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ABSTRACT
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILES OF MICHIGAN COMMUNITY
COLLEGE MUSIC FACULTY
By
Mark Stephen Finkelstein

Music teachers from 23 Michigan community colleges served as
subjects for this descriptive study. Demographic, situational, and
attitudina] data were co]1ected by mai] questionnairevfrom 123 H
respondents (65% cfeétimated population).. Profiles weré constructed
for three types of faculty: full-time instructors, part-time faculty
solely teaching private music lessons, and general part-time faculty.

Findings included: (a) Differences between full- and part-time
faculty were widespread: full-time faculty were more 1ikely than
part-time faculty to be male (90% to 49%) and to have taught in the
public schools (80% to 34%). They were virtually the only faculty
to have been granted tenure (90%), academic rank (30%), and to become
music administrators (40%); (2) Differences between part-time general
and part-time applied faculty were not so pronounced. The applied
faculty, 52% of whom taught off-campus exclusiVe]y, displayed wider
age and on-the-job experience distributions than did part-time
general faculty. General facu1ty were most likely to have resided in

their community before they accepted their positions and exhibited



Mark Stephen Finkelstein

heterogeneity of academic background, range of professfonal expe-
fience, and musical taste; (3) full-time instructors derived signifi-
cantly greater satisfaction than did part-time instructors from
personal and professional benefits and from use of campus facilities.
Part-time applied faculty reported 1ess satisfaction with prestige
than did other subgroups; (4) Subgroups generally found the encourage-
ment of student musical involvement a primary professional concern
and found 1ittle or no difficulties perrorming instructional-
related organizational tasks. Part-time general faculty experienced
greater difficulty than others in utilizing their school's resources.
Part-time applied instructors encountered fewer difficulties than
full-time instructors in helping students meet course requirements.
The data suggests thatnmany instructors, mostly part-time
faculty, expressed attitudes contrary to the institution's student-
centered position. Recommendations were made to influence the
work-group cy1ture through pre- and in-service training, and through
increased faculty participation in the national music educators'

association.
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BACKGROUND FOR THE STUDY

"~ Introduction

Over the past two decades, the two-year community colleges have
grown in such numbers and popularity as to command statewide, national,
and even international attention. In Michigan, for example, as
one prominent spokesman for the community colleges stated, "The
community colleges were [by 1976] no longer small potatoes. They had
grown in just a short time from using about $50 million to $100
million of state money" (Gleazer, 1980, p. 118), and Michigan is no
anomaly. While in some states the community college system has
expanded more than in others, there is little doubt that its impact
on education has been phenomenal. The community college is now
widely acclaimed as "probably the most significant development in
American higher education thus far in the twentieth century" (Burnett,
c. 1977, p. 1), and its patterns and principles are studied and
emulated as far away as Japan.

The uniqueness of the institution itself has made the community
co11ege,'the people's college, so popular. Students of all kinds
are attracted by the community college's informal atmosphere, close
proximity to home, and inexpensive tuition. Through the community
college, students can train for careers, pursue a traditional liberal
arts education, or take courses for personal enjoyment. Because the

comnunity college offers its comprehensive services to all who apply,



it is considered to have revolutionized post-secondary education in
America.

Music has Tong held its place within the two-year college cur-
riculum. When an ad hoc Music Educators National Conference (MENC)
Committee on Music in the Junior Colleges acknowledged in 1970 that
the "junior colleges [were] playing an increasingly important role
in higher educatijon" (Stover et al., 1970, p. 36), the study of
music had been part of the junior college curriculum for at least
thirty years. As early as 1939, such individuals as S. Earle
Blakeslee and Esther Goetz, chairpersons of the first MENC Committees
on Music in the Junior Colleges from 1936-1940 and 1940-1942,
respectively, debated in public the merits of the junior college in
fostering musical growth within a nontraditional student body

(MENC Yearbook, 1939-1940).

Need for the Study

Although music has been a part of junior college education for
several decades, relatively little is known about the circumstances
under which it has been taught. As Gagermeier stated in 1967: "To
date there exists no authoritative and comprehensive study of the
role of music in the junior college. Moreover, concern of any kind
with the area of music in the junior college has been conspicuous]y
and sadly lacking" (1967, p. 4). In 1983 Gagermeier's observation
can still be accepted as valid. Certainly little attention has been
paid to the music faculty members employed at the community college

level.



Of the few studies pertaining to music instructors employed
within the two-year colleges, perhaps the most relevant was conducted
by Merkel (1977). Merkel surveyed the responsibilities of Michigan's
two-year college music faculty and concluded that more descriptive
research of two-year college music faculty was needed:

Although much research has been written about the faculty

in community colleges, it yet remains for someone to do

a definitive study which will more thoroughly answer . . .

[questions in regard to the music faculty in the two-year

colleges] (pp. 114-115).

He specifically cited the need to ascertain who the two-year college
music instructors were, why they were there, and how they felt about
themselves and their work (1977, p. 114).

Additional support for conducting descriptive research on
community college music faculty may be gleaned from the writings
of the music education researchers Schneider and Cady (1965) who
stated that:

The various attitudes of teachers, such as the attitudes

toward non-musical endeavors in and out of school, pro-

fessional responsibilities of differing kinds, varieties

of students and other school personnel, needs clarifica-

tion (p. 322).

A third reason to support additional research on community
college music faculty relates to the lack of information about
part-time music teachers. Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982) reported
that fpart-timers are essential to the operation of programs in
music" (p. 22). In fact, according to Merkel (1977, p. 97), part-
time music faculty outnumber full-time music faculty in Michigan

two-year colleges. Despite their prominence, however, part-time



music faculty have almost always been selectively excluded from
research studies. Even within the realm of general community college
instructor-oriented research, comparisons between part-time and full-
time faculty have been notably lacking (Cohen & Brawer, 1977, p. xi).

The questions Merkel and others recommend be addressed are those
_that require research into the demographic, experiential, functional,
professional, and attitudinal identity of community college music
faculty. While inquiry into all these areas shall be undertaken in
this study, special attention shall be paid to investigating the
faculty's professional self-perception. This area merits special
consideration in 1ight of the widespread complaint voiced by research-
ers that the professional identity of the community college instruc-
tor is still in the process of formation (Cohen & Brawer, 1977;

London, 1980; Jamerson, 1979).

Statement of Purpose

This study is devoted to the descfiptive characterization of music
tfaculty employed within Michigan public community colleges based oﬁ
data to be collected by mail questionnaire. The primary purpose of
the study is to construct profiles for three types of music faculty
defined herein: full-time faculty, part-time general faculty, and
part-time applied faculty. Secondary purposes include an examination
of self-reported job satisfaction of music faculty regarding the
three faculty subgroupings, and a determination of what full-time,
part-time general, and part-time applied music faculty perceiVe to be

their major instructional-related difficulties. Additional purposes



are to summarize the advice given by faculty members to prospective
community college music instructors to appraise professional self-
perception and to recommend practices intended to stimulate pro-

fessional growth.

Statement of the Basic Questions

The representative profiles of community college music faculty
to be constructed will contain information to answer the following
questions:

1. How do community college music faculty describe themselves,
and in what ways do the descriptors of full-time and part-time
faculty differ?

a. Do faculty subgroups differ demographically by

sex or age?

b. Do faculty subgroups differ experientially by

their length of service, academic background, or range of
professional experience? Do they differ in their having

been community college students themselves, Having

studied the philosophy and functions of the community

college, or being new to their community when they first
accepted their positions? Do they differ in their performance
skii]s, or in their members holding concurrent employment?

c. Do faculty subgroups differ professionally by

academic rank or tenure?

d. Do faculty subgroups differ functionally by
serving as music administrators, or by where, when, who,

what, or how many hours per week they teach?



e. Do faculty subgroups differ attitudinally by

their reasons for entering community college teaching, job

preference, professional allegiance, preferred program

orientation, motivational state, musical taste, or plans to
stay in community college teaching?

2. From what environmental factors do subgroup members derive
average position satisfaction or better? From what factors do sub-
group members derive less than average position satisfaction?

3. What the the most difficult instructional-related problems
subgroup members face? _

4. What advice do faculty members have to g1ve to prospect1ve

commun1ty co11ege music teachers?

Significance of the Study

The potential beneficiaries of a study of community college
music faculty characteristics and attitudes might include university
music educators, current and prospective community college music
teachers, music administrators and supervisors.

University music educators require materials which accurately
reflect conditions within the various music educational environments.
The more information they have about the satisfactions and problems
of the cbmmunity college music staff, the more help they can give to
prospective teachers in making a wise career decision. Moreover,
the results of this study might enable interested university music
educators involved with the Music Educators National Conference to
help foster professional development efforts aimed at in-service

community college music teachers.



With the results of this study, prospective community college
music teachers might gain a better appreciation of the problems
they are likely to encounter. They should also be able to determine
how entering the field as either a full-time or part-time employee
will influence their perception of what is expected of them. In
addition, knowledge about what current faculty think about their
jobs might arm future faculty with appropriate questions for their
prospective employers.

Research pertinent to the community college music instructor
might also provide valuable information to the community college
music administrator._ In ordervto maintain a music program respon-
sive to students' needs, commuhity college music adminiétr&tors -
must assess the relationships between faculty members and the |
instructional program. Only by monitoring these varied relation-
ships can an administrator hope to make the'periodic adjustments
needed to re-align his faculty's strengths with a program's objec-
tives. It is hoped that the administrator's efforts can be made more
productive through knowledge of general staff characteristics and
attitudes. Results of this study may also help administrator;
jdentify faculty in immediate need of professional revitalization.

Finally, it is believed that the information compiled here
might prove beneficial to the music teacher in service at the commu-
nity college level. As Katz (1962) suggests, information about one's
own attitudes can prove enlightening:

At the present time college teachers are not expected
to have a disciplined awareness of their motivations



and attitudes in teaching. Given the influence that college

teachers have or might have on their students, some sensi-

tiveness to human interactions may come to be regarded part

of the college teacher's job (p. 368).

From the results of this study, faculty members might find that
they are not alone in their responses, and that they share certain
concerns with their colleagues. This may encourage more frequent
discussion of their feelings about their job with colleagues. Other
faculty members, when presented with the information from this study,
may wish to reevaluate or clarify some of the v;]ues they hold. For

these individuals, an attitudinal change may determine whether or not

they stay at the community college level or -choose to work elsewhere.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

The Timitations for this study were as follows:

1. Only currently employed music faculty from the public
community colleges within the State of Michigan were
surveyed.

2. Only faculty employed in community colleges participating
in the study were surveyed.

3. Only faculty members whose names had been provided by

their music administrators were sent questionnaires.

Assumptions

For purpose of this study, the following are accepted as va]id
assumptions:
1. Faculty characteristics and attitudes can validly and

reliably be measured by means of a questionnaire.



2. Al1 of the following factors contribute to the validity
of the instrument:

a. Items used in the questionnaire were drawn from the
literature relating to the study of higher education
faculty, and community/junior college faculty in
particular

b. The items pertain to the environment of the comﬁunity
college music teacher

c. A nonrestrictive response option ("other") was
added to most questions

d. The questionnaire was submitted for criticism
to an expert panel of nonmusic community college

faculty and administrators

Definitions
Certain terms which are uncommon or potentially ambiguous appear
in these chapters. For the purpose of this study they are defined
as follows.

