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Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate areas of
consensus and differences among Oregon community college

faculty, administrators, and their business community on the

desired role of the community college and the perceived

current role in economic development as defined by selected

economic development activities.

Methods and Procedures

Twenty-three economic development activities were

identified in a review of the literature that were useful in

defining the role of community colleges in economic

development. Mail out survey instruments were constructed



utilizing the twenty-three activities. Respondents were

asked to rate each activity as to the level of emphasis that

was presently occurring and to the level of importance that

it should be emphasized in the community college.

Data were collected from 288 individuals representing
four groups (full-time faculty, part-time faculty,

administrators, and business community members). Subjects

were randomly selected from two community college

classifications (small community colleges and large
community colleges) in proportion to their group's

representation in the population, and from the business

population geographically located in the corresponding

community college service districts. ANOVA statistical

tests, t-tests and rank order analysis were the methods used

to analyze the data for interpretation.

Findings and Conclusions

There was a high degree of consensus among the

administrator, full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and

business community groups as to the current emphasis and

desired emphasis on the twenty-three selected economic

development activities in Oregon community colleges. When

perceptual differences occurred among the four groups on

what was occurring and what should be occurring, in relation
to the selected economic development activities,



administrators and full-time faculty tended to respond

alike. Likewise, the part-time faculty and the business

community tended to respond alike. The administrators and

business community responded differently more than any other

paired group. All groups tended to support the view that

the community colleges should be placing more importance on

the selected economic development activities than what was

occurring. Vocational faculty and nonvocational faculty

tended to perceive the same level of importance of the

selected economic development activites. There was an

obvious discrepancy between the lack of knowledge expressed

by the business community and part-time faculty versus the

greater knowledge expressed by the community college

administrators and full-time faculty on the community

colleges' activity in performing the economic development

role.
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THE ROLE OF OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGES
IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AS PERCEIVED BY

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS
AND THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY WHICH THEY SERVE

I. INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

During the decade of the 1960s, America's "new social
invention," the community college, grew at a phenomenal
rate. The number of new colleges increased by almost

65 percent (663 to 1,091) while enrollments quadrupled

(660,236 to 2,499,837) (Yarrington, 1982). The number of

new institutions grew an additional 20 percent before

finally leveling off in 1975. In 1982, a leading

researcher in community college education, Arthur Cohen

(Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. 23) remarked, "The revolution
in American Education in which the two-year college played

a leading role is almost over." Echoing Cohen, John

Lombardi (Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. ix) stated, "The
decade of the eighties will mark a turning point in the
community college's history."

What roles, then, will community colleges perform in
the eighties? The last seventy-five years offer few clues
and lead Lombardi (Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. xii) to
write, "Although it has been the fastest growing segment
of education, it seems to be the least known . . . it has
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yet to adopt a name that describes its functions."

Cohen and Brawer set forth the community college's

untraditional approach to education in the following

portrayal (Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. 28):

Community colleges do not even follow their own
traditions. They change frequently, seeking ever
new programs and clients. Community colleges are
indeed untraditional, but they are truly
American because, at their best, they represent
the United States at its best. Never satisfied
with resting on what has been done before, they
try new approaches to old problems. They
maintain open channels for individuals,
enhancing the social mobility that has so
characterized America. And they accept the idea
that society can be better, just as individuals
can better their lot within it.

The United States entered a worsened economic problem

era during the last half of the 1970s about the same time

the community college growth rate leveled off. This

problem was characterized by a severe economic downturn,

high inflation, and lower rates of worker productivity.

As the inflation rate lessened in 1982, the unemployment

rate grew. The nation, its government, and public and

private institutions began to put renewed emphasis on

economic development activities.

Economic development was not new since the states had

previously been pursuing economic development activities

(Hartley, 1977). However, the 1970s marked the first time

the term, "economic development," was introduced into the

missions of community colleges as they began to address



these national problems. The economic development role

was a complicated one, involving colleges in closer

partnerships with the business communities they served.

As the economic condition of the regions worsened,

competition for new business opportunities grew, and, true
to Cohen and Brawer's (1982) predictions, the community

college responded with new approaches to the old problem
of economic development in an attempt to help solve the

nation's problems.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate areas of
consensus and differences among Oregon community college

faculty, administrators, and their business community on

the desired role of the community college and the

perceived current role in economic development as defined
by selected economic development activities.

Limitations of the Study

This study used a sample of four community colleges
in Oregon, their respective staffs, and the business

3



4

communities they serve. Insofar as the sample is
representative of the population of Oregon community

colleges, the results of this study can be generalized

across all community colleges in Oregon. Any implications
or applications to other institutions outside of Oregon
would be based on the assumption that the institutions are

similar in nature to those in this study.

The population of the businesses contained within

each community college service district is assumed to be

unique and the result of regional economic and political
factors. Any implications or applications to other
regions would be based on the assumption that these

factors are similar in nature to the regions represented
in this study.

This study examines the perceptions of Oregon

community college administrators, full-time faculty,
part-time faculty, and private business personnel about a

selected economic development role derived from a review
of the literature. Not all possible groups were included
in the study, such as state and local government
officials, economists, employment service officials, state
resource planners, or regional service development
planners. Applications and implications of definitions
and activities identified in this study may not be

applicable for planning purposes of these excluded groups.
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Rationale

Dale Parnell, president and chief executive officer

of the American Association of Community and Junior

Colleges (AACJC), along with other national leaders in the

community college movement, has stressed the active

involvement of community colleges in the vital role of

human resource development (Wilson and Davis, 1982). This

role came to the forefront of the mission of the AACJC as

the United States entered 1983 after a half decade of

continued economic downturn and falling worker

productivity. Concerning the AACJC's position on the role

of community colleges, Wilson and Davis stated, (1982,

p.8):

The association's case stresses that success in
efforts at economic recovery cannot be achieved
unless the people are educated to productively
contribute to economic development.

There is a need for close coordination between

business and industry and education if economic

development activities are to be successful. Faculty and

administrators of community colleges have the

responsibility of implementing policy. Consequently, a

community college staff's perceptions of the institutional

role in economic development are important for economic



development activities to materialize into processes, and

this close coordination is to become a reality.

One of the first steps in the close coordination

process is the awareness of both parties of the resources

and abilities of the other. This first step in

communication leads to subsequent steps in coordination.

Community college decision makers need to be aware of the

business community perceptions as to the role the

institution is performing and should perform in economic

development. This awareness will bring about an informed,

rational process for defining institutional goals and

establishing service priorities. Cooperative community

attitudes become apparent as the community college adjusts

its emphasis to meet the needs of the community it serves.

Significance of the Problem

A review of pertinent literature was undertaken

linking education (community college and other

postsecondary education), vocational education, economic

development, and community development. Major sources of

information were obtained from:

6
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1. Bibliographic Retrieval Services, Inc.; Latham, New

York; utilizing Oregon State University's
computerized retrieval system.

2. Office of Community College Services, Oregon

Department of Education.

3. Literature from the U.S. Office of Economic
Development and the Oregon Office of Economic

Development.

4. Business and education indices.

One major goal of the literature review was to obtain

a definition of economic development and to identify
models, goals, objectives, and activities that were in use
related to postsecondary education. No single document

was found that offered a comprehensive treatment of the

subject to the extent envisioned. A synthesis of the
literature produced a composite definition, four models,

eight goals and objectives, and twenty-three activities.

The twenty-three activities became the basis for the

questionnaires for defining the desired and perceived

current role of the community colleges in economic

development in this study.

A detailed review of the economic development

literature revealed a field that was theory based in
macroeconomics and with a lack of empirical research to

support the activities and expenditures of large sums of
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money by federal, state, and local governments on economic

development. Richard Winnie (1977) offered the
limitations of measurement of economic outcomes as an

explanation for the lack of research in this field. These

measurement limitations were:

1. Measurement data seldom reflected effects due solely

to state programs.

2. Magnitude of state efforts was small relative to
other forces in the economy.

3. Important results of economic development were not

measurable in the time frame for program monitoring.
4. Economic development programs had secondary effects

such as residential construction and consumer

spending.

The overshadowing force of the national economy and

the interrelatedness of economic growth variables were

supported in the literature by both the Economic

Development Administration (1980) in its report, Higher
Education and Economic Development in the West, and

economist Larry Ledebur (1977). Ledebur, however,

explained why regions continue to pursue economic

development activities in spite of the national dominance

over the growth in regional economies (Ledebur, 1977,

p. 3):
Specifically, if a region can maintain the
appropriate skilled labor supply; public and
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private infrastructure such as roads, water
systems, and industrial parks; capital
availability; and conducive institutional
frameworks, it will more likely grow at a faster
rate than other regions.

In other words, local economies could still grow in an

unfavorable national economic condition, but they would do

so at the expense of some other region.

A major economic development study (that included

Oregon) jointly conducted by the Arizona Office of

Economic Planning and Development and the Arizona

Commission for Postsecondary Education (1981) was unable

to determine if a relationship existed between

postsecondary education and an overall state development

strategy (Arizona Office of Economic Planning and

Development and the Arizona Commission for Postsecondary

Education, 1981, p. 10 and p. 45):

Oregon lacks a state level strategy to utilize
postsecondary education in state level
development strategies;
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Only Nevada and Oregon seem to rely on local
efforts to link postsecondary education to
economic development.

Two years after the Arizona study, Oregon published

its first statewide economic development plan. This plan
provided one reference to postsecondary education as being

part of the state strategy (Oregon Economic Development

Department, 1982, p. 10):
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Coordinate the state's educational offering at
community colleges as well as engineering,
technology, and graduate schools to meet
industry needs.

The Economic Development Department will work
with industry, educational institutions, and the
legislature to aid in the development of:
a) A curriculum at the community college level
necessary for building the skills essential for
immediate employment.

b) Specific training programs to provide alocally trained work force for immediate
placement in specialized industries.

c) Additional funding to support the necessary
advanced and graduate programs in engineering
and technology to build a "state of the art"
reputation for Oregon in these special areas.
This would be similar to those programs now in
place for agriculture and forestry.

While the statewide economic development plan mentions

state coordination, community college enabling legislation

gives each community college high levels of local autonomy

in governance, selection of curriculum, and services to
meeting the charge to ". . . establish programs designed

to meet the needs of the area served" (Oregon Revised

Statutes, Chapter 341, 1971, p. 138). Curriculum and
services offered, therefore, are likely to vary from one
college district to another.
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Economic Development Defined

Few authors clearly defined what was meant by

economic development except in the context of their
writings. In most cases a definition was synthesized from
the author's main emphasis. Economic development, in the
context of educational literature, was defined in two
recent documents. The American Vocational Association

defined economic development as (Paul and Carlos, 1981,

p. 3):
A set of planned interventions within the normal
economic process designed to improve the quality
of life in a state or community.

A narrower focused definition came from a national study

conducted jointly by the Arizona Office of Economic

Planning and Development and the Arizona Commission for
Postsecondary Education (Wilson, 1982, p. 3):

Activities which contribute to job creation
either through expansion or relocation of
business and industries.

The terms "economic growth" and "economic

development" appeared throughout many documents, often

interchangeably, and generally no distinction between
terms was given. Differences were not clearly

distinguishable until the literature on economic
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development was reviewed outside of education (e.g.,
business and commerce). Economist Larry C. Ledebur

differentiated economic growth from economic development

(Ledebur, 1977, p. 5):

Regional Economic Growth
Increases in the total value of goods and

services produced and the aggregate income
generated within a region. Associated with
economic growth are increases in employment and
population.

Regional Economic Development
Increases in the qua ity of life and

standard of living sustained by the residents ofa region.

The definition for economic growth was found to be a

quantitative measure and did not imply any of the

qualitative outcomes (i.e., quality of life) as did the
definition for economic development. It was possible to
have economic growth without economic development, or

economic development without economic growth. Ledebur

(1977) referred to the relationship between development

and growth as one of defining outcomes or criteria of
measurement. The relationship between development and

growth became apparent as one defined the goals and

priorities for economic development.

The "quality of life" outcome goal referred to

consistently throughout the literature was ambiguous. The

U.S. Office of Management and Budget offered a

comprehensive definition for quality of life in a book
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published by the Environmental Protection Agency (1973,

p. 11-291) and reported by Ledebur (1977, p. 11):

Quality of life objectives are: good health and
long life, freedom from crime and fear of crime,
sufficient education to make the most of one's
abilities, the ability to work at a job that is
satisfying and rewarding, income to cover thenecessities of life with opportunities for
improving one's income, housing that is
comfortable within a congenial environment, andtime and opportunity for discretionary
activities.
The objectives were comprehensive but would be

difficult to measure. This difficulty of measurement was

not unique to just the quality of life terms, but to most
outcome measures of economic development, and perhaps

explained why little empirical research was found in the
literature.

Examination of the quality of life definition would
lead most to agree with the economic development planner,

David Hartley (1977, p. 113), that ". . . economic

vitality underlies quality of life." It was not
surprising, therefore, that economic growth and

development concepts were embodied in either a definition
or discussion about economic development. Economist and

attorney Richard Winnie came closest to the pure

definition of economic development proposed by Ledebur and

included a slight indication of growth terms (Winnie,
1977, p. 139):
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Economic development seeks to improve the
duration and stability of individual employment,
to increase their income, and to maintain
citizen satisfaction with the quality of life,
while avoiding detrimental impacts on the
environment and energy reserves.

No one definition sufficed for all applicable
discussions of economic development. Instead, it was
determined, as Ledebur (1977) suggested, by the defined
goals and priorities of the user. The Oregon Economic

Growth Plan did not succinctly define economic

development but began with a statement of purpose (Oregon

Economic Development Department, 1982, p. i):
To create a climate for economic
diversification, for ongoing business growth,
and for long-term employment opportunity
throughout the State of Oregon.

The five long-term goals and objectives of the Oregon

Economic plan were (Oregon Economic Development

Department, 1982, p. 8):

1. To maintain and improve the existing economic
base of the state.

2. To diversify the economic base of the state.

3. To expand international trade.

4. To assist the economically lagging areas of
the state.

5. To achieve all goals in a manner consistent
with local, state, and federal regulations
relating to environmental quality.
Considering the statement of purpose, and the goals

and objectives, it appeared the best definition for
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economic development for Oregon and this study was a

combination of the definitions proposed by the American

Vocational Association (Paul and Carlos, 1981) and the

economist Winnie (1977): Economic development is a set

of planned interventions within the normal economic

process designed to improve the duration and stability of
individual employment, to increase their [collective]
income, and to maintain citizen satisfaction with the
quality of life, while avoiding detrimental impacts on the
environment. The definition contained the elements of

change from the status quo, economic growth, quality of

life, and protection of the environment, all of which were

inferred by the purpose, and the goals and objectives of

the Oregon Economic Growth Plan (Oregon Economic

Development Department, 1982).

Economic Development Models

If a region is to grow at a faster rate than another
region, it must maintain a comparative advantage over the

other (Braden, 1977; Ledebur, 1977). David Stevens (1977)

presented five options for a region to gain such an

advantage:
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1. Invest in public works infrastructure.

2. Provide loans.

3. Engage in technical assistance.

4. Conduct and facilitate research.

5. Develop the quality of the labor market (development

of human capital).

Regional approaches to economic development

strategies in which community colleges participated were

classified by four models as identified in the context of

educational literature: (1) Relocation Model,

(2) Expansion Model, (3) Entrepreneurial Model, and

(4) Preventive Intervention Model. The users of the

Relocation Model (Rosenfeld, 1980; Bolino, 1981; Jackman

and Mahoney, 1982; Owen, 1982) sought to attract industry

to an area generally by direct recruitment and maintaining

an environment attractive to the particular industry. The

Expansion Model (Bolino, 1981; Bushnell, 1981) relied on

the development of a skilled labor force to help the

economy to expand and attract new industry. Colleges that

used the Entrepreneurial Model (Bolino, 1981) provided

services to support locally-owned businesses and taught

business development skills. The variety of services

ranged from consultation in all aspects of a business

operation to providing specially designed curriculums.
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The Prevention Intervention Model (Groff, 1981) was

basically a planning model that stressed the gathering and

analysis of information in a timely manner to provide

proactive responses to local industry needs.

Goals and Objectives of Economic Development

The four economic development models can be broken

down into goals and objectives; however, most objectives

were not unique to any one model and might apply to

several or all. Therefore, generally accepted goals and

objectives of economic development by community colleges

were as follows:

1. Use community college staff to provide community

leadership (Groff, 1981; Hamill, 1982). This

objective was particularly applicable to the

relocation model where high-level college staff could

participate on industry recruitment teams, and also

to the prevention intervention model in community

development planning.

2. Improve the state's image to business and industry

(Hamill, 1982). This objective was specifically

mentioned in the Oregon Economic Growth Plan (1982)

and was seen as essential for industry recruitment.
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3. Conduct activities to create, develop, and preserve

jobs (Bushnell, 1980; Arns, 1981; Bolino, 1981; Paul

and Carlos, 1981). Definitions of job creation, job

development, and job preservation tended to overlap.

The American Vocational Association differentiated

between the terms and then used the term "job

creation" in discussion to encompass all three (Paul

and Carlos, 1981, p. 12):

Job Creation
The expansion of work opportunities

through the formation of new businesses or
the expanding of existing opportunities.

Job Development
The change or modification of existing

jobs by changing production procedures. It
also may include expansion of work
opportunities by redefining a job
description into two or more positions or
by convincing an employer that an
additional person is needed.

Job Preservation
Saving existing work opportunities

from extinction or loss by relocation.

4. Develop the educational segment of the public

infrastructure (Jeacock, 1977; Kinnick, 1982). This

objective referred to the existence of the college

itself having an economic impact in monetary

circulation in the region. Kinnick's (1982) study on

the impact of Oregon's community colleges on Oregon's

1980-1981 economy revealed that for an investment of

over 102 million dollars, these colleges were



19

directly responsible for returning over five times

this dollar amount to circulate in the Oregon

economy.

