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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF MICHIGAN COMMUNITY
COLLEGE ADJUNCT AND SKILL CENTER ANNUAL
AUTHORIZED INDUSTRIAL TEACHERS IN TERMS

OF PERCEIVED TEACHER COMPETENCIES

By
Herbert L. Howell

The Proﬁlém

The purpose of this investigation was to compare annual
authorized skill center and community college adjunct industrial
teachers in terms of perceived teacher competencies, and to deter-
mine if certain selected variables influenced those competencies.
Because of the increasing numbers of adjunct and annual authorized
teachers being needed and utilized by the community colleges and
career centers in the State of Michigan, this study was undertaken
to ascertain professional development needs, using teacher input as
a basis for possible compatible groupings for in-service training

programs.

Procedure
The population for this study consisted of 105 adjunct com-
munity college and 42 annual authorized skill center industrial

teachers, as submitted by their respective deans and principals.
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The data-gathering instrument was developed and pilot tested,
and resulted in 9 major categories of 51 teaching competencies,
which was submitted to the population.

The data were processed, and analyzed by use of the multi-
variate analysis of variance, univarfate analysis of variance, and
examination of means, in order to compensate for imbalance between
the two teacher groups, and to test the data with different varfables,

and the interaction among the variables.

Findings
Demographic Data

A demographic comparison of annual authorized and adjunct
industrial teachers showed that: (1) a higher percentage of skill
center teachers were vocationally certified than were community col-
lege adjunct teachers; (2) a higher percentage of community college
adjunct teachers had teaching certificates than did skill center
teachers; {3) the majority of the community college adjunct teachers
had 8.S. or higher educational degrees whereas the majority of the
skill center teachers held associate degrees or lower; (4) in terms
of compatible years work experience, there was less than 7 percent
difference between the skill center and the community college teach-
ers having five or more years experience, with the skill center
teachers having more work experience; and (5) the skill center
teachers had a higher percentage of teachers having more than five

years of teaching experience than did the community college teachers.
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Hypotheses
The hypotheses were tested by position, and further tested

by using three independent variables: (1) education, (2) compatible
years of work experience, and (3) years of tehching experfence. The
results of testing for position indicated compatibility between the

two teacher groups in all categories except two--Instructional Man-

agement and Professional Role and Development.

Further testing using education as the independent variable
indicated that B.A. teachers needed help in Developing a Course of
Study. Al1 teachers needed help in Planning a Unit of Instruction.
High school degreed teachers needed ﬁe1p in Stimulating Learning
Through Brainstorming, Buzz Groups, and Question Box Techniques;
Introducing a Lesson; and Summarizing a Lesson. Two teacher groups,
those possessing a high school diploma and those with a B.A. degree,
needed help in Selecting, Obtaining, and Maintaining a Teaching Posi-
tion in Keeping with Their Professional Qualifications.

Using work experience as the independent varijable, it was
found that those teachers having five or less years of experience
felt need for help in Managing and Maintaining the Vocational Lab-
oratory.

When using teaching experience as the independent variable,
jt was discovered that those teachers having three or fewer years of
experience needed help in the areas of Developing Vocational Educa-
tion Programs, Goals, and Objectives; Developing a Course of Study;

Planning a Unit of Instruction; Writing a Lesson Plan; Summarizing
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a Lesson; Employing Oral Questioning Techniques; Determining Student
Grades in a Vocational Program; Evaluating Instructional Effective-

ness; and Managing and Maintaining the Vocatfonal Laboratory.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

There are unprecedented demands for new knowledge, skills,
insights, and understanding on the part of Americans as a result of
the present technological revolution. "By shortening rapidly the
time lapse between acquisition of the new knowledge and its appli-
cation to daily life, progress in the next decade will make that of
the past seem sman."'l Glancing back historically, federal stimu-
lation and financial assistance beginning with the Smith-Hughes Act
in 1917 and continuing with the George-Reed Act, George-Ellsey Act,
George-Dean Act, and George-Barden Acts, and the money from federal
financing gained from these acts, made the growth of vocational
education more palatable to some administrators, and vocational edu-
cation began to become a more active part of the educational system.2

Post-World War II technology, Sputnik, and the National
Defense Education Act made vocational-technical education more firmly

entrenched at the community college level, particularly by allocating

funds directly for community college use. The Higher Education

]American Vocational Association, New Designs for the Chal-

lenge of the 1970's (Washington, D.C.: American Vocational Associa-
tion, 1968), p. 6.

2Vocationa] Education in Michigan: The Final Report of the
Michigan Vocational Evaluation Project (East Lansing: College of
Education, Michigan State University, 1963}, p. 5.

1




Facilities Act of 1963 and the Vocational Education Act of 1963 com-

bined with the vocational education amendments of 1968, to earmark a

percentage of the funds exclusively for community college utilfzation.
Further, the Vocational Education Act of 1963 states as a

goal for the first time in federal legislation: ". . . persons of

u] These commitments made vocational-

all ages in all communities.
technical education a full partner with general education in the
educational programs at both the high school and post-high school
level.

In 1963, Dr. Harold T. Smith, inhis Upjohn Foundation report,
recommended a program for area vocational programs, and their evolu-
tion into community colleges.2 Although his recommendations were
strongly considered, they were never completely accepted. They were
modified by the State Department of Education, the State Legislature,
and educétbrs, so secondary and post-secondary vocational and tech-
nical education were separated into area skill centers and community
colleges.

The aforementioned developments have created a need for
vocational and technical teachers. This is substantiated by
Leightbody, who has indicated if occupational education is to expand

as it should in order to meet the needs of most Americans, rather

than serving a small minority, it will need many more teachers and

]U.S. Congress, Vocational Education Act of 1963, Section I,

2Harold T. Smith, Education and Training for the World of Work
%gg;gmazoo. Mich.: W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research,




3

leaders in the years ahead.] For the growth that should and must
come, however, a new breed of teachers and a new breed of leaders

- will have to be developed, and in numbers well beyond what present
sources can supply. The passage of the Vocational Education Act of
1963, and its 1968 amendments, combined with evolution from the
Upjohn Report whereby the state set up a plan for developing commu-
nity colleges so education could be made available to all residents
of the state. This created a shortage of certified, degreed indus-
trial teachers. The state's establishment of area vocational centers
plus the federal government's establishment of manpower development
and training (MDT) programs, comprehensive employment training (CETA)
programs, and work incentive (WIN) further increased this shortage.

In order to fill the gap created by these situations, schools
are using part-time specialists and annual authorized teachers to
supplement their full-time teaching staffs.

This fits in with Bader and Hammons' comments on the advan-
tages above and beyond teaching, in using adjunct faculty, such as:
their teaching nights and weekends, thereby giving better classroom
and laboratory utilization. The fact that they use no office space,
are paid by the hour, and receive no fringe benefits enhances the
economic desirability. Further, the fact that they bring "real worlg"
experience, and experience not always available in the full-time

staff, broadens students' impressions and experiences. Their

]G. B. Leightbody, Vocational Education in American Schools,
Ma o; Issu$s of the 1970's (Chicago: American Technical Society,
2), p. 100.




temporary teaching assignment during peak enroliment has the addi-
tional value of being utilizable as a tryout period prior to hiring
full-time, should a full-time vacancy arise.'I
The community colleges have always taken the advantage of
using specially skilled persons on a supplemental basis. The 1974

Junior College Directory indicated 49.6 percent of community college

staff in the State of Michigan is made up of supplemental teachers.
Of this 49 percent, approximately 34 percent have had 1ittle or no
teaching experience.2 As an example: In 1970, one community col-
lege of 3,500 students with which the writer is familiar utilized
the services of 103 full-time faculty and filled the overflow with
supplementary staff. In 1976, the same institution had only 94
full-time faculty on staff for 8,000 students, with the overflow
being handled by supplemental staff. With the State's present
fiscal policy for financing community colleges, the proportional
number of full-time faculty must, of financial necessity, be even
further reduced.

An informal survey of several of the principals of operating
secondary area vocational education centers in the southern part of
Michigan indicates that from 20 to 70 percent of the staff are non-

certified teachers operating under an annual permit.

]Louis W. Bader and James 0. Hammons, "Adjunct Faculty--
Forgotten and Neglected," Community and Junior College Journal,
November 1973.

21974 Community, Junior, and Technical College Directory
(Washington, D.C.: American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges, 1975).




In the trade and industrial area of vocational education, the
annual authorization permits were greatly increased from the report-
ing year 1973-1974 to the 1974-1975 reporting year. The State
Department of Education records show the following data relative to

types of temporary permits:

Types of Certification 1973-1974 1974-1975
Annual authorfzation 866 1,057
Temporary 403 238
Full 72 114

The implication is even greater when the State Department
explafns that the numbers issued in 1973-1974 represent an 18-month
time period, and the numbers issued in 1974-1975 represent only a
12-month time period because of time needed to adjust to rules to
compensate for a change in the fiscal year reporting of numbers of
temporary certificates issued each year.]

In addition to the cost and availability of full-time teach-
ers, another reason for using supplementals, as suggested by
J. P. Parks, is:

Regular staff cannot always provide the services needed in
specialized courses. Part-time instructors bring, beside
their technical expertise, a considerable prestige along

with interpretations essential to the specific applications
made of the subject matter.

]Michigan Department of Education, Summary of Vocational
Authorization Holders for 1973-1974 and 1974-1975 (Teacher Prepara-
tion and Professional Development Services, November 1974).

2James P, Parks, "Part-Time Faculty," Junior College Journal
January 1963.




These ingredients of prestige, experience, and useful, recent,
practical applications of theoretical learning make for a very strong
impression on students.

P. L. Dressell in his "Evaluation of Instruction" amplifies
this by indicating several additional student needs that should be
considered to expand teaching effectiveness:

Good teaching . . . reguires not only competence in one's
discipline, but also insight into the effects of one's instruc-
tional practices in promoting both the quality and quantity of
student learning . ._. good teaching is a problem, even for
experienced persons.

Deliberate plaﬁning 1s needed for adjunct faculty because
they are usually local people who are not professional educators, who
are obtained through personal contacts. For best results, a definite
formal systematic system of selection and hiring is needed. There-
fore, F. Neil Williams advocates:

Since first-time, part-time teaching develops tremendous
insecurities, adequate information, assistance, and assurance
{s paramount to gst maximum benefit from this valuable con-
tributing source.

Junjor community college teaching is different from other
college and university teaching and, therefore, the needs and com-
petencies of these teachers must be considered apart from the needs
and preparation techniques utilized in preparing or training of most
post-high school instructors. This is further pointed out by

R. F. Garrison: "Junior college teaching is student oriented more

1P. L. Dressell, "Evaluation of Instruction," Journal of Farm
Economics, 1967.

2F. Neil Williams, "The Neglected Teachers: Part-Time Faculty,"
Adult Leadership, September 1972,




than discipline oriented. The majority of adjunct teachers need
assistance in methods."]

R. Seay feels that a dual approach to teaching effectiveness
is very important. Formal preparation through in-service training
programs and compatible work experience are two important ingredients.
He, therefore, advocates that:

Regardless of the original source of its staff members, the
community college faculty, as any teaching staff, has i{ts
deficiencies which must be corrected. Many technical teach-
ers, qualified by experience, lack substantial forgaI prep-
aration. Thus, in-service education is {mportant.

Because of the need for technical teachers and fhe practice
of partially satisfying the need with part-time and annual authorized
experts, it is important that this valuable supply of teachers be
assisted in developing competencies that make them even more pro-
ficient as teachers. Worthington and Kokle voiced the concern of
many administrators and educators when they quoted Karnes' statement:

The need for teachers of technical subjects is of such great
magnitude that if educational institutions of sufficient size
and in sufficient number to meet fully the current and pro-
Jected national need were established, those institutions

could not possibly be staffed with a sufficient number °§
adequately prepared instructors from the current supply.

]Roger H. Garrison, "Teaching in a Junior College," American
Association of Junior Colleges (Washington, D.C.: American Educa-
tional Publishers Institute, 1968).

2R. Seay, "Grants for Technical Education: A New Kellogg
Grant Program,” Junior College Journal, January 1963.

3M. Karnes, "Teachers Education for Technical Education,"
paper presented at the AVA Convention, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, December
1962, cited by R. Worthington and R. Kokle, "Developing Industrial
Teacher Education Programs," AVA_Journal, September 1964, p. 26.




These writers all point out the necessity and desirability
for having adjunct and annual authorized teachers and further advo-
cate the need for professional training to make their expertise even
more effective and valuable to students. However, a point of con-
cern that has been somewhat overlooked is brought out by C. Schmitt
when he says:

Although increasing use s being made of part-time instruc-
tors, limited information or evidence is available regard-
ing systematic effort being put forth to establish specific

programs for assisting or u?grading part-time instructors in
their new educational role.

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to make a comparative analysis
of conmunity college industrial adjunct teachers and skill center
annual authorized industrial teachers in the State of Michigan, in
terms of self-perceived teacher competency training needs common to
both groups. The following questions have been designed and developed
to achieve the purpose of this study.

1. What are some of the conmonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of formal educational background?

2. What are some of the commonalities and differences

between community college adjunct industrial teachers

]Carlos Schmitt, "A Study of the Problems of Part-Time Trade
and Industrial Instructors in Selected Community Colleges" (Ph.D.
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1971).
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7.

The
only annual
in the area

teachers in

.and annual authorfzed skill center industrial teachers

in terms of certification?

What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annuval authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of vocatfonal background and experience?

How does the amount of education influence the per-
ceived degree of training need?

How does the amount of compatible work experience influ-
ence the perceived degree of training need?

How does the amount of teaching experience influence

the perceived degree of training needs?

What are the commonalities and differences in perceived
training needs between skill center annual authorized
industrial teachers and community college adjunct indus-

trial teachers?

Delimitations

group being investigated in this study was limited to
authorized teachers in the field of industrial education
skill centers in the State of Michigan and the adjunct
the field of industrial education in the community col-

leges in the State of Michigan. The study was further delimited to

include only such areas in the field of industrial education as:

(1) machine

pneumatics,

shop, (2) drafting, (3) metallurgy, (4) hydraulics-

(5) welding, (6) auto mechanics, and excluded all other

occupational-technical areas.



10

Limitations

The study must be, of necessity, limited in its interpreta-
tion of data collected because of: (1) it is a perception.study and,
therefore, influenced by how each participant perceives himself in
terms of the questfons presented; and (2) how accurately the par-

ticipants report their perceptions.

Definition of Terms

Adjunct teacher--Any teacher who teaches six or fewer credit

hours in a community college.

Annual certified teacher--A skilled person without a formal

teaching degree who is given a temporary one-year renewable certifi-
cate to teach occupational courses at the secondary level.

Annual authorfzed teacher--See annual certified teacher.

Part-time teacher--See adjunct teacher.

Supplementary teacher--See adjunct teacher.

Industrial teacher--Vocational and/or technical certified

teacher in all technical and industrial areas of non-baccalaureate
degree and/or non-apprentice trade areas, such as teachers of auto
mechanics, drafting, industrial technology (industrial engineering,
metallurgy), machine tool, welding, aviation mechanics.

Community college--A public two-year post-secondary institu-

tion that is established under the provisions of Act 331 of the
Public Acts of 1966 of the Michigan Legislature.

Technical education-~Technical education is concerned with

that body of knowledge organized in a planned sequence of classroom
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and laboratory experiences to prepare students for a cluster of job
opportunities in a specialized field of technology. It prepares for
the occupational area between the skilled craftsman and the profes-
sfonal person, such as the doctor, the engineer, and the scientist.'I
For this study, the term will be 1imited in its focus to concern
itself only with high school and community college level education
necessary to prepare for occupational competence.

Trade and jndustrijal education--Trade and jndustrial educa-

tion is concerned with preparing persons for initial employment in a
wide range of trade and industrial occupations. Instruction is pro-
vided (1) in basic manipulative skills, safety, judgment, and related
occupational {nformation in mathematics, drafting, and science
required to perform successfully in the occupation; and (2) through

a combination of shop or laboratory experiences simulating those

found in 1ndustry.2

Organization of the Study

This study is divided and presented in five chapters.
Chapter 1 presents an introduction and brief history of how, through
the technological revolution, a need for trained teachers was
created, and how the government's desire to aid education in mini-

mizing the time lapse between acquisition and use of that technology

]U.S. Office of Education, Vocational Education and Occu-
]agions (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 0.E. 80061,
968), p. 3.

2

Ibid., p. 103.
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expanded that need. The purpose of the study was presented and the
limitations and delimitations of the study were set forth. These
were followed by a definition of terms, a presentation of how the
study was organized, and finally a summary of the chapter.

Chapter 11 presents a review of the literature, pertinent and
relative to the study problem being investigated. It {is arranged in
five divisions: (1) a brief history of the growth of vocational and
technical education, (2) characteristics of effective teachers,

(3) characteristics of comunity college teachers, (4) characteris-
tics of vocational-technical teachers, and (5) professional teacher
training.

Chapter III indicates the procedures used in this study to:
(1) develop the instrument, (2) collect the data, and (3) process
and analyze the data.

Chapter IV presents the findings in terms of the general
questions and hypotheses posed in order to accomplish the purpose
of the study.

Chapter V presents the summary, conclusions, and recommen-

dations for future additional and supplemental research.

Summar
Chapter I is made up of five sections: (1) introduction
and brief history, (2) purpose, (3) questions, (4) definition of

terms, and {(5) organization of study.
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The introduction and brief history indicate how the problem
developed, and contains writings of educators that substantiate the
need for training of the special group involved.

The purpose of the study was to compare community college
adjunct industrial and annual authorized skill center industrial
teachers, in terms of self-perceived teacher competencies.

The third section presents the general questions designed to
achieve the purpose of the study.

Section four contains the definition of terms.

The last section is a precis of the study by chapters.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Specific literature pertinent to the adjunct community college
tndustrial teachers and annual authorized skill center industrial
teachers is virtually nonexistent. A search of relevant literature
through such sources as Educational Resources Information Center and
assorted indices, journals, and periodicals reveals a dearth of per-
tinent literature in this area.

In order to investigate the problem of this study, and in the
absence of direct related literature, it became necessary to depend
almost entirely upon materials related to the problem of teacher
proficiencies in general.

To facilitate presentation, this chapter is divided into
five sections: (1) a brief background of the factors making for an
industrial teacher shortage, and a few of the special requirements,
deficiencies, and problems connected with the attempt to use adjunct
and annual authorized teachers to counteract that shortage; (2) char-
acteristics of effective teachers; (3) characteristics of community
college teachers; {4) characteristics of vocational-technical

teachers; and (5) pre- and in-service training of teachers.

14
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Background

Prior to 1940, vocational education was very limited at the
community college level; however, with the emergency demands of
Worid War II, the community colleges joined the adult education pro-
grams of the local high schools to provide the necessary training
under the vocational education for national defense program, and the
war training program for war production workers to supply trained
workers for war production. The end of World War Il did not stem
the need for people having special training and skills. Therefore,
a comprehensive national analysis of scientific and technical man-
" power was initiated in 1956 when the President appointed his Commit-
tee on Scientists and Engineers as an action group to cooperate and
stimulate the nation's efforts to meet the shortage of scientific
and technical manpower. This is exemplified by the following state-
ment by W. G. Torpey:

During its existence, 1956-1958, the committee focused
attention on a variety of manpower problems and was instru-
mental in stimulating "follow through" action related to
the education and utilization of technician manpower.

Examples of activity traceable to the work of the committee
were the passage of the National Defense Education Act, also
the revision of the Dictionary of Occupational Titles by the
Department of &abor. to include a current concept of tech-
nician duties.

These were both major accomplishments, and strong foundation

stones for forming the base for present technician programs. Prior

to this time, community colleges made a token effort to initiate

. 6. Torpey, "National Concern for the Role of Technician,"

Proceedings of the Annual Conference of the Amerjcan Technical Asso-
ciation, ﬂtiantic City, 1963, p. 25.
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technical programs, preferring to remain more active in the more
strongly based and less expensive programs of "related apprentice
training." With the initiation of the National Defense Education
Act, the cost of technician programs was partially subsidized by the
federal government, and many community colleges started or expanded
their technical divisions. This financial assistance i{s substan-
tiated in the report of the panel of consultants on vocational edu-
cation:

Title VIII of the National Defense Education Act,

approved the 1958 "Area Vocational Education Programs" that
authorized appropriations to support programs 1imited exclu-
sively to the training of highly skilled technicians in
recognized occupations necessary to the national defense.
This provision was then incorporated as Title III of the
George-Barden Act, which in turn ?ecame part of the National
Vocational Education Act of 1963.