Community College is a term used.to identify a public two-

year postsecondary institution which offers a general-, transfer-,
and terminal-education program. -

Music faculty represents all persons engaged in teaching music

at the community college level.
Instructor is used as a synonym for teacher. When the term is
used to denote a particular academic rank, the phrase will invariably

read "rank of dinstructor."
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Employment status is used to differentiate between instructors

employed on a full-time, or bart-time basis.

Full-time faculty member is used to represent a person carrying

a teaching load that contains at least the minimum number of contact
hours considered by his college to be the recognized full-time load
and 1is contractually designated to have full-time status.

Part-time faculty member is a term used to identify a person

who either carries less than the minimum number of contact haours
considered by his college to be the recognized full-time 1oad or is
contractually designated to have part-time status.

Employment function is used to differentiate between instructors

who are assigned general classroom responsibilities and those who
have been hired to teach only private music lessons.

General instructor denotes a person employed by his/her college

to teach or direct one or more courses requiring preparation for
more than a single student.

Applied music instructor identifies a person employed by his/her

college to teach only private vocal or instrumental lessons. Because
of the nature of the population surveyed, this term applies only to

part-time faculty.

Employment subgroup is a term used to represent a subcategory

of faculty members drawn from among the entire faculty. The sub-
group is specifically defined by its classification according to
both employment status and employment function. Three faculty sub-
groups are of interest in this study: the full-time, the part-time

general, and the part-time applied.
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Attitude is defined as the predisposition to view an issue in

a certain manner.

Job satisfaction is defined as a general, positive feeling

toward one's work, or particular aspects of one's work.

Instructional difficulties is a term which denotes the diffi-

culties personally encountered in the preparation for or performance

of one's instructional duties.

Overview of the Report

In the following section, literature related to this study was
reviewed. The review dealt with general research studies of two-
~year college faculty, as well as with studies restricted to two-
year college music faculty. In the Samples, Instrument, and Pro-
cedures section, the methodology of the study was discussed and the
analytical procedures used to interpret the data were described.
Results of the study were then presented in the fourth section of
this dissertation. A summary of the study, the newly constructed
faculty profiles, and a discussion of means for promoting faculty

professionalization were contained in the last section.



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

This section is divided into two parts. Within the first
section, literature regarding the broader topic of two-year college
faculty is reviewed. Consideration is given to the perception of the
two-year college instructional staff by researchers, issues concerning
part-time faculty, job satisfaction, attempts that have been made to
define the ideal two-yeaﬁ college faculty member, and a description of
~faculty characteristics. The first part concludes with a brief
summary.

The next part of the section is devoted to the review of litera-
ture that relates specifically to two-year college music faculty.

It contains an examination of the incidence and scope of music in

the two-year colleges, the utilization of music faculty, music faculty
characteristics, job satisfaction, and role awareness. This part

also concludes with a summary.

Issues and Problems Concerning the
Two-Year Coliege Faculty

Two-Year.ColleggiFaculty and
Their Professional Identity

A new era for the two-year colleges was initiated during the
1960s. They experienced significant growth, stimulated by such fac-
tors as the increasing desirability of obtaining a college education,

the attainment of college age by the baby boom generation, and an

12
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increase in federal assistance for occupational education programs.
"By 1970," according to Schultz (1977, p. 15), "community college
teaching was widely accepted as a career in its own right." Along
with recognition, however, more attention than ever before was given
to questions regarding the issues associated with community college

teaching.

Professionalization: the predominant issue. The predominant

issue in the literature on two-year college faculty is professionali-
zation, a term which, in practice, has come to mean the knowledge,
acceptance, and fulfillment of the obligations accompanying employ-
ment at the two-year college level. This issue subsumes several
other issues, such as faculty job satisfaction and the utilization of
part-time instructional staff. It has become the overriding concern
of faculty-oriented researchers including Garrison, 0'Banion, and
Cohen and Brawer, who have been affilitated with the major organiza-
tions responsible for initiating and disseminating junior college
research: the Association of American Community and Junior Colleges
(AACJC), the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) Clear-
inghouse for Junior Colleges, and the Center for the Study of

Community Colleges.

The new context. In effect, the issues surrounding the profes-

sionalization of the two-year college teacher emerged when junior
college teaching came to be considered a separate profession.
Garrison (1967) formally identified the junior college teacher as

"a new breed of instructor within higher education" (p. 15). Having
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conducted 650 interviews with instructors, Garrison noted that the
junior college teacher "is, in his own desire, and view, a colleague
in a new collegiate effort" (p. 15).

As a collegiate effort, the two-year community college functions
quite differently than does the four-year college. Gleazer (1980)
stated that the "community colleges and their progenitors, public
junior colleges, were established to extend educational opportunity
[to a variety of learners]" (p. 78) beyond those served by four-year

institutions.

New responsibilities. The primary responsibilities of the two-

"year college teacher focus on serving the needs of his/her institu- |
tion's student body. As Gleazer, a long-time leader within the
community college movement, has stated:

The point of beginning and continuing reference [in community

college teaching] is the learning needs and interests of the

people, not the syllabus, the book, the course, the profes-

sor, the institution (1980, p. 88).

The two-year college instructor is clearly expected to sub-
ordinate his/her research interests, and his/her subject-matter orien-
tation to the needs of students, as attested to by Garrison (1967,

p. 78), Kelley and Wilbur (1970, p. 146), and Cohen and Brawer (1977,
p. 46). - This student orientation, according to Garrison (1967, p. 15),
accounts for the significant differences in professional and philoso-
phical attitudes which separate two-year and four-year college facu]ty.

The two-year college instructor is also expected to have been

prepared academically to accommodate individual learning needs.

According to Kelley and Wilbur (1970), "the typical junior college
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teacher needs greater depth of subject matter than the typical high
school teacher. And he requires greater breadth in a field of knowl-

edge than does the typical college-university teacher? (p. 52).

Living up to expectations. er11ey and Wilbur (1970, p. 52)

noted that individuals wishing to teach at the two-year college level
must possess a body of knowledge to impart and be willing and able
to teach students displaying a wide variety of learning abilities.
The second requirement is generally the more difficult to fulfill.

It is all too easy for instructors to adopt a professional atti-
tude more suitable to university students than to community college
students. Community college instructors, unlike staff of senior
colleges, must monitor more carefully the degree of independence they
grant their students, to prevent them from losing sight of their
objectives. Instructors must also seriously consider limiting the
amount of abstract material they present to community college stu-
dents, for as is widely reported (Gleazer, 1964, p. 3; Monroe, 1972,
p. 255), many two-year college students may be unabie to process
the information adequately.

According to Monroe (1972) the academic limitations of the
student body "is a fact of 1ife which community college teachers
will need to learn to accept gracefully" (p. 255). Those who do
not, states London (1980), tend to become demoralized, since "success

with students . . . can be sufficiently insubstantial® (p. 70).

A lack of professionalism cited. Placing the student and his

needs at the center of the two-year college's mission helped
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faculty-oriented researchers to differentiate between desired faculty
behavior and observed faculty behavior. Upon haking this compari-
son, 0'Banion (1972) found that the typical faculty member was
"vocationally and educationally unprepared for specific employment
in the community-junior college" (p. 55). He concluded from con-
temporary reports that "many faculty members do not have the attitudes
or graduate preparation that would aid their adjustment to the teach-
ing college [the community college]" (p. 60):

Many faculty members do not support basic tenets of the

community-junior college philosophy, and may have great

distaste for a significant proportion of students who

attend the institutions.

Others critical of the two-year college faculty's adaptation
to their positions include the research team of Cohen and Brawer.
After analyzing the professional identity of the two-year college
faculty, they concluded (1972, p. 12), that these instructors had
yet to define a place for themselves as distinct from senior college
and high school teachers. Their most recent appraisal of two-year
college teachers was 1ittle better. In 1977, after having con-
ducted a nationwide survey of humanities instructors, they asserted
that "collectively the faculty exhibits a picture of an occupational
grouping‘in a nascent stage of professionalization" (Cohen &:BraWer,
p. Xi).

Cohen and Brawer (1977,, pp. 100-107) claimed that the faculty
display “"reclusive" tendencies, such as hiding behind conservative
teaching patterns which ignore important innovations in the manage-

ment of learning. They also claimed that faculty have spurned the
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newer methods of student evaluation, which specify objectives
designed to evaluate accurately teacher effectiveness. The authors
concluded (1977, p. 105) that faculty have failed as yet to develop
common goals, techniques, and concerns: the hallmarks of a full-
fledged profession. It was their observation that faculty "interact
with each other more on questions of rights, welfare, and college
level concerns than on issues relating to their doing a better job
for their clients" (p. 109).

To promote the professionalization of the two-year college
instructional staff, 0'Banion (1972) advocated the establishment and
extension of pre-service and in-service staff development programs.
O'Béhion (1974; p. 63) éought tb»cbeate a "peop1e¥6rientéd"kahd |
"process-oriented" staff, knowledgeable in the techniques of curricu-
Tum development. Brawer's (1979, p. 22) definition of the mature,
self-actualized instructor was one who merges his/her personal and
professional roles.

Garrison, 0'Banion, and Cohen and Brawer have expressed a widely
felt concern with the emerging corporate identity of two-year college
instructors. In summary, Cohen and Brawer (1977) stated: Community
college instructors "are teachers first, members of the [two-year
college]. teaching profession second" (p. 7), when, in fact, a commu-
nity college teachers' commitment should be just the reverse.

Missing from these authors' analyses was the consideration of a
growing sgement within the instructional staff: the part-time faculty.
Especially in the field of community college music education, part-

time faculty have traditionally played an important role (Leslie,
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Kellams, & Gunne, 1982, p. 22). Because of this, and other com-
pelling functional roles of the group, the needs and desires of

part~time faculty should be given full consideration.

Issues Concerning Part-Time Faculty

Within the past two decades, much has been written about the
two-year college instructor, yet only since the mid-1970s have the
needs of part-time faculty been seriously considered (Guthrie-Morse,
1979, p. 8). As Harris (1980) states: "During the 1950's, 1960's,
and early 1970's, an unusual emphasis was placed upon hiring full-
time faculty with a corresponding decreased emphasis on the role
of part-time facu]tyf~(p. 13). Both research and discussion about .
two-year college faculty produced during this period virtually ignored
part-time staff members. Interest in part-time faculty increased
simultaneously with the sharp increase of their numbers into the
community colleges, parallelling the rapid increase of students
enrolling in these institutions. In 1971 part-time faculty consti-
tuted 40% of the two-year college teaching force. By 1975 their
numbers had increased two-fold over 1971 to comprise a majority, 53%
of full-time faculty (AACJC, 1981, p. 61). Despite the interest
recently directed to part-time faculty, the literature pertaining to
part-timé faculty remains limited. According to Leslie, Kellams,
and Gunne (1982): "In general, very little has been written about
part-time faculty. Data are scarce and there has been little con-

tinuity in the research efforts in this field" (p. 11).
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Importance of part-time faculty. Harris (1980, p. 14) noted

that the existing diversified literature on part-time faculty con-
sists largely of articles containing assessments of the importance
of part-time faculty to the overall college environment. An example
may be found in a frequently cited article by Kuhn (1971, p. 466)
which contends that without part-time faculty, the junior collegs
could never offer the diversity of courses that they do. Now that
part-time faculty are the majority of all two-year cp]]ege teacher;,

it appears that Kuhn's observation is true.

