technical teachers. This 

phenomenon may be explained by the relative newness in importance 

of this instructional field in the United States. The studies cited 

here deal with teachers in elementary and secondary education. 

While the findings of research in elementary and secondary educa- 

tion could have some implications for technical education, the results 

of this current study, as outlined in Chapter V, reveal that the tech- 

nical teacher possesses distinctly different educational background 

patterns from those of his academic counterparts. 

Ensman attempted to ascertain the relationship between teach- 

ing success as rated by supervisors of 110 beginning industrial arts 

teachers who were graduated from Kansas State Teachers College, 

and general background, collegiate preparation, selected interests, 

mental abilities, and teaching assignments (11). 
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The findings of this 1957 study indicated that factors concern- 

ing general and pre - college background of these teachers, taken 

separately, do not provide a sound basis for recruitment, counseling, 

placement or hiring of beginning industrial arts teachers. 

Individuals with high scholastic marks, greater number of 

hours of course work completed in various areas and possessing 

other factors concerning college preparation, which might be ex- 

pected to accompany teaching success, tended to receive high ratings 

from their supervisors. 

Teachers with science minors received significantly higher 

ratings than those with other minors, and teachers in larger schools 

were rated more successful than their counterparts in small schools. 

Degrees of interests and mental abilities of the students in- 

volved in this study had little or no relation to teaching success. 

Also, the investigator felt that more marked differences in rated 

success might become apparent if these same factors were studied 

over a period of years instead of at the end of the first year of 

teaching. 

A study of differences in background, attitudes, experience 

and professional preparation of selected elementary teachers with 

contrasting local success records was carried out by Steinbrook in 

1961. The purpose of this research project was to determine and 

analyze the characteristic differences in resources, experience, 
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attitudes, and professional preparation of elementary school teach- 

ers who had contrasting success records in a large city school sys- 

tem (27). 

A summary of the author's conclusions at the completion of 

his study are herewith indicated: (1) experience appears to be asso- 

ciated with success in teaching, (2) teaching successfully seems to 

depend upon a number of complex factors of which none is totally 

differentiating, (3) student teaching experiences, at the elementary 

level, seem to contribute rather directly to teaching success, (4) the 

total amount of college work appears to contribute to teaching suc- 

cess but, in itself does not offer assurance of such success, (5) 

teaching effectiveness at the level studied appears to be more closely 

related to types of professional preparation experienced by teachers 

than to the total number of college hours taken, (6) recognized suc- 

cess in teaching appears to be related to more wholesome and con- 

structive attitudes toward children and toward professional activities 

and responsibilities; conversely, teachers who experience little 

success tend to be annoyed by a greater number of elements of the 

classroom situation and by more trivial aspects of child behavior, 

(7) the proportion of college preparation devoted to professional 

courses in education and educational methodology appears to be a 

contributing factor in successful teaching at the elementary levels, 

(8) successful teachers have a greater tendency to affiliate with 
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professional organizations and to participate in in- service activities 

of the school. 

The personal characteristics of successful teachers were eval- 

uated in a study by Picerno involving 59 music teachers in Erie 

County, New York (20). The purpose of the study was to determine 

the nature and extent of some identifiable factors that may contribute 

to success in teaching music in public schools. 

A jury of ten members placed these teachers in one of three 

categories: superior teachers, average teachers, and below aver- 

age teachers. The teachers were studied by investigating the inter- 

relationship of some selected elements as: (a) teacher's attitude as 

measured by the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, (b) the 

amount and kind of training, (c) number of years of teaching experi- 

ence, (d) teaching success as determined by the jury, (e) general 

background as determined by the use of a questionnaire, (f) observa- 

tion and interview. 

The general conclusions indicated that the superior teachers, 

in comparison with the other groups: (1) came from families of 

higher income, (2) had parents who received more education than the 

parents of the average teacher, (3) came from larger families, (4) 

were active during youth and became active in and held more offices 

in social and professional organizations throughout their teaching 

career, (5) had a higher academic standing in college and held more 
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honors in college, (6) held a greater number of Master degrees, (7) 

indicated a greater interest in their job, (8) were more willing to 

make decisions, (9) were more interested in participating in activ- 

ities that involve other people. It was also indicated that more of the 

superior teachers were married and had larger families. 

Almost no relationship existed between the judges' ratings of 

the teachers on (1) the years of higher education, (2) the years of 

teaching experience, and (3) the raw scores of the Minnesota Teacher 

Attitude Inventory. This would show that these three items are not 

as important in indicating probable teaching success as is generally 

assumed. 

It was also indicated that most factors involved in rating the 

superior teacher related to human relationships. 

Watts examined the relationships between certain teacher 

characteristics and the LEVEL OF ACHIEVEMENT as indicated by 

standardized tests in the basic skills in 13 selected school systems 

(39). 

The LEVEL OF ACHIEVEMENT measure was obtained by 

comparing the expectancy achievement scores based on the pupils' 

mental maturity test scores and their socio- economic rating with 

the actual achievement scores earned by the pupils. 

Three basic conclusions were made from the findings of this 

study. First there appeared to be a negative relationship between 
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the non -teaching responsibilities of the teachers and the achievement 

of the pupils in the basic skills. A significant negative correlation 

was indicated between LEVEL OF ACHIEVEMENT and the percent- 

age of teachers who had major demands (ten hours a week or more) 

on their time. Teachers with fewer demands on their time seemed 

to be doing more to facilitate pupil achievement than more burdened 

teachers. 

A significant relationship was found between LEVEL OF 

ACHIEVEMENT and the percentage of teachers in each district who 

joined noneducational organizations. It would seem that the type of 

teacher who facilitates greater achievement of pupils is the same 

type who actively participates in community and social associations. 

No evidence was shown to conclude that membership itself actually 

increases teaching ability. 

No relationship was indicated by this study between LEVEL OF 

ACHIEVEMENT and the following teacher characteristics: (1) Age, 

(2) Teaching experience, (3) Over -all value on teachers' experience, 

(4) Degree held, (5) Years of training, (6) Recency of training, (7) 

Over -all value on teachers' qualifications, (8) Nature of home re- 

sponsibilities, (9) Over -all value on teachers' responsibilities, (10) 

Activity in educational organizations, (11) Over -all value on teach- 

ers' organizational activities, (12) Over -all value on ten primary 

teacher characteristics. 
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Summary 

The information presented in this chapter includes the com- 

ments of authorities on technical teacher education. These com- 

ments reveal that there is unanimous belief among those quoted, as 

to the inadequacy of the Nation's technical teacher education pro- 

gram. These individuals view this situation with alarm and suggest 

serious consideration of appropriate remedial measures. One of 

the writers believes that while satisfactory programs exist at a few 

universities, the number of students graduating from these institu- 

tions is too few to make a significant change in the national shortage 

of technical teachers. 

The lack of sufficient research was also cited as the reason 

for not attaining maximum potential effectiveness in technical edu- 

cation. Some of the writers quoted indicated their opinions as to 

what characteristics successful technical instructors should possess. 

These opinions were not offered on the basis of research evidence, 

rather, they were based upon the writers' practical experience in 

technical education. 

A considerable portion of this chapter deals with studies on 

successful teacher characteristics. Due to the lack of research in 

this area in technical education, all of the descriptions and findings 

pertain to studies with public elementary and secondary teachers. 
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III, PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The data for this study were collected by two separate proce- 

dures: (1) the evaluation of eligible technical teachers by their 

supervisors; (2) questionnaires sent to technical teachers selected 

on the basis of the above evaluation. The project sought to determine 

what, if any, factors in the backgrounds of successful technical 

teachers may have accounted for their success in teaching. Specifi- 

cally, the investigation was to result in answers to the following 

questions: (1) Is there a definite educational background pattern 

that characterizes the successful technical teacher? (2) Does the 

successful technical teacher possess industrial experience in addi- 

tion to his academic preparation? (3) If the answer is yes, what was 

the nature of his industrial experience? (4) Does the successful 

teacher actively support his community and professional organiza- 

tions? (5) Is there negative correlation between the backgrounds of 

instructors rated highest by their supervisors and those rated lowest? 

(5) Do successful technical instructors agree in their curriculum 

recommendations for technical teacher education? 

Selection of Study Participants 

The evaluation of the technical instructors by their supervising 
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administrators was requested in order to find suitable study parti- 

cipants representing successful teachers and their less successful 

counterparts. The evaluation form provided for estimates and 

appraisals of instructor performance as indicated by the following 

symbols: 

4 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting outstanding 
ability in this area. 

3 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting strength in 
this area. 

2 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting satisfactory 
progress in this area. 

1 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting a need for 
improvement in this area. 

The evaluator rated 16 separate instructional performances by 

the above symbols. The 16 performances were in five major areas: 

(1) Teacher - Learning Situation; (2) Professional Preparation of 

Teacher; (3) Teacher's Development; (4) Teacher's Cooperation 

with Administrative Policies, Directives and Clerical Requirements; 

(5) Teacher's Attitude Toward His Students (see Appendix B). 

The evaluating administrator, or supervisor, was not asked 

to make an over -all evaluation of the instructor. Instead the ratings 

of the instructors were computed from the returned evaluation 

forms, by adding the scores on the 16 instructional performances. 

The participants of the study were selected on the basis of their 

numerical ratings. For the purposes of the study, the instructors 
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whose numerical ratings placed them among the upper 22 percent of 

the total group were designated to represent the "most successful" 

technical teachers, while the individuals who received numerical 

scores placing them in the lowest 22 percent category were con- 

sidered "least successful. " 

The distribution of the evaluation scores is illustrated in 

Figure 1. 

Evaluation Survey 

The Directory of Schools Offering Technical Education Pro- 

grams Under Title VIII of the National Defense Education Act of 

1958, Fiscal Year 1963 (35), listed 354 institutions conducting full - 

time post- secondary technical education programs in 1963. The 

administrators of technical education were contacted at the 354 

institutions and requested to evaluate each of their full -time tech- 

nical instructors who possessed a minimum of two years teaching 

experience (see Appendix B). A follow -up request was mailed to 

those who failed to respond after four weeks (see Appendix B). Two 

hundred fifty- seven, or 72.5 percent of the administrators contacted, 

representing 41 states, responded in some manner. Fifty -one, or 

14.2 percent, stated that either their schools were not eligible for 

participation because they no longer offered acceptable programs, 

or that their technical instructors were ineligible because they were 
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Figure 1. Evaluation scores of technical instructors as rated by their administrators (N = 403). 
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not full -time staff or lacked the required teaching experience. Six 

schools, or 1.6 percent, declined to take part in the study, and an 

additional six indicated that their institutional policies consider such 

information too confidential for the use of an outside agency. Ninety - 

seven administrators, or 27.5 percent of the total, failed to respond. 

It is not known whether any of the non - respondent institutions were 

eligible at the time of the study. 

One hundred ninety -five institutions, or 64.3 percent of the 

total, from 38 states, sent evaluations of 406 instructors (see Appen- 

dix B). Two forms were incorrectly filled out and seven of the in- 

structors were found to be ineligible on the basis of subject area 

(the subjects taught were outside the technical area). 

The distribution of the evaluations by states and the number of 

participating institutions by states are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. 

Construction of the Questionnaire 

A questionnaire designed to answer the main questions posed in 

the opening paragraph of this chapter was sent to both the teachers 

who placed in the "most successful, " and the "least successful" 

categories. The mean responses of the two groups to each of the 

questions were compared and analyzed. Responses that indicated 

significant differences between the two categories were further stud- 

ied and evaluated. 
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Figure 2. Distribution by states of administrator evaluations of technical instructors (N = 403). 
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Figure 3. Distribution by states of the institutions which complied with the evaluation request (N = 195). 
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The Oregon State University Department of Statistics aided in 

designing a questionnaire format which was easy to code and pro- 

gramme for computer tabulation. 

Construction of the evaluation form and the questionnaire fol- 

lowed procedures and considerations recommended by Good, Barr, 

and Scates (13, p. 324 -390). 

The questionnaire was developed by the investigator with the 

assistance of the industrial education staff. It was admin- 

istered to two professional industrial education classes during the 

1964 summer session at Oregon State University. The questionnaire 

was reviewed for conciseness, clarity, and format. The final ques- 

tionnaire form was the result of revisions based upon the reviews. 

There were 72 questions in the questionnaire with a total of 

567 multiple response items, ten pages in length (see Appendix C). 