Title VIII of the National Defense Act of 1958 created new
demands for technical education instructors at a time when schools
were already hard pressed for qualified teachers. Technical instruc-
tion requires a greater depth and breadth of specialized subject
matter than that generally held by general industrial education
teachers; therefore, other sources of supply have to be tapped.
Several possible sources are: (1) retirees, (2) teachers from other
institutions who are willing to teach part time, (3) supplementatls
who work full time in industry and who are willing to work part time
teaching, and (4) persons who are willing to leave industry and

become full-time teachers.

]"Education for a Changing World of Work," Report of the
Fanel of ggnsultants on Vocational Education, Washington, D.C.,
]963. po .
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Although industry is an excellent source of supply, there
are many good reasons why it cannot completely take up the slack in
the teacher shortage in the trade and industrial classrooms. Among
them are several presented by Carl V. Gorman, such as: (1) quali-
fied, skilled persons are also in demand by industry, so it becomes
a duel of salary and benefits; (2) the long-time commitment to
training programs to obtain a teacher's certificate scares off some
prospects; and (3) craftsmen who possess the potential to be good
teachers are limited in number.]

Regardless of the source from which non-licensed teachers
are obtained, when hiring community personnel, certain problems
are created. With a 1ittle work and understanding, however, a most
valuable source of supply can be made available. Under these cir-
cumstances, a few items to be considered are: They should be
screened to ascertain if they have either the necessary experience
in teaching, a skill in a particular vocational-technical area, or
preferably both. The health and physical condition of these persons
should be looked into very thoroughly to be certain that the extra
hours added to their regular daily routine and empioyment will not
be detrimental to their well being. To supplement these points,

F. Neil Williams points out: "Part-time teachers rate salary as
number two as the motivator for accepting the job. Community service

obligation, personal fulfillment, or even prestige share almost

]Carl V. Gorman, "From Craft to Classroom," American Voca-
tional Journal, January 1971, p. 43.
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! Any person using these reasons as keys for

equally as number one."
recruiting teachers from the community should find the supply source

greatly enlarged.

Characteristics of Effective Teachers

Recognizing that there are deficiencies and/or weaknesses in
the teaching ease and effectiveness of new, inexperienced teachers
as well as part-time and non-degreed teachers, it would be well to
examine the characteristics and competencies of good teachers to
select items that could be of help to new teachers.

Twenty-seven years ago Ordway Tead wrote: "A professor is
one who talks in other peoplie's sleep." He went on to say:

Learning, is learning to use. Its results have conse-
quences in changes in how we act. If soon or late there
are no behavior consequences, there has been no learning,
although there may conceivably have been some impartation
of fact. Learning is, therefore, not achieved merely by
listening, by being told, or exhorted.?

He expanded this thesis by submitting this supplement:

At its best and most complete, learning combines think-
ing, feeling, acting, and expressing appropriately in rela-
tion to the demands of a confronted situation of need,
desire, drive, or aspiration.3

Educators have tried too hard to differentiate between the

good and bad characteristics of teachers in search for the right ones.

]F. Neil Williams, “The Neglected Teachers: The Part-Time
Faculty," Adult Leadership, September 1972.

20rdway Tead, College Teaching and College Learning (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1949), p. 14.

3Ibid., p. 25.
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W. J. MacKeachie in his dfiscussion of students' learning and
responses to effective teaching subscribes to the philosophy that not
only should it be obvious that the right teacher or method for some
pupils may be wrong for others, but different approaches may work at
different times with the same pupils. We know that student learning
and memory are closely tied to motivation. Students usually learn
what they want to learn, but they often have great difficulty learn-
ing material that does not interest them. Student apathy in a
required course may be an irrational expression of resentment at
being required to do anything. Grades can be a motivator. Since
most students desire passing grades, they will learn whatever is
necessary to obtain a passing grade, be it memorization or ability to
apply principles. However, grades should only be used as a moti-
vator, not as a motive. Organization is important. Teaching stu-
dents to develop a framework upon which to fit new information
makes learning more effective. Feedback that is immediate is more
effective, since the learner can see the results fmmediately.

He further advocates that all of these specifics of educa-
tional psychology may be consolidated under three general headings:

1. Develop interest in students so they want to accomplish

and learn,

2. Change attitudes so undesirable habits and ideas can be

converted to make learning desirable.
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3. Create motivation so learning becomes a natural, self-
induced happening.'I

In summarizing, MacKeachie advocates that the teacher's
function is to teach, not to confound. A teacher should present his
selection of appropriate methods and materials available, and give
assistance in making maximum effective use to amplify learning and
reduce time and efficiency waste.

In the following discussion, Henry Herge identifies some good
characteristics of teachers. The faculty member becomes a teacher
when he stands before a class of students. His success in that posi-
tion can be estimated by and large by certain observable character-
jstics such as: (1) he must have a contagious enthusiasm for his
field of teaching, (2) ability to verbalize and communicate easily
with individuals and with large groups, and (3) a sympathetic inter-
est in the individual problems of students. His success in teaching
will in large measure be dependent upon: (1) appearance, (2) per-
sonality, (3) logical presentation and utilization of modern skills
in presentation, (4) ability to organize subject matter into mean-
ingful and related units of instruction, and (5) recognition of the
individual differences and needs of his students. His effectiveness

in reaching students will be conditioned markedly by his sympathy,

helpfulness, sincerity, enthusiasm, and sense of humor.

1N. J. MacKeachie, "Research in the Characteristics of
Effective College Teaching" (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1964).
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Brown and Thornton feel that college graduates of most varied
qualities can become effective college teachers, but their effec-
tiveness will depend fundamentally on their determination to achieve
competence through continuocus effort. They further feel that a
basic responsibility of any teacher is to contribute positively to
the intellectual and personal development of his students. This can
be accomplished through four phases. The first would extend and
increase the student's fund of information and depth of understand-
ing. The second would develop the student's ability to use his new
knowledge and understanding. The third would enlarge the student's
intellectual curiosity, sense of satisfaction in worthwhile accomp-
lishment, confidence in his own powers and sense of values, and
finally, the fourth would develop in the student certain scholarship
skills in his discipline.’

One very important reason why effective or ineffective teach-
ers cannot be described with any assurance is the wide varjation that
exists in tasks performed by teachers and in value concepts of what
constitutes desirable teaching objectives. Adequate descriptions of
major teacher characteristics that might provide a basis for study-
ing the relationships of teacher behavior to the varying objectives
of teaching and concepts of teaching competence have not been
developed.

Since what has been developed is so broad and varied, and

dependent upon the researcher and the l1imitations he has set, David

]Brown and Thornton, College Teaching--A Systematic Approach
(New York: McGraw-Hii1, 1971).
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Ryans has introduced a proposal that he feels is sufficiently general
to cover the bulk and complexity of situations:

One of the concepts of competent teaching must be related to

at least two major sets of conditfons:

1. The social or cultural group in which the teacher oper-

ates, involving social values which frequently differ

from person to person, community to community, culture

to culture, and time to time, and

2. The grade level and subject matter taught as it relates

to the 1nte11e?tual and personal characteristics of the

pupils taught.

This appears to tie in with individual differences of both
teacher and student, and helps account for the unsatisfactory "laundry
list" check offs of the characteristics of good teachers and the quali-
ties to look for when selecting potential teachers. The records are
filled with accounts of persons who were excellent students, high on
the 1ist with good qualifications and potential, who couldn't make
it as teachers. Conversely, some, who by all known measures for
potential teachers, should not even have been considered, turned out
to be excellent teachers. This in no manner is meant to condemn
laundry lists, but is merely to indicate that they, to date, have not
been singularly successful as a selection instrument.

There have been volumes of material written on characteris-
tics of a successful teacher, just as there have been as many lists
as people making them. Each has added to or reinforced some char-
acteristic, trait, or action that has been shown to be of help in

directly or indirectly helping students learn.

1David G. Ryans, "Characteristics of Teachers," research
paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on
Measurement in Education, Washington, D.C., 1960.
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For example, going back several years--Barr suggested a
series of items that he felt important and necessary in this
endeavor, such as: (1) resourcefulness, the abjlity to try several
approaches to attract students to learning; (2) intelligence, the
ability to use as well as collect and comprehend data; {3) emotional
stability, the ability to maintain an emotional equilibrium; (4) con-
siderateness, being thoughtful of others' feelings; (5) bouyancy,
cheerful of nature; (6) objectivity, being able to present facts
without the distortion of personal feelings; (7) drive, the display-
ing of dynamic qualities; (8) dominance, meaning asserting influence;
(9) attractiveness, both in appearance, manner, and dress;

(10) refinement, well versed in the socfal graces and manners;
(11) cooperativeness; and (12) v'e'l'labi'l'it,y.'l

Roy Cochrane concurred with most of Barr's suggestions for
characteristics of successful teachers. However, he made several
additions to the 1ist that he felt filled in the voids, such as:

(1)} high moral sense, {2) compulsive orderliness, (3) feeling of
mission, (4) favorable I.Q., (5) voice that can be understood,

(6) tolerable posture, (7) gentle forcefulness, and (8) a deep under-
standing of human nature, to name a few.2

To assist new teachers, Mary Lynn Kreuz developed a list of

characteristics of a master teacher that she felt might be used as a

IA. S. Barr, "Characteristics of Successful Teachers," Phi
Delta Kappan 39 (1958): 282-84.

2Ro_v Cochrane, "Who Should Become Teachers?" Phj Delta Kappan,
March 1965, pp. 242-45.
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checkiist. She admonishes that proper balance is necessary between
the personal and professional characteristics in order for the user to
receive full value from its utilization:

Personal:

proper grooming

appropriate dress

energy

enthusiasm

ability to meet awkward situations with ease
poise

graciousness

pleasing, captivating voice

good emotional health

wholesome sense of humor

relaxed relationship with others

Professional:

assume appropriate role of teacher

establish good working rapport

prompt completion of work

availability of services beyond requirements
neat, complete, accurate administrative reports
membership in professional organizations
respect of fellows

setting up and use of classroom and materials
how well works with students

uses all available information

improve instructional competence
self-evaluate

continued personal development

improve leadership skills

continue formal education

timely materials well directed

assortment of presentation met?ods

evaluation of student progress

Franklin Barry felt there were several fundamental requisites
that were missing from other lists. He, therefore, suggested several

additions: (1) a high degree of intelligence, (2) a capacity for

]Hary Lynn Kreuz, "Earmarks of a Master Teacher," AV Journal,
November 1971, pp. 54-56.
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vigorous action, (3) social consciousness, (4) expert knowledge of

L As can be

subject, and (5) the capacity to get along with people.
noted, several of these are redundant in the fact that they are
merely different methods of interpretation of what was previously
stated. This further indicates the complexity of making an all-
encompassing satisfactory 1ist of desirable and necessary traits that
are encountered when one attempts to make a checklist of the char-
acteristics of good teachers.

French, therefore, went a different direction. His approach
was through the consumer. He found that the 10 items contributing
the most to students' indicating characteristics of a good teacher
were: (1) interprets abstract ideas and theories clearly, (2) gets
students interested in subject, (3) has increased my skills in
thinking, (4) has helped me broaden my interests, (5) stresses
important material, (6) makes good use of examples and illustrations,
(7) motivates me to do my best work, {B) inspires class confidence in
his knowledge of subject, (9) has given me new viewpoints or appre-
ciations, and (10) is clear and understandable in his explanations.2

He further feels the teacher must see things from the
learner's point of view,.and must make the learner feel the need of

whatever is being taught. Short-term goals are important to the

learner, so the short-term goals of the student must take precedence

TFranklin Barry, "Some Significant Suggestions for Selecting
a Successful Teacher," School Executive, July 1959, pp. 21-23.

26. M. French, "College Students' Concept of Effective Teach-
ing Determined by an Analysis of Teacher Ratings" (Dissertation
abstract, 1957).
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over the long-term goals of the teacher. The teacher should assist
the student in the discovery of personal meaning.
Greenwood validates the use of students as evaluators of
good teacher characteristics by using Guthrie's research:
Guthrie (1954) found student judgments more stable than
faculty judgments, and that student ratings of teaching qual-
ity correlated .87 and .89 between two successive year eval-
uations. Maslow, Guthrie, et al. found odd item ratings
gg:;g}g::g :;g.vith mean even item. Internal consistency
Approaching the matter of characteristics of good teachers
from the direction of perceptual psychology, which is defined as "Any
item of information will affect an individual's behavior only in the
degree to which he has discovered its personal meaning for him,"
Combs has made a 1ist of perceptions of a good teacher that is some-
what different from those previously mentioned: (1) a teacher should
have a rich, extensive, and available perception about his subject
field; (2) accurate perceptions about what people are like; (3) accu-
rate perceptions of self, leading to adequacy; (4) accurate percep-
tions about the purpose and process of learning; and (5) personal
perceptions about appropriate method for carrying out his purposes.2
He then goes on to tie this in to the needs of students
by saying: "Use yourself as an instrument to effectively and effi-

ciently carry out your own and society's purposes in the education

]Guthrie as quoted by G. E. Greenwood and others, "Student
Evaluation of College Teaching Behaviors," Journal of Higher Educa-
tion, November 1973.

ZA. W. Combs and others, The Professional Education of
Teachers (Boston: 1974), p. 22.
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of others."l He adds, "Affective education is attaching personal
meaning to learning, and thus meaningful learning is synonymous with
affective education."2

Knowing is not enough. Good teaching without subject depth
js wasteful and fruitless, so both knowing and good teaching are
needed for satisfactory results. A good teacher is a person, and not
all persons behave alike. Good teaching is a personal thing--there
is no set way to teach; therefore, methods must fit the goal sought,
adjusting to fit situations, purposes, and people.

Heitzmann and Starpoli feel the whole subject of good teach-
ing can be reduced to a dichotomy they feel blankets the whole
subject. Specifically, two personality traits appear consistently
with good teaching--flexibility and warmth. Teachers who are able
to adapt to a range of roles are the most successful. Authoritarian,
democratic, or lajssez-faire as the need arises is consistent with
good teaching and resulting student achievement. Healthy, well-
rounded and specifically flexible teachers are successful, as measured
by student achievement. Friendly, helpful, and warm are character-
jstics of teachers that are almost certain indicators for student

success. These personality characteristics are probably as important

as proper methodology or test construction.3

Nbid., p. 9.

ZA. Combs, "Self-Concept and Affective Education," paper pre-
§gn§ed at the National Conference on Affective Education, Chicago,
7.

SN. M. R. Heitzmann and Charles Starpoli, "Teacher Character-
istics and Successful Teaching," Education, Spring 1975, pp. 298-99,



28

A study of University of Florida students indicates that good
instructors are identified by students according to their caring,
communicating, adapting instruction to students' needs, making goals
clear, enthusiasm, knowledge of subject, and developing student self-
learning att'ltudes.1

When it comes to classroom behavior, interaction patterns,
and teaching styles, good or effective teachers seem to reflect beha-
viors that are pointed up by characteristics such as: the willing-
ness to be flexible, to be direct or indirect as the situation
demands; have the ability to perceive the world from the student's
point of view; have the ability to "personalize" their teaching; be
willing to experiment, to try out new things; have skill in asking
questions {(as opposed to seeing self as a kind of answering service);
have a keen knowledge of subject matter and related areas; make
provision for well-established examination procedures; make provi-
sjon of definite study helps; give the reflection of an appreciative
attitude (evidenced by smiles, nods, comments, etc.); and use a con-
versational manner in teaching--an informal, easy sty]e.2

Taking the thoughts of all these people's writings into
account, then, there appears to be one central theme weaving its way

through the whole pattern of characteristics of good teachers. Be

]Terry 0'Banion, Teachers for Tomorrow (Tucson: University
of Arizona Press, 1972), p. 61, from Lefforge, "U.S. In-Service Train-
ing as an Instrument for Change" (Gainesville, Florida, 1971).

2Don Hamachek, "Characteristics of Good Teachers and Impli-
cations for Teacher Education," Phi Delta Kappan, February 1969,
p. 342.
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they suggested by teacher educators, teachers, or students, traits
that make up a “good" teacher are all critical in terms of how they

assfist the learner.

Community College Teachers

There is no formula for the art of community junior college
instruction. However, some descriptions of qualities and techniques
that emerge most frequently in successful teaching can be presented.
Certain teachers and professors whose teaching combined quality with
popularity appear to be best remembered. Those who stand out tend
to have several characteristics in common, as indicated by Kelley
and Wilbur: They were keenly and obviously interested in and
enthusjastic about their subject matter and they were thoroughly
prepared. Most of them worked from notes rather than from manu-
script, a practice that indicated their mastery of subject matter;
furfher. they were organized. Material was presented in segments
that moved forward to an integrated whole; in other words, they com-
municated. They spoke clearly, forcefully, and logically--listeners
could hear and follow the thread of the material, yet they changed
pace. They provided variety in communication to hold attention and
to avoid restlessness and boredom as they presented live, vital
facts that stimulated and motivated the students. They emphasized
instruction rather than persuasion, so students were free to decide
for themselves in a controversy. They took a personal interest in
each student, they had exciting and interesting personalities, and

they had character that could be admired by students. Of course,
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outstanding teachers do not necessarily possess all these char-

acteristics, but those that they do possess, however, are invariably

so outstanding that their shortcomings can be 1gnored.]

A dean of {nstruction at one community college describes
teacher qualfties he looks for when hiring new staff as:

There must be a basic articulateness: an ability to speak
clearly and directly to a point at issue. Of equail {mpor-
tance, is a capacity to explain, to fllustrate, to interpret
a point, and a willingnass to work with student questions, no
matter how elementary they might sometimes be. The teacher
needs a kind of "command presence," meaning a sufficient
force of personality to convince students on early meeting
that here {s a teacher who not only knows what he is talking
about, but is willing and even eager to communicate it. He
must know his subject so well that he can s%mplify without
efther distorting or diluting his material.

One community college instructor, a veteran of 14 years of
university teaching, now instructing at a community college as a
matter of choice, in a way summed it up by saying:

What a bunch of pragmatists these guys are! Their

philosoPhy is: “If it works, use 1t; if it doesn't, throw
it out." I find it tremendously refreshing. Nobody
really blames the students for being "dumb." They just
say, "this kid has had terrible preparation," and then
they go to work to remedy the deficiencies as best they
can. When they can't, they wash the student out.3

Monroe seems to precis all the preceding materials into one
simple yet profound statement: "But underlying all successful

teachers is one common trait; he places the interests and concerns

]N. Kelley and L. Wilbur, Teaching in the Community Junior
College (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1970), p. 136.
2R. H. Garrison, "Junior College Faculty: Issues and Problems,"

AAJC (Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 17.
31bid., p. 19.
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of students above his field of study or his outside-of-college
activities."!

Community college faculties, unlike many other higher edu-
cation faculties, have the advantages of being relatively free from
pressure of research and publication, tenure, and salary increases,
so major energies can be infused in teaching, teaching improvement,
methods variation and change, updating subject matter, and helping
students.

Thornton quotes Langsdorf: "Many descriptions have been
written of the ideal personality and preparation of the junior col-
lege instructor." To mention several, Langsdorf suggests four
characteristics of the good academic teacher:

The academic teacher must love his subject and knowiledge in
general . . . ; the academic teacher should have a fondness
for people . . . ; the academic teacher must have an aware-
ness of his times . . . ; the academic teacher must have suf-
ficient depth of preparation to avoid the superficiality of
hasty and inaccurate syntheses and the bread%h to avoid the
sterility and boredom of overspecialization. :

A survey of three community colleges by Boris Blai, Jr.,
Director of Research at Harcum Junior College, rank ordered the
following 14 item characteristics of what makes a good junior col-
lege teacher:

1. Gives most of time to students

2. Is student oriented

]C. R. Monroe, Profile for a Community College (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1972), p. 278.