5. Increase employment and reduce unemployment (Braden

and Paul, 1979; Bolino, 1981). This objective was

germane to all four models and perhaps was the

primary objective of most economic development

programs.

6. Improve productivity (Turner, 1980; Yarrington, 1980;

Bolino, 1981; Jackman and Mahoney, 1982). This

objective was based on the theory that developing

human resources under the expansion model would help

lead to improved productivity (see "productivity"

discussion) .

7. Provide services to existing businesses (Hamill,

1982). This objective supported both the

entrepreneurial model in the form of business skills

development services and the expansion model by

offering special courses, business centers, and

placement services.

8. Develop community economic development plans (Groff,

1981; Hamill, 1982). This objective supported all

four models and could conceivably have been a

subobjective under objective number 1, ". . . to

provide community leadership." It appeared by itself
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since it was listed as one of four main emphases of

Oregon community colleges, identified by community

college presidents in the staff paper by Hamill

(1982).

Economic Development Activities

Twenty-three economic development activities were

identified in a review of the literature that were useful

in defining the role of community colleges in economic

development. The source documents cited are only examples

of where the activities were found and were not intended

to represent an inclusive listing. This list defines the
selected activities for this study from which community

college faculty and administrators and business community

members indicated the perceived role of the community

college in economic development:

1. Conduct retraining programs for persons who have been

laid off (Parnell, 1982).

2. Provide job placement services for students enrolled

in the community college (Economic Development

Administration, 1980).

3. Provide classroom apprenticeship training in

cooperation with labor and business (Parnell, 1982).
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4. Participation of college staff (i.e., administrators,
faculty, or counselors) on industry recruitment teams

(Hamill, 1982).

5. Contracting by colleges with industries for the

industry to provide certain technical training not
available at the college but for which there is both
student demand and community need (Gold, 1979).

6. Provide basic skills (math, reading, and

communication) training (Baum, 1981).

7. Provide cooperative education programs such as

on-the-job training mixed with classroom training

(Bulpitt and Lohff, 1980).

8. Provide instructional releases for teachers to work
in industry (Bulpitt and Lohff, 1980).

9. Provide customized training programs to industry on

the industry site (Tuttle and Wall, 1979; Dudley,

1980; Owen, 1981).

10. Provide skill upgrade training for employed persons

wanting to keep pace with changing technology or

desiring to change positions (Parnell, 1982).

11. Provide training in basic and midlevel management

skills (Bulpitt and Lohff, 1980).

12. Provide short courses and workshops for company

employees (Central Virginia Community College

[CVCC] Board, 1981).
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13. Conduct research and development as applied to small

business operation (Commission for Higher Education,

1982).

14. Disseminate research results on technical change and

business research to regional businesses (Groff,

1981; Oregon Department of Education, 1982).

15. Operate a business resource library to serve regional

businesses (Fine, 1981; Oregon Department of

Education, 1982).

16. Provide consultation in export management (Fine,

1981; Hamill, 1982).

17. Provide services or courses in business financial

planning (Oregon Department of Education, 1982).

18. Conduct community training needs assessment

(Mehallis, 1979).

19. Provide career and vocational counseling (Groff,
1981).

20. Provide prescreening and skill assessment of

potential employees for business (Groff, 1981).

21. Provide staff to solicit funds for retraining
programs (Groff, 1981).

22. Participation of community college staff on local
community development councils (Groff, 1981; Hamill,
1982).
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23. Collect labor market information for planning

purposes (Bushnell, 1980; Arns, 1981).

Productivity

A detailed analysis of methods and activities should
not overlook the important objective of any economic

development program, the improvement of worker

productivity. The productivity issue is of prime

importance from the local level to international levels of
competition.

The Committee for Economic Development (Bolino, 1981,

p. 1) reported:

"This country cannot reasonably hope to control
inflation, raise real income, and improve
quality of living unless the unfavorable trend
in productivity is reversed."

The report was referring to the last three years of the
seventies during which the U.S. productivity growth rate
declined annually and then in 1980 dropped to minus

3 percent (Baum, 1981). Measures of productivity, such as

balance of payments and output per person hour, showed the

United States growth rate falling behind its two chief
competitors, Japan and West Germany. During the period

between 1967 and 1976, the output per person hour of Japan
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was five times that of the U.S., and West Germany's was

three times that of the United States (Campbell, 1982).

Ledebur (1977) stated that the productivity of

workers was determined primarily by human capital (i.e.,

education and skills) and the amount of capital equipment

with which they worked. Jackman (Jackman and Mahoney,

1982) supported the labor side of this argument by

emphasizing that human capital development was the most

important element. One author (Baum, 1981) stepped

somewhat away from the mainstream of vocational educators

and claimed that if colleges would teach basic literacy

(math, reading, and communication) this would increase

productivity and would prepare graduates for entry level

jobs.

The literature revealed little disagreement as to the

possible relationship between human resources development

through community college vocational programs and

productivity, except to caution that the relationship

required that both the college programs and the needs of

industry must be in harmony. In other words, just

improving the skills and abilities of a population does

not insure an increase in productivity; there also needs

to be a demand for those particular skills by industry

(Braden, 1979) .

Very few empirical studies were contained in the
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literature which supported or refuted the relationship

between human productivity increases and community college

vocational student enrollments. Bolino (1981) presented

results from a multiple regression analysis of vocational

education enrollments and various productivity indices for

the period 1920 to 1970. Using real private gross

domestic product per worker hour (GDPWH) and manufacturing

per worker hour (MFGWH) indices, Bolino was able to show

that only one variable, evening and part-time adult

vocational program enrollments (R2=.922), accounted for

any substantial amount of variance. Turner (1980) studied

1,371 four-year college graduates in retraining programs

in six Maryland public two-year colleges and reported an

average rate of return per investment to be 133 percent.

A three-year longitudinal study of 6,550 California

community college students revealed that, in 1980-1981,

community college students had better jobs requiring

higher skills and demanding higher pay than when they

first enrolled in fall 1978 (Sheldon and Grafton, 1982).

Relationship Between Economic Development
and Community Colleges

The year the original thirteen colonies declared
their independence, 1776, Adam Smith published his famous
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book, An Inquiry into the Natural Causes of the Wealth of
Nations. Smith presented the concept that the

accumulated wealth of any community can be divided into
three parts. One of the three parts, the fixed capital of
the community which in addition to machines, buildings,

and improvements consists of ". . . the talents and skill
which certain members of the community have acquired by

time and expense" (Smith, 1865, p. xxvi). Modern

economists continued the concept of the relationship

between capital and humans using terms like human capital,

human resource, and labor to distinguish human capital

from nonhuman sources of wealth.

Paul Braden (1977) mentioned four functional elements
for economic development: (1) human resources,

(2) physical resources, (3) capital formation, and
(4) leadership development. Of the four, the literature
indicated that community colleges were well suited to
focus on the human resources and leadership elements.

Ledebur (1977), in his discussion on the labor supply
approach to the economics of regional development,

supported the human resource development emphasis by

maintaining a region could gain a comparative advantage

(therefore development) by having available the right

numbers and quality of labor. Stevens (1977, p. 91)

supported this comparative advantage approach, defining
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individual productivity differences in terms of human
capital: "The cognitive ability or skill; the ability to
do something with a greater or lesser degree of facility."
As Stevens viewed economic development, the end sought was

a change in relative regional labor force and income
conditions.

A consistent theme that ran throughout the literature

was the necessity to provide coordination between those

concerned with providing trained labor market participants

(i.e., community colleges) and those who employed labor

(Braden, 1977; Campbell, 1982). North Carolina, the state

which received much publicity for its efforts in economic

development in relationship to the community college role,

went so far as to legislate the relationship between

community colleges and industry. State law required the

community colleges to assist with preemployment and

in-service training of employees in industry, business and
agriculture, health occupations, and government agencies

(Jackman and Mahoney, 1982). North Carolina's Governor

Hunt was quoted, "The most frequently mentioned reason

given by industries for locating in North Carolina is the
availability of job training" (Owen, 1982, p. 282).

Governor Hunt was an obvious supporter of community

colleges and claimed they were the ". . . backbone of the
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state's economy. . . . the most important single element

in his program for economic development" (Campbell, 1982,

p. 18).

Not all economists would agree with Dale Campbell's

(Campbell and Faircloth, 1982, p. 18) claim that ". .

the availability of skilled workers or the capacity to

train them is the most significant factor in an effective

state or regional economic development policy." However,

Governor Hunt's statements tend to support Campbell's

claim as did the U.S. Congress Joint Economic Committee in

their report, Summary Findings of the Joint Economic

Committee (1979) published by the American Vocational

Association (Bushnell, 1981). Further support for this

view was found in a document published by the Council of

State Planning Agencies, State Taxation and Economic

Development. The council listed three factors

contributing to the growth in employment opportunities

(Bushnell, 1981, p. 34):

1. Cost and the availability of raw materials,
transportation, labor and capital (emphasis
added).

2. Potential demand for products and services as
reflected by population size, per capita income,
and types of businesses located in the area.

3. Characteristics of the region such as
availability of municipal services, recreational
and cultural facilities, tax incentives, and the
quality of labor relations.
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Mary Kinnick (1982) conducted a major economic impact

study of Oregon's community colleges on the Oregon

economy. Kinnick emphasized that the study was limited to

the monetary impact, that is, how much money was in

circulation due to the presence of the colleges. She also

claimed, however, that the state received more from its

investment than increased dollar circulation; it had made

an investment in human capital (Kinnick, 1982, p. 92):

One measure of the return on this investment is
the improved productivity which would not occur
without education and training programs provided
by the community colleges. Improving
productivity results in higher incomes.

The experience gained by community colleges in
establishing training programs offers a vehicle
by which to diversify the local and state
economy through attraction of new
industry... Oregon's community colleges are well
suited for playing a critical role in attacking
this problem.

In 1963, the legislative Interim Committee on

Education, appointed by the Fifty-second Legislature
Assembly, presented to the legislature a proposed joint

resolution, the text of which constituted a policy
statement about the organization and mission of community

colleges for Oregon (Oregon Department of Education,

1982). The contents of the resolution became law in 1971

as ORS 341.009 and is included in Appendix A (Oregon

Revised Statutes, 1971, pp. 137-139). None of the

twenty-three activities utilized in this study, describing
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a possible economic development role for Oregon community

colleges, conflicted with the language of the law

describing policy for the community colleges.

Faculty in the Community College

Community college staffing structures were similar to

those of universities except that community colleges

conduct comparatively little research and employ larger

percentages of part-time faculty. Cohen and Brawer (1982)

reported that more than half of community college faculty

were classified as part-time. The 1982 Annual Directory

of the AACJC showed Oregon community colleges reporting

4,673 part-time teachers and 1,598 full-time teachers

(Yarrington, 1982). Marilyn Landers (1979) conducted an

extensive literature review on part-time faculty and

reported that many of them worked full-time in the

business world, including space scientists, managers in

industry, private businessmen, and skilled craftsmen.

Some part-time faculty also had primary professions as

university professors.

While the literature revealed that the use of

part-time faculty by community colleges filled a much-

needed place in the teaching structure, it also revealed



31

that part-time faculty were often neglected and were

allowed to contribute only in the classroom. Guichard

(1975), reported to the Board of Governors of California
Community Colleges on the virtues of part-time faculty

(Guichard, 1975, p. 5):
This specialized expertise and generous
willingness to provide students with a variety
of valuable education experiences make the
part-time instructor a valuable asset in
providing the best education possible for those
who attend the community colleges.

Other authors support Guichard's findings and generally

concluded that part-time instructors allow the community

college to adequately staff courses and programs that meet

specific needs of the community (Lombardi, 1975; Grymes,

1976; Landers, 1979). Sewell (1976), however, conducted a

statewide California study and reported that 62 percent of
the colleges responding stated that no duties other than

classroom teaching were expected from part-time faculty.

Similar results showing large neglect of part-time faculty

resources were reported by Thomason (1977) in a Texas
study.

Research on the role of part-time faculty in economic

development was not available. It would appear from the
literature that some part-time faculty, with their

business role already established in the community, might

provide valuable input to community college decision
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makers as the community college develops an economic

development role.

Summary and Research Questions

The relationship between economic development and

community colleges was one primarily focused on the

development of human capital. The availability of skilled
labor gave a region a comparative advantage in attracting

industry and improving worker productivity. A consistent

theme that ran throughout the literature was the need for
close cooperation between industry and education for

economic development.

This study looked at the relationship between Oregon

community college staff perceptions and the business

community perceptions of the community colleges' role in

economic development. Seven specific research questions

were formulated to guide the study.

Research Questions

The study was designed to answer the following

research questions:
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1. What are the areas of consensus and differences among

community college faculty members', administrators',

and business community members' perceptions of the

current emphasis being placed on selected economic

development activities in Oregon's community

colleges?

2. What are the areas of consensus and differences among

community college faculty members', administrators',

and business community members' perceptions of the

desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

3. Are there differences among community college

administrators' perceptions of the current emphasis

and desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

4. Are there differences among full-time faculty

members' perceptions of the current emphasis and

desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

5. Are there differences among part-time faculty

members' perceptions of the current emphasis and

desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?
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6. Are there differences among business community

members' perceptions of the current emphasis and

desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

7. Are there differences among vocational faculty and

nonvocational faculty perceptions of the current

emphasis and desired emphasis of selected economic

development activities in Oregon's community

colleges?

This last research question was not a major objective

of this study; however, enough interest in the question

was expressed from educators to warrant some attention.
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II. METHODOLOGY

This study involved an empirical investigation to

determine areas of consensus and differences among Oregon

community college faculty, administrators, and their
business community on the desired role of the community

college and its perceived current role in economic

development as defined by selected economic development

activities. This chapter is presented in five major
sections: (1) population and sample, (2) the instrument,
(3) method of analysis, (4) study hypotheses, and

(5) review of survey returns.

Population and Sample

The population of community college faculty and

administrators consisted of all the full-time teachers,

part-time teachers, teacher-coordinators, librarians,
media specialists, and administrators employed at the

thirteen public community colleges in Oregon at the time
of this study (spring 1983). The population of business

community members consisted of active employers of one or

more employees who were registered with the Oregon

Department of Commerce for business purposes and who were
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required to file employer tax statements for 1982, and

whose business address was located within the boundaries

of the community college service districts of the thirteen

public community colleges in Oregon at the time of the

study (spring 1983).

Institution Samples

The thirteen Oregon community colleges were assigned

to one of two classifications according to the number of

full-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled during the

1981-1982 academic year. Those colleges with 2,500 FTE or

less were classified as small community colleges, of which

there were seven; the remaining six institutions with a

FTE above 2,500 were classified as large community

colleges. Each institution was placed in alphabetical

order in its respective classification. A table of random

digits (Snedecor and Cochran, 1980, p. 463) was employed

to select two community colleges from each classification.

The four institution presidents were contacted as to their

willingness to participate in the study and to identify an

institution contact person. Each president of the

institutions initially selected for the study chose to

participate.

A weighted random selection process was then employed

to select participants from each employee category
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(administrator, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty)
within each of the four institutions. Employees were

alphabetized within their respective category. The sample

size of each category for each institution was determined

by the number of the institution's employees occurring in

each category in relationship to the total population. A

table of random digits was employed to select the

participants to represent each category in each

institution.

Business Community Sample

The business community sample was selected from the

population of business members geographically located in

the corresponding community college service districts from

which the community college samples were selected. These

firms were identified by a computer as a person, persons,

or corporation who were actively registered (1983) and

filed income tax statements in the state of Oregon as

employers. Each business in the community college service

district was classified by size according to the number of

employees in each firm. The size class designations were
1-3, 4-9, 10-19, 20-19, 50-99, 100-249, 250-499, and 500

plus employees. A CYBER computer program was used to

randomly select firms according to the proportion of

employment of each class size to the total employment in
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the selected community college service district. The

number of firms selected from each community college

service district was equal to the community college's

representative portion of the total sample size according
to size of institution determined by proportion of
full-time equivalent students in the sample. The survey

instruments were addressed to the manager of each of the

firms selected.

Sample Size

This study employed stratified random sampling

techniques to select the community colleges, the faculty,
the administrators, and the business community members.

Jacob Cohen (1969), in Statistical Power Analysis for
Behavioral Sciences, identifies a statistical method for
determining an appropriate sample size from each category

when equal sample group sizes are utilized and when random

selection is employed. For use of F and t tests with K-1
groups to be tested, a "gamma effect size" is selected for
use in the numerator of the power table (Cohen, 1969, p.

377). The denominator is the identification of a power

factor corresponding to 1-Beta, or the probability of
committing a Type 2 error. The Type 1 error with a

probability of .05 was selected for this study. A Type 1

error of .05 corresponds to a 20 percent probability
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Type 2 error, and Cohen suggests the use of a power factor

of .80. The power factor of .80 is entered on the

vertical scale of the table. A gamma effect size of .25

corresponds to K-1 (4-1) groups and combined with the

power factor of .80 yields a minimum sample size of 45
respondents in each group.

A safety factor for possible unreturned survey

instruments was applied to the Cohen sample size and 104

was calculated as the sample size for each of the four

categories for each sample. The community colleges

selected in the sample did not contain a total of 104

administrators; therefore, the administrators sample was

composed of the entire number of administrators in the

four institutions, which totaled eighty-four. A sample of

eighty-four was beyond the minimum forty-five required to

meet the Cohen supposition.