With the exception of two questions, all of the items were designed 

for simple check mark response. One of the two questions that 

required more than a check mark for response, requested the tech- 

nical instructor's age, while the second question provided an oppor- 

tunity for him, if he so desired, to write in responses not covered 

in the questionnaire. 

There were four sections in the questionnaire: A. General 

Information; B. Educational Background; C. Professional, Com- 

munity and Cultural Interests; D. The Ideal Curriculum Design for 
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Technical Teacher Preparation. 

Section A dealt with personal vital statistics (age, sex, marital 

status, size of family), salary, identification of the participants' 

teaching fields, industrial experience and background, type and 

length of teaching experience, type of technical and academic educa- 

tion received, and current teaching activities. 

Section B explored the individual teacher's high school in- 

dustrial education experiences, the extent of his completed higher 

education course work in technical and teacher education, highest 

academic achievement, and completed specific course work in the 

recognized vocational -industrial teacher education field. 

Section C attempted to identify the technical instructor's par- 

ticipation in professional and community activities, and his relative 

interests in subjects outside his own area of teaching specialty. 

Section D contained questions which requested the instructor 

to indicate his recommendations for the technical teacher education 

curriculum. The participants of the study were able to indicate 

their value judgments on a wide variety of suggested subject areas 

for teacher preparation. There was also provision made in this 

section for write -in suggestions in order to avoid any limitation on 

course recommendations. 

The industrial education subjects which, in this section, repre- 

sent the recognized vocational -industrial teacher education field, 
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were listed by the United States Office of Education as the most 

commonly offered courses for vocational- industrial teacher certifi- 

cation in 1960 (38, p. 37). 

Questionnaire Returns 

According to the procedure described under Selection of Study 

Participants, the questionnaires were sent to 174 technical instruc- 

tors teaching in 111 schools in 35 states. There were 88 teachers 

in the top group and 88 in the lower category. The top group repre- 

sented 50 schools in 27 states; the lower group, 61 schools in 28 

states (see Appendix C). A letter explaining the purpose of the study 

and requesting the instructors cooperation by completing the ques- 

tionnaire was mailed to the selected individuals (see Appendix C). A 

second letter, asking for compliance with the original request, was 

sent to nonrespondents four weeks after the first mailing (see Appen- 

dix C). 

Seventy -six, or 86.3 percent of the instructors in the top group 

completed the questionnaire, while 62, or 70.4 percent, in the lower 

rated group responded similarly. 

A total of 138 individuals, or 79.3 percent of the 174 contacted, 

took part in the study. The respondents represented 93 institutions 

in 34 states. The distribution by states, of the technical instructors 

who participated in the study by completing the questionnaire, is 

illustrated in Figure 4. 



Figure 4. Distribution by states of the technical instructors participating in the study (N = 138). 
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Summary 

The manner of selecting teachers, the construction of the ques- 

tionnaire, and the general nature of the study required that basic 

assumptions be made before the study could be initiated. These basic 

assumptions were: 

1. That the evaluation instruments were used by personnel 
who were competent evaluators of technical teaching 
success. 

2. That the questionnaire was a valid and reliable means of 
collecting personal and professional data. 

The evaluation form used to select the study participants em- 

phasized the need for evaluating the relative instructional strengths 

of the instructor. Of the four rating choices available, only one 

indicated weakness in instructional performance. The other three 

indicated varying degrees of strength for each type of instructional 

performance considered. This type of evaluation approach is not 

only in accord with current staff relations trends, but seemed to be 

instrumental in convincing the contacted administrators that the 

study did in no way attempt to downgrade their staff. The high rate 

of response to the evaluation request (72. 5 percent) tends to verify 

this belief. 

The top rated instructors, those placing in the upper 22 percent 
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of the evaluated teachers, were considered successful technical in- 

structors. These individuals were requested to complete a ques- 

tionnaire relating to their industrial and academic backgrounds, as 

well as to their suggestions concerning the technical teacher educa- 

tion curriculum. In order to determine the existence, or non- 

existence, of unique factors in the backgrounds of the successful 

teachers, the same questionnaire was also sent to low rated instruc- 

tors, those placing in the bottom 22 percent of the total evaluated 

group. The 56 percent rating margin between the two groups pro- 

vided sufficient variance for the purpose of determining whatever 

significant differences existed between the backgrounds of the in- 

structors in the two categories. 

The questionnaire was designed for simple check mark re- 

sponse on a multiple- choice basis. This feature was essential be- 

cause of the length of the form. Also, numerical computation meth- 

ods were less difficult to perform with such form for the needed 

correlational information. 

Seventy -two and one -half percent of the institutions contacted 

responded to the evaluation survey. A total of 406 instructors, in 

195 schools, representing 38 states were evaluated. From this 

total 174 individuals, in 111 institutions, representing 35 states were 

selected for participation in the study. One hundred thirty -eight 

teachers from 93 schools, or 79.3 percent of those selected, 
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responded by completing the questionnaire. 

The analysis and findings, based upon the completed ques- 

tionnaires, are discussed in Chapter IV of this study. 
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IV. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

As indicated in Chapter III there were two sources of data for 

this study: (1) An evaluation form to directors of technical educa- 

tion, and (2) A questionnaire to technical teachers selected on the 

basis of the above evaluation. 

The findings of the study are presented in four major divisions de- 

rived from the two sources of data as indicated above: (1) General 

Information; (2) Industrial and Teaching Experience; (3) Educational 

Background; and (4) Curriculum Suggestions. 

The basic objective of the study was to find distinguishable 

factors in the backgrounds of successful technical teachers. Since 

no reports of studies of this nature have been discovered by the in- 

vestigator, the chief purpose of the project became exploratory in 

design. Subsequent studies may research in depth the background 

areas where sufficient differences seem to exist between high suc- 

cess and low success technical instructors. 

The findings were recorded in tabular form and are to be 

found in Appendix A of this report. The analysis of the information 

supplied by the study participants is based on the interpretive narra- 

tion of the tabular section. 
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General Information 

The following findings indicated evidence of differences be- 

tween the high success and the low success technical instructors in 

the General Information category: 

a. The average low success instructor earned approxi- 
mately 636 less per year than the high success 
teacher. 

b. The average high success instructor had more students 
in his classes than the low success teacher. 

c. A greater percentage of the low success instructors 
belonged to technical and professional education organi- 
zations than the high success teachers. 

d. A greater percentage of the high success instructors 
were in charge of community youth organizations than 
the low success teachers. 

There were no differences noted between the two groups on the 

following: 

a. Sex. 

b. Major technical teaching fields. 

c. Age at start of teaching career. 

d. Teaching load in hours per week. 

e. Membership in community service organizations. 

f. Marital status. 

g. Interest in art, music, literature, and social science. 

1. One female and 137 males comprised the study group. 

Sixteen of the group were single and 122 were married. The 
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married instructors in the high success group had an average of 2. 3 

children as compared to 2. 4 in the low success group (Tables 1, 2, 3). 

The average high success instructor was 41 years of age as compared 

to 44 years for the low success teacher (Figure 5a and Table 29). 

2. The major technical teaching fields represented by the 

study participants are indicated in Table 4. The findings indicate a 

heavy concentration of both high success and low success instructors 

in almost equal proportions in the Electrical -Electronics, Drafting 

and Mechanical and Machine Technology fields. Civil and Construc- 

tion, Chemical and Metallurgical, Data Processing, Automotive, 

Aviation, and Production Technologies were also represented by the 

participants. 

3. The study participants' salaries ranged from $4, 500. 00 to 

$14, 500 per year. The average income of the high success instructor 

was $10, 434 per year, as compared to $7, 798 for the low success 

group. This finding may indicate that higher salaries bring forth 

better teaching performance or, conversely, that better performance 

brings forth higher salaries (Table 5). 

4. Both the average high success and the average low success 

technical teachers began their teaching careers between ages 30 and 

35. This finding is in accord with another finding of this study which 

indicated considerable industrial experience for the participants 



Figure Sa. The age distribution of the study participants. 
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prior to their current teaching positions (Table 15). Apparently the 

age of the teacher at the time of his first teaching assignment has no 

bearing on his later teaching performance (Table 6) . 

5. Both the average high success and the average low success 

technical instructors were teaching between 21 and 24 hours per 

week. On the basis of this finding it may be assumed that teaching 

load, as expressed in class hours per week, has no effect or con- 

nection with success in teaching. The teaching -load range is 

indicated in Table 7. 

6. The study also investigated teaching load in terms of stu- 

dents per classes. The findings revealed that the high success 

teachers had an average of 23.1 students in their classes, while the 

low success group had an average of 16.7 . This result may indicate 

that moderately greater class size does not detrimentally affect the 

teaching performance of successful technical instructors. Con- 

versely, it may also indicate that the teaching performance of low 

success instructors is not improved by teaching relatively small 

classes. The t -test score of 6.6185 indicated a significant statis- 

tical difference at the five percent level between the two groups 

(Figure 5 and Table 8) . 

7. Twenty -one percent of the high success and twenty -four 

percent of the low success instructors had to pass qualifying exam- 

inations in their subject fields as a condition of their employment. 
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Figure 5. Average number of students in the study participants' classes. 
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The chi square test of independence indicated no significant difference 

between the two groups on the basis of the above comparison. The 

result, however, does indicate the approximate percentage (between 

20 and 25 percent), of the schools and states represented that re- 

quire occupational examinations for their prospective technical in- 

structors (Table 9). 

8. A higher percentage of low success instructors belong to 

technical and engineering organizations than do their more success- 

ful counterparts. Seventy -six percent of the low success instructors 

declared membership in professional technical and engineering 

organizations as compared to 62 percent, or 14 percent less for the 

high success instructors. While membership in technical societies 

generally indicates high interest in the subject field, this high 

interest does not appear to assure correspondingly high - quality 

teaching performance (Table 10) . 

9. Seventy -two percent of the high success and 77 percent of 

the low success instructors are members of national professional 

education organizations. A t -score of -2.094 at the five percent 

level indicates significant difference between the two groups on this 

item (Table 11). It may be inferred from this finding that interest 

and support of professional organization activities does not by itself 

assure higher teaching performance. Further research should be 

carried out to determine the reason for lower support for educational 
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organizations among successful technical instructors. 

10. An almost identical percentage of high success and low 

sucess teachers were members of community service organizations. 

Thirty -seven percent of the high success group belonged to such 

service organizations as Kiwanis, Lions, Rotary, etc. , as compared 

to 38 percent for the low success teachers. This would indicate no 

connection between teaching success and membership in service 

organizations as far as the technical teacher study participants were 

concerned (Table 1 2) . 

11. Twenty -six percent of the high success instructors were 

in charge of community youth groups, compared to 15 percent for 

the low success teachers. This finding does not have any statistical 

significance, due to the low number of individuals involved in the 

activity (Table 13). 

12. The variance between high success and low success in- 

structors was negligible in their expressed interest in the fields of 

Art, Literature, Music, and Social Sciences. The respective find- 

ings are recorded in Table 27. 

Industrial and Teaching Experience 

Differences were found between the high success and the low 

success instructors in their industrial and teaching experiences in 

these areas: 
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a. Proportionally more low success technical instructors 
entered teaching from an engineering background than 
high success instructors. 

b. The average low success instructor had over five 
years more industrial experience than the high success 
instructor. 

c. The average low success instructor had more technical 
teaching experience than the high success instructor. 

d. A greater percentage of the high success instructors 
were teaching in technical - vocational schools, while 
more of the low success teachers were instructing in 
community colleges. 

There were virtually no differences found between the two 

groups in the following: 

a. Industrial arts teaching experience prior to technical 
teaching. 

b. Occupational examination taken for teaching position; 
both the high success and the low success instructors 
had an almost equal percentage of their respective 
groups take subject examinations as a condition of their 
employment. 

1. Twenty -seven percent of the high success instructors had 

engineering degrees and were employed as engineers before they 

started teaching. There were a higher percentage of low success 

instructors, 32 percent, who had engineering backgrounds prior to 

teaching. Most of the others were employed as various grades of 

technicians, however, the following additional occupations were also 

indicated: Naval officer; electrical contractor; tax clerk; data 

processing system analyst; and personnel manager (Table 14). The 
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chi square score of 5. 969466 was significant at the five percent level. 

The significant variance between the two groups on this item suggests 

that while engineers undoubtedly possess adequate engineering skills 

and knowledge, they may lack the technical and pedagogical skill 

preparation which is also necessary for training technicians for 

industry. 