2Langsdorf as quoted by J. W. Thornton, Jdr., The Community
Junior College (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 141.
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Is admired by students

. Allows student self-direction

Leaves class attendance optional

Allows student participation

. Lectures primarily from supplementary materials

. Considers student input when reorganizing course

O M ~ O ! 2 W

Derives background material from direct experience

10. Strives for personal relationship with students

11. In response to a question, gives a direct answer

12. Is average teacher, but gives grades higher than average

of other professors

13. Is involved primarily in own field

14. Uses case studies as i'l]ust:rat.‘[ons'l

The executive director of the American Association of Junior-
Community Colleges, E. J. Gleazer, has noted that a comprehensive
comunity college will employ many instructors who combine their
occupational work in the professions or business or the trades with
teaching, There is great potential benefit to the college program
in their up-to-date knowledge of occupational field requirements and
their own demonstrated occupational competence. However, for them,
as for all of its faculty members, the college has an inescapable
obligation to provide in-service training opportunities which enable
any teacher to overcome whatever deficiencies he may have--in

understanding the learning process for example, or perceiving the

]Boris Blai, Jr., "What Makes a Good Junior College Teacher,
Improving College and University Teaching, Summer 1975, p. 187.
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characteristics of his students, or following current developments
in his field.!

Regardless of the original source of its staff members, the
community college faculty, as any teaching staff, has its deficien-
cies which must be corrected. Many technical teachers, qualified by
experience, Tack substantial formal preparation. Thus, in-service
education 1s important.

To paraphrase Garrison, Parks, and Williams, junior coliege
teaching is student oriented more than discipline oriented. Since
regular staff cannot always provide the services needed in special-
ized courses, part-time instructors are hired who bring, besides
their technical expertise, a considerable prestige along with inter-
pretations essential to the specific applications made of the special
subject matter.]

Although the community-junior college teacher appears to be
a hybrid between university and public school teachers, he needs the
best attributes of both. His needs and characteristics are somewhat
unique in the fact that community college student needs are, in the
main, somewhat unique. The industrial-technical teacher merely
magnifies this situation, because, in addition to being a specialist
in the industrial area, he needs all the attributes of the general

education teacher.

]Roger H. Garrison, "Teaching in a Junior College," American
Association of Junior Colleges (American Educational Publishing
Institute, 1968); James P. Parks, "Part-Time Faculty," Junijor College

Journal, January 1963; F. Neil Williams, "The Neglected Teachers:
The Part-Time Faculty," Adult Leadership, September 1972,
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Characteristics of Vocational Teachers

Teaching industrial education is far more than "showing
someone how to make something." This requires resourceful teachers
who understand the problems of learning, the organization and
function of contemporary American industry, the technical skills
and "know how" of teaching, and the ability to relate to students.1

Jerry Dobrovolny, a national figure in technical education,
explains his findings regarding vocational-technical teachers as:

Teaching in the vocational-technical education areas

requires high skill levels and the ability to communicate
with students. It has been difficult to establish a national
standard to measure the competency of the staff teaching in
the two year, post high school, technical programs because of
the newness and continual changing of programs. There {is no
consistent pattern of training that has been fg]]owed by
those teachers involved in technical programs.

Ronald Baird has discovered that research has indicated many
attributes but few specific answers on what makes an outstanding
fndustrial education teacher, but several attributes that make
learning a more palatable experience are: (1) enthusiasm--the
teacher who is enthusiastic and excited about his subject matter and
teaching methods will usually convey these traits to the student;
(2) patience--he gives students a chance. The reward in observing
a student finally master a complex mental or manipulative skill is
well worth extra effort and waiting; (3) resourcefulness--is the

teacher's ability to adapt to various learning situations, make

]Ronald J. Baird, Contemporary Industrial Teaching
(Goodheart-Wilcox, 1972), p.

ZJerry Dobrovolny, “Preparation of Junior College Teachers
of Technical Subjects," Junior College Journal, December 1964.
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innovations in teaching presentations, revise tearning activities
that did not work, and to have at his fingertips sources of fnforma-
tion which will continually upgrade his teaching. He does not just
teach, he gives students an opportunity to learn; (4) sincerity--he
must provide the best in preparation and teaching--don't bluff or
give busy-work activities. Provide what the student really needs.I

It is generally accepted that good teachers are not born with
innate abilities. They are educated through the complex process of
studying the nature of the teaching-learning process. A balance
between technical skills and knowledge, and the ability to become an
outstanding teacher by growing responsibly, must be interwoven. Each
depends heavily on the other.

Gerald Leightbody carried this premise one step further. He
felt that knowledge of subject matter and technical skills is very
important, but equally jmportant {s the ability to inspire student
growth and development.

Teachers can no longer think of themselves as simply
transmitters of skills and facts which they themselves have
acquired. Learning how to learn will be the most important
lesson that students of the future can master and the stu-
dent whose learning is limited only to what his teacher
knows will bg unable to cope with the world beyond the
school room,

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 shifted the instruc-

tional emphasis from specific occupations to job c¢lusters. This trend

]Baird. Contemporary Industrial Teaching, p. 17.

2Gera'ld B. Leightbody, Vocational Education_in America's

Schools--Magor Issues of the 1970"s (Chicago: American Technical
Society, 1972), p. 141,
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was further strengthened by the amendments of 1968. Today, although
depth skills are still of vital importance, the emphasis on narrow
preparation for job entry with a priority on high-level skill pro-
ficiency is being changed to the development of versatility and
flexibility. In order to teach in such programs, it will be neces-
sary that vocational-industrial teachers of the future be broadly
based. In additfon to skill depth, a person must for educational
parity with other teachers have: a broad 1iberal education, full
professional development, and a baccalaureate degree. Without these
three strong components added to the technical proficiency, a person,
in more cases than not, becomes a job trainer instead of an educator.
H. P. Adams agrees with this premise when he says:
Teachers of technical subjects need not be engineers.

However, they do need a thorough understanding of the sub-

ject in relation to the applications the students must

make after graduation. This would include a complete

foundation in the field of specialization, proficiency in

the application of physical science principles, and the

ability to use mathematics as a tool in the development of

{deas that make use of scientific and engineering prin-

ciples.!
He also believes that professional competency is necessary to plan,
promote, put into operation, and evaluate an effective program of
technical education. Further, the technical teacher should possess
a sound philosophy of technical education. He went on further to
say: "Specialists in the field who are utilized without further

academic and technical preparation could lead to a static program."2

]U.S. Office of Education, Division of Vocational Education,
Area Vocational Education Branch, “Conference Report on Technical
Teacher Education" (Washington, D.C.: November 1961), p. 3.

2Ibid., pp. 100-146,
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Dale Messerschmidt fn his unpublished dissertation points out
the needs and values of acquiring teachers from industry to teach
in community junior colleges.

A survey on experience indicates: recently hired commu-
nity college teachers who have come from the industrfal or
professional field generally develop into better teachers
than those not, however, in-service training is necessary
to correct deficiencies in the teaching and counseling tech-
nigues. In-service education_can be useful, but only after
an instructor has been hired.

He later magnifies this by saying:

It is mandatory that in-service programs assist new com-
munity college instructors to make the necessary adjustments
in their work habits and outlooks. Therefore, an in-service
training program must fulfill three purposes:

1. Must provide instruction when knowledge is deficient or’
non-exjistent

2. Must reawaken skills which have been dormant

3. Must change behavior pa&terns which are not desirable
in the new environment.

Technical and industrial teachers who are non-degreed need
immediate information to reduce and/or eliminate problems developing
from lack of teaching expertise. "The average college level course
generally covers a rather limited and specific area of instruc-

w3 That does not answer all the immediate questions that arise

tion,
with the new teacher. The teacher educator should, therefore, adapt

much of the teacher education programs to each active industrial

IDale Messerschmidt, "A Study of Part-Time Instructors in
Vocational and Technical Education Among Community Colleges in
Michigan" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1967).

21bid,
3Ra'lph Orr and Robert Reese, "Technical and Industrial

Teacher Education: Competencies Without Delay or Frills," American
Vocational Journal, November 1971, pp. 61-65.
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teacher on an individual basis, rather than requiring his attendance
in a formal college course. To illustrate the why of this, what are
some of the personal characteristics that contribute to these dif-
ferent needs?

First, and perhaps one of the most important, is that the
trade and industrial teacher is much more mature. Second, he
has a wide variety of work experience, usually of consider-
able depth in one occupation. This generally makes it pos-
sible for him to more readily understand and accept professionail
information and teaching methodology. Third, because of his
maturity, he usually has family obligations which make it
financially impossible for him to leave his employment and spend
four or Tore years in preparing himself professionally as a
teacher.

Technical and industrial teachers are practical minded--they
want help when they have a need. The historical method of using
long-term employment for developing competency skills before becom-
ing a vocational-technical teacher is basically sound. Leightbody,
however, feels that deep traditional commitment to this one device
has left alternatives not only unexplored, but even frowned upon.

He feels that present and future demands dictate that new ways be
found and considered to produce the competent, broadly educated
vocational-technical teacher to satisfy these demands.2

In order to have some guidelines that would be of help in
developing successful trade teachers, John Walsh of the Office of
Education undertook a study to determine only those characteristics
and competencies exhibited by a person as a teacher, as opposed to

his personal characteristics. Information was supplied by 514

1

2Leightbody. Vocational Education in America's Schools,
pp. 100-146.

Ibid.
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successful teachers, 228 state and local supervisors, and 120 tech-
nical and industrial teacher educators. The data, when compiled,
described the knowledge, understanding, concepts, skills, and abili-
ties identified as essential to technical and industrial teachers in
seven general areas:
1. Orientation to public education
. Interpersonal and group relations

. Understanding the student and the learning situation

. Selecting, developing, and using instructional materials

2
3
4. Developing functional curriculums
5
6. Teaching methods

7

. Shop and classroom organization and management]

In 1973, Ramp and Reider paraphrased the competency 1ist of
the Walsh study. They felt the competencies found to be most impor-
tant to technical and industrial teaching success were listed under
two major groupings: those derived from teacher education courses
and those acquired through direct experience. In those two cate-
gories, nine areas of competency were identified which were deemed
to be needed by trade and industrial teachers. They were: (1) trade
analysis, (2) course analysis and construction, (3) methods of teach-
ing industrial subjects, (4) preparation and use of instructional

materials, (5) principles and philosophy of vocational education,

]John Walsh, "Teacher Competencies in Technical and Indus-
trial Education, OE 84006" (1960}, p. 3.
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(6) tests and measurements, (7) pre-service teacher training,
(8) journeyman work experience, and (9) practice teaching.]
Gene Bottoms recognized the similarities, differences, and
extensiveness of all the different competency 1ists, so to effect a
pigeonhole system in which to categorize them, he suggests three
categories of competencies in which to group them:
1. Structuring competencies--are those competencies neces-
sary to establish an instructional system
2. Process competencies--are the technical skills that
maintain the quality of the instructional system
3. Supportive competencies--are those that add the human
or personal element to the classroom or 1aboratory.2
In addition to all of the competencies previously pointed
out, Barlow and Jackey think a 1ist of relationships that, although
not personal or classroom characteristics, are very important and
should be cultivated to assist the craftsman when he becomes a
teacher is: (1) he represents the school to the public. Therefore,
his conduct, attitude, ideals, and morale should be high and in
harmony with the purposes and objectives of the school; (2) he also
represents the school to students--by teaching, discipline, and

conduct--and should influence the students’ attitudes toward school;

(3) he should help build and maintain the professional approval of

]John Walsh as cited by Wayne S. Ramp and Ronald Reider,
“Teacher Competencies and Certification," AVAJ, March 1973, pp. 33-34.

2Gene Bottoms, “Teacher Competencies That Open the Way,"
AVAJ, November 1975, pp. 41-42.
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the lay public; (4) he should establish and maintain a good attitude
and relationship with supervisors as well as a good attitude and
relatfonship with fellow teachers; (5) he should foster a good atti-
tude toward self-improvement; (6) he should exercise care, accuracy,
punctuality, and neatness in all necessary reports; (7) he should
maintain trade contacts to maintain up-to-date information and tech-
niques and check on effectiveness of instruction; and (8) he should
keep informed concerning special rules and regulations on use of
buildings, grounds, and school policy.]

After all is said and done, however, the keystone for quality
Jies in the realm of the teacher's professional concerns. Do his
standards and characteristics match realistically the standards set
by the using agency? The vocational teacher and his program must be
synonymous with the occupational community. Further, he must be
able to adjust the method, content, and materials of his program to
fit the needs of an extreme range in the kinds of students with whom
he will come in contact. He must take a concerned interest in hap-
penings outside his immediate classroom. Most vocational-technical
teachers have a bad habit of sticking their noses in the shop or
laboratory to such a degree that they help impede progress in their
particular areas. Elizabeth Ray very ably expounds this, when she
says:

Vocational educators have a great tendency to let legis-

lation shape the field, rather than uniting in their beliefs
to shape the legislation. Individuals must become actors

]Barlow and Jackey, The Craftsman Prepares to Teach (New
York: Macmillan Co., 1944), pp. 160-65.
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as well as reactors. Humans ensure their immortality by
1iving full and creative lives. They buy time and a voice
in the next generation by passing on their knowledge,
insights, and values.

Continued continuing education in the form of in-service
training is one of the tools to help reduce, if not eliminate, some
of the problems that propagate lethargy, outdatedness, and stagnation
of materials and techniques of teaching, and make for better prepared

teachers and students.

In-Service Training Needs of Teachers

Sara Devine defines in-service education as any activity
toward self-education in which one engages after becoming a teacher,

that takes place as people on the job work on problems relating to

their employment.2

L. A. Rubin feels that "In the making of a teacher, it is

highly probable that in-service training is infinitely more important

than pre-service training."3

Roy Edelfelt was also concerned with this when he said:
"In-service education has been the neglected stepchild of teacher

training. Most resources have gone into pre-service preparat'lon.“4

1E1izabeth Ray, “From Staff Development to Professional
Development,” AVA Journal, April 1975, pp. 27-28.

2Sara Devine, "A State Department's Role in In-Service Edu-
cation," Educational Leadership, March 1960, p. 356.

3L. A. Rubin, "A Study on the Continuing of Teachers,"
unpubtished material, University of California, Center for Coordi-
nated Education (1969).

4Roy A. Edelfelt, "In-Service Education of Teachers: Priority
for the Next Decade," Journal of Teacher Education, Summer 1974,
p. 250.
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John Moffitt expressed the feelings of many practitioners
when he voiced the remark: "Regardless of the quantity and quality
of academic education recefved in a college or university, a teacher
new to any school system needs in-service education."1

Specific teaching assignments cannot be foreseen, and even
if they were, it would be almost impossible to prepare each indi-
vidual to fit each assignment. This situation s even more magni-
fied in the case of those persons who enter the teaching field
without the benefit of teacher preparation programs.

Beginning, part-time teaching develops tremendous insecur{i-
ties; therefore, adequate information, assistance, and assurance is
paramount to get maximum benefit from this valuable contributing
'source. The majority of adjunct teachers need assistance in methods.
To reduce these insecurities, J. Moss, as quoted by Evans and Terry,
sums up the usual induction of new teachers by saying:

The prospective teacher after 12 to 24 hours of instruc-
tion, has seen the facilities, been issued his students, and
wished god speed. Very little on-the-job supervision has
usually been available. And surprisingly, most teachers pre-

pared in this manner have not turned out to be poorer teach-
ers than those who hold degrees.?

]John Clifton Moffitt, "In-Service Education for Teachers"
(Washington, D.C.: The Center for Applied Research in Education,
Inc., 1963), p. 6.

2J. Moss, "Assumptions Underlying Pre-Service Programs for
Beginning Level Vocational Teachers," Changing the Role of Voca-
tional Teacher Education; quoted by E. Evans and P. Terry (McKnight
and McKnight, 1971}, p. 71.
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In-service education could be an excellent bridge to modify,
if not eliminate, some of the problems that new and inexperienced
teachers are encountering.

It is a generally accepted fact that a person is more com-
fortable doing something he is familiar with than working in a
strange area. Using this fact, then, a person should be encouraged
to use what he does know well, to accomplish something he does not
know how to do. For example: Since all vocational teachers must,
at present, have industrial experience and backgrounds, it might
be well to draw on their expertise and experience in using the
systems approach for initial instructional pattern in the classroom.

There 1s some evidence that a systems approach to vocational
instruction substantially improves effectiveness. It consists of
three steps:

1. Precise specification of the behavior expected of students

2. Carefully planned instructional procedures aimed

explicitly at those objectives

3. Measurement of the results of the training in terms of

the objectives with immediate feedback to students

Regardless of what method is utilized, the learning activi-
ties must relate to the objectives in such a way that students see
the relevance of their activities to their goals. This means that
teachers must select learning activities and materials that are

directly related to the learning objective, organize the learning
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activities into small steps, and make sure that students recognize
the relationship between a learning activity and the objectives.l
In order to develop many of these desirable traits, some
effective manner of pre-service training or in-service training
must be accomplished. By using self-evaluation, peer evaluation,
student evaluation, or supervisor examination or different combina-
tions of these, a teacher, either beginning or experienced, can
determine needs, then do something to improve that particular area.
As Barlow points out:
Foundations for quality related to teacher qualifications
place emphasis upon four elements:
1. Highly developed subject matter requirements
2. Pre-service (or early service) professional teacher training
3. A highly variable concern about personal qualifications
4. In-service teacher education continuing throughout a
teacher's career.
Some teachers colleges are recognizing the importance of
in-service education. As a result, a meeting of the minds of the
top echelon of administrators from four midwestern teacher-
preparation institutions came up with four areas of responsibility
for their institutions: (1) develop performance criteria for quality
teaching, (2) develop and implement imaginative approaches to assist
teachers in meeting those criteria, (3) help teachers to recognize

areas in their teaching that are wanting in development, (4) provide

IBottoms, "Teacher Competencies That Open the Way,"
pp. 41-44,

2Me]vin L. Barlow, "Professional Development in Vocational
Teacher Education," AVA Journal, November 1971, pp. 28-31.




46

time and resources necessary for professional development via an
orderly career-long process.]

To encourage greater efficiency for those teachers who are
not fully trained but come with a skill specialty, Thornton makes
the following statement:

Helpful supervision, well-planned programs of in-service
training during the college year, and salary schedule pro-
visions that encourage teachers to use their summers to
improve their instructional competence can all combine to
keep the faculty moving toward ideal competence.Z

This statement could very well be utilized for all teachers
at all levels of education in order to keep education viable. It
also ties in very well with and supplements the NEA philosophy of
in-service training as quoted by William O'Keefe:

The philosophy behind teacher-centered in-service edu-

cation, as defined by the NEA, is to serve the needs of
the teacher so that the teacher can respond effectively

to the educational demands of the student and society. To
do this, the teachers must have sufficient control over
their own training, development, and professional perfor-

mance to mgke each school an optimum operation in its time
and place.

Stanley Kleiman came up with several suggestions, which if
combined with the thinking of both the NEA and the administrators
group, might add even more value to in-service programs: (1) have

as simple an organizational structure as possible, (2) don't attempt

]Ernest Minelli, "Portrait of the New Breed," AVA Journal,
February 1972, p. 73.

ZJ. W. Thornton, Jr., The Community Junior College (New
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 142.

3Wi111am J. 0'Keefe, "Some Teacher-Centered In-Service
Training Programs," Today's Education, March-April 1974,
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to solve all problems at once, (3) concentrate on a program that
can accomplish goals, (4) identify faculty needs (faculty self-
identification increases success possibility), (5) analyze problems
and direct program thereto, (6) activities selected to meet needs
and objectives, and (7) evaluation of experience by both {instructor
and participants.]
Roger Garrison supplemented this by suggesting several other
guidelines: A college should be a learning place for its teachers
as well as its students. Therefore, in-service training should be
a very important part of its make up. To be most effective, in-
service training should be geared to change, should be faculty
originated, faculty developed, and when and where possible, faculty
administered. This can be partially accomplished by using a teacher
coordinator, informally surveying teachers, setting up priorities,
and using consultants. The cost should be absorbed by the institu-
tion, including pay without classes so teachers can attend the
programs. The value received will more than compensate for the cost
because in-service training keeps institution and staff current.2
To date, in-service training has been primarily planned by
administrators and teacher educators rather than by classroom

teachers themselves, and has not entirely met teacher needs. Self-

involvement in the improvement process will reduce resistance to

]Stanley Kleiman, A Guide for Effective In-Service Education
(Clearing House, February 1974).