The Instrument

The survey questionnaire (see Appendix C) which was

used in this study was developed after a study of the

literature. An interpretation of the literature showed,

in composite, twenty-three activities useful in explaining

the role of community colleges in economic development.
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Literature cited on the specific activities being
conducted by an institution for a region, contained no

empirical investigations similar to this study.
Empirical studies measuring perceptions of community

college groups are easily found in community college

literature. Dual five-point summated rating scales,

measuring the perception of present emphasis (what is) and
desired emphasis (what should be) of community college

personnel, were found to be used in Project Focus

(Bushnell and Zagaris, 1972) and were adopted for this

study with a modification. The modification was the
addition of a question mark (?) on the scale measuring the
present emphasis of both the community college respondents

and the business community respondents. Hansen (1976)

utilized the "?" in his empirical investigation of the

current function of the college in a community development

role in addition to a six-point Likert scale. The "?" was

not given a numerical value and was reported as total

number of responses for the "?" item. Utilizing the
results in a varying number of responses for questions on

the perceptual scale measuring the present emphasis. The

"?" for this study was intended to reduce the respondent's

frustration level with the present emphasis scale when the

respondent was unaware of the existence or nonexistence of

a particular community college activity in the
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respondent's community college or community college

district. Allowing the respondent the option of the "?"

should have lent greater accuracy to the interpretation of

the perceived items the respondent rated other than the

question mark and reduced error in analysis.

The dual five-point summated rating scales, with the

addition of the question mark were:

A. To what extent is this activity presently
occurring?

? - no knowledge of activity,

1 - emphasized not at all,

2 - emphasized minimally,

3 - emphasized moderately,

4 - emphasized strongly,

5 - emphasized very strongly.

B. This activity should be of:
1 - no importance,

2 - low importance,

3 - medium importance,

4 - high importance,

5 - extremely high importance.

The collection of both the present emphasis (what is)

and preferred data (what should be) enabled the

investigator to analyze what role the community college

was currently performing, what the college should be
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doing, and the degree of satisfaction with the current

state of affairs as perceived by the sampled faculty,

administrators, and appropriate business community

respondents. In addition, according to Hansen (1976,

p. 93), "Distinguishing between the actual and preferred

states gives some protection against the danger that the

respondent's perceptions of actual functions would be

simply an expression of his own preferences."

Definitions

The survey instrument contained a list of definitions

of terms to help the respondent interpret the activity

statements consistently. The definitions provided are

included in Appendix C.

Content Validity

The selected twenty-three activities were interpreted

from the literature as possible activities that could be

useful in explaining the role of community colleges in

economic development. Distractors were added to the list

of twenty-three activities and the composite list was

reviewed independently by a community college

administrator and a private business manager with

responsibilities for economic development. The managers

were asked to review each activity as to its possibility
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for contributing to economic development as a function of
the community college. The managers were also asked to

provide any possible additions to the list. The reviewers
did not agree on the distractors, but they did agree on
the twenty-three activities. The reviewers suggested two
minor changes to improve readability, but they did not add

additional items. The distractors were then dropped from
the survey instrument before distribution to the selected
subjects.

Distribution of Instruments
Each president of the four selected community

colleges identified a contact person. The role of the

contact person was to obtain a current list of employees

in each of the three categories (administrators, full-time

faculty, and part-time faculty), provide the list to the

investigator, and to distribute the survey instrument by

the campus mail system once the investigator had coded the

survey forms and addressed the distribution envelopes.

The coded survey instrument was contained in a sealed
envelope with a cover letter and a preaddressed,

postage-paid, return envelope. Respondents mailed the

completed survey instruments back to Oregon State

University at the investigator's address. After an

initial response period of approximately three weeks, a
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second mailing to nonrespondents was conducted utilizing

the same system, except part-time faculty surveys were

sent to home addresses instead of relying on the internal
campus mail systems.

The survey instrument for the business community

members was sent by mail and also included a cover letter
and a preaddressed, postage-paid, return envelope. A

second mailing to nonrespondents was conducted

approximately three weeks after the first, and a third
mailing approximately four weeks after the second.

Method of Analysis

Two levels of analysis were used to examine the data:
descriptive statistics, and inferential statistics. Both

descriptive and inferential statistics were used to

identify areas of consensus and differences between the

community college faculty (full-time and part-time),
administrators, and business community responses on the

survey items.

Research questions one and two utilized single

classification analysis of variance (ANOVA) with the use

of Scheffe's multiple comparison test to identify specific
areas of statistically significant differences. The ANOVA
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statistical procedure is commonly used to test the

hypothesis that several population means are equal

(Norusis, 1982). Two major components of this statistical

procedure are the variability of the observations within a

group about the group mean and the variability of the

group means. Utilizing the sums of squares to measure

variability, the within group variability was the sum of

the products of the number of cases within a group minus

one, times the variance of the group observations about

its mean, expressed as:

SSW = > (Ni-1) Si2.

i=l

The between groups sums of squares is expressed as:

k

SSB =:E- Ni (Xi -X)
2

i=1

where:

Xi = mean of i group,

X = entire sample mean.

The test statistic for testing the hypothesis that the two

means are equal was calculated as:

Between groups mean square
F =

Within groups mean square

If the calculated F statistic was greater than the F
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distribution with k-1 and N-k degrees of freedom at the

selected significance level (.05 for this study), the null

hypothesis was rejected (H0: the means are equal).

k was the number of groups and N was the number of cases

in the entire sample.

The assumption for the ANOVA test, according to

Marija Norusis (1982), is that the samples are

independently selected from normally distributed

populations with the same variance. The precautions of

randomization of the sample selection used in this study

upholds the independently selection criteria.

The Scheffe' test used a single range value for all

group mean comparisons and was appropriate for unequal

group sizes. According to the Statistical Package for

Social Sciences (SPSS) manual (Nie and others, 1975,

p. 428), "SCHEFFE is exact, even for unequal group sizes."

Of the Posteriori contrast tests available with the one-way

analysis of variance subprogram, the Scheffe' test was the
more strict and also the more conservative. The test is:

xi - xj < R(alpha, g, f) * Sx

where xi and xj are the group means to be contrasted

R = range,

alpha

g =

El significance level for test (.05 for this study),
the number of groups in the subset,
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e

S =
x

degrees of freedom in the between groups sum of

squares and,

standard error in the combined subset.

Research questions three, four, five, six, and seven

of this study called for the testing of perceptual

differences between the current emphasis and the desired

emphasis on the selected twenty-three economic development

activities among the administrator, full-time faculty,

part-time faculty, and business community groups. t-tests

were used to test for significant differences of mean

scores for each activity by each group. As described by

Marija Norusis (1982), paired data can be tested for

significance using the student's t distribution. The test

statistic t used to test the null hypothesis is calculated

by:

D
t =

SD / N

where D is the difference between the two observed means,

SD is the standard deviation of the paired observations,

and N is the number of paired samples. The t statistic is

compared with the table t with N-1 degrees of freedom. If

the calculated t statistic is greater than the student's t

distribution with N-1 degrees of freedom at the selected

significance level (.05 for this study), the null

hypothesis was rejected (H0: the means are equal). All

f
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statistical tests were calculated utilizing Oregon State
University Milne Computer Center's CYBER system with the

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).

Additionally, the data were analyzed by a descriptive

statistics approach, not involving hypothesis testing, by

rank ordering the sample means and observing their

variability among quartile deviations. When using ordinal

measurement, the distance between the mean values of each

rank assignment has little value for analysis. "The

numbers assigned in ordinal measurement indicate order of

position and nothing more" (Ary and others, 1979, p. 93).

It should be remembered, however, that sample means are

point estimates of the unknown population means. As such,

the true population mean can be predicted to be obtained

in an interval of values at a particular confidence level.

It is possible for the confidence intervals of rank

ordered means to overlap, and if so, the true population

means could possibly change position in their rank order.

A caution is given to the reader in that rank order

analysis in this study was only used to indicate patterns

of variability among the four groups. No particular value

was placed on one economic development activity over

another. If the reader is to interpret the ordering of

the activity means as having more significance than that
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presented in this study, a thorough analysis of the means'

confidence intervals should be undertaken.

Study Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses arise out of the
research questions identified in the first chapter and

each was statistically tested. Each null hypothesis was

tested for each of the twenty-three separate and distinct
activities.

Research Question Number One

What are the areas of consensus and differences among

community college faculty members', administrators' and

business community members' perceptions of the current

emphasis being placed on selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

H01: There is no significant difference in group
mean scores for the community college faculty

members', administrators', and business community

members' perceptions of the current emphasis being

placed on selected economic development activities in

Oregon community colleges.
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For each activity for which the null hypotheses was

rejected, indicating a statistically significant
difference existed among the four groups on their mean

scores for that activity, Scheffe' subset analysis was

performed to identify statistically equal and unequal

group combinations.

Research Question Number Two

What are the areas of consensus and differences among

community college faculty members', administrators', and

business community members' perceptions of the desired

emphasis of selected economic development activities in

Oregon's community colleges?

HO2: There is no significant difference in group

mean scores among the community college faculty

members', administrators', and business community

members' perceptions of the desired emphasis of

selected economic development activities in Oregon's

community colleges.

For each activity for which the null hypothesis was

rejected, indicating a statistically significant

difference existed among the four groups on their mean

scores for that activity, Scheffe' subset analysis was

performed to identify statistically equal and unequal

group combinations.



51

Research Question Number Three

Are there differences among community college

administrators' perceptions of the current emphasis and

desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?

H03: There is no significant difference in group
mean scores of community college administrators on

the current emphasis as compared to the desired

emphasis of selected economic development activities

in the community colleges.

Research Question Number Four

Are there differences among full-time faculty
members' perceptions of the current emphasis and desired

emphasis of selected economic development activities in

Oregon's community colleges?

H04: There is no significant difference in group
mean scores of full-time faculty members on the

current emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis

of selected economic development activities in the

community colleges.

Research Question Number Five

Are there differences among part-time faculty

members' perceptions of the current emphasis and desired
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emphasis of selected economic development activities in

Oregon's community colleges?

H05: There is no significant difference in group mean

scores of part-time faculty members on the current

emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis of

selected economic development activities in the

community colleges.

Research Question Number Six

Are there differences among the business community

members' perceptions of the current emphasis and desired

emphasis of selected economic development activities in

Oregon's community colleges?

H06: There is no significant difference in group

mean scores of business community members on the

current emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis

of selected economic development activities in the

community colleges.

Research Question Number Seven

Are there differences among vocational faculty and

nonvocational faculty perceptions of the current emphasis
and desired emphasis of selected economic development

activities in Oregon's community colleges?
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H07: There is no significant difference in group

mean scores of vocational faculty members and

nonvocational faculty members as to the current

emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis of

selected economic development activities in Oregon's

community colleges.

Review of Survey Returns

Of the 397 survey instruments sent, 288 were returned

for a total return rate of 73 percent. Table 2.1 presents

a summary of the survey returns. Incomplete instruments,

of which there were ten, were those instruments returned

that included identifiable information as to group,

location, and further descriptors of the group, but for

which the majority of the items on the perceptual scales

were not completed. Unidentifiable instruments, of which

there were three, were those instruments returned with the

identification code number obliterated or with the first

page of the survey instrument removed. Incomplete and

unidentifiable survey instruments were not included in the

statistical analysis.

Appendix Tables D.1 and D.2 present a summary of

returned instruments from the two institutions sampled in
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the small community college classification and from the

two institutions sampled in the large community college

classification. This study made no attempt to compare one

institution against another except as to the number and

percentage of return by categories.

TABLE 2.1

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RETURNS

Summary of Survey Instruments N Percent

Total instruments sent 397 100%

Total instruments returned 288 73%

Incomplete instruments 10 3%

Unidentifiable instruments 3 1%

Small community college return 70 80%

Large community college return 218 70%

Administrator return 71 84%

Full-time faculty return 79 76%

Part-time faculty return 65 63%

Business community return 73 70%

Table 2.2 presents a summary of returned instruments

and response rate by each of the four institutions and by

category group. Institutions were labeled with letters to

protect the confidentiality of their employees and

associated business community members.
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TABLE 2.2

NUMBER OF INSTRUMENTS RETURNED
AND PERCENTAGE RESPONSE RATE

BY INSTITUTION AND GROUP

Category

Institution Adminis- F. T. P. T. Busi- Institution
trators Faculty Faculty ness Total

A N 10 13 4 10 37
% 71% 100% 57% 100% 84%

B N 12 7 5 9 33
% 86% 54% 100% 82% 77%

C N 23 31 24 25 103
% 89% 91% 75% 63% 78%

D N 26 28 32 29 115
% 84% 64% 53% 67% 65%

Catego- N 71 79 65 73 288
ry % 84% 76% 63% 70% 73%
Total

Table 2.3 presents the return of instruments by

business size (determined by the number of employees at
the location to which the instrument was sent). The

column of percentages labeled "population percentage" was

the percentage of employees employed in the respective

size classifications in Oregon.

The business community members sample return was

consistent with the state's distribution of business size
except for a disproportionate return in the fifty plus
size classification. The sample return contained

responses that represented 11.4 percent of the sample in
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the fifty plus category, while the state's distribution

was 3.5 percent in this same category. The small N of 8

in this size category probably makes this disproportionate

return of little significance.

TABLE 2.3

BUSINESS COMMUNITY RETURN BY SIZE

Return by Size N
Sample
Percentage

Population
Percentage

1 to 3 employees 32 45.7% 55.6%

4 to 19 employees 21 30.0% 34.3%

20 to 49 employees 7 10.0% 6.5%

50 plus employees 8 11.4% 3.5%

Total 69 97.1% 99.9%

Table 2.4 presents the return of instruments by

business category. The category of business was

identified and reported by the respondent.
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TABLE 2.4

BUSINESS COMMUNITY RETURN BY CLASSIFICATION

Return by Classification N
Sample
Percentage

Service industries 48 68.6%

Manufacturing 9 12.9%

Agriculture production 5 7.1%

Forestry 1 1.4%

Financial 1 1.4%

Other 5 7.1%

Total 69 98.5%

Summary of Instrument Returns

Mail-out survey instruments were employed to collect

the data. Internal campus mail systems were utilized to

distribute the instruments to the administrator, full-time

faculty, and part-time faculty groups. Two complete

mailings were required to assure an adequate return. The

second mailing to the part-time faculty was sent to their

home address instead of utilizing the campus mail system.

A higher percent return and a faster response rate was

achieved with the second mailing than with the first for
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part-time faculty. Part-time faculty returns were the

lowest of all groups with a response rate of 63 percent.

Business community members were sent three complete

survey mailings in order to obtain an adequate return.

Business community members were identified by the generic

title of "manager" and not by name as were the members of

each of the other three categories. After an initially
slow response rate, a return rate of 70 percent was

eventually obtained from the business community members.

The stratified random sampling techniques employed,

along with the high response rate, produced a sample

return that was consistent with the population

distribution in regard to size of community college, and
the proportion of full-time faculty and part-time faculty
within the classification. The business community sample

return was consistent with the state's distribution of
business size except for a disproportionate return in the
fifty plus size category.
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III. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

An analysis of the data collected for this study is

presented in three major sections. The first section

presents frequencies and statistics by group and an

analysis of the "?" used in the survey instrument. The

second major section presents an analysis of the testing

of the seven research questions identified in Chapter I.

ANOVA with Scheffe' homogeneity of variance tests or

t-tests were the statistical applications used to test the

null hypotheses. Computer analysis compares a

formula-based computer statistic (presented in Chapter II)

against a table statistical distribution. If the

calculated statistic is greater than the table

distribution with appropriate degrees of freedom at the

selected significance level (.05 for this study), the null

hypothesis was rejected (H0: no difference between

means). The third section presents group ranking

priorities of activities on both the "present activity"

rating scale and the "should be emphasis" scale.
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Frequencies and Statistics

Summary statistics and frequencies for all
respondents, presented in table formats, are found in
Appendix F. The activity number referenced in each of

these tables and throughout this discussion was the same

number given to the activity on the survey instrument.

The survey instrument is found in Appendix C, and these

activities correspond to the same numbered activities

discussed in the first chapter.

The N referenced in the tables in Appendix F does not

include the items left blank by the respondents, nor the

activities marked with "?" on the "present activity"

scale. The blank and the "?" were not given numerical

weight for the purpose of calculation of the means

throughout this discussion.

Use of the "?"

The "?" used on the survey instrument in this study

had several purposes. It was primarily intended to reduce

the respondent's frustration level with the "present

activity" scale, and thereby allow for greater accuracy in

respondent's ratings for activities other than the

question mark. The "?" also helped to reduce error in
analysis.
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Table 3.1 summarizes the use of the "?" by each group

for each activity on the "present activity" scale.

Respondents were asked to mark the "?" only if they had no

knowledge of the activity. The business community members

had the highest number of "?" markings of all groups, as

50 percent of their possible responses were "?", and

thirteen of the twenty-three activities were marked with

the "?" by over 50 percent of the business community

respondents. The part-time faculty use of the "?"

occurred in 49 percent of all possible responses with

thirteen of the twenty-three activities being marked with

the "?" by over 50 percent of the respondents. The

full-time faculty used the "?" in over 24 percent of the

cases. The administrator group used the "?" in 8 percent

of all possible responses and the "?" was not marked by

50 percent or more of the time for any activity by this

group.