2. The high success instructors had an average of 2.4 years 

of industrial experience, while the low success group had an average 

of 14..5 years of occupational background prior to teaching. The 

nearly two years of difference in industrial experience between the 

high success and the low success instructors did not prove signifi- 

cant statistically. The t -score of 1.3304 is below the level of sig- 

nificance (Table 15). 

3. The low success instructors had an average of .'^..5 years of 

technical teaching experience compared to 7.7) years for the high 

success teachers. Both groups had an additional two years of 

teaching experience in non -technical subject areas. The average 

1r years difference in experience, in favor of the low success in- 

structors, does not denote lack of experience on the part of the high 

success teachers since their total years of teaching came to eight 

and a half years per individual. The finding could indicate declining 

teaching performance due to too many years of identical teaching 

responsibilities. It is suggested that if this assumption is borne out 
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by other future studies, plans be made for periodic rotation of the 

technical instructors into other, perhaps non -technical fields (Tables 

16 and 17) . 

4. Thirty -six percent of the high success instructors and 29 

percent of the low success group were teaching in vocational - 

technical schools. Forty percent of the high success and 43 percent 

of the low success instructors were employed by community and 

junior colleges. Eleven percent of the high success and eight per- 

cent of the low success instructors taught at technical institutes. 

Five percent of the high success and six percent of the low success 

teachers taught at the technical divisions of state universities, and 

the remaining five percent of the high success and eight percent of 

the low success instructors taught in high schools. As Figure 6 

illustrates, the highest concentration of technical teacher employ- 

ment is in community and junior colleges with the second largest 

number in technical- vocational schools (Table 18). 

Educational Background 

The more significant findings relating to the educational back- 

ground of the study participants are listed below: 

a. A significantly greater percentage of the high success 
instructors attended state universities than the low 
success instructors. 
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Figure 6. Distribution of the types of institutions where 

the participants are currently employed (1=138) 
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b. A greater percentage of the high success instructors 
possess advanced degrees in education than the low 
success instructors. 

c. Most of the high success instructors attended one teacher 
education institution, while the low success group at- 
tended two or more schools. 

d. The more successful teachers received technical prepa- 
ration in four -year institutions in addition to training 
received in industry and technical schools. A smaller 
percentage of the low success teachers had this type of 
preparation. 

e. A greater percentage of the low success instructors 
attended vocational - industrial courses in high school 
than the high success teachers. 

There were no significant differences between the two groups 

in the following: 

a. High school industrial arts course work completed. 

b. Post -high school technical education received. 

c. Teacher education course work completed. 

1. Fifty -seven percent of the high success teachers attended 

State Universities as compared to 37 percent for the low success 

group (Table 19). Statistically, this finding indicated the greatest 

variance between the two groups. The chi square score of 11.41260 

was significant at the one percent level. The apparent superior 

teaching performance of the state universities' graduates could be 

attributed indirectly to the size of the student enrollment at these 

institutions. Greater student enrollment may enable these schools 

to have a larger number of educational specialists in vocational and 
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technical education than can be provided in small enrollment colleges. 

2. Thirty -four percent of the high success instructors pos- 

sessed advanced degrees, chiefly in Education as compared to 19 

percent for the low success teachers (Figure 7 and Table 20). This 

result is in accord with the findings of Steinbrook (27) and Picerno 

(20) who also found positive relationship between teaching success 

and possession of advanced academic degrees. 

3. Seventy -five percent of the high success instructors 

attended one teacher preparation institution while nearly one -half, 

or 46 percent of the low success teachers were products of two or 

more schools. Apparently the problems connected with the need for 

adjusting to differing school environments, instructors, and require- 

ments, during the teacher education experience, affect the basic 

preparation of the instructor and his later teaching performance 

(Table 19). 

4. Eighty -nine percent of the high success instructors re- 

ceived technical subject preparation at four -year colleges in addition 

to instruction received in industry, the armed services, and tech- 

nical schools. Seventy -nine percent of the low success teachers, or 

ten percent less than the high success group, had similar back- 

grounds. There was no significant difference between the two groups 

in the total number of semester units of higher education technical 

subject course work completed (Table 21). 
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Figure 7. Highest academic achievements of the low success and 
high success technical instructors (N = 138). 
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5. Eighteen percent of the high success teachers completed 

at least one year of high school vocational - industrial course work, 

while a considerably higher percentage of the low success group, 

29 percent, had this type of training (Table 22). 

6. Sixty -six percent of the low success instructors had taken 

an average of two units of industrial arts course work in high school, 

while 59 percent of the high success instructors, or seven percent 

fewer, had industrial arts experiences. There was no significant 

difference between the two groups in the number of units of industrial 

arts course work completed per individual (Table 23). 

7. Forty -six percent of the high success instructors com- 

pleted an average of one year of full -time post -high school technical 

(but not four -year college) course work. Forty -one percent of the 

low success group, or five percent fewer, had similar post -high 

school instruction. There was no significant difference between the 

two groups in the number of years of post -high school education 

completed per individual (Table 24). 

8. Seventy -three percent of the high success teachers and 61 

percent of the low success group received technical subject prepa- 

ration at two or more sources. In addition to on- the -job experience 

and training in industry, both groups received technical instruction 

in secondary schools, armed services, technical institutes, com- 

munity and junior colleges, and at state universities (Table 21). 
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9. Seventy -five percent of the high success instructors had 

completed an average of 5. 7 semester units in the Methods of Teach- 

ing Technical Subjects subject area, as compared to 69 percent, or 

six percent less for the low success teachers. There was no signifi- 

cant difference in the number of semester units per person com- 

pleted. 

10. Sixty -four percent of the high success teachers had com- 

pleted an average of 4.3 semester units in the Principles and Phil- 

osophy of Technical Education subject area, as compared to 58 per- 

cent, or six percent less for the low success instructors. There 

was no significant difference in the number of units completed per 

person. 

11. Fifty -five percent of the high success teachers had com- 

pleted an average of 3.7 semester units in the Instructional Mate- 

rials subject area, as compared to 48 percent, or seven percent less 

for the low success group. There was no significant difference be- 

tween the two groups in the number of semester units completed per 

person. 

12. Sixty -five percent of the high success group had com- 

pleted an average of 3.3 semester units in the Curriculum Construc- 

tion subject area, as compared to 61 percent, or four percent less 

for the low success teachers. There was no significant difference 

in the number of semester units completed per person. 



58 

13. Forty -eight percent of the successful instructors had 

completed an average of 5.6 semester units of Supervised Teaching, 

as compared to 39 percent of nine percent less for the low success 

group. The low success group had completed an average of 4.6 

semester units, or one semester unit less than the higher rated 

group. 

14. The results of the study indicated no significant differ- 

ences between the two groups in teacher education course work 

completed in the following subject areas: History of Vocational 

Education; Audio -Visual Aids; Occupational Analysis; Organization 

and Management of Instruction; and Educational Tests and Measure- 

ments. 

Figure 8 compares the completed education course work of the 

high success and the low success instructors. 

Curriculum Recommendations 

A significantly larger percentage of the successful instructors 

recommended the inclusion of the following courses in the technical 

teacher preparation program: 

a. Mathematics 

b. Physical Sciences 

c. Audio -Visual Aids 

d. Instructional Materials Development 
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Figure 8. Percentage of instructors who completed ten basic vocational 
industrial teacher education courses. 
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e. Methods of Teaching Technical Subjects 

f. Curriculum Development and Course Construction 

g. Elective courses 

No significant differences were found in the recommendations of 

the two groups for the following subject areas: 

a. Organization and Management of Instruction 

b. Occupational Analysis 

c. Educational Tests and Measurements 

d. Supervised Teaching 

e. Guidance Techniques and Information 

No significant differences were found between the high success 

and low success instructors in their: 

a. advocacy for qualifying examinations for technical 
instructors 

b. advocacy for industrial experience for technical in- 
structors 

c. suggestions for the length of the desired industrial 
experience for technical instructors 

Figure 9 illustrates the variance between the high success and 

the low success instructors' recommendations for the inclusion of 

specific teacher education subjects in the technical teacher education 

program. Variances were found between the two groups in their 

suggestions for the following subject areas and electives: 

1. Ninety -six percent of the high success group recommended 
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Figure 9. Percentages of the two groups of study participants who recommended the instruction of specific 
subject areas in the technical teacher education program. 
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an average of 9.8 semester units of mathematics as a part of the 

technical teacher education curriculum, as compared to 90 percent, 

or six percent less for the low success teachers. The low success 

instructors recommended an average of 11.3 semester units, or two 

units more than the high success group. 

2. Ninety -two percent of the high success instructors rec- 

ommended an average of 6.5 semester units of physical science 

courses, as compared to 87 percent or five percent less for the low 

success teachers. There was no significant difference between the 

two groups in the specific number of semester units recommended 

for this subject. 

3. Ninety percent of the high success instructors recommended 

an average of 2.9 semester units of Principles and Philosophy of 

Technical Education, as compared to 82 percent, or eight percent 

less for the low success group. There was no significant difference 

between the two groups in the specific number of semester units 

recommended for this subject. 

4. Seventy -nine percent of the successful teachers recom- 

mended an average of 2.2 semester units of History of Vocational 

Education as compared to 70 percent, or nine percent less for the 

low success group. There was no significant difference between the 

two groups in the specific number of semester units recommended 

for this subject. 
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5. Eighty -nine percent of the successful instructors recom- 

mended an average of 3.7 semester units of Instructional Materials 

Development, as compared to 69 percent, or 20 percent less for the 

low success group. There was no significant difference between the 

two groups in the specific number of semester units recommended 

for this subject. 

6. Ninety -five percent of the high success teachers recom- 

mended an average of 3.9 semester units of Methods of Teaching 

Technical Subjects, as compared to 87.0 percent, or eight percent 

less for the low success group. There was no significant difference 

between the two groups in the specific number of semester units 

recommended for this subject. 

7. Ninety -two percent of the high success teachers recom- 

mended an average of 3.2 semester units of Curriculum Development 

and Course Construction, as compared to 82 percent, or ten percent 

less for the low success instructors. There was no significant dif- 

ference between the two groups in the specific number of semester 

units recommended for this subject. 

8. Seventy -five percent of the high success instructors rec- 

ommended an average of 3. 2 semester units of Guidance Techniques 

and Information, as compared to 69 percent, or six percent less for 

the low success instructors. There was no significant difference 

between the two groups in the specific number of semester units 
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recommended for this subject. 

9. Fifty -six percent of the high success instructors recom- 

mended an average of 7.5 semester units of electives, as compared 

to 32 percent, or 24 percent less for the low success group. There 

was no significant difference between the two groups in the specific 

number of semester units recommended for this subject. 

10. Both groups recommended an average of five semester 

units of English, three units of speech, four units of psychology, 

three units of occupational analysis, three units of tests and meas- 

urements, and four units of supervised teaching to be included in the 

technical teacher education program. Table 2 indicates the fre- 

quencies of the specific course recommendations and their respective 

t- statistics. 

11. Both the high success and the low success instructors 

were in favor of qualifying examinations for technical teachers by a 

two to one ratio. Sixty -five percent of the more successful and 68 

percent of the lower rated teachers recommended the examinations 

(Table 31). This finding seems to indicate that regardless of their 

rated teaching performance, technical teachers are anxious to 

assure professional standards in their instructional fields. 

12. Only two instructors out of the 138 study participants 

believed that industrial experience is not essential for technical in- 

structors. The average length of the desired industrial experience 
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should be four years according to both the high success and the low 

success groups (Table 30). Most state certification requirements 

are in accord with this finding; they require industrial experience in 

addition to academic preparation for technical teaching. 