Advantages and disadvantages of hiring part-time faculty. A

second topic that occurs in the literature relates to the advantages
and disadvantages of hiring part-time staff. The advantages of
hiring part-time faculty have been summarized by many authors.
Eliason (1980, pp. 2 and 6), for example, classified the benefits
derived through the use of part-time faculty into social and
economic categories. A listing of such benefits from the works of
Albert and Watson (1980), Eliason (1980),and Sillman (1980) appears
in Table 2.1.

The disadvantages of hiring part-time staff have not been so
widely treated. Cosand's study (1979) is the most cogent discys;ion
of the rép]acement of full-time staff by part-time staff. Cosand
(pp. 27-28) stated that by replacing full-time faculty with part-time
faculty: (a) the continuity of both personnel and program is sacri-
ficed; and (b) "the core faculty, decreased in size, becomes less

representative of the total program, less comprehending, and hence,
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TABLE 2.1.--Advantages of Hiring Part-time Faculty

Albert &Watson Eliason Sillman

Economic
1. Potential savings (per

course rate is lower) X X
2. No fringe benefits
3. Minimal office space

requirements
4. No long-term commitments X
5. Can share support services
6. Response to community needs

within budget X
7. Discouragement of collective

bargaining due to factionali-

zation X
Social
1. Curricular flexibility X
2. Scheduling flexibility
3. Used to meet affirmative

action guidelines
4, Link to community/industry
5. Pool of talent X

SOURCES: Albert and Watson (1980, p. 74).

Eliason (1980, pp. 2, 3, 6, 7).
Sillman (1980, pp. 89-90).
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less supportive of the college as a who]e.f Moreover, according to
Cosand, the employment of part-time faculty may prove detrimental
because: (a) part-time faculty do not maintain the same out-of-the-
classroom contacts with students.as do full-time faculty; (b) part-
time faculty may feel dissatisfied with their professional compensa-
tions; and (c) part-time faculty are perceived as threatening in
certain ways by full-time faculty.

Other problems associated with part-time faculty, mentioned by
Grymes (1976, p. 12) are that:(a) part-time faculty tend to be less
academically prepared than full-time faculty; (b) they often do not
possess comparable teaching skills and experiences; and (c) they
usually have other employment to which they devote é porfion of ﬁheir
time and efforts. Another researcher, Friedlander (1979) asserted
that part-time and full-time faculty differ quite markedly with
regard to a variety of instructional-related practices. Fried]andér
found that part-time faculty, in comparison with full-time faculty

had less input into the selection of materials to be used in

their courses, assigned fewer pages to pe read, used less
instructional media, recommended or required students to

attend fewer out-of-class activities, and placed less empha-
sis on written assignments in determining student grades

(p. 12).

Despite the functional differences between part- and full-time
facu]ty,.it remains to be proven conclusively that part-time faculty
members are inherently inferior teachers. Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne
(1981, p. 16) concluded only that the part-time faculty's instruc-
tional quality is less predictable than that of full-time faculty.
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Negative treatment of part-time faculty. It is now commonly

accepted that part-time faculty are treated differently than full-
time faculty. Bender and Breuder (1973) stimulated widespread inter-
est in the plight of part-time faculty with the disclosure that

many community college had not established policies or practices to
govern the utilization of part-time staff. Bender and Hammons (1972)
and Abel (1976) reported similar findings. Lombardi (1975) also
determined that part-time faculty have been abused. 1In a paper
published during a period in which faculty actively organized their
collective bargaining units, Lombardi noted that "savings made pos-
sible by hiring Tow-paid part-time instructors . . . partly financed
‘ . thé‘tcoﬁtempdranyj sdfge in enrdl]hent" (p.HSI); .LeSIie, |
Kellams, and Gunne (1982, pp. 144-145) called for fair and equitable
policies to address such issues as compensation and achievement of
tenure. To solve some problems that have emerged between part-time
faculty and administration, they recommended that contractual agree-
ments "should reflect a meeting of the minds, and not a take-it-or-

leave-it arrangement" (p. 145).

Part-time faculty development. One additional topic in the

literature concerns the desire to help realize the potential of
part-timé faculty. As Sillman (1980) states, this desire is rela-
tively new:
Staff development has been a major concern in community
colleges for the past decade; however, only in the last

few years has there been a real interest in the develop-
ment of programs for part-time faculty (p. 94).
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Various authors have outlined the objectives of community
college staff development programs. Hammons, Smith-Wallace, and
Watts (1978, p. 4), for example, have cited the requirements to
provide all faculty with information to utilize new technologies
of instruction and to cope with the needs of both "high-risk" and
older students. Programs designed to aid the development of par-
time staff in particular, however, tend to take a broader set of
objectives into consideration.
Parsons (1980, p. 48) constructed a detailed part-time faculty
development model largely because he perceived the need to maintain
the parity of instruction between part-time and full-time faculty.
Based on a plan implemented at a Mary]and community cd]TéQe,‘PArson's
model is structured as follows:
1. It counsels administrators to recruit faculty according
to subject matter expertise and teaching potential

2. It provides orientation programs for course organiza-
tion, and facilitates social and campus-related
introductions

3. It establishes channels of communication designed to

maintain a sense of faculty identification with the
.college

4, It provides for the availability of and access to

support services

5. It organizes instructional clinics to foster instruc-

tional expertise.
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6. It establishes processes of student and supervisory
evaluation of faculty, and encourages discussion of
the results
Parsons' format is one of several developed to minimize the
difficulties of part-time faculty in berforming their responsibili-
ties. It is one plan that pertains to how part-time faculty are
selected, supported, and assigned--elements that are considered by
Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982, p. 140) to be of primary importance

in the successful use of part-time faculty.

Faculty motivations for accepting a part-time position. The

reasons that part-time faculty choose to work at the community

college level have been examined by Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982).
After interviewing 104 part-time faculty from 14 colleges in Virginia
(including both senior and community colleges), the authors identified
four clusters of variables relating to the reasons faculty accepted
their positions. Faculty took employment primarily for intrinsic
reasons (p. 46) and secondarily for nonacademic professional reasons.
Intrinsically, faculty were motivated to accept their positions
because they derived personal satisfaction, a sense of accomplishment
and enjoyment from teaching. Some joined the college to escape "a
more roufine or less stimulating environment." Still others affiliated
with their college for the prestige. Secondly, individuals holding
nonacademic positions were found to enter into community college
teaching in order to share their specialized knowledge and skills

with their communities. A third set of reasons for faculty accepting
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positions pertained to what the authors termed "careerist" choices.
Some faculty members had accepted their positions because they were
unable to find full-time employment at the senior college level.
Finally, part-time faculty accepted their jobs for economic reasons.
According to Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne, however, teaching for the
money was "definitely the least salient of all reasons . . . uncov-
ered” (p. 45).

Grymes (1976, p. 18),in contrast, found the monetary factor to
be of immediate importance to part-time faculty. He reported that
the most frequently cited reason for teaching at his community
college part-time was to secure fextra income." The factor was
specified by 65% of the 254 part-time facuity inciudéd fn his(survey.“
The response, "Feel as if doing something worthwhiTe,f an intrinsic

reason, was selected almost as often (63.4%).

Characterizing the diversity of the part-time faculty. Research-

ers have often found that a diversity exists among the part-time
faculty. Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982, p. 144) noted, for example,
that part-time faculty with widely varying backgrounds are employed
at most institutions. Some part-time faculty share interests with
the full-time faculty; mdny do not. At some colleges, part-time
faculty ére employed on a continuing, long-term basis. Elsewhere,
part-time faculty are employed more sporadically.

Lombardi (1975) differentiated between day and evening part-
time faculty, indicating that evening workers may be subjected to
inferior working conditions. He also differentiated between part-

time staff who maintained jobs outside the college and those who
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depend on their college position for the major part of their
income. He indicated (pp. 2-3) that part-time faculty without
other jobs were the most interested in continuous employment and
fringe benefits.

Most recently, researchers have begun to hypothesize typologies
to account for the diversity of the part-time staff. Quayle (1977,
1978), cited by Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982, p. 37), divided a
population of part-time faculty into three categories: (a) educa-
tional professionals (teachers concurrently employed in other edu-
cational levels), (b) noneducational professionals (crafts people
employed full time in a noneducationally related pos1t1on), and
(c) permanent part-time staff members (those hoping to obtain a full-
time position at their institution). A more detailed typology.,
encompassing both two-year and four-year college faculty was formu-
lated by Tuckman (1978). Research that uses an appropriate typology
might prove more accurate than research that uses an undifferentiated

population.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction, the state of self-reported contentedness with
the wholg or aspects of one's job is clearly difficult to measure.
In order to estimate the job-related satisfaction of two-year college
faculty, various approaches have been employed. Some researchers
have asked their subjects to answer a single, direct question: "“Are
you satisfied with what you are doing?" Other have asked their sub-

jects to respond to a series of job-related questions. Some
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researchers have categorized their'questions, and then have examined
their subjects' responses to each category separately to produce more
detailed analyses of faculty job satisfaction.

Differing approaches exist for both measuring and interpreting
job satisfaction. While most researchers, 1ike Eckert and Williams
(1972, p. 26) perceived satisfaction to be significantly influenced
by environmental causes, a few researchers such as Cohen and Brawer
(1977, p. 31) believed satisfaction to be linked basically to person-
ality: what satisfies one individual sometimes dissatisfies another.
Despite theoretical disagreement, a consensus remains regarding the
satisfaction of two-year college faculty. According to reviewers of
the literature (Frankel, 1973, p. 6; Friedlander, 1976, p. 61), most
studies of two-year college faculty have indicated that the vast
majority of faculty members are generally satisfied with their jobs.
However, researchers who questioned faculty members in greater depth
have often found that faculty specifically identified unsatisfactory

aspects of their jobs.

Inferences of generalized satisfaction. Estimates of two-year

college faculty job satisfaction are most often obtained by asking
subjects‘a direct question. A dozen studies indicated that more

than 85% of full-time faculty members responded positively to direct
questions regarding their job satisfaction. For example, 94% of
Kurth and Mills' (1968) sample of full-time faculty from Florida
responded positively to the question: "“Are you happy with the nature

of your work?" Eckert and Williams (1972) reported that more than
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80% of the full-time teachers they sampled responded affirmatively to
the question: "Do you 1like your job?" To the query: "How much do
you enjoy teaching at the junior college level?" 94% of full-time
faculty surveyed by Kelley and Wilbur (1970, p. 191) replied that they
enjoyed teaching either very well or extremely well. The question,
"Are you satisfied with your job?f drew an affirmative response from
95% of full-time staff surveyed by Benoit (1978). In contrast, a
relatively low percentage of full-time faculty indicated their satis-
faction in a study conducted by the National Educational Association
(1979). When asked to complete the phrasé: fMy morale is . . .,9

~ 73.3% of full-time faculty surveyed by the NEA (1979, p. 12) described.
their morale as "fairly highf or "very high."