Eight activities (five, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen,

sixteen, eighteen, twenty-one, and twenty-three)

consistently received the highest percentage of "?"

markings by all four groups. Seven of these eight

activities-were ranked in the lowest 50 percent of the

priority group rank order distribution by all four groups

on the "present activity" scale (see "group priority

ranking of activities" discussion). Only activity five,
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TABLE 3.1

USE OF THE "?"
BY NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RETURN

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Adminis- Full-time Part-time Businesstrators Faculty Faculty Community

Activity N % N % N % N %

1 1 1.4 10 12.8 19 29.2 30 42.9
2 1 1.4 4 5.1 14 21.5 29 41.4
3 1 1.4 8 10.3 23 35.4 28 40.0

4 3 4.3 26 33.3 37 56.9 40 57.1
5 6 8.6 26 33.3 38 58.5 40 57.1
6 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 12.3 13 18.6

7 0 0.0 1 1.3 22 33.8 25 35.7
8 4 5.7 16 20.5 42 64.6 41 58.6
9 2 2.9 25 32.1 42 64.6 42 60.0

10 2 2.9 6 7.7 19 29.2 31 44.3
11 1 1.4 11 14.1 22 33.8 30 42.9
12 1 1.4 8 10.3 31 47.7 32 45.7

13 7 10.0 24 30.8 37 56.9 40 57.1
14 15 21.4 36 46.2 47 72.3 40 57.1
15 15 21.4 34 43.6 46 70.8 43 61.4

16 21 30.0 42 53.8 49 75.4 46 65.7
17 2 2.9 11 14.1 25 38.5 30 42.9
18 6 8.6 22 28.2 42 64.6 39 55.7

19 0 0.0 1 1.3 9 13.8 24 34.3
20 14 20.0 34 43.6 41 63.1 38 54.3
21 14 20.0 45 57.7 45 69.2 47 67.1

22 5 7.1 18 23.1 34 52.3 37 52.9
23 9 12.9 30 38.5 42 64.6 39 55.7

Total 129 8% 438 24% 734 49% 804 50.0%
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which received a high number of "?" markings, was found in

the top 50 percent of the priority rank order distribution

by all four groups on the "present activity" scale. When

these eight activities were rated on the "should be

emphasis" scale, activities thirteen, fourteen, fifteen,

sixteen, twenty-one, and twenty-three remained in the

lower 50 percent rank order distribution, while activities
five and eighteen were not consistently ranked in either

the upper or lower rank order by all four groups.

One would expect to see low priority rankings on

activities about which respondents indicated "no
knowledge". This did occur on the "present activity"

scale, however, the same activities were not marked

consistently low on the "should be emphasis" scale. It is
possible that the survey instrument became a learning tool

for some respondents as they became aware of additional

activities which the community college might conduct that

would contribute to the economic development role. It was

also obvious that the part-time faculty and business

community member groups had the least knowledge of the

economic development activities occurring in the community

colleges.
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Research Question Number One

Research question number one asked: What are the

areas of consensus and differences among community college

faculty members', administrators', and business community

members' perceptions of the current emphasis being placed

on selected economic development activities in Oregon's

community colleges? The following null hypothesis was

statistically tested for each of the twenty-three separate

and distinct activities:

H 1: There is no significant difference in group
man scores for the communitiy college faculty
members', administrators', and business community
members' perceptions of the current emphasis being
placed on selected economic developmental activities
in Oregon's community colleges.

Results and Discussion

The ANOVA test procedure was employed as a

statistical test utilizing Scheffe' subsets at the .05

significance level. For seventeen of the twenty-three

activities on the "present activity" scale, the null

hypotheses were retained and therefore the groups had

statistically equal means. Data for the activities with

statistically equal means is reported in Appendix G.

Scheffe' subsets identify combinations of group means

that were statistically equal, and differentiate between



65

other group combinations that were equal for the same

activity. On the "present activity" scale, the null

hypothesis was rejected for six activities and therefore
had group means that were statistically unequal among the

four groups. Tables 3.2 through 3.7 report the data for

those activities with overall unequal group means and

further identifies subsets that emerged from the Scheffe'

test of homogeneous subgroups.

The ANOVA procedure applied to the twenty-three

activities on the "present activity" scale resulted in the

null hypothesis being retained in seventeen cases and

rejected in six cases. An analysis of the six cases where

the means were significantly different among the four

groups revealed:

1. No single grouping emerged in the Scheffe'

homogeneous subgroups that combined two or more

subgroups in identical grouping for all instances.
2. In all six cases, the administrators' means did not

group with the business community means.

3. In all six cases, the administrator group means were

significantly higher than the business community

means.

4. The three community college group means tended to

agree more often (five of six) than any other
combined subgroup.
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TABLE 3.2

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 2
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 2
Provide job placement services for students enrolled
in the community college

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 8.53 3 2.84 2.94 .033
Within Groups 214 222 0.96

Total 222 225

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3, 2 1. Administrators 70 3.35 0.90
3, 2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 74 3.16 1.03

3. Part-time Faculty 47 3.04 0.93
4. Business Community 35 2.77 1.08
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TABLE 3.3

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 3
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 3

Provide classroom apprenticeship training in
cooperation with Labor and Business

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.99.

Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F

Between Groups 9.05 3 3.01 3.22 .023
Within Groups 195 209 0.93

Total 204 212

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 2, 3 1. Administrators 69 3.31 0.91
2, 3, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 69 2.97 0.92

3. Part-time Faculty 39 3.17 1.09
4. Business Community 36 2.75 0.99

P
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TABLE 3.4

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 6
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 6
Provide basic skills (math, reading, and
communication) training

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 33.4 3 11.1 16.3 0
Within Groups 169 249 .680

Total 202 252

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4 1. Administrators 70 4.40 0.66
3, 1, 2 2. Full-time Faculty 78 4.47 0.71

3. Part-time Faculty 54 4.09 0.80
14. Business Community 51 3.50 1.13
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TABLE 3.5

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 7
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 7

Provide cooperative education programs such as
on-the-job training programs mixed with classroom
training

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 15.2 3 5.09 5.41 .001
Within Groups 206 219 0.94

Total 221 222

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3 1. Administrators 69 3.76 0.84
3, 2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 76 3.60 1.03

3. Part-time Faculty 39 3.53 0.85
4. Business Community 39 3.00 1.14



70

TABLE 3.6

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 19
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 19

Provide career and vocational counseling

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.

Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 37.0 3 12.3 14.8 0

Within Groups 195 234 .834

Total 232 237

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4 1. Administrators 70 4.00 0.70
3, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 77 4.09 0.84
1, 2 3. Part-time Faculty 52 3.55 0.95

14. Business Community 39 3.00 1.25
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TABLE 3.7

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 22
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 22

Participation of community college on local community
development councils

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.99.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 15.5 3 5.19 4.48 .004
Within Groups 197 170 1.15

Total 212 173

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 2, 3 1. Administrators 65 3.30 1.08
2, 3, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 59 2.93 0.99

3. Part-time Faculty 27 3.18 1.11
4. Business Community 23 2.39 1.19



72

There appears to be considerable agreement among all

four groups as to the current emphasis being placed on the

selected economic development activities. When

differences in perceptions were noted among the four

groups, the community college staff tended to be in

agreement and the administrators and business community

members in disagreement over the level at which the

activities were occurring.

Research Question Number Two

Research question number two asked: What are the

areas of consensus and differences among community

college faculty members', administrators', and business

community members' perceptions of the desired emphasis of

selected economic development activities in Oregon's

community colleges? The following null hypothesis was

statistically tested for each of the twenty-three

separate and distinct activities:

H 2: There is no significant difference in group
m2an scores among the community college faculty
members', administrators', and business community
members' perceptions of the desired emphasis of
selected economic development activities in Oregon's
community colleges.
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Results and Discussion

The ANOVA test procedure was employed as a

statistical test utilizing Scheffe' subsets at the .05

level of significance. For fourteen of the twenty-three

activities on the "should be emphasis" scale, the null

hypothesis was retained and therefore the groups had

statistically equal means. Data for the activities with
statistically equal means is reported in Appendix G.

Scheffe' subsets identify combinations of group means

that were statistically equal, and differentiate between

other group combinations that were equal for the same

activity. On the "should be emphasis" scale, the null

hypothesis was rejected for nine activities and therefore
had group means that were statistically unequal among the

four groups. Tables 3.8 through 3.16 report data for
those activities with overall unequal group means and

further identifies subsets that emerged from the Scheffe'

test of homogeneous subgroups.

The ANOVA procedure applied to the twenty-three

activities on the "should be emphasis" scale resulted in
the null hypothesis being retained in fourteen cases and

rejected in nine cases. An analysis of the nine cases

where the group means were significantly different among

the four groups revealed:
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1. No single subgroup emerged in the Scheffe'

homogeneous subgroups that contained identical

groupings for all instances.

2. Although the administrators and full-time faculty

occurred in the same grouping in all nine activities,

they were not combined with either of the other two

groups on a consistent basis.

3. In seven of the nine occurrences, the business

community combined with the part-time faculty in the

same subgroup.

4. In only two instances did the administrators and

business community combine in the same subgroup.

There were greater differences of opinions between

the four groups as to how much emphasis should be placed

on the twenty-three activities than what occurred on the

present activity ratings. When differences of perceptions

occurred between the four groups, part-time faculty and

business community members tended to agree more often, as

did full-time faculty and administrators. Administrators

and business community members were not in agreement the

most often.
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TABLE 3.8

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 3
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 3

Provide classroom apprenticeship training in
cooperation with Labor and Business

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 7.71 3 2.57 2.85 .037
Within Groups 232 258 .899

Total 239 261

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 2, 1 1. Administrators 67 3.80 0.87
2, 1, 3

I

2. Full-time Faculty 72 3.72 0.95
3. Part-time Faculty 58 3.98 1.01

14. Business Community 65 3.49 0.95
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TABLE 3.9

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 7
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.
Activity 7

Provide cooperative education programs such as
on-the-job training mixed with classroom training

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 7.52 3 2.50 3.76 .011
Within Groups 174 262 0.66

Total 181 265

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3, 1 11. Administrators 67 4.19 0.74
3, 1, 2 2. Full-time Faculty 76 4.26 0.69

3. Part-time Faculty 57 4.03 0.86
4. Business Community 66 3.83 0.95
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TABLE 3.10

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 8
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 8
Provide instructional releases for teachers to work
in industry

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 33.6 3 11.2 11.5 0
Within Groups 254 263 .967

Total

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3 1 1. Administrators 67 3.71 0.79
3, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 77 3.77 0.96
1, 2

1
13. Part-time Faculty 58 3.29 1.04

. Business Community 65 2.90 1.11

287
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TABLE 3.11

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 9
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 9
Provide customized training programs to industry on
the industry site

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.

Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 23.6 3 7.87 7.18 0
Within Groups 284 260 1.09

Total 308 263

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3, 2 1. Administrators 69 3.82 0.87
2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 73 3.54 1.04

3. Part-time Faculty 57 3.17 1.05
4. Business Community 65 3.07 1.20
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TABLE 3.12

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 12
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 12

Provide short courses and workshops for company
employees

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 16.9 3 5.65 7.09 0
Within Groups 207 260 0.79

Total 224 263

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

3, 4 1. Administrators 69 3.98 0.63
4, 2 2. Full-time Faculty 74 3.85 0.88
2, 1 3. Part-time Faculty 57 3.36 0.99

I4. Business Community 64 3.46 1.03
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TABLE 3.13

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 18
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 18

Conduct community training needs assessment

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 11.9 3 3.99 3.98 .008
Within Groups 246 246 1.00

Total 258 249

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3, 2 1. Administrators 68 3.88 0.93
3, 2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 69 3.66 1.00

3. Part-time Faculty 52 3.65 0.94
4. Business Community 61 3.27 1.09
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TABLE 3.14

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 19
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.

Activity 19

Provide career and vocational counseling

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.

Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 20.8 3 6.93 10.6 0

Within Groups 169 261 0.65

Total 190 264

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3 1. Administrators 68 4.44 0.58
3, 1, 2 2. Full-time Faculty 76 4.50 0.60

3. Part-time Faculty 55 4.16 0.78
4. Business Community 66 3.80 1.15
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TABLE 3.15

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 22
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.
Activity 22

Participation of community college on local community
development councils

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 45.8 3 15.2 16.5 0
Within Groups 235 255 .922

Total 281 258

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4 1. Administrators 68 4.17 0.77
3, 2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 75 3.76 0.94

3. Part-time Faculty 54 3.68 0.92
14. Business Community 62 3.00 1.17
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TABLE 3.16

ANOVA RESULTS ACTIVITY 23
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity with significantly different mean ratings as a
result of ANOVA test procedure. Scheffe' subsets at .05
level of significance.

Groups within subsets have means that are statistically
equal. Groups in different subsets have means that are
statistically unequal.
Activity 23

Collect labor market information for planning
purposes

Analysis of Variance

Scheffe' range for the .05 level is 3.98.
Source S.S. D.F. M.S. F P

Between Groups 14.5 3 4.84 3.52 .015
Within Groups 347 253 1.37

Total 362 256

Scheffe'
Subsets Group N Mean S.D.

4, 3, 2 1. Administrators 67 3.67 1.21
3, 2, 1 2. Full-time Faculty 71 3.52 1.15

3. Part-time Faculty 56 3.37 1.05
4. Business Community 63 3.03 1.24
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Research Question Number Three

Research question number three asked: Are there

differences among community college administrators'

perceptions of the current emphasis and desired emphasis

of selected economic development activities in Oregon's
community colleges? The following null hypothesis was

statistically tested for each of the twenty-three
separate and distinct activities:

H 3: There is no significant difference in group
mean scores of community college administrators on
the current emphasis as compared to the desired
emphasis of selected economic development activities
in the community college.

Results

The null hypothesis was statistically tested for

each activity using t-tests to determine if significant
differences of administrators' ratings existed between

each scale. The data and results of hypothesis testing

for each activity are presented in Table 3.17. The null

hypothesis was rejected for all activities except
activity six. Mean ratings for all activities were
significantly higher on the "should be emphasis" scale
than on the "present activity" scale at the .05
significance level. Activity six had the highest mean

score of any of the twenty-three activities on each scale.
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TABLE 3.17

t-TEST RESULTS
ADMINISTRATORS

PRESENT ACTIVITY VS. SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-
tiv-

Present
Activity

Should Be
Emphasis

Null
Hy-

h
ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P

pot -

esis

1 2.92 0.77 4.04 0.67 -11.77 0.00 R
2 3.35 0.91 4.01 0.72 -6.50 0.00 R
3 3.31 0.92 3.80 0.87 -4.90 0.00 R

4 2.56 0.95 3.74 0.84 -9.26 0.00 R
5 2.28 0.95 3.73 1.03 -12.57 0.00 R
6 4.40 0.67 4.52 0.67 -1.38 0.17 A

7 3.77 0.85 4.19 0.74 -4.38 0.00 R
8 2.47 0.97 3.70 0.78 -9.66 0.00 R
9 2.43 0.83 3.85 0.87 -11.76 0.00 R

10 3.35 0.93 4.28 0.69 -7.54 0.00 R
11 3.17 1.01 3.83 0.66 -5.99 0.00 R
12 3.00 0.84 3.98 0.65 -8.52 0.00 R

13 2.38 1.07 3.24 1.14 -6.04 0.00 R
14 1.77 0.77 2.75 1.03 -7.36 0.00 R
15 2.20 0.97 3.37 0.99 -7.96 0.00 R

16 1.64 0.83 3.00 1.11 -8.67 0.00 R
17 3.13 0.80 3.74 0.70 -6.00 0.00 R
18 2.77 1.02 3.87 0.95 -8.21 0.00 R

19 4.02 0.66 4.44 0.83 -5.21 0.00 R
20 2.03 1.01 2.83 1.16 -6.66 0.00 R
21 1.89 0.99 2.85 1.17 -6.90 0.00 R

22 3.29 1.09 4.15 0.78 -6.84 0.00 R
23 2.73 1.10 3.68 1.17 -8.09 0.00 R

Note: A = accept
R = reject
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For all practical purposes, the administrators' group
indicated more emphasis should be placed on the economic

development activities than on what was presently

occurring.

Research Question Number Four

Research question number four asked: Are there

differences among full-time faculty members' perceptions

of the current emphasis and desired emphasis of selected

economic development activities in Oregon's community

colleges? The following null hypothesis was statistically
tested for each of the twenty-three separate and distinct
activities:

H 4: There is no significant difference in group
m2an scores of full-time faculty members on the
current emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis
of selected economic development activities in the
community college.

Results

The null hypothesis was statistically tested for each

activity using t-tests to determine if significant
differences of full-time faculty mean scores existed

between each scale. The data and results of hypothesis
testing for each activity are presented in Table 3.18.

The null hypothesis was rejected for all activities except
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TABLE 3.18

t-TEST RESULTS
FULL-TIME FACULTY

PRESENT ACTIVITY VS. SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-
tiv-

Present
Activity

Should Be
Emphasis

Null
Hy-

h
ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P

pot -

esis

1 3.12 0.92 4.09 0.70 -7.58 0.00 R
2 3.20 1.02 3.97 0.93 -7.01 0.00 R
3 2.98 0.90 3.72 0.95 -6.14 0.00 R

4 2.24 0.79 3.40 1.03, -7.76 0.00 R
5 2.31 1.01 3.88 0.95 -12.15 0.00 R
6 4.46 0.71 4.50 0.77 -0.40 0.68 A

7 3.61 1.03 4.26 0.70 -6.34 0.00 R
8 2.27 1.05 3.83 1.00 -9.56 0.00 R
9 2.18 0.85 3.56 1.03 -8.83 0.00 R

10 2.98 0.90 4.07 0.87 -10.73 0.00 R
11 3.16 0.92 3.71 0.81 -6.09 0.00 R
12 2.74 0.95 3.89 0.90 -8.52 0.00 R

13 2.07 1.02 2.88 1.07 -6.57 0.00 R
14 1.79 0.76 2.69 0.92 -7.44 0.00 R
15 2.16 1.10 3.09 1.10 -6.19 0.00 R

16 1.66 0.92 2.57 1.20 -4.32 0.00 R
17 3.04 1.00 3.64 0.79 -6.12 0.00 R
18 2.50 1.00 3.66 1.03 -8.04 0.00 R

19 4.07 0.84 4.50 0.60 -4.76 0.00 R
20 2.07 1.05 2.75 1.09 -5.78 0.00 R
21 1.75 1.01 2.78 1.15 -5.34 0.00 R

22 2.94 0.97 3.78 0.95 -7.05 0.00 R
23 2.72 1.24 3.65 1.11 -5.78 0.00 R

Note: A = accept
R = reject
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activity six. Mean ratings for all activities except
activity six were significantly higher on the "should be
emphasis" scale than on the "present activity" scale at

the .05 significance level. Activity six had the highest

mean of any of the twenty-three activities on each scale.