Many study participants included in their questionnaire re- 

sponse individual suggestions for improving technical teacher educa- 

tion. These recommendations are too few and varied for statistical 

purposes, but are presented below to indicate the apparent interest 

of the participants in the study: 

The following subject areas were suggested for combining into 

single courses: 

1. Materials (45 percent) and Methods (55 percent) 

2. Principles and Philosophy of Technical Education, History 
of Vocational Education, Organization and Management of 
Instruction 

3. Tests (59 percent) and Guidance (61 percent) 

4. Testing, Methods, and Supervised Teaching 

5. Occupational Analysis (20 percent) and Instructional 
Materials Development (80 percent) 

6. Analysis, Curriculum Development, and Instructional 
Materials 

7. Principles of Technical Education (65 percent), History 
of Vocational Education (35 percent) 

8. Audio -Visual Aids (25 -40 percent) and Instructional 
Materials Development (60 -75 percent) 
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9. Educational Tests (33 percent), Audio -Visual Aids (33 per- 
cent), and Principles and Philosophy of Industrial Education 
(33 percent) 

10. Methods (50 percent) and Curriculum Development (50 per- 
cent) 

11. Materials Development (50 percent) and Organization of 
Instruction (50 percent) 

12. Electrical Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Nuclear 
Engineering, Civil Engineering 

13. Physical Science and Course Construction 

14. Analysis and Curriculum Development 

15. Methods (40 percent), Curriculum Development (30 percent), 
and Organization and Management of Instruction (30 per- 
cent) 

Two write -in suggestions cautioned against combining subject 

areas, because of the problems arising from credit acceptance at 

other institutions where such combination courses do not exist. 

Three teachers recommended the acceptance of the completion of 

technical summer workshop course work for teaching certificate 

renewals. Four individuals recommended cooperative industry - 

university teacher education programs. Two instructors recom- 

mended engineering degrees for technical instructor candidates. 

One person suggested that the technical teacher education program 

should consist of 25 percent specific subject area courses, 25 per- 

cent related areas courses, 25 percent general education courses, 

and 25 percent professional education courses. Four instructors 
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recommended the inclusion of a course in Report Writing into the 

teacher preparation sequence. 

Summary 

The findings did not reveal an educational background pattern 

for the successful technical instructor which significantly differed 

from that of the low success teacher. This seems to indicate that 

teacher certification requirements and their enforcement for techni- 

cal instructors are quite uniform throughout the nation. While state 

universities educated most of the successful instructors, this fact 

does not necessarily indicate the superiority of these schools over 

others. The average low success instructor was the product of 

institutions which do not prepare public school instructors. The 

armed forces and small engineering schools fall into this category. 

A considerably larger percentage of the successful instructors 

recommended the inclusion of mathematics and physical sciences, 

in addition to the education courses, into the technical teacher educa- 

tion program. Many write -in suggestions also recommended the 

acceptance of the completion of technical workshop courses for 

teaching certificate renewals. This suggestion has already been put 

into practice in many states. There were a few individuals who 

strongly recommended cooperative industry -university teacher 

education programs. This suggestion has also been put into practice 
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at a number of institutions. 

A few individuals expressed the opinion that instructors of 

technical subjects should be graduate engineers with industrial 

experience. Right or wrong, if such a requirement were adopted, 

the already critical shortage of technical instructors would certainly 

increase. 

The study results disproved some common myths that exist in 

the technical education field - the average successful teachers do 

receive higher salaries than less successful instructors; they teach 

larger, not smaller classes than poorer performing teachers do; 

they are not older, actually they are younger than their less success- 

ful counterparts; they have less industrial and teaching experience 

than the low success instructors. 

Perhaps the most significant finding was that both the high 

success and the low success instructors recommended the inclusion 

of a large number of basic teacher education courses in the technical 

instructor preparation program. While the percentage of the recom- 

mendations was considerably higher in the high success group, the 

low success teachers also suggested more courses per number of 

units in education than is currently required in any of the states. 

The dissatisfaction with education courses is a common topic 

of discussion among both teachers and the lay public. Consequently, 

it could be expected that teachers would express similar sentiments 
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in the privacy of their homes in answering a questionnaire to which 

they did not attach their name. Also, for the majority of the re- 

spondents, the source of the inquiry was geographically quite remote, 

lessening the possibility of favorable motivation on the basis of 

familiarity. The selected instructors had every opportunity to rec- 

ommend the inclusion of only subject matter content courses for the 

technical teacher education program, or at least heavy emphasis 

upon content courses. Since the technical instructors elected to 

favor more education courses, we may assume that they feel a need 

for better mastery of teaching methods, practices, innovations and 

skills and are reasonable satisfied with the technical preparation 

they receive in industry, technical schools and institutes, and engi- 

neering schools. 
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Problem 

Many professions have required that their members meet 

certain pre -established standards. This is true of teaching. How- 

ever, with the great shortage of technical instructors, the demand 

for instructors has forced the technical education institutions to 

permit the licensing of individuals whose qualifications are in doubt 

by the profession. Perhaps this doubt exists because of lack of 

research findings to substantiate current licensing procedures in 

technical education. In many states common practice has been to 

apply or modify standards for technical teacher education which were 

developed for trade instructors. This procedure is considered a 

temporary arrangement to be used until satisfactory guidelines are 

established for technical instructor preparation. 

The basic objective of the study was to find what characterized 

the successful technical teachers. For lack of record of previous 

research on this topic, the study became primarily exploratory in 

nature. 

Questions which were focused to obtain information relative to 

these characteristics were the following: 

1. What is the family status of successful technical teachers? 
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2. What types of industrial and educational backgrounds char- 
acterize the high rated technical teachers? 

3. Are the teaching loads in terms of class -hours and student - 
teacher ratio for the successful instructor different from 
those of the lower rated teachers? 

4. Do successful technical teachers belong to professional 
technical societies and education organizations? 

5. Do successful instructors receive higher salaries, com- 
mensurate with their rated teaching performance? 

6. Are successful technical instructors interested in subject 
areas outside of their own? 

7. What type of a technical teacher preparation program is 
desired by the high rated instructors? 

8. Have previous studies been conducted to examine the back- 
grounds of technical teachers? If the answer is yes, do 
they have any implications for this study? 

Procedures Used 

Staff evaluation forms, similar to those used in most large 

school systems, were sent to directors of technical education pro- 

grams in 354 institutions in 44 states. The directors were requested 

to evaluate each of their technical instructors, with two or more 

years of teaching experience, on 16 separate instructional perform- 

ances. The numerical scoring and the subsequent rating placement 

on each of the returned evaluations was done at Oregon State Univer- 

sity. For the purposes of this study, 22 percent of the highest rated 

instructors represented the successful technical instructors. The 

sampling was limited to full -time technical instructors employed 
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within the boundaries of the United States and its territories. 

A ten page questionnaire, dealing with the data indicated in the 

problem statement, was sent to the instructors selected on the basis 

of their evaluation scores. The mean responses to each of the ques- 

tions were compared and tested for significance by either the chi 

square test for two independent samples or by computation of the t 

statistic. 

In order to determine whether or not the collected information 

represented factors which were unique to the successful instructors, 

the same information was gathered from those teachers in the evalu- 

ation survey whose ratings on their teaching performance placed 

them among the lowest 22 percent of the total. 

Participants in the Study 

Seventy -two percent of the directors contacted responded to the 

evaluation survey. A total of 406 instructors, in 195 schools, repre- 

senting 38 states were evaluated. From this total 174 individuals, in 

111 institutions, representing 35 states were selected for participa- 

tion in the study. One hundred thirty -eight technical instructors 

from 93 schools, or 79.3 percent of those selected, responded by 

completing the questionnaire (Chapter III, p. 36) . 
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Significance of the Literature 

The objectives of this study were based upon the recommenda- 

tions of the writings of authorities, and conference reports, which 

are detailed in Chapter II Review of the Literature. The writings of 

Booker, Venn, Levitan, Emerson, Dauwalder, Adams, Cochrane, 

Barr, Ryans, and Gowan are discussed, among others, as they per- 

tain to this investigation. 

A review of the selected related studies did not reveal findings 

which had significant implications for this investigation. The chief 

reasons for this were that past research studied the backgrounds of 

academic and industrial arts teachers in elementary and secondary 

schools, while technical teachers, generally, fall into the non- 

academic, post - secondary category. 

Finding s 

The findings of the study are detailed in Chapter IV Presenta- 

tion of Findings and Implications, and are summarized here into 

three main classifications: (1) significant; (2) near significant; and 

(3) non - significant. All three classifications are based upon statis- 

tical analysis of the critical ratio between the responses of the high 

success and the low success instructors on each of the questionnaire 

items completed by them. 
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(1) The results of the study suggested that significant differ- 

ences exist in the following areas: 

a. Technical instructors who entered teaching from a 
background of technician work in industry were 
more successful than those who entered with a back- 
ground in engineering. 

b. High success instructors were products of state 
universities, while low success instructors attended 
other institutions of higher learning. 

c. The average high success instructors had more 
students in their classes than the low success 
teachers. 

d. The low success instructors were more likely to 
belong to professional education organizations than 
high success teachers. 

e. The average high success instructors earned higher 
salaries than the low success teachers. 

(2) Near significant differences exist in the following areas: 

a. There were more advanced degrees in Education 
among the high success teachers than among the 
low success group. 

b. The high success group recommended more, speci- 
fic Education courses for the technical teacher 
preparation program than the low success group. 

c. The low success instructors had more years of 
industrial experience than high success instructors. 

d. The low success instructors had more years of 
teaching experience than the high success teachers. 

e. The low success instructors were more likely to 
belong to professional technical societies than the 
high success instructors. 

f. The average low success instructor was two years 
older than the high success instructor. 
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(3) No significant differences were found to exist between 

the high success and the low success technical instructors on the 

basis of: 

a. Their advocacy for qualifying examinations for 
technical instructors. 

b. Their advocacy for industrial experience for tech- 
nical instructors. Their suggestion for the length 
of the desired industrial experience. 

c. Completed high school industrial arts course work. 

d. Sex, marital status, and number of children of the 
participants. 

e. Interest in disciplines outside of own subject field 
(art, music, literature, and social sciences). 

f. Completed teacher education course work. 

g. Membership in community organizations. 

h. Teaching load in hours per week. 

j. Major technical teaching fields. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following biographical 

description may be used to identify the high and the low success 

instructors: 

The average high success instructor, as repre- 
sented by the study participants, was male, 41 years of 
age, married, and had two children. He received his 
technical preparation from three sources; post -high 
school technical programs, industry, and four -year 
colleges and universities. The successful instructor 
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was a graduate of a state university with a B. A. or B. S. 

degree in education or engineering. During his teacher 
preparation he completed 24 semester units of academic 
work in his subject field, 17 units of Education courses, 
and 2 units of supervised teaching. Earlier, his exper- 
iences included three units of industrial arts course work 
in high school. 

The high success technical instructor began his 
teaching career at age 30, after seven years of technical 
work experience in industry. He is teaching in a 
vocational -technical school or community college, be- 
tween 21 and 24 hours per week, and has an average of 
18 students in his classes. Currently, he is earning 
$10, 434 per year. He is probably teaching in some 
phase of Electronics, Drafting, or Mechanical and 
Machine Technology. He holds membership in a tech- 
nical society and a national education organization. 

The successful technical teacher has no doubt 
about the need for industrial experience for instruc- 
tors in his instructional field - he is definitely in favor 
of it. In addition to this, he believes that all candi- 
dates for technical teaching positions should be required 
to pass a qualifying examination in their respective 
subject fields. For the "ideal" technical teacher edu- 
cation program, he recommended 29 semester units in 
the "basics" (English, speech, psychology, mathemat- 
ics, and physical science), 17 units in technical sub- 
jects, 32 units in specific Education subjects, 4 units 
of supervised teaching, and 5 units of electives. His 
total recommendation came to 87 semester units. 

The low success instructor was three years 
older, had two years more industrial experience, 
earned $2, 636 less per year, had fewer students in his 
classes (6,4 students less), and was more active in 
professional organizations than his more successful 
counterpart. 

The low success teacher completed a teacher 
education program almost identical to that of the high 
success instructor, but he had two semester units 
less Education courses. His curriculum suggestions 
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for technical teacher preparation, generally, followed 
those of the successful instructors', but he was less 
apt to make course recommendations. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that the significant and the near significant 

differences which have been found in this study between high success 

and low success technical instructors be investigated in depth. 