Accounts of the degree of general satisfaction experienced by
part-time faculty may be relatively scarce, but they are consistent.
Part-time faculty appear to be generally content with their positions.
Quanty (1976) reported that 95% of the part-time faculty who comprised
his Timited sample expressed general satisfaction with their jobs.
Only 35% of his sample, however, expressed particular satisfaction
with their salaries. Similarly, Grymes (1976) reported that the part-
time faculty from the one Virginia community college he studied were
generally satisfied with their job and with their school's facilities.
Cohen and Brawer (1977, p. 61) indicated that to their surprise, they
found no significant difference in satisfaction between part-time
and full-time humanities instructors. It is commonly indicateg, how-
ever, (Cohen and Brawer, 1977, p. 29; Quayle, 1977),that of the part-

time faculty surveyed, those who were most likely to report
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satisfaction with part-tme teaching were those who held concurrent

full-time employment outside of their college.

Use of unidimensional or summative scales. Certain researchers

felt that in order to estimate job satisfaction more accurately, a
subject should respond to a battery of job-related questions rather
than to a single question. Among the researchers ascribing to this
approach are Cohen and Brawer (1977) and Wozniak (1973). Cohen and
Brawer (1977, p. 16) measured job satisfaction by asking subjects to
report their level of agreement or disagreement to items such as the
following: (a) "If I had a chance to retrace my steps, I would not
choose an academic lTife;" and'(b)'fSatisfactory‘opportUnities for
in-service training are not available at this colTege.F A summative
score for each subject was acquired by aligning the polarities of
each item, calculating a value for each response (using a five-step
rating scale), and then adding the results. Brawer (1976, pp. 7-8)
ascertained that of the 1493 humanities faculty surveyed, 17% exhibited
high job satisfaction, 59% exhibited medium job satisfaction, and 24%
exhibited Tow job satisfaction.

A similar procedure was employed by Wozniak (1973). Wozniak
emp]oyed_the Brayfield-Rothe scale of items relating to job satis-
faction, a scale which was among the measures of job satisfaction
eva]uated by Robinson, Athanasiou, and Head (1969). Wozniak's
study, performed with two-year college music faculty, will be dis-

cussed in detail later in this section.
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Advantages and disadvantages of teaching at the community college

level. The study that most explicitly identified pleasing and dis-

pleasing job-related components was conducted in the fall of 1967 by

Kelley and Wilbur. Their sample consisted of 118 full-time two-year

college faculty members from 23 community/junior colleges nationwide.

Faculty members specified (1970, pp. 191-193) by free response that

the ten most enjoyable aspects of teaching at the two-year college

level were (in order):

1.

o v A W N

~4
.

9.
10.

Experiencing academic and personal freedom

Placing an emphasis on teaching (rather than on research)
Encountéring_students of differing abilities

Establishing close re]atidnships’W1fhvstudeﬁt$: )
Establishing close relationships with faculty

Encountering higher level of students (compared to the
high school level)

Dealing with a responsive administration
Experiencing a feeling of service to students
Teaching within relaxing working conditions

Experiencing the excitement of the junior college
philosophy and its characteristics

Among the probiems that faculty members perceived as currently

perplexing (Kelley and Wilbur, 1970, pp. 199-120) were the following:

1'
2.

Maintaining motivation and instructional standards

Maintaining good inter-personal relations and communica-
tions

Securing adequate working conditions
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4. Planning curriculum with reference to students'
needs and abilities

Interpreting the two-year college's role in education

()]
.

Nurturing professional abilities and insights
Accepting the college's open-door admissions policy

Coping with immature and aimless students

O 00 N o

Providing effective and efficient academic counseling

10. Attracting qualified staff members

Kelley and Wilbur summarized their findings by listing the
services, courtesies, and rewards desired by community-junior college
faculty. According to the authors (pp. 214-215), faculty wanted
better or improved:

Salaries

Teaching loads

Free time

Working relations with administrators and staff
Lines of communication '

Standards of teaching and learning

Student follow-up results

Counseling and student placement

Status and prestige

Faculty orientation

—
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11. Opportunities for professional growth
12. Public relations

13. Administrative leadership

14. Quality among the staff

15. Financing

16. Cooperation among staff members

17. Articulation and coordination within and between
.educational levels

18. Attitudes among students and teachers

19. Methods of teacher evaluation

20. Methods of staffing

21. Agreement on philosophy, goals, purposes, and functions

22. Continuity of learning

23. Faculty voice in college government

24. Freedom from unnecessary pressures

25. Faculty fringe benefits
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Kelley and Wilbur's study is particularly relevant to the present
stddy because it serves as a primary source for many of the items
included within the attitudinal measures. No other study is nearly
as comprehensive in its specification of environmental variables
pertinent to full-time faculty. The study is, however, deficient in
its treatment of problems encountered specifically by part-time

faculty.

Identification of part-time faculty needs. In 1975 Ferrett

conducted a study to determine the needs of part-time faculty employed
at a single Michigan community college. She formulated a list of 12
.problems of great concern to part-time faculty, and asked her sample
of 150 part-time staff members to identify and rank order the five
most important problems they faced.

The five most important needs identified by part-time faculty
were as follows (p. 131):

1. Learning the range of responsibilities that part-time

faculty are expected to undertake

2. Understanding the administrative structure of the
college to know whom to consult regarding a particular

problem

3. Obtaining needed instructional materials

4. Obtaining help in instructional improvement

5. Adapting instruction to individual academic differences

These needs appear to relate to the functioning of part-time
faculty within their instructional role. Should these needs not be
met, job dissatisfaction might ensue. A completely different issue,
however, appeared among part-time faculty who perceived themselves

as members of an underclass. Among the most prevalent complaints
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from several studies of part-time faculty are those listed in the

following table.

TABLE 2.2.--Sources of Part-time Faculty Dissatisfactipn

Source of Dissatisfaction Source
1. Low salaries 1, 2, 7
2. Llack of job security 7
3. Lack of fringe benefits : 1, 2, 5
4. Lack of support services 2, 4
5. Relegation to evening and outreach courses 5
6. Lack of voice in planning 2, 6
7. Ignored by full-time staff in own field 6
8. Irregular pay increments or other payment problems 5
9. Low status 1
10. Prohibited from full-time employment by economics 2, 7
11. Lack of academic rank 2
SOURCES: 1 Abel (1976) 5 Ferris (1976)

2 Anderson (1975) 6 Greenwood (1980)

3 Cohen (1976) 7 Obetz (1976)

4 Eliason (1980)

Identification of factors influencing job satisfaction. To

clarify the broader dynamics at work within the enVironment, various
researchers have sought to identify clusters of variables, or factors,
that influence job satisfaction. Garrison (1968, pp. 9-11), noted that
faculty expressed major concerns in six areas: (1) lack of time,

(2) relating college policies to instruction, (3) participating in

college governance, (4) adapting instruction to the variety of student
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abilities, (5) evaluating and grading student work, and (6) lack of
clerical help. His categorization parallelled quite closely that
used by Siehr et al. (1963, p. 26).

Ferrett (1975, p. 106) intuitively categorized the set of needs
jdentified by part-time faculty into three broad factors: (a) per-
sonal development and growth, (b) need to clarify organizational
structure, and (¢) need to insure instructional improvement. Cohen
and Friedlander (1980) distilled their findings even further. They
categorized the desires of instructors according to what instructors
want for themselves and what they want for their work situations.
Accord1ng to the authors, 1nstructors want more tlme, more 1nteract1on
with colleagues, and better professional development opportun1t1es
for themselves; for their work situation, they want better support,

better students, and better media and materials.

Use of pre-defined factors. Herzberg (1959) is often credited

with having influenced an entire generation of job-satisfaction
researchers. In 1957, he conducted a study of what industrial workers
desired from their jobs, and concluded thatpositive feelings toward
work tended to be associated with task-oriented, intrinsic factors,
while negative work attitudes tended to be associated with environ-
mental, or extrinsic factors.

In his original study, Herzberg classified a set of job-related
variables as shown in Table 2.3.

Many researchers have sought to test Herzberg's construct.

Recently, researchers such as Shank (1968) and Wittenauer (1980) have
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TABLE 2.3.--Herzberg's Classification of Factors Influencing Hotiva-

tion
Satisfaction Producing Factors Dissatisfaction Producing Factors
(Intrinsic) (Extrinsic)
Achievement ' Policy and administration
Recognition Supervision
Work itself Interpersonal relations
Responsibility Working conditions
Advancement Salary

Status

Personal life

Job security
Possibility of growth

SOURCE: Hoy and Miskel (1982, p. 150).

replicated Herzberg's findings. They agree that satisfaction tends
to be related to the presence of intrinsic rewards. Other research-
ers have found evidence contradicting Herzberg's theory. Moorehead
(1979), for example, surveying 173 full-time community college faculty
in Connecticut, found that extrinsic factors proved more highly
correlated with overall satisfaction than did intrinsic factors.

In an attempt to account for some of these divergent findings,
a competing theory has been formulated. Hoy and Miskel (1978) modi-
fied Herzberg's theory of satisfaction/dissatisfaction by extrapolating
a third factor, composed of variables that may be associated with
either satisfaction or dissatisfaction, under different conditions.
Hoth (1979) replicated Hoy and Miskel's three-factor theory. In her

study of 68 academic faculty members from a Michigan community
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college, she found that intrinsic factors were more strongly asso-
ciated with High satisfaction than with low satisfaction, extrinsic
factors more strongly associated with Tow satisfaction than with
high satisfaction, and ambient factors (the third factor) strongly
associated with neither high nor with Tow satisfaction.

In a study similar to that of Hoy and Miskel, Friedlander (1976)
stated that satisfaction is associated with both intrinsic as well as
extrinsic factors. Pointing to a paradox in the Kurth and Mills
study (1968), he hypothesized and concluded (p. 61) that community
college faculty are indeed satisfied with their jobs; it is only that
they are dissatisfied with their working conditions. Friedlander's
(1979) and Hoth's (1979) work indicated that labeling factors és
intrinsic or éxtrinsic may help to idenfify certain determinants of

job satisfaction, but not others.

Use of the factor analytic technique. Instead of pre-

categorizing variables into intrinsic, extrinsic, or ambient factors,
the factor analytic technique permits areas to be identified accord-

ing to the way variables empirically cluster. The most relevant
research using factor analysis was conducted by Sanders (1971). In

a study of 195 full-time faculty members employed within the University .
of Kentucky community college system, Sanders discerned four factors
relating to faculty morale: (a) Factor I contained items pertaining

to interpersonal relations, communication with the administration,
personal security, relationship with an immediate supervisor, and

growth and advancement; (b) Factor II related to physical working
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conditions; (c) Factor III included variables related to adequacy of
salary, and salary schedule; and finally, (d) Factor IV pertained to
noninstructional workload. Sanders found (p. 50) that his first,
composite factor was the most important in explaining moral differ- .
ences. He observed that "where the faculty member felt more person-
ally secure, he tended to have better communication with colleagues
and administrators, and as a result was more 1ikely to be associated

with the higher morale group” (1971, p. 50).