For all practical purposes, the full-time faculty group
indicated more emphasis should be placed on the economic

development activities than on what was presently

occurring.

Research Question Number Five

Research question number five asked: Are there

differences among part-time faculty members' perceptions

of the current emphasis and desired emphasis of selected

economic development activities in Oregon's community

colleges? The following null hypothesis was

statistically tested for each of the twenty-three

separate and distinct activities:

H05: There is no significant difference in group
mean scores of part-time faculty members on the
current emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis
of selected economic development activities in the
community colleges.
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Results

The null hypothesis was statistically tested for
each activity using t-tests to determine if significant
differences of part-time faculty mean ratings existed

between each scale. The data and results of hypothesis

testing for each activity are presented in Table 3.19.

The null hypothesis was rejected for all activities.

Mean ratings for all activities were significantly higher
on the "should be emphasis" scale than on the "present

activity" scale at the .05 significance level. The

part-time faculty group indicated more emphasis should be

placed on the economic development activities than on what

was presently occurring.

Research Question Number Six

Research question number six asked: Are there

differences among the business community members'

perceptions of the current emphasis and desired emphasis

of selected economic development activities in Oregon's

community colleges? The following null hypothesis was

statistically tested for each of the twenty-three separate
and distinct activities:
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TABLE 3.19

t-TEST RESULTS
PART-TIME FACULTY

PRESENT ACTIVITY VS. SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-ti
Present
Activity

Should Be
Emphasis

Null
Hy-

thv-
ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P

po -
esis

1 2.80 1.06 3.97 0.64 -6.60 0.00 R
2 3.04 0.94 3.78 0.86 -5.54 0.00 R
3 3.16 1.06 4.10 0.96 -5.33 0.00 R

4 2.08 0.79 1.24 1.24 -5.13 0.00 R
5 2.31 0.83 3.72 0.88 -5.79 0.00 R
6 4.07 0.81 4.48 0.80 -3.12 0.00 R

7 3.51 0.97 4.02 0.86 -3.07 0.00 R
8 2.05 0.82 3.55 0.88 -5.09 0.00 R
9 2.10 1.07 3.40 0.94 -5.94 0.00 R

10 3.18 0.83 4.07 0.74 -6.63 0.00 R
11 3.02 0.83 3.70 0.12 -5.80 0.00 R
12 2.80 0.99 3.66 0.84 -5.52 0.00 R

13 2.73 1.21 3.52 1.12 -3.95 0.00 R
14 2.00 0.67 2.85 1.02 -2.92 0.00 R
15 2.26 1.22 2.93 1.28 -2.87 0.00 R

16 2.00 1.26 3.09 1.51 -2.78 0.00 R
17 3.21 0.96 3.78 0.74 -3.12 0.00 R
18 2.64 1.11 3.94 0.89 -4.40 0.00 R

19 3.60 0.97 4.27 0.73 -4.45 0.00 R
20 2.50 0.98 3.33 1.28 -3.39 0.00 R
21 1.68 0.70 2.81 1.37 -3.43 0.00 R

22 3.25 1.07 4.00 0.83 -4.34 0.00 R
23 2.58 1.00 3.64 1.05 -3.82 0.00 R

Note: A = accept
R = reject
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H 6: There is no significant difference in group
man scores of business community members on the
current emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis
of selected economic development activities in the
community colleges.

Results

The null hypothesis was statistically tested for each

activity using t-tests to determine if significant

differences of business community mean ratings existed

between each scale. The data and results of hypothesis

testing for each activity are presented in Table 3.20.

The null hypothesis was rejected for all activities. Mean

ratings for all activities were significantly higher on

the "should be emphasis" scale than on the "present

activity" scale at the .05 significance level. The

business community group indicated more emphasis should be

placed on the economic development activities than on what

was presently occurring.

Research Question Number Seven

Research question number seven asked: Are there

differences among vocational faculty and nonvocational

faculty perceptions of the current emphasis and desired

emphasis of selected economic development activities in
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TABLE 3.20

t-TEST RESULTS
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

PRESENT ACTIVITY VS. SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-
Present
Activity

Should Be
Emphasis

Null
Hy-

tiv- poth-
ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. I t P esis

1 2.66 1.08 3.69 1.04 -4.52 0.00 R
2 2.77 1.08 3.68 1.13 -4.26 0.00 R
3 2.74 1.01 3.45 1.06 -3.84 0.00 R

4 2.09 1.01 3.50 1.22 -4.83 0.00 R
5 2.45 1.18 3.27 1.27 -3.50 0.00 R
6 3.51 1.15 4.22 1.08 -3.97 0.00 R

7 3.00 1.14 3.92 1.03 -5.57 0.00 R
8 1.82 0.98 2.86 1.14 -4.52 0.00 R
9 2.22 1.41 3.09 1.41 -3.36 0.00 R

10 2.93 1.15 4.09 0.70 -6.92 0.00 R
11 3.00 1.13 3.87 1.00 -3.92 0.00 R
12 2.59 1.21 3.59 1.04 -4.86 0.00

13 2.65 1.46 3.69 1.06 -3.76 0.00 R
14 1.95 0.99 3.18 1.18 -4.67 0.00 R
15 1.84 1.06 2.89 1.24 -3.62 0.00 R

16 2.06 1.28 2.68 1.30 -3.10 0.00 R
17 2.78 0.97 3.78 1.03 -4.37 0.00 R
18 2.26 1.09 3.30 1.22 -4.52 0.00 R

19 3.00 1.25 3.89 1.20 -5.12 0.00 R
20 2.52 1.32 3.32 1.40 -3.18 000. R
21 1.26 0.59 2.26 1.38 -3.24 0 .00 R

22 2.39 1.19 3.17 1.15 -3.60 0.00 R
23 2.25 1.25 2.80 1.19 -2.07 0.05 R

Note: A = accept
R = reject

R
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Oregon's community colleges. The following null

hypothesis was statistically tested for each of the

twenty-three separate and distinct activities on each

scale.

H 7: There is no significant difference in group
moan scores of vocational faculty members and
nonvocational faculty members as to the current
emphasis as compared to the desired emphasis of
selected economic development activities in Oregon's
community colleges.

Results and Discussion

The null hypothesis was statistically tested for each

activity using t-tests to test for significant differences

between mean scores on both the "present activity" scale

and the "should be emphasis" scale between vocational

faculty and nonvocational faculty. The results of the

t-tests are presented in Tables 3.21 and 3.22.

On the "present activity" scale, the null hypothesis

was retained for twenty-one of the twenty-three

activities. There were no significant differences of

means at the 95 percent confidence level between

vocational and nonvocational faculty except on activities

two and nine. The nonvocational faculty believed more job

placement activity was occurring than did the vocational
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TABLE 3.21

t-TEST RESULTS
VOCATIONAL FACULTY VS. NONVOCATIONAL FACULTY

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Ac-
Vocational Nonvocational Null

tiv- Hy-
poth-ity N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. t P esis

1 50 3.00 0.90 59 2.94 1.09 -0.26 0.79 A
2 58 2.89 0.91 63 3.31 1.02 2.37 0.01 R
3 51 3.09 0.98 57 3.00 1.00 -0.51 0.60 A

4 36 2.38 0.83 40 2.02 0.76 -1.98 0.05 A
5 36 2.50 1.00 38 2.18 0.95 -1.39 0.16 A
6 63 4.22 0.72 69 4.40 0.81 -1.36 0.17 A

7 57 3.71 0.90 58 3.44 1.02 -1.50 0.13 A
8 39 2.28 0.85 43 2.18 1.11 -0.43 0.66 A
9 37 2.40 0.83 35 1.88 0.90 -2.55 0.01 R

10 56 3.08 0.94 57 3.00 0.86 -0.53 0.60 A
11 51 3.03 0.77 56 3.12 1.05 0.48 0.62 A
12 50 2.78 0.88 51 2.70 1.06 -0.38 0.70 A

13 35 2.31 1.05 43 2.23 1.17 -0.32 0.74 A
14 24 1.91 0.71 32 1.81 0.78 -0.51 0.60 A
15 24 2.50 1.18 36 1.94 1.04 -1.92 0.06 A

16 19 2.00 1.05 27 1.55 0.93 -1.51 0.14 A
17 44 3.02 0.90 59 3.13 1.07 0.56 0.56 A
18 34 2.76 1.07 40 2.35 1.02 -1.69 0.09 A

19 63 3.90 0.81 66 3.84 1.02 -0.34 0.73 A
20 30 2.36 1.12 34 2.02 1.00 -1.27 0.21 A
21 20 2.00 1.02 29 1.51 0.78 -1.87 0.08 A

22 39 2.97 0.97 47 3.04 1.12 0.30 0.75 A
23 30 2.86 1.10 35 2.54 1.26 -1.09 0.27 A

Note: A = accept
R = reject
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TABLE 3.22

t-TEST RESULTS
VOCATIONAL FACULTY VS. NONVOCATIONAL FACULTY

SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-
Vocational Nonvocational Null

tiv-
Hy-
poth-ity N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. t P esis

1 61 3.93 0.68 71 3.97 0.84 0.28 0.77 A
2 62 3.77 0.91 69 4.02 0.87 1.63 0.10 A
3 64 3.79 1.04 66 3.87 0.93 0.47 0.63 A

4 60 3.51 0.94 69 3.18 1.12 -1.77 0.07 A
5 63 3.66 1.00 69 3.89 0.92 1.38 0.17 A
6 64 4.46 0.79 71 4.50 0.77 0.28 0.77 A

7 64 4.34 0.69 69 4.00 0.82 -2.59 0.01 R
8 64 3.70 0.93 71 3.45 1.09 -1.43 0.15 A
9 63 3.49 0.98 67 3.28 1.12 -1.12 0.26 A

10 63 4.01 0.85 68 3.97 0.82 -0.31 0.75 A
11 63 3.66 0.76 66 3.60 0.89 -0.41 0.67 A
12 64 3.70 0.92 67 3.58 1.00 -0.72 0.47 A

13 61 3.16 1.03 68 2.92 1.08 -1.27 0.20 A
14 62 2.93 1.02 64 2.76 1.00 -0.94 0.34 A
15 62 3.00 1.07 65 2.86 1.14 -0.70 0.48 A

16 62 2.46 1.14 62 2.46 1.19 0.00 1.00 A
17 65 3.52 0.86 66 3.75 0.76 1.64 0.10 A
18 60 3.75 0.98 61 3.57 0.97 -0.99 0.32 A

19 64 4.34 0.71 67 4.37 0.69 0.24 0.81 A
20 30 2.34 1.12 34 2.02 1.00 -1.28 0.21 A
21 62 2.79 1.21 65 2.49 1.12 -1.44 0.15 A

22 61 3.73 0.92 68 3.72 0.94 -0.10 0.91 A
23 61 3.50 1.12 66 3.40 1.10 -0.50 0.61 A

Note: A = accept
R = reject
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faculty. The vocational faculty believed more customized

training was occurring on the industry site than did the
nonvocational faculty.

On the "should be emphasis" scale, the null
hypothesis was retained for twenty-two of the twenty-three
activities. There were no significant differences of

means at the 95 percent confidence level between

vocational and nonvocational faculty except on activity

four. Vocational faculty rated cooperative education of
more importance than did nonvocational faculty. For all

practical purposes, there were no significant differences

between the perceptions of vocational and nonvocational

faculty on either of the two emphasis scales.

Group Priority Ranking of Activities

In addition to direct comparisons of statistical
means and hypothesis testing, which was done by t-tests

and ANOVA tests in previous sections of this chapter, the

data collected in this study was analyzed by a criterion
referenced group comparison procedure that did not involve
hypothesis testing. Utilizing the business community

group as the criterion reference group, comparisons were

made among groups utilizing rank order of activities.
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The sample means of each group for each activity were

analyzed by rank order from highest to lowest. A caution

is in order with this type of analysis. Sample means are

point estimates of the population means. Confidence

intervals at the .95 level of confidence for each of the

means were calculated and are found in the summary

statistics in Appendix F. The confidence intervals are

expected to contain the respective unknown population

means at the .95 percent confidence level. For example,

Table 3.23 shows the data for the first quartile of the

full-time faculty group means on the "present activity"

scale from information obtained from Appendix F,

Table F.3.

TABLE 3.23

FIRST QUARTILE FULL-TIME FACULTY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Rank Activity Lower Upper
Order Number Mean S.D. Limit Limit

1 6 4.47 0.71 4.31 4.63
2 19 4.09 0.84 3.89 4.28
3 7 3.60 1.03 3.36 3.84

4 2 3.16 1.03 2.92 3.40
5 11 3.13 0.95 2.90 3.36
6 1 3.07 0.95 2.84 3.30

As can be seen from the example, the .95 confidence

intervals for the first three places of the rank order
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activities (six, nineteen, and seven) do not overlap with
each other. It is highly unlikely that the rank orders of
the population means would change order. The next three

places of rank order activities (two, eleven, and one)

have confidence intervals with considerable overlap. It is

possible that the means for these activities could change

in rank order.

It is not the purpose of this study to make any

significant observations about the value of one economic

development activity as contrasted to another. It is the

purpose, however, to make comparisons of agreements and

differences among groups. Although some confidence

intervals of the estimated population means do overlap,

most of the standard deviations are conservative, and

errors of the treatment of comparing the means as if they

occupied a specific place in rank order should be

inconsequential. The subsequent discussion on rank order

analysis will treat the means as occupying the place

determined by the sample's average means. The inclination

to draw other conclusion regarding the ranking of these

activities by a particular group other than that presented

in this discussion should be avoided unless a thorough

analysis of the means' interval limits is undertaken.

Table 3.24 presents all twenty-three activities in

descending rank order, according to mean scores by each
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TABLE 3.24

PRIORITY RANKING OF ACTIVITY BY GROUP
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Adminis-
trators

Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty

Business
Community

Rank Activity Activity Activity Activity
order No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

1 6 4.40 6 4.47 6 4.09 6 3.51
2 19 4.00 19 4.09 19 3.55 19 3.00
3 7 3.76 7 3.60 7 3.53 7 3.00

4 10 3.36 2 3.16 22 3.18 11 3.00
5 2 3.35 11 3.13 3 3.18 10 2.90
6 3 3.31 1 3.07 10 3.16 2 2.77

7 22 3.30 17 3.04 17 3.16 3 2.75
8 11 3.19 3 2.97 2 3.04 17 2.72
9 17 3.13 10 2.97 11 3.00 13 2.66

10 12 3.00 22 2.93 1 2.81 1 2.61
11 1 2.92 12 2.74 12 2.74 12 2.59
12 18 2.78 23 2.73 13 2.68 20 2.52

13 23 2.76 18 2.49 18 2.68 5 2.41
14 4 2.58 5 2.31 23 2.57 22 2.39
15 8 2.48 8 2.29 20 2.50 9 2.22

16 9 2.44 4 2.21 5 2.39 18 2.20
17 13 2.39 15 2.17 15 2.18 23 2.19
18 5 2.13 9 2.15 4 2.17 4 2.19

19 15 2.21 13 2.05 9 2.10 16 2.06
20 20 2.05 20 2.04 8 2.05 14 1.95
21 21 1.91 14 1.82 16 2.00 15 1.84

22 14 1.79 21 1.75 14 1.93 8 1.82
23 16 1.67 16 1.64 21 1.65 21 1.26
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group, as to the group's perception of the extent the
activity was occurring. A mean score of 3.0 corresponds

to a ranking level of "moderately". Table 3.25 presents

the rank order of activities occurring in the first

quartile of rank order by the business community group,

and their corresponding rank order by the remaining

groups. Table 3.26 presents the rank order of activities
occurring in the fourth quartile in ascending order by the

business community group, and their corresponding rank

order by the remaining groups.

Table 3.27 presents all twenty-three activities in

descending rank order, according to the mean scores by

each group, as to what level of importance the activity

should be emphasized. A mean score of 3.0 corresponds to

an emphasis level of medium importance. Table 3.28

presents the rank order of activities occurring in the

first quartile by the remaining groups. Table 3.29

presents the rank order of activities occurring in the

fourth quartile in ascending rank by the business

community group, and their corresponding rank order by the
remaining groups.

A comparison of Table 3.24 and Table 3.27 reveal that

four to ten activities (business, administrators
respectively) received a mean score of 3.0 or higher on

the "present activity" scale, while on the "should be"
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TABLE 3.25

FIRST QUARTILE ACTIVITY RANKINGS BY GROUP
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Priority Ranking
Activity Ad- F.T. P.T. Bus.

min. Fac. Fac. Com.

6. Provide basic skills (math,
reading and communication)
training 1 1 1 1

19. Provide career and vocational
counseling 2 2 2 2

7. Provide cooperative education
programs such as on-the-job
training 3 3 3 3

11. Provide training in basic and
midlevel management skills 8 5 9 4

10. Provide skill upgrade training
for employed persons wanting to
keep pace with changing technology
or desiring to change positions 4 9 6 5

2. Provide job placement services
for students enrolled in the
community college 5 4 8 6- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
22. Participation of community

- - - - - - - -
college on local community
development councils 7 10 4 14

1. Conduct retraining programs for
persons who have been laid off 11 6 10 10

3. Provide classroom apprentice-
ship training in cooperation with
labor and business 6 8 5 7

Note: Activities below broken line indicate activities
occurring in quartiles other than the referenced
business community.