2 n H

Roger Garrison, "A Mini Manual on In-Service,” Community
and Junior College Jourﬁa]. June 1975.
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external direction. However, to depend on the initiative of teachers
to become involved in upgrading experiences is an inadequate for-
mula for raising the quality of education. A professional climate
where the desire to excel motivates the teacher to embark on self-
directed upgrading of skills and expansion of perspective is neces-
sary. The problem area the teacher identifies rather than the one
proposed by an administrator may be where improvement is needed for
the teacher to function more effectively. Better yet, a cooperative
effort between teachers and administrators in proposing areas where
improvement is needed and then proposing directions and methods to
follow in order to eliminate deficiencies and bolster strengths
would be more advantageous to both. Cooperative planning would also
undoubtedly be less problematical to either, and most beneficial to
those most concerned--the students.

Many educators seem to feel a community college industrial
teacher and skill center industrial teachers must be broadly pre-
pared in general education, to bring out the best possible attri-
butes in the student, and also be broadly prepared in industrial
backgrounds, to develop the student's potential for success in the
area of industry that he, the student, chooses. It, therefore,
becomes necessary for all teachers to become active in in-service
training programs to eliminate deficiencies, update information,
and become a catalyst to insure a satisfactory student transition
from school to work. Adjunct and annual authorized teachers should
be very strongly encouraged, if not required, to partake of in-

service training offerings to make what they have to offer in terms
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of skills and expertise more easily presented and more valuable and

effective for students' use.

Summar

This chapter has reviewed the literature the investigator
feels pertinent and related to the problem, and divided it into
five sections: (1) a brief history of the growth of vocatfonal and
technical education indicating the need for part-time and non-degreed
teachers, (2) characteristics of effective teachers, (3) characteris-
tics of community college teachers, (4) characteristics of vocational-
technical teachers, and (5) in-service training for teachers.

The first section substantiates the need for part-time and
non-degreed industrial-technical teachers by pointing out that a
series of historical events generated vacancies in these areas faster
than educational institutions were able to prepare people to fill
those vacancies.

The emergency of World War Il pressured schools to prepare
and train war production workers. The President's Committee on
Scientists and Engineers focused attention on manpower problems
and was instrumental in the passage of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act, which added to technical teacher shortage, as did the
National Vocational Education Act of 1963. .

Section two explores the characteristics of effective teach-
ers as researched by teachers, teacher educators, and psychologists,

to assist in helping the new teacher use examples to set standards
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or goals to strive for, in order to eliminate deficiencies and/or
weaknesses in teaching ease or effectiveness.

The third section reviews the characteristics of community
coliege teachers. The literature generally agrees that community
college faculties place their primary energies in the area of teach-
ing, since they are relatively free from the pressures of research
and publfcation.

The fourth section searches out the characteristics of voca-
tional teachers. Although a vocational-technical teacher should
display all the characteristics of a general education teacher,
there are specfial characteristics inherent to the vocational-technical
instructor. The Vocational Education Act of 1963 shifted vocational
jnstruction emphasis from specific occupations to job clusters,
which opened many new questions in terms of competencies.

The last section strongly suggests that in-service education
be given top priority, since most beginning teachers already have
a baccalaureate degree. Continued in-service training, then, should
be used to develop and/or improve teacher competencies and update
the skills and methods of long-term teachers, as well as assisting
non-degreed and adjunct teachers become more efficient in their jobs

of helping students learn.



CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the methods used to collect, process,

and analyze the data. In consists of four sections: (1) data col-

lection, (2) data processing, (3) data analysis, and (4) summary.

Data Collection

Data Collection Instrument

Since the primary focus of this study was to investigate the
in-service education needs of annual authorjzed skill center {indus-
trial teachers and adjunct community college industrial teachers,
it was essential that the instrument developed be one that would
identify competencies considered essential for effective perfor-
mance as a vocational education instructor. A review of the litera-
ture revealed a number of 1ists that have been used in assessing
vocational teacher performance. The competency 1ist that appeared
to have undergone the most extensive nationwide testing and accep-
tance was developed through a study conducted by Calvin Cottrell at
the Center for Vocational and Technical Education, The Ohio State
Unjversity.

An additional factor that influenced the researcher in
selecting this particular competency listing as a basis for developing
the instrumentation for this study was the fact that these competencies

51
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have been developed into performance-based teacher education modules
that are being used nationwide for both pre-service and in-service
instruction of vocational education.

The competency list was developed by Calvin Cottrell and
others as a result of a nationwide study conducted at the Center for
Vocational and Technical Education at Ohio State University. The
study was begun in October 1967 by making a career analysis of voca-
tional teaching. A 21-member task force of state supervisors,
teacher educators, and mature teachers reviewed a representative
national study involving 750 vocational teachers. Interviews and
introspection of occupational analysis were utilized, and 237 per-
formance elements were identified. A national critical incident
study by 700 teachers verified 140 of these, and established 30 more.
The importance of these performance elements was evaluated by send-
ing instruments to a 300-member national task force randomly
selected. Factor analysis of the responses helped establish 82
clusters of elements. A 28-member task force refined the 82 clus-
ters to 50, and realignment and refinement to date has resulted in
a vocational teacher competency profile that includes 100 competen-
cies categorized under 10 major headings.1

Using the Ohio State research as a basis, the instrument
for this research was developed. First the tenth category {(J--

Coordination) was eliminated because it was not applicable to either

ICalvin Cottrell, Model Curricula for Vocational and Teacher
Education (Center for Vocational and Technical Education, The Ohio
State University, August 1972).
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of the teacher groups being investigated. The remaining 90 items
from the competency chart were then submitted to a committee of
experts consisting of five community college deans and five princi-
pals from area skill centers, who were instructed to accept the
competencies they felt were necessary and reject those they feit
were not absolutely necessary for teachers to be effective in the
roles in which they are performing. A predetermined cut 1ine of
seven or more of the ten experts being in favor of an item retained
it for the instrument.

Appendix C gives a tabulation of the survey which regulted
in 51 of the 90 items being accepted. These 51 items became part Il
of the instrument. In order to obtain a flavor of relevancy of the
perceived needs, each question was supplemented with a yes-no answer
of past training in that particular competency. These data, when
added to the perceived competency data, were computed to give a

relationship of felt needs to past training.

Demographic Data

Supplementing these items were six questions made up to
collect the data necessary to make comparisons between the two
teacher groups in terms of: certification, educational background,
vocational experience, and teaching experience.

These six demographic questions were combined with the 51

competencies to make up the completed instrument.
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Field Testing of Instrument

Prior to dissemination, the instrument was tested with a
group of several adjunct community college and skill center teachers
to determine the clarity and understandability of the gquestions and
to gather the comments and suggestions to make the instrument more
acceptable and palatable. The questionnaire in its final form as

utilized in this study {is included in Appendix E.

Population
Before the study could be initiated, certain information

regarding the number of industrial adjunct aqd annual authorized
teachers who are utiliized in the State of Michigan had to be obtained.
Therefore, a letter was sent to the occupational deans of the 29 com-
munity colleges and the principals of the 24 active area skill cen-
ters, requesting faculty lists for adjunct and annual authorized
industrial teachers. See Appendices F and G.

Twenty-three community college deans and 12 skill center
principals gave participative permission to their staffs. Six com-
munity colleges and 12 skill centers either refused to participate
or did not have staff members who fit in the eligible category of
community college industrial adjunct or skill center annual author-
ized industrial teachers. The population consisted of the 208
part-time industrial community college teachers and the annual
authorized industrial skill center teachers as listed and submitted
by the 19 communijty college deans and the 11 skill center principals
who actively participated in the study.
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Three community colleges and one skill center were personally
visited by the researcher to give the instruments, cover letters,
and instructions to the administrators who had agreed to participate,
but required that they distribute the instruments to their own staffs.
The remainder of the participants, as listed by their respective
administrators, were directly contacted by majl through their {nsti-
tutions. This was accomplished between the period early October
1976 through December 1976. The intention of the investigator was
to utiiize 100 percent of the names submitted and persons selected
by the deans and principals participating in the study. However,
of the 208 instruments sent out and 2 follow ups made, only 161
were returned for a 77.4 percent rate. Of these, 14 had to be
eliminated because 9 persons had terminated employment leaving no
forwarding address, and 5 returned the instrument with notes of
refusal to participate, leaving 147 persons in the study. These
14 eliminations also reduced the number of participating institu-
tions to 19 comunity colleges with 105 participants and 11 skill
centers with 42 participants. Appendix A itemizes the population by
institution, number of instruments sent out, and number of instru-

ments returned.

Data Processing énd Classification

Processing
This section points out the methods used in coding and clas-

sifying the data. It indicates the manner utilized to provide a

basis for answering the several questions proposed in the investigation.
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The data were categorized dichotomously: A--demographically:
(1) formal educational background of participants, (2) vocational
and/or teacher certification of participants, (3) vocational back-
ground and experience of participants; B--response of participants
in terms of perceived training needs as influenced by: (1) work
experience, (2) educational background, and (3) teaching experience.
The data from the returned questionnaires were transferred
manually to machine-scored answer sheets, which in turn were trans-
ferred to IBM cards in preparation for computer analysis. |
The program used was developed through use of the January
1977 updated version of the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences as developed at Northwestern Un1versity.1

Analysis of the data was then handled by Michigan State
University's CDC 6500 computer.

Data Analysis

Demographic Data

The data collected from part I (demographic data) of the
instrument were categorized by using percentages of the two vari-
ables (skill center teacher--community college teacher) in the areas
of: amount of education, types of certification, number of years
of compatible work experience, and number of years of teaching

experience.

]Nie. Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent, Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1975).
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Hypotheses to Be Tested

In order to answer certain specific research questions

posed for the study, the following hypotheses were developed. Each

of the hypotheses posed relates to a major category of teacher

competence and fs stated in the null form to facilitate acceptance

or rejection, as determined by utilizing the statistical test of

hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1:

Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 4:

Hypothesis 5:

Hypothesis 6:

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to program
planning, development, and evaluation.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annuail
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional planning.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional- execution.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional evaluation.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional management,

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to guidance.



Hypothesis 7:

Hypothesis 8:

Hypothesis 9:
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There is a significant difference between adjunct
comunity college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to school-
community relations.

There 1s a significant difference between adjunct
community coliege industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to student
vocational organization.

There s a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center {industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to profes-
sional role and development.

Statistical Analysis

of the Hypotheses

Through a series of meetings between the researcher and

consultants from the Office of Research Consultation at Michigan

State University, it was agreed that the most appropriate method

for analysis of the data would be to use a multivariate analysis

statistic to test each hypothesis. To differentiate further, a

univariate analysis would be done on each individual item within

the categories.

In order to refine the data still further, an

analysis of means would be utilized. These methods of data handling

are designed not only to indicate differences between annual author-

jzed skill center industrial teachers and adjunct community college

industrial teachers as affected by the independent variables of

education, years work experience, and years teaching experience,

but also to compensate for the difference in numbers between skill

center (42) and community college (105) participants.
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Test Justification

The muitivarfiate analysis of varfance was selected because
it can be performed when two or more observations per cell are made,
This makes it possible to compute the error sum of squares, or to
estimate the error variance, and thus separate the interaction
effect from the random error.1 The univarjate analysis of varjance
was utilized because it is a procedure used to analyze measure-
ments which have been made on several items. The univariate analy-
sis of variance adjusts the means for uncontrolled variables and
makes necessary modification in the sample error. The corrected
sample errvor is then used to test for significance of differences
among adjusted means. The means data were drawn from the computer
printout as developed when testing for analysis of varijance.

The "F“ test of significance was used to test the null
hypothesis of no difference between teacher groups when tested by
different independent variables. The .05 level of probability was
used as a criterion for the acceptance or rejection of the null
hypotheses. When a hypothesis was rejected, the data were further
analyzed by an examination of means to give a more detailed under-
standing of the influencing factor. Where the adjusted group level
of probability was not significant, but individual items making
up the group were significant to the a <.05 level, those significant
items were included in the tables and discussion because the

researcher felt they were of great importance to the value of

]Lincoln L. Chaco, Statistics: Methods and Analysis (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 123.
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information for combining or separating teacher groups in training

programs.

Summary
This chapter indicates the methods utilized in this study,

jncluding the development of the instrument, data collection, data
processing, and data analysis. '

The data-collection instrument is based upon a vocational
teacher competency profile developed by Ohio State University.
The instrument was disseminated among a total of 208 industrial
teachers, classified as adjunct community college teachers and
annual authorized skill center teachers. These were identified by
19 community college deans and 11 skill center principals who
agreed to participate in the study. A total of 147 usable returns
provided for the study.

Data from the completed questionnaires were transferred
to machine-scored answer sheets. These data were then transferred
to cards by the data-processing department of Jackson Community
College. The Michigan State University computer services assisted
in data analysis by computing the necessary frequencies, means,
and rating scores.

The data were analyzed to determine if there were any
significant differences between community college adjunct industrial
teachers and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers in

terms of perceived needs relating to program and instructional
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planning, development, evaluation, management, guidance, school-
community relations, student vocational organizations, and profes-

sional role and development.



CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA

This chapter contains a description of the similarities and
differences between skill center annual authorized industrial teach-
ers and communfty college adjunct industrial teachers. The presen-
tation is divided into three sections. Section I compares both
groups in terms of descriptive demographic data. Section II pre-
sents the data generated in the testing of the hypotheses and con-

clusions drawn therefrom, and Section 1II is a summary of the

chapter.
A Descriptive, Comparative Analysis of Annual
Authorized §ﬁiil Eenter Industrial Teachers
and Adjunct Community College
Industrial Teachers
Certification

In terms of vocational certification between the two groups,
there was a higher percentage of skill center teachers certified
than there were community college adjunct teachers. Thirty-eight
of the 42 (90.5%) skill center respondents were vocationally cer-
tified, as compared with community college adjunct teachers, where
only 55 of the 103 (53.4%) respondents were vocationally certified.
In terms of teacher certificates, 11 of the 42 (26.2%) skill center

respondents had teaching certificates and 34 of 103 community college

62
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adjunct respondents (33.0%) held teaching certificates. This is
noted in Table 1.

Table 1.--Vocational and teacher certification.

No. of Vocational Teacher
Respon- Certification Certification
dents Yes % No % Yes % No %
Skill
center 42 38 90.5 4 9.5 11 26.2 | 31 73.8
teachers
Community
college 103 55 53.4 | 48 46.6 34 33.0| 69 67.0
teachers

Educational Background

The data showed that 28 (70%) of the skill center teachers
had high school or associate degrees, whereas 36 (34.6%) of the
community college teachers possessed similar educational qualifi-
cations. A further examination of the data revealed that 7 (17.5%)
of the skill center teachers possessed a bachelor's degree as com-
pared with 38 (36.5%) community college teachers with the same
educational attainment. A similar pattern existed with regard to
advanced degrees, with only 5 (12.5%) of the skill center teachers
having earned a masters degree and/or beyond, whereas 30 (28.9%)
of the community college teachers had pursued graduate work to this
level. Only 12 (30%) of the skill center teachers had earned a
bachelors degree or beyond as compared with 68 (65.4%) of the
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community college teachers who held bachelors degrees or beyond.

This §s significant in the fact that a bachelors degree is generally

considered minimal qualification for entry into the teaching pro-

fession.

munity college teachers, as a group, possess a considerably higher

level of educational qualificatfons than do skill center teachers.

Table 2.--Educational background.

A1l these data, as shown in Table 2, indicate that com-

High Assoc.
gg;pg:- School Degree B.S. M.A. Beyond

dents Yes % {Yes % {Yes % |Yes % |Yes %
Skill
center 40 11 272.5117 42,51 7 7.5 3 7.5 2 5.0
teachers
Community
college 104 15 14.4| 21 20,2138 36.5119 18.3}|11 10.6
teachers

Work Experience

An examination of the data revealed that the majority of

teachers in both groups had worked more than five years in the
occupational field in which they were teaching, with a larger per-
centage of skill center teachers (76.2%) having had more than five

years experience as compared with community college teachers with

63.8% having more than five years in the related occupation.

When combining five years of work experience and more than

five years of work experience, the difference between the two teaching



65

groups was reduced. This was revealed by the fact that 38 (90.9%)
of the skill center teachers have had five or more years of work
experience as compared with 87 (82.8%) of the community college
teachers possessing a similar amount of experience. Please see

Table 3.

Teaching Experience

There is a greater range in the amount of teaching experi-
ence in the ranks of community college teachers than the experience
range of skill center teachers. Twenty-two (52.4%) skill center
teachers have five or more years of teaching experience, as com-
pared with 32 (30.7%) community college teachers who have five or
more years of teaching experience. On the other end of the scale,
only 7 (16.6%) of the skill center teachers had less than three
years of teaching experience, as contrasted with 40 (38.4%) commu-
nity college teachers with similar experience. In the intermediate
range of three to four years experience, there was only two-tenths
of a percentage point difference between the two teacher groups in
terms of teaching experience. They registered 31.0 and 30.8%,
respectively. The data in Table 4, then, appear to indicate that
the skill center teachers as a group had more teaching experience

than did community college teachers.

Test of Hypotheses

Introduction

There were nine hypotheses used in this investigation, one

for each group of perceived competencies. Their purpose was to



Table 3.--Years work experience.

No. of More
Respon- ! 2 3 4 5 Than 5
dents Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes %
Skill
center 42 0 0.0 3 7.1 0 0.0 1T 2.4 6 14.3 32 76.2
teachers
Community
college 105 2 1.9 2 1.9 8 7.6 6 5.7 20 19.0 67 63.8
teachers
Table 4.--Years teacﬁing experience.
No. of More
Respon- 0 1 2 3 4 3 Than 5
dents
Yes % Yes ¥ Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes %
Skill
center 42 0 0.0 3 74 4 9.5 6 14.3 7 16.7 7 16.7 | 15 35.7
teachers
Community
college 104 4 3.8119 18.3{ 17 16.3 111 10.6 {21 20.2 | 15 14.4] 17 16.3
teachers

99
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test for significant differences between skill center annual author-
ized industrial teachers and community college adjunct industrial
teachers in terms of perceived competencies as related to the nine
competency groups: (a) Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation;
(b) Instructional Planning; {c)} Instructional Execution; (d) Instruc-
tional Evaluation; (e) Instructfonal Management; (f) Guidance;

(g) School-Community Relations; (h) Student Vocational Organization;
and (1) Professional Role and Development, as taken from the estab-
lished Ohio State competency studies (See Appendix B) and used in

this study.

Testing Methods

It was decided the multivariate (three-way, two-way) analysis
of variance would be utilized to determine the significance of main
and interacting effects, because it can be performed when two or
more observations per cell are made. This makes it possible to
compute the error sum of squares, or to estimate the error variance
and thus separate the interaction effect from the random error.

Upon completion of the multivariate testing of the hypotheses,
the skill center and community college teachers were combined and
retested using the univariate (one-way) analysis of variance to
test for a significant difference between single independent vari-
ables. An analysis of variance was also accomplished to discern
the difference of means of the education, work experience, and

teaching experience cells, when using different variables.
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Each hypothesis was further tested using education, number
of years work experience, and number of years teaching experience as
an independent variable, to determine the possible influence each

might have had upon the perceived competencies.

Hypothesis 1

Ho: There is no significant difference between adjunct community
college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived compe-
tencies relating to program planning, development, and
evaluation.

Instrument items 7 and 8 (Appendix D) combined to make up
group A--Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation--of the compe-
tency scales.

The null hypothesis was accepted because there is no sig-
nificant difference between adjunct community college industrial
teachers and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers in
terms of self-perceived competencies relating to Program Planning,
Development, and Evaluation. However, when acted upon by the inde-
pendent variables education and years teaching experience, the mul-
tivariate analysis showed significance for both variables: Education
with an F of 3.96 and a P (a) of .0008, and years teaching with an
F of 6.457 and a P {a) of .00006. Years work experience, on the
other hand, was not significant in influencing the perceived com-
petencies relating to group A. These data are shown in Table 5.

Since the probabilities of the variables education and years teaching

experience were both below the a<.05 level of rejection, they both
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appeared to be very important in affecting the perceived training

needs of the two teacher groups.

Table 5.--Multivariate test of significance by education, years work
experience, and years teaching experience, relating to
Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation.