Implied indicators of job satisfaction. Certain situational

responses reveal information about how faculty view their jobs, but
from which a direct inference of job satisfaction cannot be made. -
Among these implied indicators are expressed job preference, specu-
lations as to future plans, and observed faculty turnover.
Historicé]]y, a large proportion of two-year college faculty
have viewed with envy a senior college teaching position. According
to Cohen and Brawer (1977), "Many [staff members] readily admit that
they would rather teach in a'four-year college or university than
in the two-year college" (p. 81). Siehr (1963), for example, found
that 75% of new full-time faculty entering into the community colleges
of Michigan openly aspired to a senior college position. In a
nationa]lstudy, Medsker (1960, p. 175) noted that 46% of full-time
two-year college faculty preferred their current teaching position
as compared to a majority (52%) who preferred four-year college
teaching. Later research suggests that a majority of full-time

faculty now tend to consider community college teaching their primary
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choice. Kurth and Mills (1968), for instance, found that 54.2% of
their Florida sample preferred two-year college teaching, while
34.8% of those surveyed preferred to teach at the senior college
level, if salary, promotion, and job security were equal. Similarly,
Medsker and Tillery (1971, p. 91) found a majority (53.8%) of full-
time faculty preferred working within the two-year colleges.

The attitudes of part-time faculty toward this issue are less
well known. Cohen and Brawer (1977, p. 60) observed that a larger
proportion of part-time humanities faculty than full-time humanities
faculty (51% vs. 35%) reported finding a four-year college position
"'very attractive." No other data are available. Among the part-
tfme facu1ty; a reiated jssue ariSes: aspik{ng to fu11¥tihe‘cohmu¥
nity college employment. Grymes (1976) reported that a majority (68%)
of part-time faculty surveyed sought community college employment
with the aim of supplementing their income; only a few (2%) indicated
they hoped to gain full-time employment. Similarly, Abel (1976) noted
that 65% of part-time staff surveyed preferred to remain part-time
employees. Nonetheless, 70% of her sampie indicated that they would
accept full-time employment should the opportunity arise.

Gradually, an increasing percentage of full-time faculty have
indicated their intention to stay in community college teaching. In
1963, Siehr found that only one in three new full-time teachers sur-
veyed viewed community college teaching as a career. Kurth and
Mills reported during the late 1960s (1968) that 58.5% of full-time

faculty from Florida planned to remain in their positions, rather
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than find employment elsewhere. A significant proportion of Kurth
and Mills' sample, however, (29.6%) were undecided about their future
in the profession. A later report by Bushnell (1973, p. 35) indi-
cated that 80% of the full-time faculty surveyed nationwide intended
to stay in community college teaching. Extensive data régarding the
future plans of part-time faculty are not available. A study by
Quanty (1976) indicated that 78% of part-time faculty surveyed from
one Kansas community college were willing to commit themselves to one
additional year of community college teaching.

One reliable indicator of teacher satisfaction might be the rate
pf”facu1ty turnover. Turnover relates to both expressed job preference
and to speculation about future empioyment plané. Unfortuhatély, the |
limited data available on turnover makes it difficult to determine
clearly the relationship between faculty turnover and job satisfac-
tion. Moreover, with a slowing economy, faculty turnover, or mobility,
may be artificially repressed. The foliowing, however, may be cited.
Kelly (c.f., Kelly énd Connolly, 1968, p. 6), who reported the results
of a follow-up study to his dissertation, stated that 48% of 1500 new
two-year college full-time faculty employed in New York State had
vacated their position within three years of their initial employment.
In a report that reflects more current economic conditions, however,
Abel (1976) found that between fall 1975 and fall 1976, only 4% of
full-time faculty employed at one California community college had
relinquished their positions, in contrast to the 35% of part-time

faculty who had done so.



40

Correlates of satisfaction. Researchers often seek to identify

the demographic variables that correlate significantly with their
measure of satisfaction. To date, however, findings have been ambigu-
ous. Kelley and Wilbur (1970) found that, "answers seemed fo reflect
little differences among sex, religion, and other profile character-
istics" (p. 251). Eckert and Williams (1972) observed that within
their sample of Minnesota community college faculty, older faculty
members displayed greater satisfaction than did younger faculty, and
that vocational faculty expressed greater satisfaction than did
academic faculty. Cohen and Brawer (1977, pp. 25-32) indicated that
among community college humanities faculty, age, future plans, secon-
dary school teaching experience, and possession of a concurrent
position correlated positively with higher satisfaction. Race, sex,
and "surprisingly" (p. 28), employment status (part-time or full-time)
were not significantly related to satisfaction.

Kepple (1978), in his nationwide survey of 374 full-time faculty,
found that faculty over the age of 50 exhibited greater satisfaction
than did younger faculty, and that tenured faculty expressed greater
satisfaction than did nontenured faculty. In addition, those who
had taught for six years or more displayed greater satisfaction than
did faculty who had taught less than two years, and instructors
holding a master's degree proved more satisfied than faculty holding
a doctorate. Satisfacfion proved unrelated, however, to such factors
as sex, formal study of the community college, and prior enroliment

as a community college student.
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Finally, in Moorehead's (1979) study of 173 full-time faculty
in Connecticut, the following results were observed. Of the factors
of age, sex, educational level, teaching experience, and race, only
race related significantly to satisfaction. In Moorehead's study,
Caucasians displayed significantly higher satisfaction than did
minority'faculty members .

Defining the Model Two-Year
College Faculty Member

The Titerature contains several descriptions of the model two-
year college faculty member which reflect the values of the two-year
colleges 1n terms of the personal qualities, attitudes, and abilities
believed necessary to insure efficient and happy community college
teaching. The most prominent of these descriptions are summarized
below. Included are Kelley and Wilbur's (1970, pp. 55-57) "Ten
Commandments” for succeésfu] senior-community college teaching, Blai's
(1975, p. 187) descriptors of "A good community college
teacher. . . ." and three sources bearing strong similarity:
Palinchak's (1973, pp. 261-266), Jamerson's (1979, p. 7), and Lansing
Community College, Michigan, Open Admissions Committee's (1980,
pp. 40-41) profiles of the "ideal” faculty member.

1. ' The ideal community college faculty member is selected
for his/her teaching abilities and potential.

You must desire and enjoy teaching (Kelley & Wilbur, Item #1)
You must be dedicated to your task (Kelly & Wilbur, Item #6)

A faculty member should be selected for potential teaching
competence and performance aptitude as matched to job
competency rather than for assumed competence based on
credentials, degrees, and so - called "equivalent" expe-
rience (Lansing Community College, Item #1).
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A faculty member should have had prior teaching
experience (Lansing Community College, Item #6)

The model community college faculty member is vitally
concerned about his students.

A faculty member should perceive his/her role as a
teacher first and subject-matter specialist second
(Lansing Community College, Item #2).

You must be vitally concerned about the growth and
development of your students (Kelley and Wilbur, Item #7).

A faculty member should have a firm commitment to involve-
ment in student and community affairs prior to employ-
ment {Lansing Community College, Item #3).

You must prefer teaching a variety of adults, young and
old (Kelley and Wilbur, Item #2).

You must have other personal attributes that make you a
gengine, emphathetic human being (Kelley & Wilbur, Item
#10).

A good community college teacher gives most of his time
to students (Bali, Item #1).

A good community college teacher is student oriented-
(Blai, Item #2).

A good community college teacher is admired by students
(Blai, Item #3).

[A successful two-year college teacher]places the inter-
ests and concerns of students above his field of study
or his)outside-of—co]lege activities (Monore, 1972,

p. 278).

The ideal community college faculty member is an advocate

of the community college philosophy.

You must be sold on the values and contributions of junior
college education to society (Kelley & Wilbur, Item #3).

A faculty member should be committed to the concept of the
community college and help to keep individuals within

the community informed of the significance of its existence
(Lansing Community College, Item #9).
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Teachers have a responsibility to be committed to the
idea of the community college if they choose to be
employed by one (Jamerson, 1979, p. 7).

You must know your subject matter and students and
express)positive attitudes toward both (Kelley & Wilbur,
Item #9).

The ideal community college faculty member is accepting
of the college’s mission.

A faculty member should understand the concept of equal
access and open admissions to the community college
(Lansing Community College, Item #4)

A faculty member should recognize that counseling, remedia-
tion, and referral services are primary concerns (Lansing
Community College, Item #5).

The ideal community college faculty member is a profes-
sional educator. ,

You must strive to become an excellent teacher, one who
knows and uses effective methods and techniques (Kelley &
Wilbur, Item #8).

A faculty member should have some knowledge or training

in the areas of learning theory, program planning, curricu-
lar strategies, evaluation techniques (Lansing Community
College, Item #10).

A faculty member should recognize and accept the concept
of evaluation and educational assessment at the broadest
levels of application. Evaluation principles should be
discussed and developed as they are applied to students,
teachers, administrators, and institutions (Lansing
Community College, Item #7).

A faculty member should have the ability to deal with
students who require special attention to overcome

"deficiencies (Lansing Community College, Item #11).

A faculty member should be aware that he/she will be
expected to conduct informal research which might
involve inquiries into the effects of teaching and
learning, student attitudes and values, varying grading
systems, teacher effectiveness, evaluation of goals,
etc. [sic], with the aid of the Office of Institutional
Research (Lansing Community College, Item #8).
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6. The ideal community college faculty member is attuned
with his/her professional environment.

A faculty member should have flexibility in adapting
and adjusting to changes (Lansing Community College,
Item #12).

You must like a community college atmosphere of academic
work and 1ife (Kelley & Wilbur, Item #4).

You must be reasonably satisfied with the maximum
salaries and benefits you can obtain at the two-
year college level (Kelley & Wilbur, Item #5).

Descriptors of Two-Year
College Faculty

Demographic descriptors.

1. Size of population--The number of community college teach-
ers has incfeased substantia11y bVer the past th'decades from 29,000
in 1960 to 105,000 in 1970 (0'Banion, 1972, p. 79) to over 220,000
in 1981 (AACJC, 1982, p. 75). Since 1975 part-time faculty have
comprised the majority of all two-year college instructors (Cohen
& Brawer, 1977, p. 56; AACJC, 1982, p. 75).

2. Age--The average full-time two-year college faculty member
was in his or her early 40s (Kurth & Mills, 1970; National Educa-
tional Association, 1979). The average part-time faculty member was
35 years of age or younger (Grymes, 1976; Quanty, 1976; Cohen &
Brawer, 1977). According to Cosand (1979, p. 25), the average age of
teachers has increased due to a decline in academic mobility at the
community college level.

3. Sex--The male-to-female ratio among two-year college faculty

was approximately 3:2 (AACJC, 1978). Women, however, have been



45

entering into community college teaching with increasing frequency,

and their growing presence has been noted especially within the

part-time ranks (Abel, 1976; Leslie, Kellams, & Gunne, 1982, p. 15).
4. Race--Caucasians made up 90% of more of both full-time

and part-time faculty (Bayer, 1970, 1973; Bushnell, 1973; Quanty,

1976; Grymes, 1976; Cohen & Brawer, 1977).

Experiential descriptors.