While the research design for this study called for twin variance 

analysis, the subsequent studies should employ multi- variance 

analysis methods and techniques. It will be necessary to delve into 

the behavioral domain of the successful technical instructor to a far 

greater extent than it was possible in this survey study, if the 

results are to be implemented to aid technical teacher preparation 

programs. 
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Table 1 

Sex of the Participating Instructors 

Sex High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Male 75 62 
Female 1 0 

Critical ratio: 2 
X = .821790 insignificant 

Table 2 

Marital Status of the Participating Instructors 

Marital Status High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Single 8 8 

Married 68 54 

Critical ratio: X 2 = .188094 insignificant 

Table 3 

Number of Children of the Study Participants 

Number of Children High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

0 11 10 
1 13 8 

2 22 18 
3 15 13 
4 8 8 

5 5 1 

6 1 1 

7 1 2 

8 0 0 
9 0 1 

Mean number of children: 2.2 Mean number of children: 2. 4 

Critical ratio: t = . 5383 insignificant 
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Table 4 

Major Technical Teaching Fields Represented by the Study Participants 

Teaching Field High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Electrical and Electronics Technology 31 32 
Drafting Technology 15 12 
Civil and Construction Technology 2 2 

Chemical and Metallurgical Technology 4 3 

Mechanical and Machine Technology 10 6 

Data Processing Technology 4 2 

Automotive Technology 3 1 

Aviation Technology 2 1 

Production Technology 5 3 

Critical ratio: X2 = 4. 440840 insignificant 

Table 5 

Current Salaries of the Study Participants 

Salary Range High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

$4, 000 - $5, 000 1 0 
$5, 000 - $6, 000 1 5 

$6, 000 - $7, 000 0 16 
$7, 000 - $8, 000 2 16 
$8, 000 - $9, 000 6 11 

$9, 000 - $1 0, 000 19 8 

$10, 000 - $11, 000 20 4 
$11, 000 - $12, 000 14 2 

$12, 000 - $13, 000 6 0 
$13, 000 - $14, 000 6 0 
$14,000 - $15, 000 1 0 

Mean salary: $10, 434.00 Mean salary: $7, 798.00 

Critical ratio: t =9. °12 2 significant at the 1% level 
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Table 6 

Age of Study Participants at the Beginning of Their First Full -Time School Teaching Assignment 

Ye ars High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

20 -25 16 9 

25 - 30 22 14 

30 - 35 8 14 

35 -40 16 8 

40 - 45 7 15 

45 -50 3 1 

50 - 55 3 0 

55 -60 1 1 

Mean age at beginning teaching: 32,6 Mean age at beginning teaching: 33. 6 

Critical ratio: t = . 5874 insignificant 

Table 7 

Current Teaching Load of the Study Participants in Hours Per Week 

Hours High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

1 - 4 2 0 

5 -8 3 1 

9 -12 2 2 

13 - 16 5 6 

17 - 20 12 12 
21 - 24 8 12 

25 - 28 8 9 

29 - 32 19 11 

33 - 36 9 5 

37 - 40 8 4 

Mean teaching load in hours: 22.5 Mean teaching load in hours: 23.9 

Critical ratio: t = -. 7440 insignificant 
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Table 8 

Average Number of Students in the Study Participants' Classes 

Students High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

5 -8 0 4 
9 - 12 1 12 
13 - 16 7 14 
17 - 20 11 17 
21 - 24 33 8 

25 - 28 16 6 

29 - 32 4 1 

33 -36 2 

37 -40 1 

Over 40 1 

Mean number of students: 23. 1 Mean number of students: 16. 7 

Critical ratio: t 618E Significant at the 5% level 

Table 9 

Technical Subject Field Examination Required for Teaching Position for Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 16 (21.0 %) 15 (24.1 %) 

No 60 47 

Critical ratio: X 2 = . 193338 insignificant 

Table 10 

Study Participants' Membership in Technical Societies or Engineering Organizations 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 47 (62 %) 47 (76 %) 

No 29 15 

2 
Critical ratio: X = 3. 065808 insignificant 

= 
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Table 11 

Study Participants' Membership in National Professional Education Organizations 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 65 (72. 4%) 46 (77. 4%) 

No 11 16 

Critical ratio: t = 2. 094 significant at the 5% level 

Table 12 

Study Participants' Membership in Community Service Organizations 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 25 (37.1%) 24 (38. 7 %) 

No 47 38 

Critical ratio: X2 = . 004416 insignificant 

Table 13 

Study Participants' Involvement in Community Youth Group Leadership Activities 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 18 (26.8 %) 12 (15.8 %) 

No 58 50 

Critical ratio: X2 = . 376188 insignificant 
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Table 14 

Employment Classification of Study Participants in Industry Prior to First Teaching Position 

Classification High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Engineer 21 (27. 6 %) 20 (32. 2 %) 

Technician 34 35 

Other 21 7 

Critical ratio: X2 = 5. 969466 significant at the 5% level 

Table 15 

Number of Years of Industrial Experience of the Study Participants in Major Subject Taught 

Years High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

None 5 0 

1 -4 20 2 

4 - 8 15 13 

8 - 12 15 10 

12 - 16 7 15 

16 - 20 4 9 

20 -24 5 4 

24 -28 2 5 

28 - 32 2 2 

32 -36 1 2 

Mean industrial experience: Mean industrial experience: 
9.4 years 14.5 years 

Critical ratio:._ -7.7799 insignificant 
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Table 16 

Study Participants' Number of Years of Technical Education Teaching Experience 

Years High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

1 - 4 26 23 

4 -8 28 14 
8 - 12 14 13 

12 - 16 3 3 

16 - 20 2 4 

20 - 24 1 2 

24 -28 1 1 

28 - 32 0 0 

32 - 36 1 1 

36 - 40 0 0 

More than 40 0 1 

Mean number of years: 7.0 Mean number of years: 5.5 

Critical ratio: tom.? 3.34 insignificant 

Table 17 

Total Number of Years of Teaching Experience of the Selected Instructors 

Years High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

1 -4 20 12 
4 - 8 23 11 

8 - 12 14 17 
12 - 16 9 6 

16 - 20 4 4 
20 - 24 2 3 

24 - 28 2 3 

28 -32 0 0 

32 -- 36 2 2 

Mean number of years of total Mean number of years of total 
teaching experience: 8. 9 teaching experience: 10. 1 

Critical ratio:'_;:_.? 9282 insignificant 
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Table 18 

Current Place of Teaching Employment of the Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Vocational Technical School 28 (36.8 %) 18 (29%) 

Community or Junior College 31 (40.1 %) 27 (43. 5 %) 

Technical Institute 9 (11.8 %) 8 (12. 9 %) 

Secondary School 4 (5. 6 %) 4 (6.5 %) 

State University 4 (5. 6 %) 5 (8.1 %) 

Critical ratio: X 2 = 1. 211916 insignificant 

Table 19 

Source of the Study Participants' Teacher Preparation 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

None 6 6 

State University or College 57 (57.0 %) 13 (37.0 %) 

State Department of Education (in- service) 10 5 

Combination of two or more institutions 3 (3. 95 %) 28 (45.0 %) 

Critical ratio: X 2 = 11. 412600 significant at the 1% level 

Table 20 

Highest Academic Achievements of the Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

High School 15 18 

A. A. (Associate of Arts) or 

A. S. (Associate of Science) 7 4 

B. A. or B. S. 28 28 

M. A. or M. S. 23 10 

Ph. D. or Ed. D. 3 2 

2 
Critical ratio: X = 5. 043762 insignificant 
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Table 21 

Source of Technical Preparation of the Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

On -the -job in Industry 1 7 

Private Voc -Tech School 1 2 

Armed Forces 4 4 

Public Voc -Tech School 0 2 

Technical Institute 1 1 

State College or University and 
on -the -job in Industry 68 (89. 4 %) 46 (79. 0%) 

Critical ratio: X 2 = 10.822374 insignificant 

Table 22 

Number of Units of Technical or Trade and Industrial Courses Taken 
in High School by the Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

1 -2 
3 -4 
None 

5118.5% 
9 

62 

15} 
3 

44 

29.1% 

Critical ratio: X 2 = 9. 736452 significant at the 1% level 
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Table 23 

Number of Semester Units of Industrial Arts Courses Taken in High School 
by the Study Participants 

Units High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

None 32 21 

1 - 2 16 19 

3 - 4 12 10 
5 -6 9 5 )66.1% 
7 - 8 2 

( 

59, 2% 

9 -10 3I 3 

11 -12 1 

Mean number of units: 3. 3 Mean number of units: 2. 8 

Critical ratio: t = -.71 27 insignificant 

Table 24 

Number of Years of Full -Time Post -High School Technical Course Work Completed 
by the Study Participants 

Years High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

0 39 36 

1 16 4 

2 12 14 
2 

46% 46% 
4 3 1 ) 41.9% 
5 1 3 

6 2 1 

7 1 

Mean number of years: 1.0 Mean number of years: 1. 2 

Critical ratio: t = . 4860 insignificant 

3 3 



Table 25 

Questionnaire Data 

Study Participants Course Work Completed in Technical Subject Field and Teacher Education 

Questionnaire Item 

High Success Instructors 
N =76 

Mean % of N 

Low Success Instructors 
N =62 

Mean % of N t -score Critical Ratio 

Semester units of course work completed 
in technical subject field 23. 9 76. 3 23. 87 79. 0 - . 9586 insignificant 

Semester units of teacher education 
course work completed 17.5 89. 4 15.0 79. 0 - . 687 insignificant 

Methods of Teaching Technical Subjects 3. 82 75. 0 3.57 69. 3 - . 357 insignificant 
Principles and Philosophy of Tech. Education 2.79 64. 4 2.53 58.1 - . 472 insignificant 
History of Vocational Education i. 23 50.0 1. 34 51.6 . 454 insignificant 
Audio -Visual Aids 1. 29 46. 5 1. 29 58. 0 . 006 insignificant 
Instructional Materials Development 2. 04 55. 2 1. 79 48. 3 - . 590 insignificant 
Occupational Analysis 1. 32 50.0 1. 40 48. 3 . 245 insignificant 
Curriculum Construction 2. 23 65.7 1.90 61.2 - . 882 insignificant 
Organization and Management of Instr. 1.79 55.2 1.46 56.4 - . 958 insignificant 
Educational Tests and Measurements 1.72 56.5 1.99 59.6 . 710 insignificant 
Supervised Teaching 2. 21 39. 4 2. 26 48. 3 . 094 insignificant 

Mean of the Differences + t = Critical values of t statistics: 5% level of significance - 1.98 
Standard Error of the Difference 

1% level of significance - 2. 576 



Table 26 

Questionnaire Data 

Study Participants Curriculum Recommendations for Technical Instructor Preparation Program 

Questionnaire Item 

High Success Instructors 
N =76 

Mean % of N 

Low Success Instructors 
N =62 

Mean % of N t -score Critical Ratio 

Courses in subject matter including 
workshops in semester units 17. 0 88.1 17.11 90. 3 . 577 insignificant 

English 5.55 94.7 5.9 96.7 1.723 insignificant 
Speech 3.00 90.7 2.75 88.7 1.440 insignificant 
Psychology 4. 11 92.1 4. 22 88. 7 - .. 218 insignificant 
Mathematics 9.84 96.0 11.28 90.3 .777 insignificant 
Physical Science 6. 49 92.1 7.81 87.0 . 876 insignificant 
Principles and Philosophy of Tech. Education 2. 88 90. 7 2. 92 82. 2 - . 622 insignificant 
History of Vocational Education 2. 20 78. 9 2. 47 70. 9 . 204 insignificant 
Audio -Visual Aids 2. 70 92.1 2.59 79. 0 - . 161 insignificant 
Instr. Materials Development 3. 68 89. 4 3.88 69. 3 - . 134 insignificant 
Methods of Teaching Technical Subjects 3. 91 94. 7 3.50 87. 0 - . 997 insignificant 
Occupational Analysis 3. 98 78. 9 3. 48 77. 4 .812 insignificant 
Curriculum Development and Course Constr. 3. 20 92.1 3. 45 82. 2 - . 340 insignificant 
Organization and Management of Instr. 3. 65 65.7 3. 21 67. 7 - . 611 insignificant 
Educational Tests and Measurements 2. 96 92.1 3. 47 88. 7 . 759 insignificant 
Supervised Teaching 3. 90 71.0 3.90 67. 7 - . 224 insignificant 
Guidance Techniques and Information 3.16 75.0 3.14 69. 3 - . 425 insignificant 
Others 5.16 25.0 5.85 20.9 - .124 insignificant 

Mean of the Differences t= Critical values of t statistics: 5% level of significance ± 1.98 
Standard Error of the Difference 1% level of significance ± 2.576 



95 

Table 27 

Study Participants Interest in Non -Technical Subject Fields 

High Low High Low High Low High Low 

Success Success Success Success Success Success Success Success 
Group Group Group Group Group Group Group Group 
(N =76) (N =62) (N =76) (N =62) (N =76) (N =62) (N =76) (N =62) 