Education Work Experfence | Teaching Experience
Source
F P (a) F P (a) F P ()
Position 1.773 .74 2.122 .123 2,162 .119
Variable 3.960 .0008* .032 .968 6.457 .00006*
Position by
variable .2585 957 570 .566 091 .9850

*Significant at o <.05.

The data were further analyzed by univariate test of sig-
nificance in order to determine which items of category A were
significant. Item B--Developing a Course of Study--with an F of
6.779 and a P (a) of .0003 appeared to be the critical item when
tested by the variable education. Both item 7--Developing Voca-
tional Education Program Goals and Objectives--with an F of 6.188
and a P (o) of .0026 and item 8--Developing a Course of Study--with
an F of 13.486 and a P (a) of .00001 were the critical items when
tested by the variable number of years of teaching experience.
These data are shown in Table 6. The number of years work experi-
ence was not tested as a variable since the multivariate test did

not indicate it as being significant.
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Table 6.--Univariate test of significance by education, years work
experience, and years teaching experience, relating to
Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation.

Item Education Work Experience Teaching Experience
F P {a) F P (a) F P (a)
7 2.275 .083 - .- 6.188 .0026*
8 6.779  ,0003* -—- .- 13.486  .0000%1*

*Significant at oz<-‘—gi = ,025,

Testing further and using education as the variable, an
examination of means of significant items showed that in item 8,
those teachers having a bachelor's degree (mean of 2.1) indicated
the most need. When using the variable of the number of years teach-
ing experience, the data suggested that those teachers with three or
fewer years of teaching experience showed the strongest need, and
were the influencing factor in the rejection of the hypothesis, with
means of 2.40 for item 7 and 2.31 for item 8. These data, then,
suggest that the less the teaching experience, the more the felt
need for help in group A competencies. These data are shown in

Tables 7 and 8.

Hypothesis 2

HO: There is no significant difference between adjunct community
college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived compe-
tencies relating to instructional planning.
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Table 7.--Table of means for significant items relating to Program
Planning, Development, and Evaluation by education.

Item 8
Number of
Education Respondents Mean
High school 25 1.92
Associate degree 37 1.94
B.A. 45 2.13
M.A. and beyond 34 1.44

Table 8.--Table of means for significant items relating to Program
Planning, Development, and Evaluation by years teaching

experience,
T7ear$ Item 7 Item 8
eaching Number of Number of

Experience Respondents Mean Respondents Mean
3 or less years
teaching 45 2.40 4 2.3
4 to 5 years
teaching 43 2.00 4 1.73
6 or more years 54 1.89 54 1.63

teaching

Instrument items 9 through 14 (Appendix D)} make up group B--

Instructional Planning--of the competency scales.

The null hypothesis was accepted, since there was no signifi-

cant difference between adjunct community college industrial teachers

and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms of
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self-perceived competencies relating to Instructional Planning.
However, the multivariate analysis of this group of items, using
education as the independent variable, indicated an F of 2.253 with
a P of .002 for the variable education. Since this was below the

a .05 Tlevel of rejection, it fndicated that the amount of education
was a significant factor when used as an independent variable, as

is shown in Table 9.

Table 9.--Multivariate test of significance by education, years work
experience, and years teaching experience, relating to
Instructional Planning.

s Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
ource

F P (a) F P (a) F P {a)
Position 1.110  .360 1.109 .360 1.056 .392
Variable 2.253 .0027* 1.113  .358 1.918 ,032*
Position by
variable .974  .489 506 .756 .847 .601

*Significant at a <.05.

Null Hypothesis 2 was then tested using the number of years
of work experience as the independent variable. The results of
multivariate testing showed that this did not reach the a <.05 level
of rejection; therefore, no further testing was done using this
variable. The supporting data are illustrated in Table S.

Further testing of Null Hypothesis 2, using years teaching

experience as the independent variable, showed multivariate test
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score of years of teaching effect (F = 1.918, P = .032). Since the
P .032 of years of teaching was within the a <.05 rejection range,
it appeared that the influence of the number of years of teaching
experience was significant as a variable, as shown in Table 9,

The data were further analyzed by univariate test of sig-
nificance for items 9 through 14. Using education as the indepen-
dent variable, item 11--Planning a Unit of Instruction--had an
F score of 6.303 with a probability of a .0005, and item 12--Writing
a Lesson Plan-~had an F score of 8.244 wiih a probability of a .00005,
indicating they were the items that were important, and as being
affected by this variable.

Further testing, using teaching experience as the indepen-
dent variable, again indicated that item 11 with an F of 7.211 and
aP (a) of .001, and item 12 with an F of 5.133 and a P (a) of .007,
both had an « less than the .008 level of significance and were
the items that were influenced when using this variable. Item 10--
Develop Student Performance Objectives--although not group signifi-
cant, was individually significant with an F of 3.129 and a P of
.047 when acted upon by this variable, and as such is worth mention-
ing at this time for future reference. Using work experience as
the independent variable showed none of the items as significant;
consequently, the variable work experience received no further testing.
These data are found in Table 10.

Items 10, 11, and 12 were further tested by submitting them
to analysis of variance. Again, using education as the independent

variable indicated that for item 10, the associate degree holders,
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with a mean of 2.289, and the B.A. degree teachers, with a mean of
2.272, appeared to be equal in their feelings of need for help with
this item. This 1s shown in Table 11.

Table 10.--Unfvariate test of significance relating to Instructional
Planning by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Item Education Work Experience Teaching Experience
F P (a) F P (o) F P (a)
9 1.599 ,1929 006 .937 .968 . 382
10 2.214 .,0897 080 .764 3.129 J047%*
n 6.303 .0005* .056 .419 7.211 .001*
12 8.244  .00005* 1.288 .258 5.113 .007*
13 2.564 ,0576 .283 .595 1.714 .184
14 3.318 .0787 .374 547 2.417 .093

*Significant at o <

= ,008 for group level of rejection.

**Significant at a <.5 for individual item level of rejection.

An examination of item 11 revealed that teachers with only

a high school diploma (mean 2.04) appear to have the greatest need

for assistance.

waever, the relatively small difference in means

between those with only high school diplomas and those with asso-

ciate degrees (mean 1.97) and B.A. degrees {mean 1.93) indicates

that all these teacher groups indicated need for help.

Teachers

with an M.A. degree appear to have the least need for assistance

in planning a unit of instruction.

when considering item 12--Writing a Lesson Plan,

The same relationship existed

Again, the teachers
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possessing only a high school diploma (mean 2.16) appeared to have
the greatest need for assistance and those with an M.A. degree

(mean 1.41) appeared to have the least need. Please see Table 11,

Table 11.--Table of means for significant items relating to
Instructional Planning by education.

1tem 10 Item 11 Item 12
No. of No. of No. of
Education Respon-  Mean Respon-  Mean Respon-  Mean

dents dents dents
High school 25 2,240 25 2.040 25 2.160
Associate
degree 38 2,289 38 1.973 38 1.973
B.A. 44 2.272 45 1.933 44 2.000
M.A. and
beyond 35 1.971 35 1.485 34 1.41

When using years of teaching experience as the independent
variable, it was found that teachers having three or fewer years of
teaching experience appeared to have the greatest need for assis-
tance as it relates to items 10, 11, and 12, which had means of 2.425,
2.148, and 2.106, respectively. The data suggest that the need for
assistance in these areas tends to decrease as the years of teaching

experience increases. Refer to Table 12.
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Table 12.--Table of means for significant items relating to

Instructional Planning by years teaching experience.

Item 10 Item 11 Item 12
Years

Teaching No. of No. of No. of
Experience Respon-  Mean Respon- Mean Respon-  Mean

dents dents dents
3 or less 47 2.425 47 2.148 47 2.106
4 or 5 44 2.1136 44 1.681 44 1.863
6 or more 53 2.018 54 1.722 52 1.673

Hypothesis 3

Ho: There {is no significant difference between adjunct community

college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter teachers in terms of self-perceived competencies relating
to instructional execution,

Instrument items 15 through 41 (see Appendix D) make up
group C--Instructional Execution--of the competency scales. The null
hypothesis was accepted because none of the three variables--education,
years work experience, or years teaching experience--deveioped any
significance when tested against position.

In further testing of Null Hypothesis 3, using years of work
experience as the independent variable, the results of multivariate
tests showed none of the resulting scores were under the a <.05 level
of rejection, indicating that the number of years of work experi-
ence did not, to any great measure, influence the perceived needs of

the two teacher groups in the category Instructional Execution, when

used as a variable.
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Continuing the testing of Null Hypothesis 3 using years of
teaching experience as the independent variable, the multivariate
tests showed there was no significant dffference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill
center industrial teachers in their perceived competencies relating

to Instructional Execution. This is indicated by the data in Table13.

Table 13.--Multivariate test of significance relating to Instructional
Execution by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Source Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
F P (o) F P (a) F P (a)
Position 1.444 ,1108 1.350 .1548 1.376 .1419
Variable 1.145  .2203 .709  .B8402 1.128 .28293
Position by
variable 1.354  .0442% 1.122 .3381 1.207 .1887

*Significant at o <.05.

Because of the large number of jtems making up Group C, a
univariate test was made of all items to ascertain those items which
were individually significant as well as those which were group sig-
nificant in influencing the perceived needs of the two teacher
groups. The results showed that item 24--Introducing a Lesson--
with an F of 6.487 and a P of .0005 and item 25--Summarizing a
Lesson--with an F of 5.727 and a P of .001, and item 26--Employing
Oral Questioning Techniques--with an F of 8.941 and a P of .0002,
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were most influential in affecting the perceived needs, as shown in
Table 14. Upon further examination of these data, it will be noted
that only 5 of the 27 items were not individually significant.
Therefore, there were 22 ftems that, when interacted upon by the
independent varfables individually and collectively, influenced the
perceived needs of the teacher groups.

Further testing by analysis of variance, using education
as a variable, pointed out that the teachers with only a high school
diploma (mean 2.16) appeared to have themost need for assistance in
Introducing a Lesson {item 24) and in Summarizing a Lesson (item 25).
These data suggest that the teachers holding only a high school
diploma had the greatest need for assistance in these two areas,
whereas teachers holding the M.A. and beyond (mean 1.457 and 1.514,
respectively) had the least. The data are in Table 15.

When years of teaching experience was used as the independent
variable, the data seemed to indicate that in both items 25 (mean
2.111) and 26 (mean 2.222) the teachers who had the least (three or
fewer) years of teaching experience needed the greatest amount of
assistance in the areas of Summarizing a Lesson (item 25) and Employ-
ing Oral Questioning Techniques (item 26). Further, as teaching
experience increased, the need became less. The data are shown in

Table 16.
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Table 14.--Significant items {group and individual) relating to
Instructional Execution by education, years work
experience, and years teaching experience.

Item Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
F P (o) F P () F P (o)

15 3.458 ,0194**

16 5.372 .022** 5.161 L025%+ 5.134 .02561%*

17 3.024 .0333*~ 3.921 .650**

18 3.847 .0416**

19 4,733 .0040**

20 3.600 .0162**

21 4,188 .00D78**

22 2.44 .0689

23 4.544  .0050*%*

24 6.487  .0005* . 5.731 .004**

25 5.727 .001* 6.752 L001*

26 4.810 .0035** 8.940 .0002*

27 3.421 .0203** 3.674 .028**

28 1.539 .209] 4,990 .008**

29 2.088 .1067 4.862 .009**

30 1.140 .3366

3 4,854 .003** 4.520 L013%*

32 1.563 .203)

33 3.779  .0129%* 3.639 .029**

34 4,104 .0086**

35 1.315 .2736 4.189  .043%*

36 2.785  ,0448**| 5.515 .020** 3.674 .028%*

37 3.705 .0142*%* 4,175 .018%*

38 2.404 .072] 3.746  ,055%* 4.240 JO17%*

39 .626 ,5995

40 2.120 .1026 4,464  ,037%* 5.368 .006**

1 .948  .4203

*Significant at « <ﬁ§?-= .0018 group level of rejection.

**Significant at a <.05 individual item level of rejection.
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Table 15.--Table of means for significant items relating to

Instructional Execution by education.

Item 24 Item 25
Education No. of No. of

Respondents Mean Respondents Hean
High schoo) 25 2.160 24 2.083
Associate
degree 38 1.895 38 1.895
B.A. 42 1.928 42 1.976
M.A. and
beyond 35 1.457 35 1.514

Table 16.--Table of means for significant items relating to

Instructional Execution by years teaching experience.

Yeag? Item 25 Item 26
Teaching No. of No. of

Experience Respondents  hean Respondents  ean
3 or less 45 2.111 45 2.222
4 or b 43 1.837 44 1.772
6 or more 53 1.660 53 1.754

Hypothesis 4

H.: There is no significant difference between adjunct community

0

college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-

ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies relating to instructional evaluation.

Instrument items 42 through 44 (see Appendix D) make up

Group D--Instructional Evaluation--of the competency scales.

The
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null hypothesis was accepted because position, when acted upon by
the varfables education, years work experience, and years teaching
experience, did not reach the o <.05 level of significance.

The multivarfate analysis of group D by the independent
variable education resulted in an F of .900 and P of .525 for edu-
cation effect. Similar results were encountered when years of work
experience was utilized as the independent variable, with an F of
1.482 and a P {a) of .222. Since both were above the a<.05 level
of rejection, they had little significant impact on the perceived
needs of teachers for this category. This was not the case, how-
ever, when years of teaching experience was used as the independent
variable, which resulted in an F of 4.097 with a P (a) of .0006,
which was considerably iower than the a<.05 level of rejection. The

data showing these statistics may be found in Table 17.

Table 17.--Multivariate test of significance of items of Instructional
Evaluation by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
Source F P (a) F P (a) F P (a)
Position .067 9772 119 ,9483 .099 .9599
Variable .900 .5250 1.482 ,2220 4.097 .0006*
Position by
variable 1.655 .0988 1.001  .3942 1.798 .0995

*Significant at o« <.05.
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Since the multiQariate test indicated no significant differ-
ence when education and years of work experience were used as the
independent varfables, both the univariate test and the analysis of
variance were eliminated and no further testing was done using these
variables.

However, when the data were further analyzed using years of
teaching experience as the independent variable, it produced an F
score of 4.097 with a P (o) of .0006, which being considerably lower
than the o <.05 level of rejection, was shown as the factor influ-
encing the perceived needs of the teachers.

Anova testing showed item 44--Evaluating Instructional
Effectiveness--with an F of 12.908 and a P of .00001, which was
rejectable both on the item and group level By being lower in P value
than either of the required minimum alpha levels (a« = .05, a = .018),
as being the most influential item in affecting the perceived needs.

The data are shown in Table 18.

Table 18.--Univariate test of significance of items of Instructional
Evaluation by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Items Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
F P (a) F P (a) F P (a)
42 1.312 .273 .007 .929 2.875 .059
43 .884 .450 .803 .371 3.148 .028**
44 2.176 .093 .927 .337 12.908 .00001*

*Significant to a <.018 group level of rejection.
**Significant to a <.05 individual item level of rejection.
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Further investigation by analysis of variance indicated that

teachers having three or fewer years of teaching experience (mean

2.695) appeared to have the greatest need for assistance in evaluat-

ing instructional effectiveness {(item 44), and thereby were the pri-

mary influencers on the {tem.

This §s shown in Table 19. Item 43--

Determine Student Grades in a Vocational Program--with an o« of .028

was not group rejectable because it was over the a <.018 level, but

was {ndividually rejectable by being under the a <.05 level of

rejection, and as such, exerted some influence on the perceived needs.

Table 19.--Table of means of significant items of Instructional

Evaluation by years teaching experience.

TYea;? Item 43 Item 44
eaching

No. of No. of
Experience Respondents  ean Respondents  Mean
3 or less 46 2.304 46 2,695
4dorb 44 1.954 44 2.113
6 or more 54 1.888 54 2.037

Hypothesis 5

H.: There is no significant difference between adjunct community

0

college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-

ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-

cies relating to instructional management.

Instrument items 45 through 49 (see Appendix D) make up

group E--Instructional Management--of the competency scales. The

null hypothesis was rejected because there is a significant difference
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between the two teacher groups in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies in Instructional Management when acted upon by the independent
variables years of work experience and years of teaching experience,
as indicated by the comparison of means for group E, which pointed
out a mean of 10.967 for the skill center teachers and a mean of
9,825 for the community college adjunct teachers. The testing was
continued to establish influencing factors.

Using position and education as the independent variables,
the multivariate analysis of this group of items for position effect,
for education effect, and for the interaction of position and educa-
tion was completed. The results showed none with any significance,
since none of the probabilities reached the a <.05 level of rejec-

tion, as shown in Table 20.

Table 20.--Multivariate test of significance of items of Instructional
Management by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Source Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
F P () F P {a) F P (a)
Position 1.929 .0946 2.350 .0441* 2.294 .0495*
Variable 1.463 173 .833 .5279 1.770 .3070
Position by
by variable .568 .8979 1.896 .0996 667 .7543

*Significant to a <.05.
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Further testing of Hypothesis 5, using years of work experi-
ence and position as independent variables, revealed the position
effect (F = 2.350, P = .044), indicating that position was below
the o <.05 level of rejection and that the two populations, skill
center and community college teachers, differed significantly on
their perceived competencies for Group E when years of work experi-
ence is an influencing factor.

When tested further, using years of teaching experience and
position as variables, the multivariate test of significance revealed
scores of position effect (F = 2.294, P = ,049), which was also
within the a <.05 level of rejection. Thus, there is a significant
difference between adjunct community college industrial teachers and
annual authorfized skill center industrial teachers relating to
Instructional Management as affected by years of teaching experience.
Table 20 substantiates this.

In order to determine which items influenced the rejection
of the hypothesis, the univariate test was used to determine signifi-
cant items. The variable education was not used, since the multi-
variate test had already shown it as havingnostatistical significance.
When using years work experience as the variable, the results showed
jtem 49--Manage and Maintain the Vocational Laboratory--having an
F score of 7.091 with a probability of .0087, that indicated the num-
ber of years of work experience had a significant impact upon the
perceived competencies relating to Instructional Management.

Further testing using years of teaching experience as the

variable indicated that years of teaching experience also had a
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significant impact upon the perceived competencies relating to
Instructifonal Management (item 49), with an F of 6.839 and a proba-
bility of .0100, with a resulting significance level of a = .01,
These data are found in Table 21.

Table 21.--Univarfiate test of significance of ftems of Instructional
Management by years work experience and years teaching

experience.
Work Experience Teaching Experience
Ttem F P (a) F P (a)
45 5.020 .0267** 4.946 .0279**
49 7.091 .0087* 6.839 .0100*

*Significant to a <.01 group level of rejection.

**Significant to a <.05 individual item level of rejection.

Item 49--Managing and Maintaining the Vocational Laboratory--
was further checked by analysis of variance, which showed that those
teachers having five or less years of work experience (mean 2.473)
felt the most need for help and more strongly influenced the rejec-
tion of the hypothesis than did those teachers with six or more years
of work experience (mean 1.989). These data are shown in Table 22,
Further examination of Item 49 disclosed that teachers having three
or fewer years of teaching experience (mean 2.155) appear to have the
greatest need for help in this competency. The data in Table 23

further show that the greater the number of years of teaching
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experience, the less the felt need for assistance in the area of

instructional management.

Table 22.--Table of means for significant items of Instructional
Management by years work experience.

Years Item 49
Work
No. of
Experience Respondents Mean
5 or less 48 2.473
6 or more 93 1.989

Table 23.--Table of means for significant items of Instructional
Management by years teaching experience.

Years Item 49
Teaching
Experience Reggéng;nts Mean
3 or less 45 2.155
4 orb 44 1.931
6 or more 51 1.882

Hypothesis 6

HO: There is no significant difference between adjunct community

college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies relating to guidance.
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Group F, Guidance, is a single-item group, made up of item
50-<Provide Information on Educational and Career Opportunities--
which when tested by analysis of variance using education and posi-
tion, years work experience, and years teaching experience as
variables, were all above the a <.05 level of rejection. Therefore,
the null hypothesis was accepted and no further testing was done.

The data are in Table 24.

Table 24.--Analysis of variance of the item Guidance by education,
years work experience, and years teaching experience.

Source F P (a)
Education 1.729 . 165
Years work experience .178 .674
Years teaching experience 2.738 .068

Hypothesis 7

Ho: There s no significant difference between adjunct community
college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies relating to school-community relations.