1. Sources of recruitment--Many individuals were coming into
community college teaching after their master's and doctorate degrees
(Palinchak, 1973, p. 219). Some were entering the profession during
‘their graduate studies (Cohen & Brawer, 1977, p. 60). Fewer were
being recruited away from public school teaching (Phair, 1975;

Kelly & Connolly, 1970). (For older data, see 0'Banion, 1972, p. 120).

2. Teaching experience--About half of all full-time two-year
college instructors have had prior public school teaching experience
(Knurth & Mills, 1968; Kelley & Wilbur, 1970; Bushnell, 1973; NEA,
1979). Part-time faculty were less likely to have had any teaching
experience (Grymes, 1976; Friedlander, 1979) or to have had as much
teaching experience (Cohen & Brawer, 1977, p. 60).

3. Highest degree held--Approximately 75% of all full-time
two-year.college teachers had earned a master's degree (Bayer, 1973;
Grymes, 1976, NEA, 1979). Approximately 55% of all part-time faculty
had earned a master's degree as their highest academic credential
(Grymes, 1976; Quanty, 1976). Approximately 15% of all full-time
faculty had earned a doctorate (Grymes, 1976; Cohen & Brawer, 1977;
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NEA, 1979). Estimates of part-time faculty holding a doctorate range
from 7.5% (Grymes, 1976) through about 12%.(Bender & Breuder, 1973;
Cohen & Brawer, 1977) to as high as 15% (Quanty, 1976). (For older
data, see 0'Banion, 1972, p. 120).

4. Currently enrolled--Less than one-third of all full-time
faculty were currently pursuing a higher degree (Bushnell, 1973;
Cohen & Brawer, 1977, p. 60).

5. Knowledge of the community college environment--Few faculty
members formally studied the community college as an educational
institution. Estimates range from 46% (Knurth & Mills, 1968) to
33% (Medsker & Tillery, 1971) of faculty who have undertaken such
study. |

6. Attendance at the community college--Less than one-third,
and perhaps only one-fourth of all full-time faculty had ever attended
a two-year coliege themselves (Medsker, 1960; Knurth & Mills, 1968;
Medsker & Tillery, 1971; Cohen & Brawer, 1977).

7. Years in the employ of their colleges--A chronological inter-
pretation of available data indicate that the most full-time faculty
employed within the two-year colleges were recruited between 1965
and 1970 and have, for the most part, remained in their position
(c.f., Medsker & Tillery, 1971; Bushnell, 1973; Bayer, 1973; Cohen
& Brawer, 1977; NEA, 1979). More than half of the part-time faculty
surveyed had been employed at their college for two years or less

(Quanty, 1976; Cohen &Brawer, 1977).
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Professional descriptors.

1. Rank--Only about one-third of all full-time faculty were
accorded professorial rank (Bayer, 1970, 1973; NEA, 1979). Not all
two-year colleges confer academic rank upon their faculty.

2. Tenure--The percentage of full-time two-year college faculty
holding tenure has been rising (Cosand, 1979, p. 25; National Center
for Education Statistics, 1980, p. 184). According to the NCES,
approximately 74% of all full-time public two-year college faculty
had been granted tenure as of the 1978-1979 academic year. Their
figures indicate that more men than women are tenured, but that
_women have been making significant gains. In a supplementary find-
ing, the NEA (1979) reported that the average full-time community

college teacher received tenure after five years of service.

Functional descriptors.

1. Work load--The average full-time two-year college instructor
taught four class sections per week for fifteen contact hours, or a
total of approximately 41 in-school hours (NEA, 1979). Bayer (1973)
found that half of all full-time instructors taught a fifth class
as well. Most part-time faculty were assigned a single course to
teach (Quanty, 1976), or two courses, at most (Abel, 1976). The two-
year college teacher spends most of her or his time teaching and not
in research (Cohen & Brawer, 1977, p. 52). Bayer (1973) reported,
for example, that 60% of all full-time instructors surveyed spent

no time at all planning or conducting research.
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2. Scheduling of faculty--According to Lombardi (1975), full-
time community college faculty taught primarily during the daytime,
but some supplemented their income by teaching evening courses. Both
Abel (1976) and Quanty (1976) indicated that a majority of part-time
faculty were assigned to teach evening courses. Only 17% of Quanty's
(1976) sample of part-time faculty taught solely daytime classes.

Summary of General Literature
About Two-Year College

Faculty

The 1iterature reveals that prominent researchers, such as

0'Banion (1974),and Cohen and Brawer (1972, 1977) remain highly criti-
cal of 'the Tow professional level at which community college instruc-
tors function. They find that many instructors disagree with the
student-oriented, open-admissions philosophies of the community
colleges and lack empathy for the many students who display low aca-
demic abilities. They criticize the majority of instructors for
remaining subject-matter specialists first and members of the commu-
nity college teaching profession second. Various researchers, includ-
ing 0'Banion (1972, 1974), Gaff (1976), and Hammons, Smith-Wallace,
and Watts (1978) recommend that pre-service and in-service training
opportunities be extended.

Sevéra] models of the ideal community college instructor have
been published. The community college authorities are seeking candi-
dates: (a) who have developed teaching abilities and who show
potential; (b) who are vitally concerned about their students;

(c) who are advocates of the community college philosophy; (d) who are
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accepting of their college's mission; (e) who intend to assume the
responsibi]itfes of the professional educator; and (f) who are
attuned to their professional environment.

Relatively little research has been performed using part-time
instructors, a faculty subpopulation that became a majority of the
instructional force in 1975. Among the numerous economic and social
advantages reported for their employment, flexibility of programming
is primary. Among the disadvantages, however, is that compared with
full-time faculty, their quality is less dependable (Leslie, Kellams,
& Gunne, 1982), and their instructional-related practices are
~generally 1ess stringent. According to recent studies, the part-
time faculty appears to be a heterogeneous group. Somé parthimé
instructors share many attributes and interests in common with full-
time faculty, while others do not.

Most studies demonstrate that the vast majority of,cdmmunity
college instructors are generally satisfied with their jobs. Yet
faculty commonly find fault with their working conditions. Part-
time faculty express concerns about their job security, salary, and
status. Inferences of job satisfaction have been derived from
responses to single, direct questions, as well as from responses to
a battery of job-related questions. Responses to batteries of ques-
tions have been rank-ordered, summated monodimensionally, and grouped
into factors. Variable clusters have been defined both intuitively

and by factor analysis.
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0'Banion's (1972) often reproduced summary of the characteristics
of two-year college faculty reads as follows:

The typical community-junior college faculty member is a

30-to-50 year-old middle-class male whose previous work

experience has been in public schools or in business and
industry. He has amaster's degree in his subject area.

His course work has been taken at four-year institutions

exclusively; it has seldom included the study of the

community-junior college. This lack of experience in

the academic field and in work is compounded by the

faculty member's relatively recent entry into a community-

junior college position, a new position that he may have

found by chance in his local region (p. 55).

Among the recent changes affecting the community college faculty
profile are (a) women entering into community college teaching with
increasing frequency, (b) a decrease in the percentage of faculty
that has taught in the Tower grades, (c) a decline in academic mobil-
ity at the community college level which has increased both the
average age of in-service teachers and the percentage of tenured

faculty.

The Two-Year College Music Instructor

Music in the Two-Year Colleges

The incidence of music in the two year colleges. Music has

long been offered at most two-year colleges across the nation. Among
the ear]y surveyors of two-year college curriculum, Eels (1930,

p. 489) reported that 57% of 279 public and private two-year colleges
across the nation were offering music. A decade later, Colvert (1939,
p. 87) found that 61.5% of 195 public junior colleges surveyed included
music in their curriculum. Although the figures cited suggest that

some music was available at most junior colleges, two factors
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influenced the general distribution of music within these institu-
tions. The first is the regional disparities in the distribution
of music. For example, Temple (1939), cited by Feman (1962, p. 27)
asserted that music was available within 75% of the junior colleges
in the North Central region of the United States, a percentage
higher than that reported for the country as a whole. The second
factor pertained to the particularities of individual institutions.
Colvert (1939, p. 87) observed that the larger a junior college's
student enrollment, the greater the probability that it offered
music.

~ Later figures indicated that by 1970, music had gajned accept-
ance into the vast majority of two-year colleges. A Music Educators
National Conference (MENC) study conducted by Stover et al. (1970)
indicated that 90% of 586 public and private junior colleges included
music in their offerings. A recent survey in Michigan by Merkel
(1977) demonstrated that music was offered at most two-year colleges
within the state. Merkel (1977) stated that, "all [three of the]
church-related [two-year] colleges, and [all but one] of the [29]
public community colleges [in the state] offer some music. None,
[however] of the [three] private business colleges offers music"

(p. 117).

Scope of music curricula. The two-year college, as an institu-

tion, is known for the variety of students it serves. In keeping

with the community college philosophy, music programs tend to be
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designed for more than just the music major. As Feman (1968) stated,
the study of music as a living art, is beneficial for all students:
The purpose of introducing music to the public junior
college program was to meet avocational and vocational
needs by stressing music not only as an academic pursuit
but as an area for the development of appreciative, inter-
pretive, cultural, and creative abilities for the indi-

vidual student. In many situations, these musical activi-
ties have involved considerable community participation

(p. 28).

Merkel (1977) reported that in Michigan, the needs of the general
student are addressed by the vast majority of two-year college music
programs.

The role of music in 55% of the public community colleges

[in Michigan] is currently directed toward satisfying the

needs of both music-majors and the general student. 39%

of the colleges have programs geared only toward the general

student, and only 6% of the colleges have music programs

designed expressly for the music major (p. 118).

He further reported (p. 118) an increasing trend of colleges to list
in their catalogs nonconventional courses, such as barbershop sing-
ing, harmonica, and old-time fiddle. The implications are, therefore,
that the community colleges need nonconventional types of teachers

to cover the spectrum of courses offered within a diversified curricu-
Tum.

One factor that has historically limited the scope of two-year
college music programs has been the size of a college's student
enrollment. Colvert's 1939 data (p. 87) indicated that schools with
larger enrollments tended to offer more music per semester than did

schools with smaller enrollments. This observation has been supported

most recently by Merkel (1977). Merkel's chart (p. 109) indicated
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that community colleges in Michigan with student enroilments of

over 3,000 advertised twice as many different classes in music as

did colleges with enrollments below 3,000. Pollard (1977) con-
tributed additional insight into the relationship between the scope
of the music curricula and student enrollment. Pollard found that
rural public community colleges tended to have small student enroll-
ments, fewer coﬁrse offerings, gnd consequently, smaller music facul-
ties than did public community coTleQes situation in either metro-

politan or urban areas.

Staffing Patterns for Two-Year College Music Programs

~ Historically, the two-year colleges have employed very few music
teachers. The earliest references to the staffing of two-year college
music programs (Talley, 1938, p. 141; Daniels, 1946, p. 80).indicated
that only one or two faculty members were assigned to teach all the
music included within the curriculum. White (1967, p. 21) in his
investigation into the status of music at the junior college level,
noted that junior college music departments were operated most often
by two faculty members: one, a choir-voice-keyboard teacher, and the
other, an instrumental-music history, and theory teacher. Stover et
al. (1970, p. 19) came to a similar conclusion. They found that
nearly hé]f of all junior colleges offering music supported either a
one- or two-person staff.