High Interest 4 11 6 9 15 21 18 16 

Considerable Interest 26 15 28 23 32 18 33 30 

Low Interest 33 23 30 15 17 15 17 8 

No Interest 13 13 12 15 12 8 8 8 

Critical ratio: X 2 = 6. 651738 X 2 = 5. 055354 X 2 = 4. 470786 X 2 = 2. 101740 
insignificant insignificant insignificant insignificant 

Table 28 

Industrial Arts Teaching Experience of Study Participants Prior to Present Position 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 15 10 
No 61 52 

Critical ratio: X 
2 

= . 299598 insignificant 
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Table 29 

The Age of the Study Participants 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

25 1 1 

27 1 0 

28 4 2 

29 2 2 

30 5 2 

31 2 1 

32 2 1 

33 1 0 

34 2 2 

35 3 1 

36 0 2 

37 3 2 

38 3 0 

39 2 4 

40 10 1 

41 0 1 

42 7 4 

43 1 3 

44 3 3 

45 5 2 

46 1 2 

47 3 3 

48 2 3 

49 0 2 

50 1 4 

51 1 2 

52 1 1 

53 1 1 

54 3 3 

55 1 0 

59 1 0 

60 1 3 

61 1 2 

62 1 1 

63 0 1 

75 1 0 

Mean age: 41 Mean age: 44 

Critical ratio: t = 1. 7644 insignificant 
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Table 30 

Study Participants Support for Industrial Experience Requirement in Their Subject Field 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 75 61 

No 1 1 

Critical ratio: X 
2 

= . 021114 insignificant 

Table 31 

Study Participants' Support for Qualifying Examination Requirement in Their Subject Field 

High Success Group (N = 76) Low Success Group (N = 62) 

Yes 49 (65 %) 42 (68 %) 

No 27 20 

Critical ratio: X 2 = .162288 insignificant 
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APPENDIX B 

1. Cover letter for evaluation sheet sent to technical 
education directors 

2. Follow -up letter sent to technical education 
director s 

3. Sample of evaluation sheets sent to technical educa- 
tion directors 

4. List of the institutions which complied with the 
evaluation request 



September 21, 1964 

Dear Sir: 
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The Trade and Industrial Education Department of Oregon 
State University is conducting a research study which seeks to ex- 
amine the backgrounds of the Nation's technical education instructors. 
Approximately 30 percent of the instructors teaching National Defense 
Education Act approved technical education courses will be contacted 
in the near future with questions concerning their backgrounds and 
their thoughts on improved teacher preparation methods. 

The aim of this project is to improve the technical teacher 
education program at Oregon State University through the findings 
and suggestions of the selected technical education instructors. The 
study has the cooperation and assistance of the Technical Education 
and Trade and Industrial Education divisions of the United States 
Office of Health, Education and Welfare. Both of these agencies 
believe that the findings of the project will be of value to all teacher 
education institutions and, consequently, to technical education. 

Your assistance is cordially requested in selecting the instruc- 
tors who are to be included in the above study. We would like to ask 
you, if we may, to evaluate each of those technical education in- 
structors at your school who are teaching National Defense Educa- 
tion Act approved courses on a full -time basis, and have at least 
two years of full -time teaching experience. The information 
received will be handled in the strictest confidence and used solely 
for selecting the study participants. Please fill out the enclosed 
forms completely and return them to us at your earliest convenience. 
At the conclusion of the study, upon request, you will receive a 
summary of the findings. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

George Storm 
Trade and Industrial Education 

Enclosure 



November 2, 1964 

Dear Colleague: 
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Several weeks ago we sent an important request to you con- 
cerning a research study in technical education. As you may recall 
we requested a simple individual evaluation of your full -time tech- 
nical education instructors teaching classes under Title VIII of the 
National Defense Education Act. The purpose of the evaluation is 
to select participants for the nation -wide study. All technical edu- 
cation directors who are in charge of full -time National Defense 
Education Act programs were contacted for assistance. 

We have not yet received your response. Perhaps you never 
received it or perhaps it has been misplaced. Because of the im- 
portance of the study, another set of evaluation forms is enclosed 
for your attention. Please take a few moments to fill it out and to 
return it to our office in the enclosed envelope. Your cooperation 
is greatly appreciated and will make this a successful study. (Please 
disregard this reminder if you have already mailed the requested 
information. ) 

Sincerely yours, 

George Storm 
Trade and Industrial Education 

Enclosure 



TECHNICAL INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION FORM 

Teacher's Name: 
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School or Institution: 

Teaching Subject: 

Evaluator's Name and Position: 

Estimates and appraisals of instructor performance are indi- 
cated by the following symbols: 

4 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting outstanding 
ability in this area 

3 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting strength 
in this area 

2 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting satisfactory 
progress in this area 

1 - Interpret instructor performance as reflecting a need for 
improvement in this area 

A. EVALUATION OF THE TEACHER - LEARNING 
SITUATION 

1. I observed techniques of lesson presentation 
which I thought to be well executed. 

2. I evaluate teaching planning and organization of 
class activities as adequate. 

3. I evaluate teacher direction of lesson- connected 
out -of -class learning activities as being 
adequate. 

4. I evaluate teacher's learning - evaluation tech- 
niques as being adequate. 

4 3 2 1 



5. I observed personal characteristics of this 
teacher which I believe will contribute to his 
success in the teaching -learning situation 
(voice, mannerisms, etc. ). 

6. I evaluate the use of teaching aids as being 
appropriate to the lesson and to the technical 
nature of the class (audio -visual aids, black- 
board diagrams, community resources, etc. ). 

7. I evaluate teacher concern for physical condi- 
tions of the teaching situation as adequate. 

3 2 1 
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B. EVALUATION OF PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION 
OF TEACHER 

1. I evaluate t] its 
and breadth 
ration (knov ledge 
concepts in 

2. I evaluate t] is 
subject mat ter 
him to make 
students (use 

3. I evaluate t] at 
reflected well 
zation (give s 
materials, 

4 

teacher as having adequate depth 
of technical subject matter prepa- 

of fact, detail and relationship 
his field, etc. ). 

teacher's knowledge in related 
areas to be adequate to enable 

the subject matter meaningful to 
of examples, parallels, etc. ). 

this teacher's knowledge is 
in the course content and organi- 

more than a repeat of text 
etc. ). 

C. EVALUATION OF TEACHER'S DEVELOPMENT 

1. I interpret teacher activity as representing 
attempted professional improvement. (Addi- 
tional course work, attendance at workshops 
and conferences, independent research of study, 
personal library, articles or papers in field 
published or presented, etc. ). 

4 3 2 1 

4 

3 2 1 



4 3 2 1 
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2. I interpret teacher activity as representing a 
contribution to further development of teaching 
as a profession (membership and activity in 
professional organizations, participation in 
committees of local professional organization, 
papers and reports in field published, etc. ). 

D. EVALUATION OF TEACHER'S COOPERATION WITH 
ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES, DIRECTIVES AND 
CLERICAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. I believe this teacher has adequately met admin- 
istrative clerical needs (attendance and grade 
records filled out properly and turned in on 
time, test and library book requests completed, 
etc. ). 

2. I believe this teacher has carried out satisfac- 
torily special assignments and departmental 
duties. 

3. I believe this teacher has satisfactory concern 
for the care of school property. 

4 3 2 1 

E. EVALUATION OF TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD 
HIS STUDENTS 

1. I believe this teacher is well motivated and 
basically interested in developing his students. 

4 3 2 1 



104 

INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING IN THE EVALUATION SURVEY 

Alabama 

Alabama Institute of Aviation Technology, Ozark 
Alabama S. & M. College, Normal 
Patterson State Vocational - Technical School, Montgomery 
State Vocational -Technical School, Mobile 
Walker County High School, Jasper 
Wallace State Vocational - Technical School, Dothan 
Alabama School of Trades, Gadsen 

California 

Mt. San Antonio College, Walnut 
College of the Sequoias, Visalia 
San Joaquin Delta College, Stockton 
Santa Rosa Junior College, Santa Rosa 
Santa Barbara City College, Santa Barbara 
San Jose City College, San Jose 
College of San Mateo, San Mateo 
City College of San Francisco, San Francisco 
San Bernardino Valley College, San Bernardino 
Hartnell College, Salinas 
American River Junior College, Sacramento 
Monterey Peninsula College, Monterey 
Los Angeles City College, Los Angeles 
Foothill College, Los Altos Hills 
Glendale College, Glendale 
Fresno City College, Fresno 
Orange Coast College, Costa Mesa 
Compton College, Compton 
Coalinga College, Coalinga 
Southwestern College, Chula Vista 
Cabrillo College, Aptos 
Chaffey College, Alta Loma 
Long Beach City College, Long Beach 
Laney Campus, Oakland City College, Oakland 
Cerritos College, Norwalk 
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Colorado 

Trinidad State Junior College, Trinidad 
Northeastern Junior College, Sterling 
Southern Colorado State College, Pueblo 
Otero Junior College, La Junta 
Lamar Junior College, Lamar 
Emily Griffith Opportunity School, Denver 

Connecticut 

Henry Abbott Regional Technical Vocational School, Danbury 
Norwich Regional Technical School, Norwich 
Norwalk State Technical Institute, Norwalk 

Florida 

Seminole High School, Sanford 
North Miami High School, Miami 
Sarasota Vocational School, Sarasota 
Tomlinson Adult Education Center, St. Petersburg 
Chipola Junior College, Marianna 
Lyman High School, Longwood 
Junior College of Broward County, Fort Lauderdale 
Mary Karl Vocational School, Daytona Beach 
Dixie Hollins High School, St. Petersburg 
Dunadin High School, St. Petersburg 

Georgia 

Area Vocational - Technical School, Valdosta 
Savannah Vocational School, Savannah 
Coosa Valley Vocational- Technical School, Rome 
Area Vocational - Technical School, Muscogee 
Columbus Area Vocational - Technical School, Columbus 
Augusta Area Vocational - Technical School, Augusta 
Monroe Area Vocational - Technical School, Albany 
Area Vocational - Technical School, Albany 
DeKalb Area Vocational - Technical School, Scottdale 
North Georgia Technical and Vocational School, Clarksville 
South Georgia Trade and Vocational School, Americus 

Hawaii 

Honolulu Technical School, Honolulu 
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Idaho 

School of Trade and Technical Education, Idaho State Univ., Pocatello 
Boise Junior College, Boise 

Illinois 

E. Alton -Wood River Area Technical Institute, Wood River 
University of Illinois, Institute of Aviation, Urbana 
Rockford Technical Institute, Rockford 
United Township High School, East Moline 
Morton Junior College, Cicero 
Bloom Community College, Chicago Heights 
Chicago City Junior College, Wright Branch, Chicago 
Chicago City Junior College, Southeast Branch, Chicago 

Iowa 

Independent School District, Sioux City 
Ottumwa Technical School, Ottumwa 
Community College, Mason City 
Community College, Clinton 
Community College, Clarinda 
Community College, Burlington 

Kansas 

Campus High School, Wichita State University, Wichita 
Kansas State College, Pittsburg 
University of Wichita, Wichita 
Hutchinson Junior College, Hutchinson 
Kansas State Teachers College, Emporia 
Wichita High School, East, Wichita 

Kentucky 

Somerset Area Vocational School, Somerset 
Area Vocational School, Owensboro 
Area Vocational School, Madisonville 
Hazard State Vocational School, Hazard 
Western Area Vocational School, Bowling Green 
Ashland Area Vocational School, Ashland 
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Louisiana 

Sowela Technical Institute, Lake Charles 
T. H. Harris Vocational - Technical School, Opelousas 

Maine 

Maine Vocational - Technical Institute, South Portland 

Maryland 

Montgomery Junior College, Takoma Park 
Harford Junior College, Bel Aire 

Mas sachusetts 

Leominister Area Vocational School, Leominister 
Worcester Industrial Technical Institute, Worcester 

Michigan 

Arthur Hill Technical High School, Saginaw 
Port Huron Junior College, Port Huron 
Lansing Community College, Lansing 
Grand Rapids Community College, Grand Rapids 
Flint Community College, Flint 
Henry Ford Community College, Dearborn 
Central High School, Bay City 

Minnesota 

Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
Area 
St. 

Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational - Technical 
Vocational- Technical 
Vocational- Technical 

Paul Area 

School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 
School, 

Technical -Vocational 

Willmar 
Wadenda 
Thief River Falls 
Staple s 

Saint Cloud 
Minneapolis 
Hibbing 
Duluth 
Austin 
School, St. Paul 

Winona Area Vocational - Technical School, Winona 
Area Vocational -Technical. School, Mankato 
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Mississippi 

Northwest Mississippi Junior College, Senatobia 
Itawamba Junior College, Fulton 

Mis souri 

Springfield Vocational - Technical School, Springfield 
Linn Technical Junior College, Linn 
Board of Education, Kansas City 
Franklin Technical School, Joplin 

Montana 

Northern Montana College, Havre 

Nebraska 

Nebraska Vocational - Technical School, Milford 

Nevada 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Clark County School District, Las Vegas 
Mineral County Technical School, Hawthorne 
University of Nevada, Southern Regional Division, Las Vegas 
White Pine High School, Ely 

New Jersey 

Union County Vocational - Technical Institute, Scotch Plains 
Salem County Vocational - Technical Institute, Penns Grove 
Cape May County Vocational - Technical Institute, Cape May 

New Mexico 

Eastern New Mexico University, Portales 

North Carolina 

Industrial Education Center, Winston -Salem 
Lenoir County Technical Institute, Kingston 
Industrial Education Center, Sanford 
Industrial Education Center, Durham 
Catawba Valley Technical Institute, Newton 
Asheville Byncombe Technical Institute, Asheville 
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Ohio 

Chandler Technical School, Willoughby 
Board of Education, Springfield 
Board of Education, Mansfield 
Board of Education, Lorain 
Lorain County Community College, Lorain 

Oklahoma 

Eastern Oklahoma A. & M. College, Wilburton 
Oklahoma Tech, Oklahoma State University, Okmulgee 
Oklahoma State University, Oklahoma City 
Cameron State College, Lawton 
Oklahoma College for Women, Chickasha 

Oregon 

Portland Community College, Portland 
Blue Mountain College, Pendleton 
Eugene Technical Vocational School, Eugene 
Clatsop College, Astoria 

South Carolina 

South Carolina Area Trade School, West Columbia 
Abbeville Vocational School, Abbeville 

South Dakota 

Mitchell Public Schools, Mitchell 

Tennessee 

Franklin County High School, Winchester 
Chattanooga Technical School, Chattanooga 
McMinn County High School, Athens 
Bristol Technical School, Bristol 
Memphis Technical High School, Memphis 
Fulton Electronics School, Fulton 
Greenville High School, Greenville 
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Texas 

Tyler Junior College, Tyler 
Laredo Junior College, Laredo 
Cooke County Junior College, Gainesville 
Navarro Junior College, Corsicana 
Texas A. & M. University, College Station 
Del Mar Technical Institute, Corpus Christi 

Utah 

Central Utah Vocational School, Provo 
Weber State College, Ogden 
Salt Lake Trade and Technical Institution, Salt Lake City 

Virginia 

New River Vocational - Technical School, Radford 
O.1d Dominion Technical Institute, Norfolk 
Washington County Vocational - Technical School, Abington 

Washington 

Tacoma Vocational- Technical Institute, Tacoma 
Spokane Community College, Spokane 
Olympia Vocational School, Olympia 
Clover Park Vocational - Technical School, Clover Park 
Centralia College, Centralia 
Olympic College, Bremerton 
Bellingham Technical School, Bellingham 
Lower Columbia College, Longview 
Edison Technical School, Seattle -- Holgate Technical School 
Clark College, Vancouver 

West Virginia 

Raleigh County Vocational - Technical Center, Beckley 



Wisconsin 

Kenosha Technical Institute, Kenosha 
Wausau Technical Institute, Wausau 
Eau Claire Vocational - Technical and Adult School, 
Racine Technical Institute, Racine 
Vocational and Adult School, Oshkosh 
School of Vocational and Adult Education, 
School of Vocational 
School of Vocational 
School of Vocational 
School of Vocational 
School of Vocational 

and Adult Education, 
and Adult Education, 
and Adult Education, 
and Adult Education, 
and Adult Education, 

Eau Claire 

Sheboygan 
Beloit 
Two Rivers 
Superior 
La Crosse 
Appleton 
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APPENDIX C 

1. Cover letter for questionnaire sent to selected 
technical instructors 

2. Follow -up letter sent to technical instructors 

3. Questionnaire sent to selected technical instructors 

4. List of the institutions which were represented 
among the technical instructor participants 
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Dear 

The Trade and Industrial Education Department of the School 
of Education at Oregon State University is conducting a study to aid 
in developing satisfactory undergraduate and graduate programs in 
technical teacher education. We believe that a good starting point 
for such a project is the examination of the background, current 
status and opinion of the experienced technical education instructor. 

Approximately 250 technical education instructors, from all 
over the United States are being asked to participate in this project. 
Local industrial education directors assisted in the selection of 
participants and the Technical Education and Trade and Industrial 
Education Branch of the United States Office of Education aided in 
the construction of the research design. 

With the aid of your local industrial education director, you 
were selected for inclusion in the above study. We would very much 
appreciate it if you would fill out the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to us at your earliest convenience. You may note that the 
questions are separated into four distinct categories: educational 
background, current teaching activities, interests, and recommenda- 
tions for teacher education curriculum. Your answers will provide 
a composite view of the technical instructor of our era and his sug- 
gestions for curriculum design in teacher education. 

All information received will be held in the strictest confidence. 
If you wish a copy of the summary and recommendations of the study, 
please advise us accordingly and it will be mailed to you at the con- 
clusion of the project. Write name and address on separate paper 
for this purpose. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

George Storm 
Trade and Industrial Education 

Enclosure 
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Dear Colleague: 

Several weeks ago we sent you an important questionnaire 
concerning a research study in technical education. You may recall 
that the questions dealt with your academic and industrial back- 
ground, current teaching status, and your suggestions regarding 
the technical teacher education curriculum. The information was 
requested to aid Oregon State University in revising its technical 
teacher education program. 

Teacher education institutions are often criticized for con- 
ducting programs that do not take into consideration the needs and 
wishes of the experienced public school educators. Perhaps, at one 
time, you voiced such criticism. If so, we are certain that you 
will want to assist us in this undertaking. Without the support of 
you, the experienced, currently practicing technical teacher, our 
curriculum revision efforts may not be as successful as they could 
be with your cooperation. 

We realize that our request is a great imposition upon your 
time. However, we hope that you will consider the goal of the 
project worth your effort. 

It is quite possible that you may have misplaced the original 
questionnaire, so we are enclosing a duplicate for your convenience. 
Please disregard this letter if you have already complied with our 
request. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

George Storm 
Trade and Industrial Education 

Enclosure 
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TECHNICAL INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please check the appropriate answers to the following questions. If you find it necessary to check 
more than one answer to a question, please indicate the approximate percentage of each checked 
response. 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. Age 2. Marital Status: ( ) Single ( ) Married 

3. Sex: ( ) Male ( ) Female 

4. Number of children: 
( ) 0 ( ) 4 

( ) 1 ( ) 5 

( ) 2 ( ) 6 

( ) 3 ( ) 7 

5. Major teaching field: 
( ) Electronics 
( ) Electrical 
( ) Drafting 
( ) Chemical 

6. Current salary: 
( ) $3, 000 -$4, 000 
( ) $4,000 -$5,000 
( ) $5,000- $6,000 

( ) Metallurgical 
( ) Civil 
( ) Construction 
( ) Instrumentation 

( ) $6, 000 -$7, 000 
( ) $7,000 -$8,000 
( ) $8,000- $9,000 

7. Number of years of industrial experience in major subject taught: 
( ) None 
( ) 1 -4 
( ) 4 -8 
( ) 8 -12 

( ) 12 -16 
( ) 16 -20 
( ) 20 -24 
( ) 24 -28 

( ) Production 
( ) Nuclear 
( ) Plastics 
( ) Other (Specify) 

( ) $9,000 -$10,000 
( ) $10, 000 -$11, 000 
( ) $11, 000 -$12, 000 
( ) $12, 000 -$13, 000 

( ) 28 -32 
( ) 32 -36 
( ) More than 36 

8. What was your employment classification in industry prior to your first teaching position? 
( ) Operator 
( ) Other (Specify) 

( ) Engineer 
( ) Technician 
( ) Journeyman 

( ) Mechanic 
( ) Specialist 
( ) Helper 

9. Number of years teaching technical education: 
( ) 16 -20 
( ) 20 -24 
( ) 24 -28 
( ) 28 -32 

( ) 32 -36 
( ) 36 -40 
( ) More than 40 

( ) 8 

( ( 9 

( ) 10 

( ) 11 

( ) 1 -4 
( ) 4 -8 
( ) 8 -12 
( ) 12 -16 



10. Total number of years teaching: 
( ) 1-4 ( ) 16 -20 ( ) 32 -36 

( ) 4 -8 ( ) 20 -24 ( ) More than 36 

( ) 8 -12 ( ) 24 -28 
( ) 12 -16 ( ) 28 -32 

11. Were you an industrial arts instructor prior to your present position? 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

12. Current place of teaching employment: 
Vocational Technical School 
Community or Junior College 
Technical Institute 
Secondary School 
State University 
Other (Specify) 

13. Where did you receive your technical instruction? 
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On -the -job in Industry 
Secondary School 
Private Vocational Technical School 
Armed Services 
Public Vocational Technical School 
Technical Institute 
Community or Junior College 
State College or University 
Industry Training Program 
Other, Please Specify 

14. If you checked the armed services for the above question, in which of the armed forces did 
you obtain your technical training? 

( ) Army ( ) Coast Guard ( ) Marines 
( ) Air Force ( ) Navy 

15. Where did you receive your teacher preparation (course work)? 
( ) Did not receive any 
( ) State College or University 
( ) In- Service 
( ) State Department of Education 
( ) Private Liberal Arts College 
( ) Other, Please Specify 

16. Did you have to take an examination in your subject field for your current teaching position 
or for State accreditation? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

17. At what age did you begin full -time school teaching? 
( ) 20 -25 ( ) 40 -45 ( ) 60 -65 

( ) 25-30 ( ) 45-50 ( ) 65-70 
( ) 30 -35 ( ) 50 -55 
( ) 35 -40 ( ) 55 -60 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 
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18. How many hours per week is your current teaching load? 
( ) 1 -4 ( ) 17 -20 
( ) 5-8 ( ) 21-24 
( ) 9 -12 ( ) 25 -28 
( ) 13 -16 ( ) 29 -32 

( ) 33 -36 
( ) 37 -40 

19. Average number of students in your classes: 
( ) 1 -4 ( ) 17 -20 ( ) 33 -36 

( ) 5 -8 ( ) 21 -24 ( ) 37 -40 
( ) 9 -12 ( ) 25 -28 ( ) Over 40, Please 

( ) 29 -32 Specify 

B. EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

20. Number of semester units of industrial arts courses taken in high school, if any: 

( ) 1 -2 ( ) 9 -10 ( ) 17 -18 

( ) 3 -4 ( ) 11 -12 ( ) 19 -20 

( ) 5 -6 ( ) 13 -14 
( ) 7 -8 ( ) 15 -16 

21. Number of semester units of technical or trade and industrial courses taken in high school, 

if any: 
( ) 1-2 ( ) 3 -4 

22. Number of years of full -time post -high school technical course work completed, if any: 

( ) 5 

23. Number of years of part-time or night, post -high school technical (but not four -year 
college) course work completed, if any: 

( ) 1 ( ) 5 ( ) 9 

( ) 2 ( ) 6 ( ) 10 

( ) 3 ( ) 7 

( ) 4 ( ) 8 

24. Number of semester units or quarter hours or course work completed in own technical subject 
field at four -year college or university level (civil engineering, electronics, mechanical 
engineering, production technology, etc. ) Exclude first year mathematics and science and 
engineering orientation courses. 

Hours or Semester Units Semester Units Quarter Hours 

1 -20 ( ) ( ) 

20 -40 ( ) ( ) 

40 -60 ( ) ( ) 

60 -80 ( ) ( ) 

80 -100 ( ) ( ) 

100 -120 ( ) ( ) 

120 -140 ( ) ( ) 

140 -160 ( ) ( ) 

160 -180 ( ) ( ) 

180 -200 ( ) ( ) 

( ) 1 () 9 

( ) 10 ( ) 2 ( ) 6 

( ) 3 ( ( 7 

( ) 4 ( ) 8 
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25. Number of semester units or quarter hours of teacher education course work completed. 
Exclude technical courses. 