Group G, School-Community Relations, is a single-item group
made up of item 51--Cooperate with State and Local Educators--
(Appendix D) which, when tested by analysis of variance using edu-
cation, years work experience, and years of teaching experience as
variables, were above the a<.05 level of significance. Therefore,
the null hypothesis was accepted and no further testing was done.

The data are shown in Table 25.
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Table 25.--Analysis of variance of ftem School-Community Relations by
education, years work experience, and years teaching

experience.

Source F P {a)
Education 1.729 .165
Years work experience 1.476 .227
Years teaching experience .887 414

Hypothesis 8

Hyt There is no significant difference between adjunct community
college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies relating to student vocational organization. -

Group H, Student Vocational Organization, s a single-item
group made up of Item 52--Prepare Students for Leadership Roles tn
the Student Vocational Organization--(Appendix D) which, when tested
by analysis of variance using education, years work experience, and
years teaching experience as variables, indicated that those areas
tested did not attain the a <.05 level of significance. Therefore,
the null hypothesis was accepted and no further testing was done.

The data are in Table 26.

Hypothesis 9

HO: There is no significant difference between adjunct community

college industrial teachers and annual authorized skill cen-
ter industrial teachers in terms of self-perceived competen-
cies relating to professional role and development,
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Table 26.--Analysis of variance of item Student Vocational Organiza-
tion by education, years work experience, and years
teaching experience.

Source F P (a)
Education 2.37% .073
Years work experience .439 .509
Years teaching experience 1.837 .164

Instrument items 53 through 57 make up group I--Professional
Role and Development--of the competency scale (Appendix D). The null
hypothesis was rejected since all three variables--education, years
work experience, and years teaching experience--were found to be
significant, as indicated by the comparison of means for group I,
which pointed out a mean of 9.489 for the skill center teachers and
a mean of 9.950 for the community college adjunct teachers. The
testing was continued to establish influencing factors.

Using position and education as the independent variables,
the multivariate analysis of these items resulted in position effect
with an F score of 3,051, P .012, and education with an F of 2.499,
P .0017. The probabilities of both were below the o <.05 rejection
level, thereby indicating a significant difference between annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers and community college
adjunct industrial teachers in terms of perceived needs relating to
Professional Role and Development when tested by the variable,

education.
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Continuing the testing of the hypothesis, using years of work
and position as the independent varfables, position effect had an
F score of 2,824, P .019 which was below the a <.05 Tevel of rejec-
tion, indicating the amount of work experience was an influencing
factor in the rejection of the null hypothesis.

Using position and years of teaching experience as indepen-
dent variables, it was found that position effect had an F score of
2.857, P .018 which, being less than the a <.05 level of rejection,
also influenced the rejection of the null hypothesis. Refer to

Table 27.

Table 27.--Multivariate test of significance of items of Professional
Role and Development by education, years work experience,
and years teaching experience.

Source Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
F P {a) F P (a) F P (a)
Position 3.051 .01267*| 2.824 .0189* 2.857 L0179*
Variable 2.49% .00168* .742 .5928 1.679 .0861
Position by
variable 1.667 .0562 .624  .6817 .691 .71316

*Significant at a <.05.

The data were further analyzed by univariate test of sig-
nificance for items 53 through 57. This indicated that, when using
education as the variable, item 57--Select and Maintain a Teaching

Position in Keeping with Your Professional Qualifications--had an
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F score of 4.826 with a probability of .003. Four of the five items
in group I were individually significant, having an a <.,05, and if
each had been separate would have rejected the null hypothesis, but
when combined as a group, could not satisfy the group a <.01 level
of significance, so in spite of their {nfluence, only item 57 with
the o = .003 could be considered sufficiently significant to reject
the null hypothesis.

A univariate test of significance showed none of the indi-
vidual ftems making up group I to be significant to the a <.01 level
of rejection, when the variables years of work experience and years
of teaching experience were used. Item 53--Keep Up to Date in Your
Professional and Your Occupational Specialty--(F = 6.548, P = .001,
work experience; F = 6.004, P = ,001, teaching experience) was sig-
nificant on the individual (o <.05) item level of rejection. All
these data are shown in Table 28.

Item 57, when examined using education as the variable,
suggested that high-school-diploma-holding teachers (mean 1.916)
and teachers with a B.A. (mean 1.930) both had a stronger need for
help in the area of--How to Select, Obtain, and Maintain a Teaching
Position in Keeping with His Professional Qualifications--than did
those teachers with an associate degree (mean 1.729) and M.A. and
beyond teachers (mean 1.424). See Table 29.

In the perusal of test results of Item 53, it appeared that
those teachers having five or less years of work experience (mean

1.872) had a stronger need for help in the area of keeping up to date



93

Table 28.--Univariate test of significance of {tems of Professional
Role and Development by education, years work experience,
and years teaching experience.

Education Work Experience | Teaching Experience
Items F P (a) F P (a) F P (a)
53 1.162 ,3270 6.548 .0116** 6.004 L0115%*
54 2.898  ,0379**
55 3.317  .0223**
56 2.895 .0381**
57 4.826 .0033*

*Significant at o <=g§—= .01 group level of rejection.

**Si{gnificant at a <.05 individual item level of rejection.

Table 29.--Table of means for significant items of Professional Role
and Development by education.

Item 57
Education No. of
Respondents Mean
High school 24 1.916
Associate degree 37 1.729
B.A. 43 1.930
M.A. and beyond 33 1.424
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in their professional and occupational specialty than did those
teachers having six or more years of work experience, as is shown in

Table 30.

Table 30.--Table of means of significant items of Professional Role
and Development by years work experience.

Item 53
Eearsiwork —
xperience .
perien Respondents Mean

5 or less years
work experience 47 1.872
6 or more years
work experience 98 1.765

The variable of years teaching experience produced data that
suggested a similarity of those teachers having three or fewer years
of teaching experience (mean 1.847) and those with six or more years
of experience (mean 1.851). Since both experience groups are so
close in mean values, it appears they both have need for assistance
in the area of Keeping Up to Date in Their Professional and in Their
Occupational Specialties (item 53) and together were influential in
affecting the rejection of the null hypothesis. Please note
Table 31.

Question 8 posed in the study was to determine commonalities
and differences between annual authorized skill center and community
college adjunct teachers in terms of perceived training needs that

would be determined through the testing of the nine hypotheses
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specified in the study. Based upon the results of the hypotheses
testing, it was found that there were only two categories where the
two teacher groups differed--Instructional Management and Professional
Role and Development--but testing further, using the variables edu-
cation, years of work experience, and years of teaching experience,

it indicated that in most cases they were causal factors for differ-

ences, and more critical in effect than the hypotheses.

Table 31.--Table of means for significant items of Professional Role
and Development by years teaching experience.

e rperience " e
Respondents Mean
3 or less 46 1.847
dors 44 1.681
6 or more 54 1.85)

Other Observations From
Examination of the Data

The data were further examined as raw data, to obtain a trend
in the feelings of the participants. Although the information is not
statistically verifiable, it does represent the input of felt com-
petencies and needs expressed by the teachers taking part in the
study. If two-thirds of the participants did not express confidence,

it was then assumed that one-third showed probable need, and as such,
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the competency should be given attention and consideration for pos-
sible programming and planning for in-service training.

The expression of need was particularly noted in the compe-
tencies: Developing Student Performance Objectives; Conducting
Group Discussion, Panel Discussions and Symposfums; Stimulating
Learning Through Barnstorming, Buzz Groups, and Question Box Tech-
niques; Employing Simulation Techniques; Directing the Project
Method; Employing Reinforcement Techniques; Providing Instructions
for Slower and More Capable Students; Conducting Team Teaching;
Presenting Information Using a Subject Matter Expert; Directing
Programmed Instruction; Establishing Criteria for Student Perfor-
mance in a Vocational Education Program; Evaluating Instructional
Effectiveness; Projecting Instructional Needs; and Assisting Students
in Developing Self-Discipline. These raw data indicated a substan-
tial minority as expressing need for help in these competencies, as

is shown in Table 40, Appendix N.

Summar

This chapter presented a descriptive comparison of the
annual authorized skill center industrial teachers and the adjunct
community college industrial teachers using the demographic data
submitted by the respondents in the areas of (1) vocational certi-
fication, (2) teacher's certification, (3) level of education,
(4) years of working experience compatible with teaching area, and
(5) years of teaching experience. The hypotheses were tested to

compare and/or contrast the skill center teachers and the community
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college teachers in terms of the nine competency groups: (A) Program
Planning, Development, and Evaluation; (B) Instructional Planning;
(C) Instructional Execution; (D) Instructional Evaluation;
(E} Instructional Management; (F) Guidance; (G) School-Community
Relations; (H) Student-Vocational Organization; and (I) Professional
Role and Development, using the independent variables of position,
education, and interaction of education and position. They were
again tested using the independent variables of position, years of
work experience, and interaction of position and years of work, then
tested again using the independent variables of &ears of teaching
experience and position, and the interaction of position and years
of teaching experience. Additional comparisons and contrasts were
investigated by using the raw data to determine the percentage of
felt needs above the 33 percent level.

Chapter V will be composed of the summary of this research,
a list of conclusions, and a discussion of implications and recom-

mendations for educational practice.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Introduction

There are many temporary and part-time teachers utilized in
the industrial areas of skill centers and community colleges each
year. These peopie are a valuable asset that can be made more effec-
tive in teaching students, through adequate and pertinent training

! These programs should

programs, as pointed out by Messerschmidt.
contribute to minimizing or eliminating deficiencies and improving
upon the value of this important group. Training programs for this
special group will undoubtedly be more usable and effective to the
group if they themselves have some input into the development of
those training programs. This, then, appears to indicate the need
for some research for assessing the needs as perceived by the teach-
ers themselves, weighing these data against certain variables to
ascertain a satisfactory criterion for effective program selection
and planning which can be fitted to the needs requirements of the
individual teachers. These data can further help determine if

compatible mixed groupings of skill center and community college

1Dale Messerschmidt, "A Study of Part-Time Instructors in
Vocational and Technical Education Among Community Colleges in
Michigan" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1967).
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teachers»is possible, or if separated groups of skill center and
community college teachers is necessary, or even if individual
instruction will be necessary.

As the numbers of non-degreed industrial specialists that
are used in teaching are increased, training to assist them to do
the best job possible must be made more available. It is, there-
fore, hoped that this research will assist in making the available
training, and methods for grouping and presenting this training, as
efficient as possible. It is also hoped that this study will open
doors for additional assistance to teachers to help them do a better
job as they work with students, and provide rew insights for adminis-

trators in assisting teachers in reaching that goal.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare the annual author-
jzed skill center industrial teachers and the adjunct community
college industrial teachers in the State of Michigan in terms of
self-perceived teacher competency training needs. In order to
accomplish this, the following questions were designed to achieve
that end:

1. What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of certification?

2. MWhat are some of the commonalities and differences

between community college adjunct industrial teachers
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and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of formal educational background?

3. What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of vocational background and experience?

4. What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center teachers in terms of
teaching experience?

5. How does the amount of education influence the perceived
degree of training need? |

6. How does the amount of compatible work experience influ-
ence the perceived degree of training need?

7. How does the amount of teaching experience influence the
perceived degree of training needs?

8. What are the commonalities and differences in perceived
training needs between skill center annual authorized
industrial teachers and community college adjunct indus-
trial teachers?

In order to answer questions 5, 6, 7, and 8, nine hypotheses

were developed that corresponded to the nine categories of the com-

petency scale.

Hypothesis 1: There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to program
planning, development, and evaluation.




Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 4:

Hypothesis 5:

Hypothesis 6:

Hypothesis 7:

Hypothesis 8:

Hypothesis 9:
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There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relatirg to instruc-
tional planning.

There 1s a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-percefved competencies relating to instruc-
tional executtion,

There 15 a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional evaluation.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to instruc-
tional management.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to guidance.

There 15 a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to school-
community relations.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to student
vocational organization.

There is a significant difference between adjunct
community college industrial teachers and annual
authorized skill center industrial teachers in terms
of self-perceived competencies relating to profes-
sional role and development.
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Data Collection

Before the study could be initiated, certain information
regarding the number of industrial adjunct and annual authorized
teachers who are utilized in the State of Michigan had to be
obtained. Therefore, a letter was sent to the occupational deans
of the 29 community colleges and the principals of the 24 active
area skill centers requesting faculty lists. Eighty-one percent
of the state's community colleges and skill centers were willing to
cooperate in the study. One hundred percent of the teachers who
qualified (adjunct industrial in the community colleges and annual
authorized industrial in the skill centers) were surveyed. This
total was made up of 161 adjunct and 47 annual authorized, as indi-
cated by the deans and principals of the cooperating institutions.
These numbers were later revised to 42 annual authorized skill
center teachers and 105 community college adjunct teachers as the
returns indicated changed status of teachers and refusals on the
part of some teachers to cooperate.

The data-gathering instrument contained several questions
soliciting demographic data from the participants, plus selected
items from Calvin Cotrell's study of vocational teacher competencies,
conducted at the Center for Vocational Education, The Ohio State

1

University.” The item setection was made by a committee of experts

consisting of five coomunity college technical deans and five area

ICalvin Cottrell, Model Curricula for Vocational and Teacher
Education (Center for Vocational and Technica ucation, The )
State University, August 1972).
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skill center principals. Once the instrument was developed, a
pilot was conducted to ascertain the need for corrections and
revisions. The final form of the instrument with its cover and
follow-up letter §s found in Appendices E, H, and 1.

Except for three deans who required that they have the pre-
rogative of distributing the instruments among their own anonymous
staff, the survey was handled by mail during the calendar period
October 1976 to December 1976. A questionnaire was distributed to
each eligible annual authorized skill center industrial teacher and
:adjunct community college industrial teacher as listed by the
deans and principals of the participating institutions in the State
of Michigan. A 1ist of the participating institutions, number of

questionnaires sent, and number returned can be found in Appendix A.

Procedures for Data Processing

The data for this investigation were collected through the
use of the designed instrument. The demographic data were obtained
from questions 1 through 6. The data regarding perceived compe-
tencies were obtained by questions 7 through 57. In order to obtain
a flavor of the possible validity of the perceived competencies, a
yes-no answer of past training was attached to each question, so a
comparison or contrast could be made between training background and
perceived competencies. See Appendix N. The data were transferred

to score sheets and then to punch cards for computer processing.
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Procedure for Analyzing the Data

The demographic data were tabulated by frequencies and per-
centages to act as the basis for comparing the two teacher groups.
The perceived competencies were handled by the multivariate (three-
way, two-way) analysis of variance, to determfne main and {interaction
effects. The univariate (one-way) analysis of variance was performed
to test for significant difference between single independent vari-

ables. The examination of means was used to compare Subgroups.

Conclusions

The conclusions drawn from these investigative data are
based on the results from data processing as they relate to the
purposes stated in this study and the limitations previously imposed.
The presentation will be divided into two segments: (1) descriptive
comparison of annual authorized skill center industrial teachers and
adjunct community college industrial teachers in terms of certifi-
cation, education, years compatible work experience, and years
teaching experience; and (2) the results of the hypotheses tested.

The discussion, following the findings related to each
question, is not based on empirical data, but is to provide insight

and perceptions of the researcher.

Descriptive Comparison of Annual Authorized
SkiT1 Eenter Ingustriai Teachers and Adjunct
eachers

Community College Industria

Question 1: What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of certification?
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Findings: A higher percentage of skill center teachers
were vocationally certified than were adjunct community college
teachers; conversely, a higher percentage of adjunct community col-
lege teachers had teaching certificates than did the skill center
teachers. |

Discussion: Skill center teaching is a full-time, daytime
Job, and as such requires certification for financial reimbursement
and continued employment; community college adjunct teaching, on
the other hand, may be a one-time-only but definitely only a part-
time experience, and as such does not make it conducive to become
certified, and in many cases not even mandatory, for employment.
Most skill center teachers are recruited from fields where they
have much expertise and longevity but no teaching certificate.
Community college adjunct teachers, on the other hand, are fre-
quently recruited from other school systems or mid-management
levels of industry where, in addition to the expertise, there is a
higher possibility of getting people with degrees and/or teachers

certificates.

Question 2: What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
in terms of formal educational background?

Findings: The highest percentage of skill center teachers
were community college graduates followed in descending order by
high school graduates, B.S. degree holders, and a low percentage of
M.A. and beyond. The community college teachers' highest percentage

held the B.S. degree followed in descending order by those holding
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M.A. or beyond, then community college degree holders, and finally
followed by a small percentage of teachers with only a high school
diploma.

Discussion: This contrast in educational patterns of the
two teacher groups appears to substantiate the recruiting patterns
of the two institutions. The skill center administrators appear
to feel skilled artisans should teach skills to students. The
community college administrators appear to feel teachers with skills
or persons with mid-management experience, who possibly hold

degrees, should teach community college students.

Question 3: What are some of the commonalities and differences
' between community college adjunct industrial teachers
h torms of vocationa] background and experiencer

Findings: The majority of both teacher groups had five or
more years of compatible work experience, with the major portion of
those teaching in the skill centers having the greater longevity--
none in the low extreme. The community college adjunct teachers,
although relatively comparable to the percentage of skill center
teachers who had five or more years of work experience, did have a
representative group with minimal work experience.

Discussion: Recruitment aims undoubtedly had much influence
on these results. However, the very nature of being a part-time
teacher indicates, in most cases, a second job, so unless a person
desires an extra income, or is public spirited, desires personal

satisfaction, or is treading his way to personal improvement, it is

usually the younger person in longevity who accepts the responsibility
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of a second part-time job. Another possible reason for the high
percentages at the higher level of experience is because of the work
experience desired by administrators hiring teachers for teaching

in technical and vocational programs.

Question 4: What are some of the commonalities and differences
between community college adjunct industrial teachers
and annual authorized skill center teachers in terms
of teaching experience?

Findings: A larger percentage of skill center teachers had
five or more years of teaching experience than did community col-
lege teachers, and a larger percentage of community college teach-
ers had 1ittle or no experience as compared with the.skill center
group.

Discussion: The skill center, by being a continuing, full-
time, daytime program, would 1ike to maintain its teaching integrity
by retaining its best teachers. The community college, on the other
hand, by its nature of one-time classes and second-job teachers,

would, as a result, have a greater turnover of its teaching staff.

Results of Hypotheses Tested

In order to generate data to adequately measure the influ-
ence education, years of work experience, and years of teaching
experience had on the perceived needs of the respondents, nine
hypotheses were developed that corresponded to the nine categories
of the competency scale as noted in Appendix B. These data were
then utilized in the answering of questions 5 through 8.

Since the data indicated that both teacher groups had a

significant difference in only two of the nine categories--Instructional
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Management and Professional Role and Development--~it was decided

to continue checking using the varfables education, years of work

experience, and years of teaching experience on all nine categories, |

to determine their effect, if any, on the questions posed.

Question 5: How does the amount of education influence the per-
cefved degree of training need?

Findings: In Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation,
those teachers with a bachelor's degree felt the strongest need for
assistance in developing a course of study. In the area of Instruc-
tional Planning, there was really no one specific group of degree-
holding teachers who influenced the felt need for assistance more
than any other group. The statistics were so close it appeared to
indicate that teachers with high school diplomas, associate degrees,
or bachelor's degrees all had a strong need where developing stu-
dent performance objectives, planning a unit of instruction, and
writing a lesson plan were concerned. It appeared that those teach-
ers with a high school diploma had the strongest perception of need
in the category of Instructional Execution, particularly in Intro-
ducing a Lesson and Summarizing a Lesson. Those teachers with
bachelor's degrees seemed, in Professional Role and Development,
to have the strongest need for help in selecting, obtaining, and
maintaining a teaching position in keeping with their professional
qualifications.

Discussion: It appears at all levels of educational degrees
attained that an instructor becomes more aware that his skill and

expertise are not sufficient for him to adequately prepare students



109

to obtain employable skills. He, therefore, becomes interested in
programming, methods, and the "how to" of teaching so his informa-
tion can be more easily and more satisfactorily transferred to
students in a better-coordinated and more efficient manner. Those
teachers desiring help in obtaining and maintaining a teaching posi-
tion probably feel the need for full-time rather than part-time

employment.

Question 6: How does the amount of compatible work experience
influence the perceived degree of training need?