It has long been recognized that many junior coliege music

programs were understaffed. Martensen (1940) reported:
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Because of strained financial conditions many administrators

desiring to maintain a music department, decide the only way

to run it economically is to cut the faculty number as low as

possible. [But] the result is an overload for teachers

(p. 403).
More recently, Campbell (1968) concluded that "many [two-year]
colleges do not have an adequate number of music instructors for the
number of courses they offer, and in some instances, appear not to
offer courses due to insufficient faculty" (abstract). As Stover
et al. (1970) stated: "[the] diversity of music courses, catering
to both community and senior college needs, is very often attempted
by a very small staff" (p. 19).

During the 1970s, responding to increasing student enrollments,

the number of two-year college music faculty increased. A comparison

of two editions of the Directory of Music Faculties in Colleges and

Universities provides evidence for this. The 1967 edition of the

Directory reported that of the 12 Michigan two-year colleges listed,
six colleges employed only one faculty member each. The 1974 edition,
however, indicated an increase in the number of music faculty employed,
with only two of the 13 listed community colleges employing one
faculty member each. Two colleges each in 1974 were shown to employ
two through five music faculty members. More recently, Merkel (1977,
p. 109) dndicated that larger community colleges in the state of
Michigan employed a total of either eight or nine music faculty mem-
bers apiece, while smaller community colleges with student enrollments

of under 3,000 tended to employ either one or two music teachers.
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Employment status of music instructors. At some schools, music

was taught by a single instructor hired on a part-time basis. Greene
(1968) reported, for instance, on music in the early community colleges
of New York State:

Student involvement with music was Timited to extracurricular

participation in a glee club or band, often directed by

either a part-time music teacher from a local high school

or in many cases by a member of the general studies faculty
who had interest (but 1ittle or no background) in music

(p. 56).

In other schools, however, the music program had been entrusted
to a full-time music instructor. Feman (1962) reported such a case
in a community college program also in New York State. He recounted
(pp. 56-57) that during the 1950s, one full-time music instructor
taught the entire program. Eventually, a part-time faculty member
was added to teach “"voice production." Several years later, a second
full-time faculty member was assigned the voice class; henceforth,
part-time faculty were employed to teach any music classes offered
sporadically.

According to recent data (Merkel, 1977, p. 97), a greater
percentage of part-time music instructors are now in the instruc-
tional force than every before. Goetz's data (1940, p. 393) account-
ing for ?23 faculty members employed by 105 schools in 35 states,
demonstrated that 89% of all music faculty were employed on a full-
time basis. By the late 1960s, Stover et al. (1970, p. 6) reported
and were supported by other sources, that full-time faculty com-
prised approximately 60% of music faculty employed within the junior

colleges. Most recently, Merkel (1977, p. 97) indicated that in
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Michigan, only 30% of all two-year college music instructors were
employed full time.

A majority of two-year colleges employ part-time music faculty.
Stover and his associates (1970, p. 15) ascertained that part-time
staff were working within 62% of all junior colleges offering music.
The percentage of rural community colleges using part-time music
instructors is higher still. Pollard (1977), in a study of 123
rural public community colleges in 31 states, reported that part-
time music teachers are found within 89% of all rural colleges offer-
ing music. Infact, 25% of rural community colleges were observed
to use part-time music teachers exclusively (Pollard, 1977, abstract).

Most co11eges'(54%),’a¢cording’to’Stover’et al; (197b,'b.’15) |
use a combination of full-time and part-time music instructors. 1In
1970, 37.5% of 517 junior colleges reporting a music staff indicated
that employed no part-time faculty, while 16.5% of the schools
reported they employed no full-time music faculty.

Wozniak's tables (1973, p. 53) dindicated that while most commu-
nity colleges supplemented their staff with part-time music teachers,
many colleges had, as of 1973, employed only one or two full-time
music teachers. Half of the 64 northeastern community colleges
surveyed employed a single full-time music instructor whereas
another 20% engaged a second full-time teacher. While this practice
accounted for 70% of the sample, further data indicated that the

number of full-time music faculty employed by a school could range
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up to ten. MWozniak's finding matched that of Aslanian (1976, p. 135)
who found that California community colleges employ between one and
eleven full-time music faculty per school, depending on the size of
the cpmmunity and the interest in music.

Duties and Responsibilities of Two-
Year College Music Faculty

Merkel (1977, p. 121) ascertained that full-time music instruc-
tors in Michigan two-year colleges utilized most of their working
hours (16 to 18 hours per week) in teaching. Faculty devoted at -
least two hours of their on-campus time per week to (a) serving
office hours, (b) maintaining their performance skills, (c) uhder-
taking administrative duties, and (d) keeping up with their profes-
sional reading (Merkel, 1977, pp. 84-85). Among the activities con-
suming more than one hour each, per week, but less than two hours
a week of faculty time were (a) recruiting, (b) conducting public
relations, and, (c) attending to committee work (Merkel, 1977,

p. 85).

Teaching assignments. Stover et al. (1970, p. 6) indicated that

few full-time junior college music faculty throughout the country

(14%) were assigned to a single subject area. Most (56%) were given
mu]tipTe.assignments. An'additional 30% of staff members, according
to the authors, fell "somewhere in between generalists and specialists.”
Morgan (1966, p. 72) found that a large majority of junior college

music teachers in California taught both vocal and instrumental

music. There were no other data to suggest that this pattern applied
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to faculty in other states. Jansen's findings (1971, p. 5) indi-
cated that a large proportion of two-year college music instructors
taught applied music. According to his data, there were more instru-
mental music teachers,including piano instructors, than vocal teach-
ers.

Much information is available regarding the most common types
of courses found within the two-year college music curriculum. The
general consensus (Morgan, 1966, p. 40; Jansen, 1971, p. 4; Belford,
1970, p. 410; Gagermeier, 1968, p. 90; Viggiano, 1954, p. 122) was
that music theory was the most frequently offered music course at the
two-year ievel. Music appreciation or history, vocal, and instru-
mental ensembles, and applied were also widely found. | | |

Two surveys investigated the content of the music curriculum in
the Michigan community colleges. Faxon (1974, p. 127) indicated that
the most widely offered community college music courses were, in
order (a) music appreciation (offered at 28 campuses); (b) music
theory (22 campuses); (c) keyboard (18 campuses); (d) music educa-
tion (17 campuses); (e) individual voice (16 campuses); (f) band.
(15 campuses);and (g) stage band (11 campuses). Merkel's findings
(1977, p. 120), reported in Table 2.4, indicated that choir, music
for classroom teachers, and freshman theory were the most widely

available music offerings.

Music faculty workload. According to Stover et al. (1970, p. 7),

the average two-year college music faculty member spends more time

giving instructijon per week than does his or her senior college
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TABLE 2.4.--Course Offerings in Music on the Public and Private Two-
year College Campuses in Michigan (1977)a

Percentage of Campuses

General Course Title Offering Course
Choir 84%
Music for Classroom Teachers 79%
Freshman Theory 74%
Music Literature 66%
Applied Music:

Piano 66%

Vocal 61%

Instrumental 55%
Music History 55%
Class Piano , , , , 55%
Band 55%
Sophomore Theory 50%
Jazz History 47%
Glee Club/Madrigal Ensemble 45%
Vocal Pedagogy 26%

qstatistics arranged according to the information provided by
Merkel (1977, p. 120).
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counterpart. The difference in terms of contact hours between two-
yeér and four-year college faculty is to some degree attributable
to research demands imposed on senior college faculty. Because
community college faculty are not expected to engage in research,
research time is not allotted to them as part of their contractual
load.

Stover et al. (1970, p. 7) found full-time music faculty spending
an average of 20 hours a week in contact with students. They docu-
mented contact hours ranging from 6 to 37 hours, with 95% of their
sample falling within the 15-to-30-hour range. Belford (1970, p. 409)

cited a range of 15 to 20 contact hours for full-time facu]ty, and
Brawer (1976, p. 2), who 1nvest1gated music h1story and music appre-
ciation instructors, found that almost half of the instructors sampled
(including some part-time personnel) indicated they taught 16 or
more instructional hours per week. Merkel (1977, p. 65) found in
Michigan that the number of contact hours for full-time music faculty

ranged from 12 to 20 hours a week, with a mean of 16.4 hours.

Class preparations. Belford (1970, p. 409) reported that the

average full-time music instructor prepared to teach four to six
different classes per week. Merkel (1977, p. 62) indicated a mean
number of class preparations at 3.4, with the number of classes
taught per week ranging from one to seven. His data (p. 104)
revealed that the number of faculty preparations per week related
to the size of a college's student enroliment: the greater the

number of teachers employed at a college, the lower the average
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number of preparations an individual teacher was responsible for per

week.

Functions of part-time music instructors. Historically, part-

time music instructors have been used when administrators found that
instructional services were needed during the evening or at remote
locales. Goetz (1940, p. 393), for example, mentioned that part-
time music faculty were employed most frequently by junior colleges
connected with high schools, because the high schools were ceded to
the junior colleges only for night classes. Similarly, Sly (1947,
P. 95) alluded to the "well-established pracfice" of employing part-
‘time faculty to teach adult students, segregated by scheduling.
Today, it is not uncommon to find part-time faculty teaching night
courses. They also, however, are frequently assigned to teach indi-
vidual music courses at off-campus locations. In Michigan, there
are community colleges that have more than one campus and sponsor
music courses at their annexes. In addition, part-time staff teach
music courses at such locales as retirement centers, satellite cen-
ters, and prisons.

Part-time music faculty have been particularly sought after to
teach specialty courses. Where no full-time music staff has been
employed, part-time staff have been called in as "music specialists."
Martensen (1940, p. 402), for instance, reported a number of junior
colleges without organized music departments were offering choral
groups directed by part-time instructors. Froh (cited by Curtis, 1938,

p. 148) mentioned that, "the public school man" was regularly engaged
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on a part-time basis to teach the music course for elementary teacher
training certification.

Currently, the major use of part-time personnel is to teach
applied music. Merkel (1977, p. 62) assumed that many part-time
music teachers in Michigan community colleges were employed to teach
applied music, and that, to his knowledge, many of these instructors
had only one or two students. Saunders (1980) reported that most
community colleges in Michigan maintained close ties with locally
active applied music instructors. These instructors are approved by
the colleges, but not necessarily contracted directly by them. In

‘many cases, the students pay the instructors directly, and receive
college credit for their studies. This practice co{ncides with that
reported by Aslanian (1976):

Most community colleges do not have adequate staff for

individual instrumental or vocal instruction. Even if

they did, the cost of such a program would be prohibitive.

One solution to the problem of adequately prepared perform-

ers on a major instrument or in voice has been achieved

through the association of local private music instructors

with the community colleges [in Californial (p. 136).

Part-time music faculty are sometimes assigned to teach or direct
classroom courses. Belford (1970, p. 409) found that part-time

music faculty most frequently taught music history and literature,
music education, and composition; they rarely taught theory, or music
appreciation, and they did not conduct ensembles. In contrast,
Merkel (1977, p. 120) found that in Michigan, part-time music faculty

most frequently taught applied music courses, including class paino;

part-time faculty were assigned less frequently to conduct the glee
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club, or to teach sophomore theory, music history, or music for
classroom teachers.