102

TABLE 3.26

FOURTH QUARTILE ACTIVITY RANKINGS BY GROUP
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Priority Ranking
Activity Ad. F.T. P.T. Bus.

min. fac. Fac. Com.

21. Provide staff to solicit funds
for retraining programs 21 22 23 23

8. Provide instructional releases
for teachers to work in industry 15 15, 20 22

15. Operate a business resource
library to serve regional
business 19 18 17 21

14. Disseminate research results
on technical change and business
operation 22 21 22 20

16. Provide consultation in export
management 23 23 21 19

4. Participation of college staff
(i.e., administrators, counselors,
or faculty) on teams to recruit
industry

- - - - - - -
14 16 18 18

- - - - - - - - - - -
9. Provide customized training

- - - - - - - -

programs to industry on the
industry site 16 17 18 15

13. Conduct research and develop-
ment as applied to small business
operation 17 19 12 9

20. Provide prescreening and skill
assessment of potential employees
for business 20 20 15 12

Note: Activities below broken line indicate activities
occurring in quartiles other than the referenced
business community.
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TABLE 3.27

PRIORITY RANKING OF ACTIVITY BY GROUP
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Adminis-
trators

Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty

Business
Community

Rank Acti vity Activity Activity Activity
Order No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

1 6 4.52 6 4.50 6 4.46 6 4.20
2 19 4.44 19 4.50 19 4.16 10 3.89
3 10 4.26 7 4.26 7 4.03 7 3.83

4 7 4.19 10 4.04 4 3.98 19 3.80
5 22 4.17 1 3.97 1 3.93 11 3.75
6 1 4.01 2 3.97 10 3.92 17 3.73

7 2 4.01 12 2.85 2 3.83 1 3.70
8 12 3.98 8 3.77 5 3.82 2 3.58
9 18 3.88 22 3.76 17 3.76 3 3.49

10 9 3.82 5 3.76 22 3.68 5 3.48
11 3 3.80 3 3.72 18 3.65 12 3.46
12 11 3.80 11 3.68 11 3.56 13 3.34

13 17 3.73 18 3.66 23 3.37 4 3.27
14 8 3.71 17 3.55 12 3.36 18 3.27
15 5 3.70 9 3.54 4 3.32 9 3.07

16 4 3.69 23 3.52 8 3.29 14 3.03
17 23 3.67 4 3.35 9 3.17 23 3.03
18 15 3.32 16 3.04 13 3.16 20 3.01

19 13 3.20 15 3.02 20 2.89 22 3.00
20 16 2.91 13 2.94 14 2.81 15 2.96
21 14 2.83 14 2.87 15 2.80 8 2.90

22 21 2.81 20 2.71 16 2.60 16 2.77
23 20 2.80 21 2.69 21 2.57 21 2.40
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TABLE 3.28

FIRST QUARTILE ACTIVITY RANKINGS BY GROUP
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Priority Ranking
Activity Ad- F.T. P.T. Bus.

min. Fac. Fac. Com.

6. Provide basic skills (math,
reading and communication)
training 1 1 1 1

10. Provide skill upgrade training
for employed persons wanting to
keep pace with changing technology
or desiring to change positions 3 4 6 2

7. Provide cooperative education
programs such as on-the-job
training 4 3 3 3

19. Provide career and vocational
counseling 2 2 2 4

11. Provide training in basic and
midlevel management skills 12 12 12 5

17. Provide services or courses in
business financial planning- - - - - 13 14 9 6- - - - - - - - - - - - -
22. Participation of community

- - - - - - - -
college on local community
development councils 5 9 10 19

1. Conduct retraining programs for
persons who have been laid off 6 5 5 7

2. Provide job placement services
for students enrolled in the
community college 7 6 7 8

Note: Activities below broken line indicate activities
occurring in quartiles other than the referenced
business community.
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TABLE 3.29

FOURTH QUARTILE ACTIVITY RANKINGS BY GROUP
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity

21. Provide staff to solicit
funds for retraining programs

16. Provide consultation in export
management

8. Provide instructional releases
for teachers to work in industry
15. Operate a business resource
library to serve regional
businesses

22. Participation of community
college on local community
development councils

14. Disseminate research results
on technical change and business
operation- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
13. Conduct research and develop-
ment as applied to small business
operation

Priority Ranking

Ad- F.T. P.T. Bus.
min. Fac. Fac. Com.

22 23 23 23

20 18 22 22

14 8 16 21

18 19 21 20

5 9 10 19

21 21 20 16

19 20 18 12

Note: Activity below broken line indicates activity
occurring in quartiles other than the referenced
business community.
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emphasis scale, eighteen to nineteen activities (part-time
faculty, business, administrators, and full-time faculty
respectively) received mean scores of 3.0 or higher.

Activities six, nineteen, and seven received the same one,

two, three priority rankings respectively by all four

groups.

Table 3.30 presents a review of those activities in

which a full quartile change (six places or more) occurred

in priority ranking from "present activity" to "should be

emphasis." Six activities made a full quartile change
among all groups, three descending in priority ranking and

three increasing in priority ranking. The full-time
faculty placed less emphasis on midlevel management

training, and on courses or services to business financial
planning. The business community placed less emphasis on

the college conducting prescreening and skill level

assessments of potential employees for business. The

part-time faculty placed more emphasis on the college

contracting with business for business to conduct
training. The full-time faculty placed more emphasis on

instructional releases for faculty. Administrators placed

more emphasis on customized training on the industry site.
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TABLE 3.30

FULL QUARTILE CHANGES IN PRIORITY RANKINGS
FROM PRESENT ACTIVITY TO SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activity Priority Ranking

Present Should Be
Part-time Faculty
5. College contractin with

Activity Emphasis
g

industries for the industry to
provide certain technical training
ing programs not available at the
college but for which there is
both student demand and community
need 16th 8th

Full-time Faculty
11. Provide training in basic
and midlevel management skills 5th 12th

Full-time Faculty
17. Provide services or courses
in business financial planning 7th 14th

Full-time Faculty
8. Provide instructional releases
for teachers to work in industry 15th 8th

Administrators
9. Provide customized training
programs to industry on the
industry site 16th 10th

Business Community
20. Provide prescreening and skill
assessment of potential employees
for business 12th 18th
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The top quartile (first six places) of activities on

the "present activity" scale was shared by nine different

activities across all four groups (see Table 3.25). The

fourth quartile (last six places) of activities on the

"present activity" scale was shared by ten different

activities across all four groups. Two activities,

twenty-two and thirteen, were the only activities to

experience a full quartile difference (six places or more)

in rank among the four groups (see Appendix E).

The top quartile (first six places) of activities on

the "should be emphasis" scale was shared by ten different

activities across all four groups (see Table 3.28) The

first place'was consistently occupied by activity six by

all four groups. The fourth quartile (last six places) of

all activities on the "should be emphasis" scale was

shared by seven activities (see Table 3.29) across all

four groups. Seven activities were ranked a full quartile

difference (six places or more) across all four groups

(see Appendix E) .

There appears to be a high degree of consensus among

the four groups as to how they ranked the activities as

presently occurring and to what extent they should be

occurring. It was felt the use of the "?" has lent

credibility to the results as is evidenced by the
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similarity of rankings across all four groups on the

"present activity" scale.

Summary of Findings

The "?" seemed to fulfill its intended purpose of

allowing for greater accuracy of interpretation of the

perceived items the respondents rated other than the "?"
and to help reduce error in analysis. An analysis of the
use of the "?" revealed business community members and

part-time faculty members showed less knowledge than did

the administrators and full-time faculty of the level of
emphasis the community colleges were placing on the

selected economic development activities. Fifty percent
of all possible response ratings by the business community

members and part-time faculty groups on the "present

activity" scale were the "?", which was an expression of

no knowledge of the activity. In contrast, the full-time
faculty group used the "?" 24 percent of the time and

administrators only 8 percent.

Research questions one and two of this study with

associated null hypotheses (H01 and H02) called for

the testing of differences among the four groups on the

current emphasis and desired emphasis of the twenty-three
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selected economic development activities. The ANOVA test

procedure was employed as a statistical test procedure

utilizing Scheffe' subsets at the .05 significance level.

The null hypothesis was tested for each of the

twenty-three separate and distinct activities on both

scales. For all groups combined, the null hypothesis was

retained for seventeen of the twenty-three activities on

the "present activity" scale and retained for fourteen of

the twenty-three on the "should be emphasis" scale.

Further analysis was conducted of those activities

where the null hypothesis was rejected. This analysis

revealed the following results for the "present activity"

scale:

1. No single grouping emerged in the Scheffe'

homogeneous subgroups that combined two or more

subgroups in identical groupings for all instances.

2. In all six cases, the administrators did not group

with the business community means.

3. In all six cases, the administrator group means were

significantly higher than the business community

means.

4. The three community college staff group means tended

to agree more often (five of six) than any other

combined subgroup.
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The analysis of Scheffe' test for homogeneous subsets

revealed the following results for the "should be
emphasis" scale:

1. No single subgroup emerged in the Scheffe'

homogeneous subgroups that contained identical

groupings for all instances.
2. Although the administrators and full-time faculty

occurred in the same grouping in all nine activities,
they were not combined with either of the other two

groups on a consistent basis.

3. In seven of the nine occurrences, the business

community combined with the part-time faculty in the

same subgroup.

4. In only two instances did the administrators and

business community combine in the same subgroup.

Research questions three, four, five, and six of this
study called for the testing of differences between the
current emphasis and desired emphasis of selected economic

development activities among the administrator, full-time
faculty, part-time faculty, and business community groups.

t-tests were used to test the associated null hypothesis
(H03, H04, H05, H06) for significant differences of mean
scores between each scale on each activity by group. The

null hypothesis was rejected for all activities with two
exceptions. Mean scores for all activities were



112

significantly higher on the "should be emphasis" scale

than on the "present activity" scale for all groups,
except the administrator group and the full-time faculty
group's mean scores were not significantly different at
the .05 significant level on activity six. For all
practical purposes, all groups indicated more emphasis

should be placed on the economic development activities

than on what was presently occurring.

A research question of interest was the differences

in perceptions among vocational and nonvocational faculty

on the twenty-three selected activities. The null

hypothesis (H07) was tested by t-tests and was retained

in all cases except activities two and nine on the

"present activity" scale and activity four on the "should
be emphasis" scale. For all practical purposes, there were

no perceptual differences between vocational and

nonvocational faculty on the economic development

activities.
Rank order analysis of mean ratings revealed a high

degree of consensus among the four groups as to how they

ranked the activities as to presently occurring and to
what extent they should be occurring. The top quartile

(first six places) of activities was shared by nine
different activities across all four groups on the
"present activity" scale and ten activities on the "should
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emphasis" scale. Only two activities on the "should be

emphasis" scale were ranked a full quartile different in
rank order among the four groups. A comparison of each

group's ranking of activities on the "present activity"
scale to the corresponding group's rankings on the "should

be emphasis" scale revealed six activities among all four

groups that changed a full quartile in rank order (six
places or more). Three activities decreased in rank order

and three increased in priority ranking.
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IV. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was conducted for the purpose of

investigating areas of consensus and differences among

Oregon community college faculty, administrators, and

their business community on the desired role and the

perceived current role of the community college in
economic development as defined by selected economic

development activities. Data were collected from 288

individuals representing the four groups (full-time
faculty, part-time faculty, administrators, and business
community members). Subjects were randomly selected from

two community college classifications (small community

colleges and large community colleges) in proportion to

their group's representation in the population, and from

the business population geographically located in the

corresponding community college service districts. ANOVA

statistical tests, t-tests, and rank order analysis were

the methods used to analyze the data for interpretation.
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Summary of Findings and Conclusions

Research Questions Number One and Two

Research questions one and two of this study, with

associated null hypotheses (H01 and H02), called for

the testing for differences among the administrator,

full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and business

community groups. Each of the twenty-three separate and

distinct activities on the "present activity" and "should

be emphasis" scales were tested with the ANOVA statistical

test against the null hypothesis. With all four groups

combined, the null hypothesis was retained for seventeen

activities on the "present activity" scale and retained

for fourteen activities on the "should be" emphasis scale.

Where the null hypothesis was rejected and it was

concluded that a significant difference existed among the

perceptions of the four groups, further analysis was

conducted utilizing the Scheffe' test for homogeneous

subsets at the .05 significance level. This analysis

revealed:

1. In five of the six cases on the "present activity"

scale, the community college staff (administrators

and faculty) grouped together.
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2. In all nine cases on the "should be emphasis" scale,

the administrators and full-time faculty occurred in

the same group, but were not combined with either of

the other two groups on a consistent basis.

3. In seven of the nine occurrences on the "should be

emphasis" scale, the business community combined with

the part-time faculty in the same subgroup.

4. In only two instances, of the possible fifteen cases

of significant differences among the four groups on

both scales, did the business community combine in

the same subgroup with the administrators.

Conclusion Number One

When perceptual differences occurred among the four

groups on what was occurring and what should be occurring,

in relation to the selected economic development
activities, administrators and full-time faculty tended to
respond alike. Likewise, the part-time faculty and the
business community tended to respond alike. The

administrators and business community responded

differently more than any other paired groups.
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Research Questions Three, Four, Five, and Six

Research questions three, four, five, and six of this

study called for the testing of differences between the

current emphasis and desired emphasis of selected economic

development activities among the administrator, full-time

faculty, part-time faculty, and business community groups.

t-tests were used to test the associated null hypotheses

(H03, H04, H05, and H06) for significant differences of

mean scores between each scale on each activity by group.

The null hypotheses were rejected for all activities by

all groups with two exceptions. Mean scores for all

activities were significantly higher on the "should be

emphasis" scale than on the "present activity" scale for

all groups, except the administrator group and the

full-time faculty group's mean scores were not

significantly different at the .05 significance level on

activity six.

Conclusion Number Two

All groups tended to support the view that the

community college should be placing more importance on the

selected economic development activities than on what was

occurring.
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Research Question Number Seven

A research question of interest was the differences

in perceptions among vocational and nonvocational faculty

on the twenty-three selected activities. The null

hypothesis (H07) was tested by t-tests and was retained

in all cases except activities two and nine on the

"present activity" scale and activity four on the "should

be emphasis" scale.

Conclusion Number Three

Vocational faculty and nonvocational faculty tended

to perceive the same level of importance for the selected

economic development activities.

Use of the "?"

Business community members and part-time faculty

members showed less knowledge than did the administrators

and full-time faculty of the level of emphasis the
community colleges were currently placing on the selected
economic development activities. Fifty percent of all
possible response ratings by the business community

members and part-time faculty groups on the "present

activity" scale were the "?", which was an expression of

no knowledge of the activity. In contrast, the full-time
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faculty group used the "?" 24 percent of the time and the

administrators only 8 percent.

Conclusion Number Four

There was an obvious discrepancy between the lack of
knowledge expressed by the business community and

part-time faculty versus the greater knowledge expressed

by the community college administraors and full-time
faculty on the community colleges' activity in performing
the economic development role.

Rank Order Analysis

A data analysis procedure not involving hypothesis

testing was utilized to compare the priority ranking of
each of the twenty-three activity sample means by each of

the four groups. Rank order analysis of mean ratings

revealed a high degree of consensus among the four groups

as to how they ranked the activities as presently

occurring and to what extent they should be occurring.

The top quartile (first six places) of activities was

shared by nine different activities across all four groups
on the "present activity" scale, and ten activities on the

"should be emphasis" scale. Only two activities on the
"present activity" scale, and seven activities on the
"should be emphasis" scale were ranked a full quartile
difference in rank among the four groups.
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A comparison of each group's ranking of activities on

the "present activity" scale to the corresponding group's

ranking on the "should be emphasis" scale revealed six

activities among all four groups that changed full

quartiles in rank order (six places or more). Three

activities decreased in rank order and three increased in

priority ranking.

Conclusion Number Five

The administrators, full-time faculty, part-time
faculty, and business community members tended to be,in

agreement as to the priority ranking of the twenty-three
selected economic development activities.

Implications

Based upon the review of literature, analysis,
findings, and conclusions cited, the following are

proposed as having significant implications on the role of
Oregon community colleges in economic development:

1. Oregon community colleges are perceived by the

business community, administrators, full-time

faculty, and part-time faculty as emphasizing the
same relative priority of activities in economic

development as defined by the selected list obtained
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from the literature; however, all groups expressed a

desire for the college to place more importance on

the activities. Community colleges in Oregon with

comprehensive missions are responsible for more than

just the economic development role. Given limited
resources, an institution's ability to increase
emphasis in one area will probably mean a decrease in

another area. If the community colleges are serious

about accepting a greater role in economic

development, additional resources will need to be

identified either from within the institution or
elsewhere.

This study did not attempt to relate the

priority of the twenty-three economic development

activities to other activities in the community
college. Such a study will undoubtedly be necessary,

as mission emphases are seldom changed within an

institution without a great deal of concern being

expressed by those within the institution and the
community to be served.

2. A greater emphasis on communication between the

college and its business community may need to occur

if the college is to develop a highly effective
economic development program. This study revealed

that about 50 percent of the business community
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respondents expressed no knowledge of the level of

emphasis the community college was placing on the

selected economic development activities. The

literature was very clear that close cooperation

between business, industry, and education was

necessary for economic development. Activities that
are directed toward communication with the colleges'

business community should be implemented.