Findings: The length of compatible work experience did
influence the respondents in their feelings concerning instruc-
tional management, where those teachers having five or fewer years of
work experience felt a strong need for help in learning to manage
and maintain a vocational laboratory. The same group (five or fewer
years of work experience) felt a strong need in the category of
Professional Role and Development in terms of keeping up to date in
professional and occupational specialty.

Discussion: This appears to be in line with a general reac-
tion--that those people having fewer experiences have had less time
to accumulate information and ideas from which to draw or use as a

base upon which to build further knowledge.

Question 7: How does the amount of teaching experience influence
the perceived degree of training needs?

Findings: Those teachers having three or fewer years of
teaching experience were the ones who felt the most need in Program

Planning, Development and Evaluation, particularly in the competencies
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of developing vocational education goa1s.and objectives and develop-
ing a course of study. The same group (three or fewer years of
teaching experience) voiced the strongest need feelings in the cate-
gory of Instructional Planning, with planning a unit of instruction
and writing a lesson plan as being the most important. Again,
teachers with three or fewer years of experience indicated the most
need in the category Instructional Execution, with summarizing a
lesson and employing oral questioning techniques as the weakest
points. In the category Instructional Evaluation, evaiuating instruc-
tional effectiveness was the competency in which the most need was
felt, and again it was the teacher with three or fewer years of
teaching experience who felt the strongest need. In Instructional
Management, managing and maintaining a vocational laboratory was the
competency area in which the most need for help was expressed, and
again by those teachers with fewer than three years of teaching
experience. Those teachers with six or more years of teaching
experience expressed the most need for assistance in the category

of Professional Role and Development, and then in the area of
Selecting, Obtaining, and Maintaining a Teaching Position in Keeping
with Their Professional Qualifications.

Discussion: As might be expected, those teachers with the
least teaching experience appeared to feel the need for the most
help in almost all categories of competencies involving methods and
techniques in teaching. These competencies appear to have been

developed or acquired by those teachers having more teaching
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experience. The one competency--Select, Obtain, and Maintain a
Teaching Position in Keeping with Professfonal Qualifications--
appears to be the only one where the teachers with greater longevity
express the most need and is probably because of the very fact that
after years of teaching they are still only part-time teachers, or

annual authorized teachers.

Question 8: What are the commonalities and differences in perceived
training needs between skill center and annual author-
jzed industrial teachers and community college adjunct
industrial teachers?

Findings: During the processing of data it was learned that
although few of the categories were shown to reveal differences
between the two teacher groups, there were many competencies that,
although not group significant, were individually significant as
shown in Appendix J, indicating differences between the two
teacher groups. As further exemplified by the statistics, the dif-
ferences do not appear to be between the community college and skill
center industrial teachers as individual groups, but more as char-
acteristics of levels of education, work experience, and teaching
experience within the combined group.

Discussion: Based on the data generated by the anova test-
ing of the 51 competencies making up the 9 categories, it appeared
that 20 were indicated as being satisfactory for both teacher
groups to be compatibly merged for training classes in these com-
petency areas. The other 31 competencies showed statistics that

suggested the two teacher groups be placed in separated classes in

these competency areas. The separate listing by competency number
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and title is provided in Appendix 0. Appendix J can help refine
the separation as affected by education, years work experience, and

years teaching experience.

Implications of the Study

1. Should there be a common certification for both annual
authorized skill center and adjunct community college teachers?

2. Since the educational level of teachers at the skill
center is lower, should the in-service training programs be 1inked
to obtaining degrees?

3. Employers should recognize the need for training those
teachers with lesser education and teaching experience prior to
those with higher levels of achievement in both areas.

4, There is a need to concentrate the training of those
teachers with 1ittle or no teaching experience during their first
three years of employment, because the teachers with three or fewer
years of experience indicated the most needs.

5. Training programs should be diversified and continuous
to maintain interest and improve effectiveness of long-termed
teachers.

6. Initial training programs should offer assistance in
the areas of Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation; Instruc-
tional Planning; Instructional Execution; Instructional Evaluation;
and Instructional Management.

7. Since it was the community college and skill center admin-

istrators who validated the instrument for teacher performance, it
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might be well for training directors to utilize the data in Appen-
dices J and 0 for compatible instructional grouping instead of
arbitrarily combining groups on basis of need only. This {is particu-
larly true with category B, competency 10; category C, competen-

cies 16, 17, 19, 23, 27, 28, 33, 34, 40; category D, competencies

42, 44; and category E, competencies 45, 47.

8. Training group combinations should be considered by
characteristics of levels of education, work experience, and teaching
experience within the combined teachers group, since the statis-
tics indicate this is where the major differences were found.

9, Teacher training institutions will probably have to
adjust their programs to satisfy the needs, availability, and tem-

perament of these teacher groups.

Recommendations for Further Study

An investigation always discovers more queétions than
answers. Therefore, the writer hopes this research may be a step-
ping stone or foundation for continuation, expansion, and utiliza-
tion of the data generated. This section generates a few possible
thoughts that might be considered worthwhile for consideration for
future research projects.

1. A five-year time lapse follow-up should be conducted
to ascertain if in-service training programs have reduced the per-
ceived needs of annual authorized skill center industrial teachers
and adjunct community college industrial teachers in terms of the

51 competencies used in this study.
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2. The study should be replicated in other states. Where
a dearth of eligible participants occurs, several geographically
contiqguous and socially compatible states might combine to carry
out the project. Where a broader cross-section is desirable, a
national sampling should be considered.

3. The study should be expanded to include all annual
authorized and adjunct vocational and technical teachers instead of
1imiting the study to only industrial teachers.

4. The study should be expanded to accommodate and inciude
all adjunct and annual authorized teachers from all subject areas
including arts, science, social science, and humanities, to deter-
mine areas of training needs.

5. A study should be conducted to determine what in-service
training is presently available to satisfy the needs of annual
authorized skill center industrial and adjunct community college

industrial teachers.

6. A study should be made to determine which in-service
training instructional methods and delivery approaches are most
satisfactory and palatable to the adjunct and annual authorized
teacher.

7. A comparative study of student evaluations of adjunct
and annual authorized vs. full-time instructors could prove bene-
ficial to program developers for both in-service training and teacher
trainer institutions.

8. A study should be made to determine how the community

colleges and skill centers are presently determining needs and
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types of in-service training and what is its frequency and
duration,

9. Researchers should be made aware of the privacy of
information ruling whereby desired research information may be
difficult or even impossible to obtain.

10. The possibility of offering and/or requiring pre-
training in teaching techniques before hiring should be investigated.
11. It is finally recommended that the instrument from

this investigation be made available to any interested party for

use in assessing training needs for any group.
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INSTRUMENTS SENT, INSTRUMENTS RETURNED,

APPENDIX A

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

Table 32.--Instruments sent, instruments returned, participating

institutions.

Community Colleges

Ski11 Centers

Sent Ret. Sent Ret,

Alpena 4 3 Bay-Arenac 10 10 1*
Bay de Noc 5 Calhoun 5 4
Delta 10 10 1* Capital Area 6 q
Glen Oaks 4 3 Gogebic-Ontonogon 1 1
Grand Rapids 4 4 2% Lansing 2 2
Highland Park 3 2 Adrian 4 2
Kirtland 7 5 1* Newaygo 4 4
Lake Michigan 6 5 North East Oakland 4 4
Macomb 35 26 1* Petoskey 3 3
Mid-Michigan 3 3 Wexford 2 2
Monroe 2 1 Jackson 6 6
Muskegon 12 8

North Central 10 8

St. Clair Comm. 5 5

So. West Michigan 1 1

Westshore 16 10

Henry Ford 10 6

Washtenaw 10 8

Jackson 3 3

*Returned terminated no forwarding address.
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APPENDIX B

Table 33.--Ohio State University Vocational Teacher Competency Profile.
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APPENDIX C

RESULTS OF COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS SURVEY

Table 34.--Results of committee of experts survey.

Question?

Accepted

SC | CC

Total Accepted
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Retained
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Table 34.--Continued.
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Table 34.--Continued.

120

a Accepted Question
Question sc | cc Total Accepted Retained | Eliminated
H- 1 1] 4 5 X
H~ 2 1 4 5 X
H- 3 2 5 / X
H- 4 T | 3 4 X
-5 T 4 5 X
H- 6 01 3 3 A
I- 1 5 | 5 10__ X
1- 2 2 5 7 X
I- 3 4 5 9 X
—1-34 3 "3 7 X
-5 31 4 7 X
I- 6 T 1 1 2 X
I- 7 3 3 b X
I- 8 2 3 5 X

3Refer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.
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APPENDIX D

COMPETENCY CHART AS VIEWED BY COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS SURVEY

Table 35.--Competency chart from results of comnittee of experts survey.

Category

Competency

A Program Planning,
Development, and
Evaluation

B Instructional
Planning

C Instructional
Execution

A- 7--Develop Vocational Education Program Goals & Objectives
A- 8--Develop a Course of Study

B- 9--Determine Needs & Interests of Students
B-10--Develop Student Performance Objectives
B-11--Plan a Unit of Instruction

B-12--Write a Lesson Plan

B-13--Select & Obtain Student Instructional Materials
B-14--Prepare Teacher-Made Instructional Materials

C-15--Direct Individual & Group Field Trips

C-16--Conduct Group Discussions, Panel Discussions & Symposiums

C-17--Stimulate Learning Through Brain Storming, Buzz Group,
& Question Box Techniques

C-18--Direct Students in Instructing Other Students

C-19--Employ Simulation Techniques

C-20--Direct Student Study

C-21--Direct Student Laboratory Experience

C-22--Direct Students in Applying Problem-Solving Techniques

C-23--Direct the Project Method

C-24--Introduce a Lesson

C-25--Summarize a Lesson

C-26--Employ Oral Questioning Techniques



Table 35.--Continued.

Category Competency
C Instructional C-27--Employ Reinforcement Techniques
Execution (cont'd) C-28--Provide Instruction for Slower & More Capable Students
C-29--Present Information Through an Il1lustrated Talk
C-30--Demonstrate a Manipulative Skill
C-31--Demonstrate a Concept or Principle
C-32--Direct Individualized Instruction
C-33--Conduct Team Teaching
C-34--Present Information Using a Subject Matter Expert
C-35--I11ustrate with Models, Real Objects, and Flannel Boards
C-36--Present Information with Overhead & Opaque Materials
C-37--Present Information with Filmstrips and Slides
C-38--Present Information with Films
C-39--Present Information with Audio Recordings
C-40--Direct Programmed Instruction
C-41--Present Information with the Chalkboard & Flip Chart
D Instructional D-42--Establish Criteria for Student Performance in a Vocational
Evaluation Education Program
D-43--Determine Student Grades in a Vocational Program
D-44--Evaluate Instructional Effectiveness
E Instructional E-45--Project Instructional Resource Needs
Management E-46--Provide for the Safety Needs of Vocational Students
E-47--Assist Students in Developing Self-Discipline
E-48--Organize the Vocational Laboratory
E-49--Manage & Maintain the Vocational Laboratory
F  Guidance F-50--Provide Information on Educational & Career Opportunities

22l



Table 35.--Continued.

Category

Competency

G School-Community
Relations

H Student Vocational
Organization

I Professional Role
and Development

G-51--Cooperate with State & Local Educators

H-52--Prepare Students for Leadership Roles in the Student
Vocational Organization

1-53--Keep Up-to-Date in Your Profession & in Your Occupational
Specialty

I-54--Serve Your Teaching Profession

I-55--Establish & Maintain a Professional Philosophy of Education

1-56--Serve the School & Community

I-57--Select, Obtain, & Maintain a Teaching Position in Keeping
with Your Professional Qualifications

g2!
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INSTRUMENT

Self-Perceived Competency Rating Chart

Part l--General Information

1.

4.

Present teaching assignment: (1) skil) center / /; (2) community
college post high school / /3 (3) community college vocational
high school /7

Vocational certificate: (1) Yes [ /; (2) No //
Teacher's certificate: (1) Yes //; (2) No [/

Highest level of formal education: (1) high school [/
22? conmunitbconege [ 7 (3) bachelors £7 (4) masters 7

beyond
Years work experience compatible with teaching area:

”113. (2) 2 7: (3) 3 /7: (4) 4 /7: (5) 5 /7s
6) more than 5 /77

Years teaching experience: 1) 0 s (21 [ 7 (3) 2 [
§42:3 7 (5? 4 7; (6) 5 /7 number of years, 1f beyond

124
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Part Il1--Answer Parts A and B of all the following questions. Part A
is a personal rating of how you feel in terms of what fnstruc-
tion might be helpful to you in accomplishing your teaching
role. Part B is an fndicator of whether or not you have had
formal instruction in that particular area.

Helpful
Instruction Training
Part A Part B
(=W
o L Have had
= Q Q
g = |= | some training
Q g N
-
gtﬂ UmMinmwIEM
Ue 4+ 8 Q
Wkl [T %%

0 E.fu.xfuxm Yes No
| s Saud
dunjojr—unj—wn
o | e oy =

s — LlUvLe(vo
Lo adl o el ol sl o
Q Q =] =3
vclaocsjosj|joc
Leor= Rinor |SRepe [SE o=

7. Develop vocational education
program goals and objectives
B. Develop a course of study
9. Determine needs and Interests
of students
10. Develop student performance
objectives
1. Plan a unit of Instruction
12. Write a lesson plan
T3. Select and obtain student
instructional materials
14, Prepare teacher-made
instructional materials
Y5. Direct individual and group
field trips
16. Conduct group discussions,
panel discussions, and
sympos iums
T7. Stimulate Jearning through
brainstorming, buzz group,
& question box techniques
18. Direct students in instructing
other students
19. Employ simulation techniques
20. Direct student study
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Helpful
Instruction
Part A Part B
(=% (=N
t s |o Have had
3 < |= Jsome training
Q g =
45 [8)
E. [~ o =
o jonmivim| Em
(8 )1} 0-'8 Q E
- | QD | @
a-n E.ﬂ! ﬁm ﬁﬂl
aw = |e—un Yes No
ol L8 L ap -
= 10 | v
jr—id = gt g | =D
e 18c|3c|Bc
s WEIBR 25

21. Direct student laboratory
experience

Z2. Direct students in applying
problem-soiving techniques

23. Direct the project method

24, Introduce a lesson

25. Summarize a lesson

%E Employ oral questioning techniques

Employ reinforcement techniques

28. Provide instruction for siower
& more capable students

Present information through
an 1llustrated talk

Demonstrate a manipulative skill

23

30,

31, Demonstrate a concept or principle
32. Direct individualized Instruction

33. Conduct team teaching

resent information using a
subject matter expert

35. [Illustrate with models, real
objects, & flannel boards

3b. Present information with overhead
& opaque materials

37. Present information with fiim-
strips and slides

38. Present information with f1lms

39. Present information with audio
recordings

40. ODirect programmed instruction

41. Present information with the
chalkboard & flip chart

42. Establish criteria for student
performance in a vocational
education program
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43, Determine student grades in a
vocational program

4%, Evaluate Instructional
effectiveness

45, Project Instructfonal resource
needs .

46. Provide for the safety needs of
vocational students

4/. Assist students in developing
self-discipline

48. Organize the vocational laboratory

49, Mapage and maintain the
vocational laboratory

50. Provide information on educational
and career opportunities

ol. Cooperate with state and local
educators

52. Prepare students for leadership
roles in the student vocational
organization

53. Keep up-to-date In your profession
and in your occupational spectalty

°4. Serve your teaching profession

55, Establish and maintain a profes-
sional philosophy of education

B6. Serve the school and community

7. Select, obtain, & maintain a
teaching position in keeping with
youyr professional qualifications
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APPENDIX F

LETTER TO PRINCIPALS

Dear Mr. ’

In addition to being a full-time teacher at Jackson Community
College, I am a Ph.D. candidate at Michigan State University, working
on a project that will, I hope, assist in determining possible in-
service training programs for degreed and non-degreed industrial
teachers at area centers and community colleges in the state.

I am right now in a position where I need help. In order to
come up with a legitimate sample, I must have information from all
institutions. I, therefore, would really appreciate your sending me
a list of names and, if possible, addresses of all your degreed and
non-degreed industrial teachers only (not electronic).

Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely,

Herbert L. Howell
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APPENDIX G

LETTER TO DEANS

Dear Dean

In addition to being a full-time teacher at Jackson Community
College, I am a Ph.D. candidate at Michigan State University, work-
ing on a project that will, I hope, assist in determining possible
in-service training programs for full-time and part-time industrial
teachers at community colleges and area centers in the state.

I am right now in a position where I need help. In order to
come up with a legitimate sample, I need information from all
institutions. I, therefore, would really appreciate your sending
me a list of names and, 1f possible, addresses of all your full-
time and part-time technical-industrial teachers only (not
apprentice or electronic).

Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely,

Herbert L. Howell
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APPENDIX H

COVER LETTER

Jac/cson Gommumfy Go[[eqe

2111 EMMONS ROAD PHONE 817.787-0800
JACKSON, MICHIGAN 49201

September 17, 1976

For several years, 1 worked as a part time teacher before leaving
industry, getting a degree, and becoming a full time teacher. During
that time period, I had problems that could have been reduced, if
not eliminated,

In-service training programs have not been as successful as they
might because of lack of teacher input, I am, therefore, seecking
your expertise to help me determine the degree of interest and
desirability of offering appropriate '"helps' for trade and industrial
instructors who might desire such assistance.

Please think back to when you {irst started as a teacher, and
try to answer in terms of what would have been most helpful to you
in your first teaching experience, or what might help you even now,
and {ill in the questionnaire accordingly. A trial run has indicated
the average time is 8-}; minutes, with 6 minutes as the time to beat,

Your participation and assistance are very important to the success
of the project, so I would appreciate very much, your interrupting
your busy schedule to complete and return it to me in the self-
addressed return envelope,

Thank you very much,
Very truly yours,

Herbert L, Howell
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APPENDIX I

FOLLOW-UP LETTER

Jac/cson Gommumb/ Go[[eqe

2131 EMMONS ROAD PHONE 317.787.0800
JACKEON, MICHIGAN 49201

Dear Mr.

Several weeks ago, you were sent an important ques-
tionnaire concerning a research study on part time
and annual authorized teachers. You may recall the
questions dealt with perceived training needs.

Administrators and institutions are often criticized
for presenting programs that do not take into consi-
deration the needs and wishes of educators, either
full or part time, Perhaps at one time you too have
voiced such criticism, 1If so, we are certain that
you will want to assist us in this study. Without
your support, our efforts will not be as successful
as they could be with your cooperation.

We realize our request is an imposition on your time
and this may have hit you at a bad time; however, we
hope you too will feel the goal as being worth the
effort.

Enclosed please find another questionnaire in case
you have misplaced the first one.

Should this have crossed the return in the mail of
the original we thank you.

Very truly yours,

Herbert L. Howell
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APPENDIX J

F SCORE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF EACH ITEM (7-57) OF
PERCEIVED COMPETENCIES OF INSTRUMENT BY
EDUCATION, BY YEARS OF WORK EXPERIENCE,

AND BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Table 36.--F score and significance of each item (7-57) of perceived

competencies.
Education Work Exp. Teaching Exp. Group Item
Item® Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Signifi-
F cance F cance F cance cance
of F of F of F
A- 7 2.275 .08B2 .065 ,7988 6.188° .0026* .05 _ 025
A- 8 6.779  .0003* .027 .8676 13.486 .00001* | "2
B- 9 1.599 .1928 .018 .8922 .968  .3825
B-10 2.214 .0897 1.459  .2291 3.129 .0470**
B-1 6.303 .0005* .276  ,5997 7.211  .0010* 05 | 008
B-12 8.244  .00005* .190 .6635 5.113 .0072* %
B-13 2.564 ,0567 .0006 .9804 1.714  .184)
B-14 2.318 .0787 .654  .4201 2.417 .0931
C-15 3.458  .0194** .044  .B8326 .980 .3787
C-16 1.286 .2836 .609  .4367 213  .8078
C-17 3.024 .0333** .249 .6183 2.914 .0588
c-18 2.847  .0416** .002 .9598 2.587 .0802
c-19 4,733  .0040%* .239 ,6258 2.449  .0915
c-20 3.600 .0162** .869 .3532 2.052 .1337
c-21 4.188 .0078** .462  ,4982 .332 .7178
C-22 2.441  .0689 1.097 .2973 2.245 111
c-23 4.544  .0050%* 017  .3954 1.745 .1798
C-24 6.487  .0005* .431  .5126 5.731  .0044** 05
C-25 5.727 .00M* 1.337  .2502 6.752  .0017** 55 © .001
C-26 4.810 .0036%* .369 .5445 8.940 .0002*
C-27 3.421  .0203** 007 .9314 3.674 .0288%*
c-28 1.539 .209 .73% 3917 4.990 .0085**
c-29 2.088 ,1067 .001 .9685 4.862 .0096**
C-30 1.140 ,3366 .054 .B154 .982 .3778
C-31 1.933 .,1292 102 .7490 4.530 .0130**
C-32 1.563 .2031 .903  .,3440 1.815 .1681
C-33 3.779  .0129%* 475  .4919 3.639 .0298**
C-34 4,104 .0086** .469  .4946 2.022 .1377
C-35 1.316 .2736 .451  .5030 1.111 . 3331
C-36 2.785  .0448%* .292  .5897 3.679 .0287**
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Table 36.--Continued.
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Education

Work Exp.