Hours or Semester Units Semester Units Quarter Hours 
1 -4 ( ) ( ) 

5 -8 ( ) ( ) 

9 -12 ( ) ( ) 

13 -16 ( ) ( ) 

17 -20 ( ) ( ) 

21 -24 ( ) ( ) 

25 -28 ( ) ( ) 

29 -32 ( ) ( ) 

33 -36 ( ) ( ) 

37 -40 ( ) ( ) 

Please indicate which, if any, of the subjects below you have taken in your teacher 
education program. We are interested in subject areas, fully realizing that actual course 
titles may differ from these. The numbers denote semester units or quarter hours. 

If you have completed courses that are combinations of two or more of the subjects listed 
below, indicate approximate hour distribution of each. For example, if a 3- credit hour 
course included both occupational analysis and course construction, you may check 2 

hours of Analysis and 1 hour of Course Construction or vice -versa. 

26. Methods of Teaching Technical 
Subjects 

Hours or Semester 
Semester Units 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

27. Principles and Philosophy of Technical 
Education 

Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 

Units 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

4 ( ) ( ) 4 ( ) ( ) 

5 ( ) ( ) 5 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

7 -9 ( ) ( ) 7 -9 ( ) ( ) 

10 -12 ( ) ( ) 1 0-1 2 ( ) ( ) 

13 -15 ( ) ( ) 13 -15 ( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify More than 15, Please Specify 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 



119 

28. History of Vocational Education 
Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 
Units 

29. Audio -Visual Aids 
Hours or 

Semester 
Units 

Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

4 ( ) ( ) 4 ( ) ( ) 
5 ( ) ( ) 5 ( ) ( ) 
6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

7 -9 ( ) ( ) 7 -9 ( ) ( ) 
10 -12 ( ) ( ) 10 -12 ( ) ( ) 

13 -15 ( ) ( ) 13 -15 ( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 
( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 
( ) ( ) 

30. Instructional Materials Development 31. Occupational Analysis 
Hours or Semester Quarter Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours Semester Units Hours 
Units Units 

i ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 
4 ( ) ( ) 4 ( ) ( ) 
5 ( ) ( ) S ( ) ( ) 
6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

7 -9 ( ) ( ) 7 -9 ( ) ( ) 

10 -12 ( ) ( ) 10 -12 ( ) ( ) 

13 -15 ( ) ( ) 13 -15 ( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 
( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 
( ) ( ) 

32. Curriculum Construction 
Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 
Units 

33. Organization and Management of Instruction 
Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 
Units 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 
2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 
3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 
4 ( ) ( ) 4 ( ) ( ) 
5 ( ) ( ) 5 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 
7 -9 ( ) ( ) 7 -9 ( ) ( ) 

10 -12 ( ) ( ) 10 -12 ( ) ( ) 
13 -15 ( ) ( ) 13 -15 ( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify More than 15, Please Specify 
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 



1 20 

34. Educational Tests and Measurements 35. 

Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 
Units 

Supervised Teaching (Student Teaching) 
Hours or Semester Quarter 
Semester Units Hours 
Units 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

4 ( ) ( ) 4 ( ) ( ) 

5 ( ) ( ) 5 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

7 -9 ( ) ( ) 7 -9 ( ) ( ) 

10 -12 ( ) ( ) 10 -12 ( ) ( ) 

13 -15 ( ) ( ) 13 -15 ( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 

( ) ( ) 

More than 15, Please Specify 

( ) ( ) 

36. Highest academic achievement: 
( ) High School ( ) B. S. ( ) Ed. D. 

( ) A.A. or A. S. ( ) M. A. ( ) Ph. D. 

( ) B. A. ( ) M. S. 

C. PROFESSIONAL, COMMUNITY, AND CULTURAL INTERESTS 

37. Do you belong to any technical societies or engineering organizations? 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

If answer is yes, please indicate membership status: 
Number of Organizations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Active ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Just Belong ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

38. Do you belong to any national professional education organizations? 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

If answer is yes, please indicate membership status: 
Number of Organizations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Active ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Just Belong ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

39. Do you belong to any community service organizations (Rotary, Lions, Kiwanis, etc. )? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

If answer is yes, please indicate membership status: 
Number of Organizations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Active ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Just Belong ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 



40. Are you currently in charge of a community youth group such as boy scouts, church youth 
groups, Y. M. C. A. , etc. ? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

41. Please indicate your interest in the following subject fields: 

High Interest 
Considerable Interest 
Low Interest 
No Interest 
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Literature Music Social Sciences 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

D. THE IDEAL CURRICULUM DESIGN FOR TECHNICAL TEACHER PREPARATION 

42. Do you believe that technical instructor candidates should be required to pass a qualifying 
examination in their subject field? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

43. Do you believe that technical instructors should have industrial experience in their subject 
field? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

44. If yes, please indicate length of desired industrial experience in years: 

Please check the responses that most nearly approximate your thinking on curriculum 
design for technical teacher preparation. The recommended subjects should not total 
more than 130 quarter hours or 80 semester units. This limitation is suggested in view 
of existing general institutional course requirements at most colleges and universities, 
which must form a part of any teacher education curriculum: 
Caution: In order to avoid the necessity for later corrections, examine the entire list 

before selecting choices. 

45. Courses in subject matter -- including workshops and seminars 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

If yes, approximately how many semester units or quarter hours: 
Number Semester Units Quarter Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 

If more, write in number ( ) ( ) 

Art 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 1 ( 1 5 ( ) 9 

( ) 2 ( ) 6 ( ) 10 

( ) 3 ( ) y 

( ) 4 ( ) 8 
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46. English 
( ) Yes ( ) 

Number 
No 

Semester 
Units 

47. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Speech 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

48. Psychology 
( ) Yes ( ) 

Number 
No 

Semester 
Units 

49. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Mathematics 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

50. Physical Science 

( ) Yes ( ) 

Number 
No 

Semester 
Units 

51. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Principles and Philosophy of Technical 
Education 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester Quarter 
Units Hours 

i ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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52. History of Vocational Education 
( Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

53. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Audio -Visual Aids 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

54. Instructional Materials Development 55. Methods of Teaching Technical Subjects 
( ) Yes ( ) 

Number 
No 

Semester 
Units 

( ) 

Quarter 
Hours 

Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

56. Occupational Analysis 

( Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

57. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Curriculum Development and Course 
Construction 

( ) Yes ( ) No 
Number Semester Quarter 

Units Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

) 

) 
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58. Organization and Management of 59. 
Instruction 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester Quarter 
Units Hours 

Educational Tests and Measurements 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester Quarter 
Units Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

60. Supervised Teaching (Student Teaching) 61. 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester Quarter 
Units Hours 

Guidance Techniques and Information 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester Quarter 
Units Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

62. Others 
( ) Yes 

Number 
( ) No 

Semester 
Units 

63. 

Quarter 
Hours 

Electives 
( ) Yes ( ) No 

Number Semester 
Units 

Quarter 
Hours 

1 ( ) ( ) i ( ) ( ) 

2 ( ) ( ) 2 ( ) ( ) 

3 ( ) ( ) 3 ( ) ( ) 

6 ( ) ( ) 6 ( ) ( ) 

9 ( ) ( ) 9 ( ) ( ) 

12 ( ) ( ) 12 ( ) ( ) 

15 ( ) ( ) 15 ( ) ( ) 

18 ( ) ( ) 18 ( ) ( ) 

21 ( ) ( ) 21 ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 



125 

64. 

65. 

66. 

If you prefer certain combinations of the above professional education subjects, please 
print in the spaces below the subjects you wish to combine, and after each subject indicate 
the approximate time allocation by a figure representing the percentage of time. For 
example: 

Analysis (50) Course Construction (50) 

( ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

( 

( 

67. 
( 

68. 
( 

69. 
( 

70. 
( 

71. 
( 

72. 
( 
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LIST OF INSTITUTIONS REPRESENTED AMONG THE 
TECHNICAL INSTRUCTORS WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE STUDY 

Alabama 

Alabama Institute of Aviation Technology, Ozark 
Patterson State Vocational -Technical School, Montgomery 
Wallace State Vocational - Technical School, Dothan 

California 

College of the Sequoias, Visalia 
Santa Rosa Junior College, Santa Rosa 
Santa Barbara City College, Santa Barbara 
College of San Mateo, San Mateo 
City College of San Francisco, San Francisco 
American River Junior College, Sacramento 
Foothill College, Los Altos Hills 
Glendale College, Glendale 
Southwestern College, Chula Vista 
Long Beach City College, Long Beach 
Laney Campus, Oakland City College, Oakland 
Cerritos College, Norwalk 

Colorado 

Trinidad State Junior College, Trinidad 
Northeastern Junior College, Sterling 

Connecticut 

Norwalk State Technical Institute, Norwalk 

Florida 

Seminole High School, Sanford 
Tomlinson Adult Education Center, St. Petersburg 
Junior College of Broward County, Fort Lauderdale 
Dunadin High School, St. Petersburg 
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Georgia 

Area Vocational - Technical School, Valdosta 
Savannah Vocational School, Savannah 
Monroe Area Vocational - Technical School, Albany 
DeKalb Area Vocational- Technical School, Scottdale 
South Georgia Trade and Vocational School, Americus 

Idaho 

School of Trade and Technical Education, Idaho State University, 
Pocatello 

Illinoi s 

University of Illinois, Institute of Aviation, Urbana 
Bloom Community College, Chicago Heights 

Iowa 

Ottumwa Technical School, Ottumwa 

Kansas 

Campus High School, Wichita State University, Wichita 
Hutchinson Junior College, Hutchinson 

Kentucky 

Area Vocational School, Owensboro 
Hazard State Vocational School, Hazard 

Louisiana 

T. H. Harris Vocational- Technical School, Opelousas 
Sowela Technical Institute, Lake Charles 

Maryland 

Montgomery Junior College, Takoma Park 
Harford Junior College, Bel Aire 
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Massachusetts 

Leominister Area Vocational School, Leominister 
Worcester Industrial Technical Institute, Worcester 

Michigan 

Arthur Hill Technical High School, Saginaw 
Port Huron Junior College, Port Huron 
Lansing Community College, Lansing 
Grand Rapids Community College, Grand Rapids 

Minnesota 

Area Vocational - Technical School, Thief River Falls 
Area Vocational - Technical School, Staples 
St. Paul Area Technical -Vocational School, St. Paul 

Mississippi 

Northwest Mississippi Junior College, Senatobia 
Itawamba Junior College, Fulton 

Missouri 

Linn Technical Junior College, Linn 

Nebraska 

Nebraska Vocational - Technical School, Milford 

Nevada 

Clark County School District, Las Vegas 
Mineral County Technical School, Hawthorne 

New Jersey 

Cape May County Vocational- Technical Institute, Cape May 

New Mexico 

Eastern New Mexico University, Portales 
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North Carolina 

Lenoir County Technical Institute, Kingston 
Catowba Valley Technical Institute, Newton 
Asheville Byncombe Technical Institute, Asheville 

Ohio 

Chandler Technical School, Willoughby 
Board of Education, Springfield 
Lorain County Community College, Lorain 

Oklahoma 

Eastern Oklahoma A. & M. College, Wilburton 
Oklahoma Tech, Oklahoma State University, Okmulgee 
Cameron State College, Lawton 
Oklahoma College for Women, Chickasha 

Oregon 

Portland Community College, Portland 
Blue Mountain College, Pendleton 

South Carolina 

South Carolina Area Trade School, West Columbia 

Tennessee 

McMinn County High School, Athens 
Memphis Technical High School, Memphis 
Greenville High School, Greenville 

Texas 

Tyler Junior College, Tyler 
Texas A. & M. University, College Station 
Del Mar Technical Institute, Corpus Christi 

Utah 

Weber State College, Ogden 
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Virginia 

New River Vocational- Technical School, Radford 
Old Dominion Technical Institute, Norfolk 

Washington 

Tacoma Vocational- Technical institute, Tacoma 
Spokane Community College, Spokane 
Clover Park Vocational- Technical School, Clover Park 
Centralia College, Centralia 
Olympic College, Bremerton 
Bellingham Technical School, Bellingham 
Edison Technical School, Seattle 
Clark College, Vancouver 
Holgate Technical. School, Seattle 

West Virginia 

Raleigh County Vocational- Technical Center, Beckley 

Wisconsin 

Kenosha Technical Institute, Kenosha 
Wausau Technical Institute, Wausau 
Racine Technical Institute, Racine 
School of Vocational and Adult Education, Beloit 