3. Economic development appears to be an

interdisciplinary activity. The top-rated activity

by all four groups was basic skills development. The

other twenty-two activities contained other

activities that were clearly interdisciplinary in
nature. The results of the various statistical tests
performed revealed no practical difference in the

perceptions of vocational faculty and nonvocational

faculty on the importance of the activities. It
would appear, as a community college plans its

economic development programs, that care should be

exercised to include both faculty groups (vocational
and nonvocational) in the planning process and the

delivery of the program.
4. The literature suggested that part-time faculty might

be better utilized by the community college other
than just in a teaching role. The ANOVA test
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procedure revealed that the part-time faculty group

and the business community group occurred in the same

statistically equal grouping in twenty-one of the

twenty-three activities when rating the "should be
emphasis" scale of the activities. The community

college might look to its part-time faculty employees
as a source of information about their business

community instead of, at times, conducting expensive

surveys.

Recommendations for Further Study

1. A study of the changing mission of Oregon community

colleges, or the emphasis on change in different
roles, may be in order. This study focused on the

economic development role and the different
activities that may contribute to that role. It did
not attempt to prioritize those activities with other
mission roles of the comprehensive community college.

Decision makers not only need to know which

activities are perceived as needing more emphasis,

but they also need to understand the relationship of

those activities to the total mission.
2. There may be other groups that decision makers may
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wish to sample regarding perceptions of the community

college role in economic development. The business

community definition used in this study was, in part,
"person, persons, or corporations who are actively
registered and file income tax statements in the
state of Oregon as employers . . ." (Chapter II,
p. 37). This definition, then, limited the random

selection of community members to the private sector.

The public sector, schools, government, and nonprofit

organizations also are in need of human resource

development and do contribute to the economic wealth

of a region. A similar study that would sample the

perceptions of these groups may be helpful.

Support for a community college is not limited

to its constituents, as politically active
organizations often take a major role in shaping the

college's mission emphasis. Such groups as the local

chamber of commerce, unions, or the state legislature

may exhibit a strong influence on the community

college. The community college may wish to assess

which groups seem to be a major influence on its

services and to survey the perceptions of their
members.

3. The activities selected from the literature that
defined the role of the community colleges in
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economic development in this study have not been

empirically tested. Studies designed to test the

relationship between the community colleges

conducting economic development activities and the

effects on the economic health and quality of life in

their service districts would be useful. The

literature hinted that such studies may be difficult
to isolate because of their relationship with the
larger regional variables and with secondary effects
on the economy. Such difficulties should not deter
education researchers who seek to document results

for accountability to boards and taxpayers.
4. This study did not include the perceptions of members

of the boards of trustees of Oregon community

colleges except as they may have been randomly

selected to participate as a business community

member. The study was designed to provide

information to board members to help them make

decisions and for establishing priorities. A study

that would survey all of the community college board

members in Oregon on the members' perceptions of the
colleges' role in economic development as related to

other college roles would lend some insight into

preferences of boards of trustees for possible future
changes in missions of Oregon community colleges.
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5. Part of the stated missions of community colleges is

to respond to educational needs of their community.

To be a responsive public institution requires a

dynamic process of decision making to bring about

change. Studies on how community colleges are able

to bring about change and be responsive to community

needs may be helpful to decision makers at community

colleges who find it difficult to move their

institutions off the status quo.

6. Duplication of this study for a community college

seeking to be more responsive to the economic

development needs of their community would give first

hand knowledge that need not be generalized across

the state of Oregon. Other community colleges in

other states may want to adopt the methodology and

instrument utilized in this study to their local

areas.

7. There is need for further study on identifying who

community college part-time faculty are, their

demographic characteristics, and how they feel about

an increased role other than just teaching. It

appears that part-time faculty may be a valuable

untapped resource, and that the community colleges

will need more information about them and find

additional means to utilize them effectively.
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Excerpt from Oregon Revised Statutes, 1971,
pp. 137-139:

Comprehensive Programs
(1) The community college is an educational
institution which is intended to fill the
institutional gap in education by offering
broad, comprehensive programs in academic as
well as vocational-technical subjects. It is
designed to provide terminal two-year programs
for some, serve a transitional purpose for
others who will continue college work and serve
to determine future educational needs for other
students. For adults it can provide means for
continuation of their academic education,
vocational training or the attainment of
entirely new skills as demands for old skills
and old occupations are supplanted by new
technologies.
Access
(2) Each community college should be so located
as to be within commuting time of a substantial
majority of its students. As an economical
method of providing education close to the
student's home, the community college should
remain a commuting institution.
Flexibility
(3) The community college should not follow the
established organizational patterns of other
secondary and higher educational institutions in
order to maintain a unique quality of
flexibility, the ability to change to meet
changing needs.
2-Year Institutions
(4) The community college is a post-high school
institution under the general supervision of the
State Board of Education. It should not be a
"starter" institution intended to evolve into a
four-year baccalaureate institution. It should
be concerned with programs for terminating after
two years or less, with exceptions made only for
certain curricular offerings of a technical
nature which may require more than two years for
completion.
(5) The community college should continue to be
prohibited by law from becoming a four-year
institution.
Open Enrollment
(6) Admission to the community college should be
open to high school graduates or to nonhigh
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school graduates who can profit from the
instruction offered.
Cooperation
(7) There should be close cooperation between
those directing the community college program
and those responsible for higher education, so
that lower-division college transfer programs of
the community college will provide adequate
preparation for entering four-year institutions,
and so that students will be able to transfer
with a minimum of difficulty.
Balance Program and Resources
(8) The community college should offer as
comprehensive a program as the needs and
resources of the area which it serves dictate.
Cost to student and quality of instruction in
established private institutions should be among
the factors in determining necessary duplication
of effort.
Relationship to High Schools
(9) It should be the policy of the community
college to open its facilities to the high
schools of its area on a sound contractual basis
for appropriate secondary courses, either
academic or vocational, when it is within its
ability to provide facilities and it is
determined that the high school cannot or does
not offer them.
Match Program to Needs
(10) To establish programs designed to meet the
needs of the area served, surveys of the
educational and service needs of the district
should be made. Specific technical and
vocational courses should be related not only to
the employment opportunities of the area but of
the state and nation as well. Such determination
should be made in consultation with
representatives of labor, business, industry,
agriculture and other interested groups.
State Board Responsibilities
(11) The State Board of Education should be
responsible for coordinating the community
college program of the state and should have
general supervisory responsibilities for that
program. The State Board of Education should
prepare estimates and make the requests for
legislative appropriations for a reasonable and
consistent basis of support and establish
standards for the distribution of that support.
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Local Initiative
(12) The initiative for the establishment of new
community colleges should come from the
localities to be served, as a response to
demonstrated educational needs of an area.
However, these localities must not only be
willing to assume the responsibility for the
institutions but must be able to provide
resources needed for an adequate educational and
service program.
Local Boards
(13) The governing board of the community
college should be charged with the policy making
function. With respect to educational
programming, the governing board should in
cooperation with the State Board of Education:
(a) identify educational needs of the district;
and (b) bring together the resources necessary
to meet the needs.
State Support
(14) The state should maintain a policy of
substantial state participation in community
college building costs and the maintenance of an
adequate level of state support for operation.
However, no state funds should be appropriated
for buildings such as dormitories or athletic
facilities for spectator sports. In the event
that students from beyond commuting distance
attend a community college, housing should be
noncampus. The operating district should provide
a substantial portion of the funds for capital
improvements as well as for operation of a
community college.
Seperate Appropriations
(15) State appropriations for community colleges
should be made separately from those for other
segments of education.
Costs of Vocational Education
(16) The formula for the distribution of funds
for operating costs should reflect the heavier
operating costs and capital outlay for certain
vocational-technical courses. Federal funds
received for vocational-technical training
should be used for that purpose only and be
distributed separately from funds appropriated
by the state and should be exempted from the
computations of the present distribution formula
for operating costs.
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Costs to Students
(17) The cost of education to the individual
should be sufficiently low to permit students of
low income families to attend. This is
particularly true of tuition costs. However,
students should pay an amount sufficient to
provide an incentive to profit from the
instructional program offered.
Student Access
(18) Any eligible Oregon resident should have
the right to attend a community college even
though not residing in a district operating one,
subject to the right of the governing board to
limit the size of classes and to give preference
to students residing in the district. Local
districts should have the authority to negotiate
the terms and conditions with the governing
boards for the enrollment of students residing
in such local districts.
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TO: Presidents
Community College

Community College
Community College

Community College

DATE: May 5, 1983

FROM: Roger Bassett

SUBJ: REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT A THESIS RESEARCH SURVEY

Larry Kingry has requested permission to conduct a survey in connection
with the attached thesis proposal.

Since only four colleges are involved, I would prefer not to invoke the
OCCA's research review process. Instead, I suggest the following:

1. Mr. Kingry will contact each of you individually to discuss
his survey and to request permission to mail it to a sample
of your staff members (a 100% sample is planned for

2. If any of you prefers to discuss the project as a group,
I'll schedule a conference call for that purpose.

3. Mr. Kingry will not proceed with the survey unless he has
approval from each of you. He had identified back-up colleges
in case any one of you prefers not to participate.

Thanks for your consideration.

RB:cn

1201 Court Street N.E.. Salem, Oregon 97301 . 1603) 399-9912
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

r

°Srae
University Corvallis, Oregon 97331

May 1983

Dear Colleague,

While working in a community college in Alaska, I
became intrigued with the changing roles that the
community colleges were assuming in efforts to
adequately reflect the changing needs of their
communities. For the past year while attending Oregon
State University, I have built on that interest in the
form of conducting research into one of these changing
role functions, commonly called economic development.

Presently my research has led me to believe that
some activities, which are associated with economic
development, have been performed by community colleges
for many years, while others are fairly new to the
scene, and still others are yet to be adopted. It is
important to my research that your perceptions as aparticipator in the delivery of community college
education and services are obtained.

I'm asking you to provide the necessary information
for this research effort by completing the enclosed
survey form and returning it in the addressed, postage
paid envelope. The survey should take less than ten
minutes of your time to complete and will hopefully
benefit community college administration and staff, as
decisions must be made regarding community college
functions and services. Your responses will be held in
confidence and will not be reported by individual name.
The code number appearing at the top of the survey formis for monitoring the return and follow-up if necessary.
Please spend a few minutes now or as soon as possible to
respond to this survey and return it in the envelope
provided. Thank you.
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May 1980

Dear Colleague,

I need your help. Several weeks ago you were selected
to participate in a research project and were sent a
short questionnaire. To date, I have not received your
responses which are necessary before my research can
continue.

Possibly, you felt the subject of economic development
was out of your field and therefore you were reluctant
to respond. Let me assure you that your perceptions of
the activities listed on the survey form are important
whether they affect you directly or indirectly. The
decision makers at your community college need a variety
of input from full-time faculty, part-time faculty,
other administrators, support personnel, and from
community members themselves in order to make informed
choices on college services.

Included is a duplicate survey instrument and a postage
paid return envelope. Please take a few minutes to
respond to the survey items and return the completed
survey soon. I will appreciate your participation as
will others who work with community colleges. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

Larry K. Kingry
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division

Oe on
Univveersity Corvallis, Oregon 97331

May 1983

Dear Manager,

The community college in your region has a
responsibility to serve the community. This service can
take on many forms, from conducting the standard
educational courses, to providing workshops, resource
materials, staff, and community leadership. Whether
yours is a business of one employee or one thousand, you
are part of the total community the college intends to
serve within the limits of its resources.

If the community college,is to remain flexible to
meet the changing needs of its community, it must be
aware of what these needs are. This survey has been
sent to your business as a representative sample of the
businesses in the Community College
service district. Your responses to the survey are
important to research being conducted to determine the
role of the community college in one aspect of its
service function, that being community economic
development.

The survey will take less than 10 minutes of your
time to complete but will be of much value to the
research study and to community college administrators
and staff. This in turn will be of benefit to your
business community and perhaps your business. Please
complete the survey form and return it in the addressed,
postage paid envelope enclosed for your convenience.
Your responses will be held in confidence and will not
be reported by business name or individual. The code
number appearing at the top of the survey form is for
monitoring the return and follow-up if necessary.
Please spend a few minutes now, or as soon as possible,
to respond to this survey and return it in the envelope
provided. Thank you.
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division
°Siatee.
University Corvallis, Oregon 97331

July 29, 1983

Dear Manager,

I need your help. Several weeks ago your business
was selected to participate in a'research project and
you were sent a short questionnaire. To date, I have
not received your responses which are necessary before
my research can continue.

Possibly, you felt your knowledge of the community
college in your region was a bit lacking and therefore
you were reluctant to respond. Let me assure you that
your perceptions of the activities listed on the survey
form are important whether they affect you directly or
indirectly. Community college managers need input from
their business community in order to determine
priorities and to make informed choices on college
services.

Included is a duplicate survey instrument and a
postage paid return envelope. Please take a few minutes
to respond to the survey items and return the completed
survey soon. I will appreciate your participation as
will others who work with community colleges. Once
again, be assured your responses will remain
confidential. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Larry K. Kingry
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School of Education
Vocational-Technical

Education Division
9sraten
University Corvallis, Oregon 97331

11 August 1983

Dear Manager,

The information you can supply is important to research
being conducted in Oregon to help determine the
preferred relationship between Oregon community collegesand private business. This is the third attempt to
obtain the necessary information from the business
which you represent. If we didn't think your opinions
were of value, we wouldn't be so persistent in trying to
obtain them.

The survey form has been designed to take only a few
minutes of your time, however, the collective
information will be of value in helping
Community College to better serve your business
community and possibly you and your business directly.
Confidentially of respondents is protected. The survey
instrument has been coded only for data analysis and
possible follow-up purposes. In no way will you or your
business be identified in the written analysis of the
research documents.

Will you please take a few minutes to participate?
Many other managers will appreciate your input. Thank
you.

Larry K. Kingr
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BUSINESS COMMUNITY SURVEY

Please indicate the type of business that best
represents your employment.

Agriculture (production) { } Research/development
Financial institution Service, retail/
Forestry wholesale
Government { } Tourism
Manufacturing { } Other
Public education

About how many employees does the business you represent
employ at the location to which this survey was sent?

{ } 1 - 4
{ } 5 - 19
{ } 20 - 50
{ } 51 +

The community college in your area could engage in a

number of activities for the purpose of promoting economic

development of this region. This survey identifies

twenty-three activities and asks you to indicate your

perceptions as to the extent which the activity is

occurring in the community college and also what

importance you feel should be placed on each activity by

the community college. Attached are a number of

definitions to which you may want to refer for assistance

in understanding the meaning of the survey items.
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS SURVEY

Please indicate the category that best describes your

position at the community college.

{ } administrator
counselor
teacher, other than vocational

subject or specialty
vocational teacher

subject or specialty
{ } other

specify

In the category that you marked above, what is your

percentage of full-time employment?

{ } less than 50%

{ } 50% or more

This survey contains twenty-three activities that a

community colleges could engage in for the purpose of

promoting economic development in the college's service

district. The survey asks you to indicate your

perceptions as to the extent which the activity is

occurring in your community college and also what

importance you feel should be placed on each activity by

the community college. Attached are a number of

definitions to which you may wish to refer for assistance

in understanding the meaning of the survey items.
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DEFINITIONS

Economic Development
A set of planned interventions within the normal

economic process designed to improve the duration and
stability of individual employment, to increase their
income, and to maintain citizen satisfaction with the
quality of life, while avoiding detrimental impacts on theenvironment.
Community College

A public, postsecondary, educational institution that
offers broad, comprehensive programs in academic and
vocational subjects of less than the baccalaureate degree
level. In addition, it may offer community service
programs, guidance and counseling, developmental skill
programs, and develops other services in response to
community educational needs.
Career Vocational Counseling

A process that includes the assessment of an
individual's skill, abilities, and aspirations, and the
communication of occupational information that allows the
individual to make informed career choices.
Classroom Apprenticeship Training

Instruction in the theory portion of a labor or craft
apprenticeship training program. The employer or labor
union provides the practical on-the-job application
training.
Customized Training

Instruction designed by the college to meet the
required specifications of a particular employer generally
under a contractual agreement.
Instructional Releases

Teachers are released from college teaching
responsibilities to work in the business or industry of
their technical specialty for the purpose of gaining
current knowledge and skills. Typically such releases are
in duration from a few months to a year.
Job Placement Services

Maintaining and providing access to an active file of
available job openings of area businesses and
pre-screening community college student applicants for
these openings.
Retraining

Instruction for the purpose of teaching new skills
for employment when an individuals old employment skills
are no longer saleable because of technological
obsolescence or economic conditions.
Training Needs Assessment

To collect and analyze data on supply and demand for
manpower requirements of a region by occupation and skill
levels.
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DIRECTIONS: Circle one number corresponding to your perception on each
of the two rating scales (present activity level, and should be
activity level) for each activity. Circle the '?" on the first scale

only if you have no knowledge of the activity. If the "?" is circled,

remember to indicate a choice on the second scale.

r4

U
a5

W
0

ACTIVITY STATEMENT

1. Conduct retraining programs for
persons who have been laid off

2. Provide job placement services
for students enrolled in the
community college

3. Provide classroom apprentice-
ship training in cooperation with
Labor and Business

4. Participation of college staff
(i.e., administrators, counselors, or
faculty) on teams to recruit industry

5. College contracting with
industries for the industry to

provide certain technical training
programs not available at the college
but for which there is both student
demand and community need

6. Provide basic skills (math,
reading, and communication) training

7. Provide cooperative education
programs such as on-the-job training
mixed with classroom training

8. Provide instructional releases
for teachers to work in industry

To what extent
is this activ-
ity presently
occurring

0)

ho
0

0 aS S F~ T.c v 4 -

? 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5

This activity
should be of

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

9. Provide customized training
programs to industry on the industry
site ? 1 2 3 4. 5 1 2 3 4 5

1
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10. Provide skill upgrade training
for employed persons wanting to keep
pace with changing technology or
desiring to change positions
11. Provide training in basic and
mid-level management skills