Teaching Exp.

Group Item
Item? Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Sigg1fi-
F cance F cance F cance cance
of F of F of F
c-37 3.705 .0142*+ | 2,003 .1599 4,175 .0181**
C-38 | 2.404 .0721 3.746  .0556 4,240 .0170**
c-39 .626 .5995 .099 ,7534 1.014  ,3663
C-40 2.120 .1026 .007  .9293 5.368 .0061**
c-41 .948  ,4203 1.069 .3035 1.041 .3568
D-42 1.312  .2730 .007 .9292 1.950 ,0598 05
D-43 .884  ,4509 .803 .3716 2.242  .0286** | 3= = .016
D-44 2.176 .0938 .927 .3373 6.468  .00001*
E-45 2.635 .0528* .870 .3525 1.971 .1435
E-46 1.780 .1546 .597  .4409 1.793  .1706 05
E-47 1.668 .1774 .369 ,5444 2.743  .0682 === .010
E-48 1.289 .2810 .245 ,6208 .590  .5553
E-49 1.992 .1188 .0142 ,9052 .256  .774)
F-50 NAD NA NA NA NA NA .05
G-51 NA NA NA NA NA NA .05
H-52 NA NA NA_ NA NA NA .05
1-53 1.162 .3070 1.076 .3014 .924 3995
I-54 2.898  ,0379% .027 .B8688 .493 6119 05
I-55 3.317  .0223*~ .534  .4662 917 .4022 == .00
1-56 2.895 ,0381% .085 .7702 71 L4646
1-57 4,826 .0033* .374  .5419 .002 .9976

*Group significant.
**Individual significant.

qpefer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.

b

NA = Individual item category .°. No manova.
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Table 37.--Means of items as affected by variable education.

APPENDIX K

TABLE OF MEANS OF ITEMS (7-57) BY EDUCATION LEVEL

Ski11 Center

Community College

Item® High Associate | o , M.A. & High Associate | o 4 M.A. &
School Degree o Beyond School Degree e Beyond
A- 7 1.909 1.941 2.000 1.750 2.153 2.000 2.394 1.962
A- 8 1.909 1.882 1.857 1.250 1.923 2.000 2.184 1.444
B- 9 1.727 1.882 1.833 1.600 1.769 2.100 2.257 1.964
B-10 2.181 2.000 2.000 1.600 2.307 2.550 2.257 2.000
B-11 1.909 1.941 1.666 1.200 2.230 2.000 1.971 1.535
B-12 2.090 1.941 1.833 1.200 2.230 2.050 2.000 1.428
B-13 2.000 2.000 2.166 2.000 2.307 2.350 2.085 1.714
B-14 1.909 1.823 2.500 1.800 2.307 2.150 2.171 1.785
C-15 1.800 2.076 2.000 1.500 2.555 2.000 2.214 1.636
C-16 2.600 2.692 2.750 2.000 2.222 2.235 2.357 1.954
C-17 2.900 2.692 3.000 2.000 2.111 2.411 2.714 2.045
C-18 2.200 2.230 2.000 1.500 1.888 2.117 2.535 2.000
C-19 2.400 2.307 2.250 1.500 2.1 2.176 2.678 1.818
C-20 2.100 2.076 2.500 1.500 2.111 2.117 2.428 1.818
c-21 1.600 1.538 2.000 1.000 2.111 1.941 2.142 1.454
C-22 1.800 1.846 2.250 2.500 1.777 1.941 2.142 1.636
C-23 2.600 2.076 2.250 2.000 2.222 2.411 2.178 1.590
C-24 2.100 1.615 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 1.272
C-25 2.100 1.615 1.750 2.500 2.000 2.000 2.107 1.318
C-26 2.300 1.769 1.750 2.500 1.888 2.000 2.0 1.404
c-27 2.300 2.076 1.750 2.500 2.333 2.176 2.571 1.818
c-28 2.300 1.923 2.250 3.000 2.000 2.117 2.464 1.909




Table 37.--Continued.

Itema

Skill Center

Community College

High Associate B.A M.A. & High Associate B.A M.A. &

School Degree b Beyond School Degree e Beyond
C-29 2.200 1.846 1.750 2.500 2.000 1.882 2.107 1.545
C-30 1.800 1.115 1.500 | 2.500 2.1 2.000 1.857 | 1.500
C-31 1.800 1.846 1.750 | 3.000 2.1 1.941 1.857 1.409
Cc-32 2.000 2.158 2.250 2.500 1.888 2.176 2.142 1.727
C-33 2.500 2.076 3.000 3.500 2.444 2.588 2.928 2.136
C-34 2.200 2.230 2.250 | 3.000 2.555 2.529 2.392 1.681
C-35 2.300 2.000 2.000 2.500 2.222 1.941 1.928 1.590
C-36 2.200 2.000 2.250 | 2.500 2,222 2.058 1.857 | 1.404
C-37 2.200 1.692 2.000 | 2.500 2.222 1.882 1.857 | 1.363
C-38 2.200 1.692 2.000 | 2.500 2.1 1.882 1.892 | 1.454
C-39 2.300 1.923 2.250 | 2.500 2.1 2.235 2.214 | 1.909
C-40 2.400 2.076 2.500 | 3.000 2.222 2.470 2.5M 2.000
C-41 2.200 1.923 2.000 2.500 1.888 1.823 2.000 1.590
D-42 2.181 2.058 2.142 | 2.200 2.357 2.285 2.305 1.892
D-43 2.090 2.000 2.285 | 1.800 2.142 2.190 2.138 | 1.892
D-44 2.363 2.000 2.428 | 2.600 2.142 2.57 2.472 1.928
D-45---H-52 |Not Printe
[-53 2.400 1.823 2.142 | 2.500 1.900 1.705 1.628 | 1.703
I-54 2.300 1.764 2.428 2.500 2.300 2.529 20N 1.703
I-55 2.100 1.941 2.285 2.500 2.400 2.235 2.114 1.555
[-56 2.200 1.882 1.857 | 2.500 2.100 2.352 1.885 1.555
H-57 1.800 1.588 1.857 1.500 2.000 1.882 1.971 1.370

2Refer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.
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Table 38.--Means of items as affected by variable years work

TABLE OF MEANS OF ITEMS (7-57) AS AFFECTED BY

APPENDIX L

VARIABLE YEARS OF WORK EXPERIENCE

136

experience.
) Skil11l Center Community College
Item 5 or Less 6 or More 5 or Less 6 or More
Years Work Years Work Years Work Years Work
A- 7 1.700 1.967 2.189 2.145
A- 8 1.700 1.838 1.918 1.903
B- 9 1.800 1.800 2.088 2.063
B-10 1.900 2.000 2. 117 2.317
B-11 1.600 1.833 1.882 1.888
" B-12 1.700 1.900 1.970 1.825
B-13 1.900 2.033 2.088 2.047
B-14 1.900 1.933 2.176 2.015
C-15 2.000 1.909 2.000 2.068
C-16 2.428 2.681 2.15) 2.250
c-17 2.714 2.772 2.333 2.431
C-18 2.142 2.136 2.212 2.204
c-19 2.142 2.318 2.212 2.272
C-20 2.142 2.090 2.030 2.227
c-2] 1.285 1.681 1.878 1.909
C-22 1.714 2.000 1.848 1.954
C-23 1.857 2.409 2.151 2.022
C-24 1.428 2.000 1.818 1.772
C-25 1.428 2.000 1.818 1.863
C-26 1.714 2.090 1.848 1.840
c-27 1.857 2.227 2.303 2.181
Cc-28 2.5 2.045 2.212 2.159
C-29 1.714 2.090 1.939 1.840
c-30 1.57 1.772 1.878 1.772
C-31 1.857 1.909 1.818 1.750
Cc-32 2.142 2.136 1.909 2.090
C-33 2.428 2.454 2.484 2.636
C-34 2.000 2.363 2.212 2.250
C-35 1.571 2.318 1.909 1.840
C-36 1.57 2.318 1.878 1.772
C-37 1.714 2.045 1.666 1.840
Cc-38 1.714 2.045 1.636 1.909
c-39 2.000 2.181 2.181 2.068



Table 38.--Continued.
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a Ski11 Center Community College

Item 5 or Less | 6 or More 5 or Less | 6 or More
Years Work Years Work Years Work Years Work

C-40 1.857 2.454 2.424 2,272
C-41 1.571 2.227 1.818 1.840
D-42 1.800 2.218 2.297 2.142
D-43 2.000 2.000 2.189 2.115
0-44 2.000 2.312 2.243 2.317
E-45 2.111 2.322 2.514 2.607
E-47 2.222 2.129 2.314 2.232
E-48 1.333 1.935 2.257 1.964
E-49 1.333 1.806 2.200 2.071
F-50 NA NA NA NA
G-51 NA NA NA NA
H-52 NA NA NA NA
I-53 2.1 2.064 1.818 1.631
1-54 2.000 2.096 2.151 2.087
1-56 2.1 2.096 1.909 2.052
1-56 2.1 2.000 1.909 1.894
1-57 1.555 1.709 1.878 1.719

8Refer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.
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APPENDIX M

TABLE OF MEANS OF ITEMS (7-57) AS AFFECTED BY
YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Table 39.--Means of ftems as affected by years teaching experience.

Ski11 Center Community College
a | 3 or Less 4-5 6 or More | 3 or Less 4-5 6 or More
Item Years Years Years Years Years Years
Teaching |Teaching | Teaching Teaching | Teaching | Teaching
A- 7 2.333 1.923 1.772 2.432 2,033 1,968
B- 8 2.333 1.846 1.636 2.324 1.700 1.625
B- 9 1.714 1.846 .800 2.184 1.862 2.103
B-10 2.142 2.153 1.800 2.473 2.068 2.103
B-11 2.000 1.769 1,700 2.184 1.655 1.724
B-12 2.142 1.846 1.750 2.105 1.862 1.586
B-13 2.285 2.153 1.800 2.184 2.000 1.965
B-14 2.428 2.000 1.700 2.184 2.034 1.965
C-15 2.000 1.600 2.142 2.192 2.000 1.920
C-16 2.600 2.400 2.785 2.307 2,230 2.080
C-17 2.000 2.800 2.785 2.769 2.307 2.080
C-18 2.000 1.800 2.428 2.461 2.076 2.080
C-19 2.000 2.100 2.500 2.615 2.076 2.040
C-20 2.400 1.800 2.214 2.346 2.076 2.000
Cc-21 1.000 1.600 1.57 2.000 1.884 1.800
C-22 2.200 1.900 1.857 2.076 1.692 1.960
C-23 2.600 1.900 2.428 2.269 2.115 1.840
C-24 2.400 1.700 1.785 2.038 1.846 1.480
C-25 2.200 1.700 1.857 2.192 1.807 1.520
C-26 2.400 1.900 1.928 2.192 1.769 1.560
C-27 2.400 1.900 2.214 2.538 2.153 2.000
C-28 2.800 1.800 2.214 2.538 2.000 2.000
c-29 2.600 1.900 1.857 2.153 1.807 1.680
C-30 2.200 1.500 1.714 1.923 1.846 1.680
c-3 2.600 1.700 1.785 1.961 1.767 1.600
C-32 2.800 1.800 2.142 2.115 1.961 1.960
C-33 3.000 1.900 2.642 2.846 2.461 2.400
C-34 2.800 1.800 2.428 2.384 2,192 2.120
C-35 2.400 2.200 2.000 2.038 1.730 1.840
C-36 2.600 2.100 2.000 2,038 1.846 1.560
C-37 2.400 1.900 1.857 2.038 1.692 1,560
C-38 2.600 1.800 1.857 2.038 1.653 1.680
C-39 2.800 1.900 2.07 2,153 2.038 2.160
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Table 39.--Continued.

139

Skil1l Center

Community College

1tem®| 3 or Less 4-5 6 or More | 3 or Less 4-5 6 or More
Years Years Years Years Years Years
Teaching | Teaching| Teaching Teaching | Teaching| Teaching
C-40 3.000 2.000 2.285 2.576 2.115 2.320
C-4] 2.400 1.900 2.07 1.961 1.846 1.680
D-42 2.57 2.000 2.045 2.384 2.103 2.032
D-43 2.857 1.923 1.772 2.205 2.000 1.967
D-44 2.857 2.000 2.181 2.666 2.172 1.903
E-45 2.800 2.000 2.318 2.666 2.48] 2.518
E-46 2.200 1.615 2.000 2.083 1.851 1.814
£E-47 2.800 1,923 2,136 2.416 2.259 2.074
E-48 1.800 1.846 1.772 2.166 2.074 1.925
E-49 1.800 1.615 1.727 2.194 2.111 2.037
F-50 NA NA NA NA NA NA
G-5] NA NA NA NA NA NA
H-52 NA NA NA NA NA NA
I-53 2.428 2.083 1.952 1.735 1.576 1.758
I-54 2.571 1.196 2.000 2.294 2.038 1.165
[-55 2.714 1.916 2.000 2.176 1.884 1.896
I-56 2.285 1.833 2.047 1.941 1.923 1.827
1-57 2.000 1.666 1.571 2.000 1.692 1.586

qpefer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.
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APPENDIX N

COMPARISON CHART BY ITEM (7-57) OF FELT COMPETENCIES

Table 40.--Comparison chart by item of felt competencies.

Have or Have Have or Have
Co;eglent Not Had ng?d Not Had
.-omp Instruction P .~ Instruction
2 c c
| 5 g',‘ 5 -E os
47 [+4] w0 = L o [ = b
&t | — = Q (8] o (&)
Slel 8 1|€ oo 2 = oo s
clels 1|2 iISS|el Blel2ielE81E ©
[,-] p— * [ [ 1] Q b Q = [+4] Q | Y [+1} =
s IZ(Ef . |Elelemlel|els|ciealt | 2
o %|6lo |6 |o {|melao ol| @ o l|la ne | o o
— O = [ ] [~ T | O -— a. = [~ e+t Q. =
A- 7 X 42 136|861 31174 5112 6|14 3 7 3
X0 97170172 ) 5052 % 20121} 27128 7 7 20
el X[ (A8 (N[ 5130 7] 2[5 .5
X[100[84184 ¢ 5353101 311314 16|16 5 5 11
B- 9 X 4213788 22152 15(3 5112 ] 2 4
X102{74]73 ¢ 40 (39| 34|33 28]28 6 6 22 |
B-10 X a2 [ 3379 27 |68 6|14 9121 4 110 5
X £101 | 62 | 61 3613 [ 26126 39139 § 15 |15 24
B-11 X A2 3788y 31|74 ol 14 5112 ] 2 4
X (101189]/88 ] 51|51 [ 38138 12112 4 4 8
B-12 X 40133183 2768 6] 15 7118 1 3 6
X (10188878 49({49| 39|39 ¢ 13}13 2 2 11
B-13 X 3232|760 2048 12129 | 10| 24 2 | 5 B |
X01100|74174 10 39 (39 35135 26(26 % 10 |10 16
B-14 X 473483 26|63 8120 7117 1 2 6
XE 99761771 46 {47 § 30(30 | 23|23 8 8 15
C-15 X AT (3383 1332 2T |1 7117 2 5 5
X1 98[73|75¢ 33133 40| 41 251 26 5 5 20
e | X [ a2[2o[a 2|20 8|02 4 [0] I8
Xt 99|67]68Y1 35|35 32132 321%32 313 29
c-17 X 38[13] 34 7|18 6116 25|66 4 N0.5f 21
X5 96153[55) 25126 % 28129 | 43 )45 6 6 37
c-18 | ¥ AV [29 7V [ 14|34 f V65|37 12129 Y [ 2 M
Xx§o2le2!674 271298 35138 30|33 ) 4 | 4 26
C-19 X 4126|634 14|34 12[29F 1537 ] 2 14
X j101 {64163 § 31 |30§% 33|33} 37|37 8 8 29
C-20 X 421351834 22|52 13| 3 7117 2 5 5
X 1100177177 % 34134 % 43|43 § 23|23 7 7 16
C-21 X 42138914 27|64 ) 11]26 4110 1 2 3
X8 97179 81 46 {47 § 33134 § 18|19 5 5 13
C-22 | No Data




Table 40.--Continued.
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Have or Have Have or Have
noﬁmmmi liot Had Need Not Had

P Instruction P Instruction

7 < c

| & E S - -
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Slel &€ s 2 — oo T
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Note: Imbalance of items to 100% because of rounding off decimals,

IRefer to Appendix D for specific competency statement.,
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CHECK LIST OF ITEMS WHERE BOTH TEACHER GROUPS

SHOULD BE SEPARATED, OR MAY BE COMBINED

FOR TRAINING PURPOSES

Table 41.--Check 1ist of items where both teacher groups may be
combined, and where the two teacher groups should be

separated, for training purposes.

Item Compat-| Sepa-
# Title fble rate

A- 7 Develop vocational education program goals

and objectives X
A- 8 Develop a course of study . X
B- 9 Determine needs and interests of students X
B-10 Develop student performance objectives X
B-11 Plan a unit of instruction X
B-12 Write a lesson plan X
B-13 Select & obtain student instructional matertals X
B-14 Prepare teacher-made instructional materials X
C-15 Direct individual & group field trips X
C-16 Conduct group discussions, panel discussions

& symposiums X
c-17 Simulate learning through brain storming,

buzz group, & question box techniques X
C-18 Direct students in instructing other students X
C-19 Employ simulation techniques X
C-20 Direct student study X
c-21 Direct student laboratory experience X
c-22 Direct student in applying problem-solving

techniques X
C-23 Direct the project method X
C-24 Introduce a lesson X
C-25 Summarize a lesson X
C-26 Employ oral questioning techniques X
c-27 Employ reinforcement techniques X
C-28 Provide instruction for lower & more

capable students X
c-29 zr$§ent information through an illustrated y

a

C-30 Demonstrate a manipulative skill X
c-31 Demonstrate a concept or principle X
C-32 Direct individualized instruction X
C-33 Conduct team teaching X
C-34 Present information using subject matter

expert X
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Table 41.~~Continued.

Item Compat- | Sepa-
# Title ible rate

c-35 INlustrate with models, real objects,

& flannel boards X
C-36 Present information with overhead &

opaque materials X
C-37 Present information with filmstrips & slides X
C-38 Present information with fiims X
C-39 Present information with audio recordings X
C-40 Direct programmed instruction X
Cc-41 Present information with the chalkboard

& flip chart X
D-42 Establish critertia for student performance

in vocational education programs X
D-43 Determine student grades in a vocational

program X
D-44 Evaluate instructional effectiveness X
E-45 Project instructional resource needs X
E-46 Provide for the safety needs of students X
E-47 Assist students in developing self-

discipline X
E-48 Organize the vocational laboratory X
E-49 Manage & maintain the vocational laboratory X
F-50 Provide information on educational &

career opportunities X
G-51 Cooperate with state & local educators X
H-52 Prepare students for leadership roles in

the student vocational organization X
I-53 Keep up-to-date in your professional & in

your occupational specialty X
I-54 Serve your teaching profession X
I-55 Establish & maintain a professional

philosophy of education X
1-56 Serve the school & community X
1-57 Select, obtain, & maintain a teaching

position in keeping with your professional

qualifications X
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