12. Provide short courses and work-
shops for company employees

13. Conduct research and develop-
ment as applied to small business
operation

14. Disseminate research results on
technical change and business
research to regional businesses

15. Operate a business resource
library to serve regional businesses

16. Provide consultation in export
management

17. Provide services or courses in
business financial planning

18. Conduct community training needs
assessments

19. Provide career and vocational
counseling

20. Provide pre-screening and skill
assessment of potential employees for
business

21. Provide staff to solicit funds
for retraining programs

22. Participation of community
college on local community develop-
ment councils

23. Collect labor market information
for planning purposes

24. Comments regarding any additional

Presently: Should be:

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 4 5

7 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 4 5

7 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

activities you feel may be helpful:

THANK YOU

2

1 2 3

5

3

1 2 3 4

2 3

5
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APPENDIX D

RETURN OF INSTRUMENTS
FROM THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES
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TABLE D.1

RETURN OF INSTRUMENTS
FROM THE SMALL COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Group Insti-
tution

Sent Returned Percent
Returned

Incomplete or
Unidentifiable

Admin. A 14 10 71% 0

F.T. Fac. A 13 13 100% 1

P.T. Fac. A 7 4 57% 1

Business A 10 10 100% 1

Admin. B 14 12 86% 0

F.T. Fac. B 13 7 54% 0

P.T. Fac B 5 5 100% 0

Business B 11 9 82% 0

Total 87 70 80% 3
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TABLE D.2

RETURN OF INSTRUMENTS
FROM THE LARGE COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Group Insti-
tution

Sent Returned Percent
Returned

Incomplete or
Unidentifiable

Admin. C 26 23 89% 0

F.T. Fac. C 34 31 91% 0

P.T. Fac. C 32 24 75% 1

Business C 40 25 63% 2

Admin. D 31 26 84% 1

F.T. Fac. D 44 28 64% 0

P.T. Fac D 60 32 53% 2

Business D 43 29 67% 4

Total 87 218 80% 10
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APPENDIX E

FULL QUARTILE RANKING (SIX PLACES) DIFFERENTIALS
BETWEEN GROUPS
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TABLE E.1

FULL QUARTILE RANKING (SIX PLACES) DIFFERENTIALS
BETWEEN GROUPS

Present Activity

Activity Administrators Full-time Part-time Business
Faculty Faculty

22 6 10 4 14

13 17 19 12 9

Should Be Emphasis

Activity Administrators Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty

Business

3 11 11 4 9

5 15 10 8 10

22 5 9 10 18

it 12 12 12 5

12 8 7 14 11

8 14 8 16 21

9 10 15 17 15
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APPENDIX F

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY ALL GROUPS
AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS
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TABLE F.1

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY ADMINISTRATORS
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 69 1 2.92 0.77 2.74 3.11
2 70 0 3.35 0.90 3.14 3.57
3 69 1 3.31 0.91 3.09 3.53

4 67 3 2.58 0.78 2.39 2.77
5 64 6 2.31 0.97 2.06 2.55
6 70 0 4.40 0.66 4.24 4.55

7 69 0 3.76 0.84 3.56 3.97
8 66 4 2.48 0.96 2.24 2.72
9 68 2 2.44 0.83 2.23 2.64

10 68 2 3.36 0.92 3.14 3.59
11 68 1 3.19 1.01 2.94 3.43
12 69 1 3.00 0.84 2.79 3.20

13 63 7 2.39 1.07 2.12 2.66
14 54 15 1.79 .786 1.58 2.01
15 55 15 2.21 .975 1.95 2.48

16 49 21 1.67 .851 1.42 1.91
17 67 2 3.13 .796 2.94 3.32
18 64 6 2.78 1.01 2.52 3.03

19 70 0 4.00 7.02 3.83 4.16
20 56 14 2.05 1.01 1.78 2.32
21 56 14 1.91 .996 1.64 2.17

22 65 5 3.30 1.08 3.03 3.57
23 61 9 2.73 1.09 2.45 3.01
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TABLE F.2

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY ADMINISTRATORS
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 69 1 4.01 0.71 3.84 4.18
2 68 2 4.01 0.72 3.84 4.19
3 67 3 3.80 0.87 3.59 4.01

4 69 1 3.67 0.88 3.48 3.90
5 67 3 3.70 1.01 3.45 3.94
6 69 1 4.52 0.67 4.35 4.68

7 67 3 4.19 0.74 4.01 4.37
8 67 3 3.71 0.79 3.52 3.91
9 69 1 3.82 0.87 3.61 4.03

10 69 1 4.26 0.70 4.09 4.42
11 68 2 3.80 0.69 3.64 3.97
12 69 1 3.98 0.63 3.83 4.13

13 65 5 3.20 1.16 2.91 3.48
14 66 4 2.83 1.06 2.57 3.09
15 65 5 3.32 1.00 3.07 3.57

16 62 8 2.91 1.16 2.62 3.21
17 68 2 3.73 0.70 3.56 3.90
18 68 2 3.88 0.93 3.65 4.11

19 68 2 4.44 0.58 4.30 4.58
20 65 5 2.80 1.18 2.50 3.09
21 63 7 2.81 1.13 2.52 3.09

22 68 2 4.17 0.77 3.99 4.36
23 67 3 3.67 1.21 3.37 3.96
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TABLE F.3

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY FULL-TIME FACULTY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 67 10 3.07 0.95 2.84 3.30
2 74 4 3.16 1.03 2.92 3.40
3 69 8 2.97 0.92 2.74 3.19

4 52 26 2.21 0.80 1.98 2.43
5 51 26 2.31 1.01 2.03 2.59
6 78 0 4.47 0.71 4.31 4.63

7 76 1 3.60 1.03 3.36 3.84
8 62 16 2.29 1.04 2.02 2.55
9 52 25 2.17 0.83 1.94 2.40

10 71 6 2.97 0.91 2.75 3.18
11 67 11 3.13 0.95 2.90 3.36
12 70 8 2.74 0.95 2.51 2.97

13 53 24 2.05 1.02 1.77 2.34
14 41 36 1.82 0.77 1.58 2.07
15 44 34 2.15 1.09 1.82 2.49

16 34 42 1.64 0.91 1.32 1.96
17 67 11 3.04 1.00 2.79 3.29
18 55 22 2.49 1.06 2.20 2.78

19 77 1 4.09 0.84 3.89 4.28
20 44 34 2.04 1.05 1.72 2.36
21 32 45 1.75 1.01 1.38 2.11

22 59 18 2.93 0.99 2.67 3.19
23 46 20 2.73 1.25 2.36 3.11
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TABLE F.4

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY FULL-TIME FACULTY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activ-
Confidence Intervals

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 73 5 3.97 0.84 3.77 4.17
2 73 5 3.97 0.92 3.75 4.18
3 72 6 3.72 0.95 3.49 3.94

4 74 4 3.35 0.99 3.12 3.58
5 75 3 3.76 0.99 3.53 3.99
6 77 1 4.50 0.77 4.33 4.68

7 76 2 4.26 0.70 4.10 4.42
8 77 1 3.77 0.96 3.55 3.99
9 77 1 3.54 1.04 3.30 3.79

10 75 3 4.04 0.86 3.84 4.23
11 74 4 3.68 0.81 3.50 3.87
12 74 4 3.85 0.88 3.64 4.05

13 73 5 2.94 1.09 2.69 3.20
14 71 7 2.87 1.04 2.62 3.12
15 72 6 3.02 1.06 2.77 3.27

16 69 9 3.04 1.00 2.09 2.63
17 76 2 3.55 0.83 3.36 3.74
18 69 9 3.66 1.01 3.42 3.90

19 76 2 4.50 0.60 4.36 4.63
20 71 7 2.71 1.13 2.44 2.98
21 71 7 2.69 1.20 2.40 2.97

22 75 3 3.76 0.94 3.54 3.97
23 71 7 3.52 1.15 3.24 3.79
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TABLE F.5

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY PART-TIME FACULTY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 42 19 2.81 1.07 2.47 3.14
2 47 14 3.04 0.93 2.76 3.31
3 39 23 3.18 1.09 2.82 3.53

4 24 37 2.17 0.86 1.80 2.53
5 23 38 2.39 0.94 1.98 2.79
6 54 8 4.09 0.80 3.87 4.31

7 39 22 3.53 0.85 3.26 3.81
8 20 42 2.05 0.82 1.66 2.43
9 20 42 2.10 1.07 1.59 2.60

10 42 19 3.16 0.88 2.89 3.44
11 40 22 3.00 0.87 2.72 3.28
12 31 31 2.74 1.03 2.36 3.12

13 25 37 2.72 1.17 2.23 3.20
14 15 47 1.93 0.70 1.54 2.32
15 16 46 2.18 1.22 2.55 3.08

16 12 49 2.00 1.20 1.23 2.76
17 36 25 3.16 1.00 2.82 3.50
18 19 42 2.68 1.05 2.17 3.19

19 52 9 3.55 0.95 3.29 3.82
20 20 41 2.50 1.05 2.00 2.99
21 17 45 1.65 0.70 1.28 2.00

22 27 34 3.18 1.11 2.74 3.62
23 19 42 2.57 1.07 2.06 3.09
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TABLE F.6

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY PART-TIME FACULTY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 59 6 3.93 0.66 3.75 4.10
2 58 7 3.83 0.86 3.66 4.05
3 58 7 3.98 1.01 3.71 4.25

4 55 10 3.32 1.13 3.01 3.63
5 57 8 3.82 0.92 3.57 4.07
6 58 7 4.46 0.79 4.25 4.67

7 57 8 4.03 0.86 3.80 4.26
8 58 7 3.29 1.04 3.01 3.56
9 57 8 3.17 1.05 2.89 3.45

10 56 9 3.92 0.80 3.71 4.14
11 55 10 3.56 0.85 3.33 3.79
12 57 8 3.36 0.99 3.10 3.63

13 56 9 3.16 1.02 2.88 3.43
14 55 10 2.81 0.98 2.55 3.08
15 55 10 2.80 1.16 2.48 3.11

16 55 10 2.60 1.21 2.27 2.92
17 55 10 3.76 0.79 3.54 3.97
18 52 13 3.65 0.94 3.39 3.91

19 55 10 4.16 0.78 3.95 4.37
20 56 9 2.89 1.23 2.56 3.22
21 56 9 2.57 1.14 2.26 2.87

22 54 11 3.68 0.92 3.43 3.93
23 56 9 3.37 1.05 3.09 3.65
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TABLE F.7

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY BUSINESS COMMUNITY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

PRESENT ACTIVITY

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 34 30 2.61 1.10 2.23 3.00
2 35 29 2.77 1.08 2.39 3.14
3 36 28 2.75 0.99 2.41 3.08

4 22 40 2.09 1.01 1.63 2.54
5 24 40 2.41 1.17 1.92 2.91
6 51 13 3.51 1.13 3.19 3.83

7 39 25 3.00 1.14 2.62 3.72
8 23 41 1.82 0.98 1.40 2.25
9 22 42 2.22 1.41 1.60 2.85

10 32 31 2.90 1.14 2.49 3.31
11 33 30 3.00 1.11 2.60 3.39
12 32 32 2.59 1.21 2.15 3.03

13 24 40 2.66 1.43 2.06 3.27
14 22 40 1.95 0.99 1.51 2.39
15 19 43 1.84 1.06 1.32 2.35

16 16 46 2.06 1.28 1.37 2.75
17 33 30 2.72 1.00 2.37 3.08
18 24 39 2.20 1.10 1.74 2.67

19 39 24 3.00 1.25 2.59 3.40
20 25 38 2.52 1.32 1.97 3.06
21 15 47 1.26 0.59 0.93 1.59

22 23 37 2.39 1.19 1.87 2.90
23 21 39 2.19 1.25 1.62 2.75
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TABLE F.8

ACTIVITY MEAN RATINGS BY BUSINESS COMMUNITY
(.95 Confidence Intervals)

SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Activ-
Confidence Interval

ity N ? Mean S.D. Lower Upper

1 65 5 3.70 0.89 3.46 3.93
2 54 5 3.58 1.04 3.32 3.84
3 65 5 3.49 0.95 3.25 3.72

4 63 7 3.27 1.01 3.01 3.52
5 64 6 3.48 1.00 3.23 3.73
6 64 6 4.20 1.08 3.93 4.47

7 66 4 3.83 0.95 3.59 4.06
8 65 5 2.90 1.11 2.63 3.18
9 65 5 3.07 1.20 2.77 3.37

10 65 5 3.89 0.92 3.66 4.12
11 64 6 3.75 0.92 3.51 3.98
12 64 6 3.46 1.03 3.20 3.72

13 63 7 3.34 1.12 3.06 3.63
14 63 7 3.03 1.09 2.75 3.30
15 53 7 2.96 1.25 2.65 3.28

16 63 7 2.77 1.15 2.48 3.06
17 63 7 3.73 0.98 3.48 3.97
18 61 9 3.27 1.09 2.99 3.56

19 66 4 3.80 1.15 3.52 4.08
20 65 5 3.01 1.32 2.68 2.34
21 62 8 2.40 1.27 2.08 2.72

22 62 8 3.00 1.17 2.70 3.29
23 63 7 3.03 1.24 2.71 3.34
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APPENDIX G

SUMMARY RESULTS OF ANOVA
AND ACTIVITIES WHOSE MEAN RATINGS
WERE NOT SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT

AMONG THE FOUR GROUPS
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TABLE G.1

SUMMARY RESULTS OF ANOVA
ALL GROUPS INCLUSIVE

(Scheffe' at .05)

Present Activity Should Be Emphasis

Null Hypo- Null Hypo-
Activity thesis HO1 Activity thesis H02

1 Accept 1 Accept
2 Reject 2 Accept
3 Reject 3 Reject

4 Accept 4 Accept
5 Accept 5 Accept
6 Reject 6 Accept

7 Reject 7 Reject
8 Accept 8 Reject
9 Accept 9 Reject

10 Accept 10 Accept
11 Accept 11 Accept
12 Accept 12 Reject

13 Accept 13 Accept
14 Accept 14 Accept
15 Accept 15 Accept

16 Accept 16 Accept
17 Accept 17 Accept
18 Accept 18 Reject

19 Reject 19 Reject
20 Accept 20 Accept
21 Accept 21 Accept

22 Reject 22 Reject
23 Accept 23 Reject
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TABLE G.2

ACTIVITIES WHOSE MEAN RATINGS WERE NOT
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AMONG THE FOUR GROUPS

(ANOVA, Scheffe' at .05)
PRESENT ACTIVITY

Ac-ti
Adminis-
strators

Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty

Business
Community

v-
ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

1 2.92 0.77 3.07 0.95 2.80 1.06 2.61 1.10
4 2.58 0.78 2.21 0.80 2.16 0.86 2.16 1.01
5 2.31 0.97 2.31 1.00 2.39 0.94 2.41 1.17

8 2.48 0.96 2.29 1.04 2.05 0.82 1.82 0.98
9 2.44 0.83 2.17 0.83 2.10 1.07 2.22 1.41

10 3.36 0.92 2.97 0.90 3.16 0.88 2.90 1.14

11 3.19 1.01 3.13 0.95 3.00 0.87 3.00 1.11
12 3.00 0.84 2.74 0.95 2.74 1.03 2.74 1.03
13 2.39 1.07 2.05 1.02 2.72 1.17 2.66 1.43

14 1.79 0.78 1.82 0.77 1.93 0.70 1.95 0.99
15 2.21 0.97 2.15 1.09 2.18 1.22 1.84 1.06
16 1.67 0.85 1.64 0.91 2.00 1.20 2.06 1.28

17 3.13 0.79 3.04 1.00 3.16 1.00 2.72 1.00
18 2.78 1.01 2.49 1.06 2.68 1.05 2.20 1.10
20 2.05 1.01 2.04 1.05 2.50 1.05 2.52 1.32

21 1.91 0.95 1.91 0.95 1.64 0.70 1.26 0.59
23 2.73 1.09 2.73 1.25 2.57 1.07 2.19 1.24
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TABLE G.3

ACTIVITIES WHOSE MEAN RATINGS WERE NOT
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AMONG THE FOUR GROUPS

(ANOVA, Scheffe' at .05)
SHOULD BE EMPHASIS

Ac-
tiv-

Adminis-
trators

Full-time
Faculty

Part-time
Faculty

Business
Community

ity Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

1 4.01 0.71 3.07 0.84 3.93 0.66 3.70 0.89
2 4.01 0.72 3.82 0.80 3.82 0.80 3.58 1.04
4 3.69 0.87 3.35 0.99 3.32 1.13 3.26 1.01

5 3.70 1.01 3.76 0.99 3.82 0.92 3.48 1.00
6 4.52 0.67 4.50 0.77 4.46 0.79 4.20 1.08

10 4.26 0.69 4.04 0.86 3.92 0.80 3.89 0.92

11 3.80 0.69 3.68 0.80 3.56 0.85 3.75 0.92
13 3.20 1.16 2.94 1.09 3.16 1.02 3.03 1.09
14 2.83 1.06 2.87 1.04 2.81 0.98 3.03 1.09

15 3.32 1.00 3.02 1.06 2.80 1.16 2.96 1.25
16 2.91 1.16 2.26 1.12 2.60 1.21 2.60 1.15
17 3.73 0.70 3.55 0.83 3.76 0.79 3.73 0.98

20 2.80 1.18 2.71 1.13 2.89 1.23 3.01 1.32
21 2.80 1.13 2.69 1.20 2.57 1.14 2.40 1.27