In larger centers of musical activity, the community colleges
have a wide range of music specialists to employ. Bader (1980),
for example, reported that

Composers, conductors, and arrangers from the world of

classical, chamber music, jazz, popular music, the Broad-

way show, "club dates," and other areas have been engaged

as adjunct faculty at Kingsborough [Community College, in
Brooklyn, New York] (p. 121).

Descriptors of Two-Year College
Music Faculty

Demographic Descriptors.

1. Size of population--The total number of music teachers
employed in public:community colleges is unknown. Stover, Clausen,
Hansen, and Hammer (1970, p. 12) however, indicated that their MENC-
sponsored survey of junior college music faculty included data about
1024 faculty from 517 colleges reporting music staff.

2. Age--According to the few sources available, two-year
college music teachers tended to be in their early and mid-30s.
Greene (1968, p. 294) found a plurality of faculty members fell
within the 25 to 34 age cohort. Wozniak (1973, p. 50) found that
63% of her sample of full-time faculty listed ages within the 30 to
49 bracket. A plurality (37.7%) ranged in age from 30 to 39. In
Brawer's (1976, p. 1) sample of 90 music history and music apprecia-
tion instructors, faculty clustered in the age groups of 31 to 35

and 46 to 50, followed by 36 to 40.
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3. Sex--Sources indicated that males predominated among the
ranks of music faculty. Greene (1968, p. 290) based his 85% male
to 15% female ratio on a small sample population of 34, most of whom
were full-time faculty members. Wozniak's (1973, p. 50) 64% to 26%
ratio was based on 138 full-time faculty from five northeastern
states. Brawer (1976, p. i) found that of the 90 music-in-the-
humanities instructors. she sampled (80% of whom were employed full

time), 81% were male.

Experiential descriptors.

1. Teaching experience--Researchers have reported disparate
findings regardihg the distributionﬁof community;juniok college
teaching experience among music faculty. Jansen (1971, p. 3) reported
that a plurality of his sample of 505 music faculty (22.4%) were
employed 15 years or longer, and only 6% had been employed for less
than a year. Wozniak (1973, p. 50) stated that nearly half of her
sample of full-time music faculty had taught for five years or less;
more than half of the remaining faculty had been employed between 6
and 15 years, and an additional 23.3% of those remaining had over 16
years of junior college teaching experience. A plurality of
Brawer's‘(1976, p. 2) sample of music history and appreciation
instructors claimed 5 to 10 years of teaching experience; the plural-
ity was followed by reports of those clustering in the 3 to 4, 1 to 2,
11 to 20, and over 20 years experience cohorts, respectively.

2. Public school teaching experience--It is commonly reported

that many two-year college instructors had taught previously within
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the secondary schools. This was true for a majority of Greene's
(1968, p. 306) music faculty sample. For Jensen (1971, p. 5) and |
Brawer (1976, p. 2), 40% and 79% of their respective samples indi-
cated having this experience. In a similar vein, Morgan (1966,

p. 41) indicated that a minority (12.4%) of her sample of California
junior college music teachers were teaching concurrently at another
grade level. On the other hand, Fleming (1971, abstract) reported
in a study of faculty from 11 southern states, that many persons who
went into vocal teaching at the junior college level had no prior
teaching experience at all.

~ Jansen (1971, p. 5) found that a majority gf music instructors
he sampled had been pri?ate instructors (59;6%) and/br piand péf—
formers (50.2%). Brawer (1976, p. 2) found that the entire university-
level teaching experience of 58% of music-in-the-humanities instruc-
tors had been as teaching assistants.

3. Academic credentials--During the earlier period of junior
college development, the baccalaureate was the most widely held
academic degree among music instructors. More than 40% (41.2%) of
the 223 music faculty sampled by Goetz (1940, p. 393) held a bache-
Tor's degree as their highest degree. The most common specific
degree at the time was the bachelor of music. An additional 29.5%
of Goetz's sample held a master's as their highest credential, the
most prevalent of which was the master of music. Approximately 4%
of the faculty were doctoral recipients (including one D.D.S.). The
remaining quarter of the sample indicated they held no degree at all.

A similar faculty profile was presented by Martensen (1940, p. 402).
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Martensen's survey of 62 music faculty from 19 Texas junior colleges,
however, contained no doctoral recipients.

More recently, Greene (1968, p. 295) reported that 64.8% of
his sample of 34 music faculty employed in New York State administered
community colleges held a master's degree. Some 17.6% of all faculty
surveyed held a doctorate, and 14.7% held a bachelor's degree as
their highest degree. Only 2.9% were teaching without any degree.
Belford (1970, p. 409) also reported that the average faculty member
among the 419 he sampled held a master's as their highest academic
credential. Of those serving as administrators, virtually all (97%)
held a graduate degree, including the 14% who held a doctorate. Of
all music staff members sampled, 8% held a doctorafe.

Stover et al. (1970, p. 6) found that 83% of the 517 junior
colleges reporting a music staff required master's degress for full-
time faculty. Less stringent demands, however, were made for part-
time faculty. Only 47%, less than half the colleges, required a
master's degree from part-time music teachers, 39% required part-
time staff to hold a bachelor's degree, and 24% posited no degree
requirements at all for part-time faculty.

Jansen (1971, p. 6) reported that approximately 70% of the 505
music faculty surveyed held a master's degree, with the degree often
accompanied by additional credits. He also noted that proportionally
more doctoral recipients were employed by colleges offering music
transfer programs than by colleges catering solely to nonmusic majors.

Wozniak (1973, p. 50) found that only of 2 of 138 full-time music
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faculty members surveyed were teaching without a degree. Most
(70.3%) claimed a master's as their highest degree, while a fairly
large proportion (17.4%) reported holding a doctorate. Only 10.9%
of the sample held a bachelor's degree as the highest credential.
Most recently, Merkel (1977, p. 90) reported that only about 1% of
Michigan's two-year college music instructors held a doctorate. In
1ight of contemporary findings, however, this estimate is suspect.

4. Pursuit of higher degrees--Although most two-year college
music teachers do not hold the highest possible graduate degree,
relatively few are currently upgrading their credentials. Morgan
(1966, p. 72)_found that of her sample of California junior college
music 1nstructor$, moré than 50% Were not purﬁuing a gkéduéte degreé
of any kind. Respondents' reasons for not pursuing a graduate degree‘
were (a) lack of time, and (b) the belief that an additional degree
would not benefit them in their present position. Brawer (1976,

p. 3) reported that of the 90 music-in-the-humanities teachers she
surveyed, 76% were not presently working on any degree, but that most
(90%) would either 1ike to take further coursework or to matriculate

in a degree program within the next five years.

Professional descriptors.

1. .Tenure--No data regarding the granting of tenure to two-
year college music faculty could be located.

2. Academic rank--According to Stover et al. (1970, p. 6),
most junior colleges surveyed by the MENC Committee in 1968 (66%)

did not designate academic rank. Since 1968, however, conditions may
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have changed somewhat. Whereas in the 1968-69 edition of the Direc-

tory of Music Faculties in Colleges and Universities only 4 of the 12

Michigan two-year colleges listing music faculty identified their
staff members by academic rank, 7 of the 13 departments listed in
the Directory's 1974-76 edition did so. Even within this latter
edition, however, only 9 of the 49 music teachers listed (or 17%)
were identified as holding a professional rank; a majority of the
faculty members, 29 of the 49 names, were referred to simply as
instructors. Nevertheless, Merkel (1977) concluded that "[full-

time] music faculty in [Michigan's] two-year colleges are accorded

. the rank . . . of their college positions" (p. 2).

One anomalous finding regarding academic rank was reported by
Greene (1968). Greene maintained (p. 309) that approximately 60%
of the music faculty employed within the New York State-administered
community colleges received academic rank. Greene's figure of 60%
of the faculty holding the rank of assistant professor or higher

exceeds the general expectations of the time.

Job Appraisals

Advantages and disadvantages of teaching music at the two-year

college level. In their study of two-year college faculty, Kelley and
Wilbur (i970, pb. 77-78) queried seven full-time music teachers about
the advantages and disadvantages of teaching at the two-year college
level. The advantages noted by music faculty pertained primarily to

their relations with students. Teachers cited the following as
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advantages: (a) the close personal contact with students, (b) the
opportunities to see student progress, (c) the satisfaction of help-
ing students find purpose and beauty in their lives, (d) the chance
to transfer ideals and enthusiasm to those who would someday be
teachers, (e) the opportunity to apply in a concrete manner what one
has learned about music, and (f) the opportunity to work with stu-
dents on a performance (allowing for social and professional inter-
action).

The disadvantages cited by Kelley and Wilbur related to the con-
ditions under which music is taught. Teachers complained about the
following: (a) the time they had to spend in rehearsing and in
presenting performances; (b) their teaching load was too heavy, and
(c) not enough high-quality students were available for performing
groups.

A perennial complaint by teachers and administrators alike has
been that music courses are often taught in impoverished surroundings.
In an early study, Martensen (1940, p. 404) reported that 9 of 19
program directors from Texas junior colleges believed they were
operating with inadequate faci]ities; She noted that junior college
music programs needed (a) buildings and equipment for applied music,
(b) better practice facilities, (c) more.phonograph records and
library materials, and (d) more band and orchestra equipment.
Martensen concluded that "administrators must realize that musical
equipment meeting the needs of a successful music program must consist
of more than a blackboard, chairs, and a 'banged-up' out-of-tune

piano" (p. 404).
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Thirty-four years later, the Faxon report (1974) reached similar
conclusions:

A lack of physical facilities, unfortunately has stood
squarely in the way of any rapid or extensive growth of
community college arts programs [in Michigan] and will
apparently continue to do so without some sort of special
assistance. Forty-one percent of the schools said that a
lack of space is the greatest problem facing their music
programs (p. 126).

Two-year college music faculty job satisfaction. Accounts of

music faculty satisfaction and dissatisfaction are indeed limited,
and apparently no consideration at all has been given to assessing
the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of part-time instructors. The
evidence suggests that full-time, two-year college music instructors
are generally satisfied with their positions. Brawer (1976) stated
specifically that two-year college music history and music apprecia-
tion instructors "are more 1ikely to cluster in the high satisfac-
tion groups" (p. 8). Merkel (1977) observed that, "in spite of some
problems, the [Michigan] two-year colleges provide satisfying posi-
tions for music teachers" (p. 123). It seemed to Merkel, whose
sample was composed solely of full-time faculty, that

most [full-time] instructors enjoy their work and obtain

sufficient gratification to want to remain in their posi-

tions even though the two-year music programs are not on a

par. with the programs in the senior colleges in terms of

facilities, number of faculty, performance opportunities,

and performance results (pp. 123-124).

Wozniak (1973), too, found a high degree of satisfaction among
the full-time faculty. Wozniak's study is, to date, the most sophis-

ticated study about the job satisfaction/dissatisfaction of music

faculty in two-year colleges. Her sample consisted of 138 full-time
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music instructors from 64 two-year colleges in five eastern states.
For the studyi she employed two attitudinal measures and a ques-
tionnaire to collect demographic information.

She utilized the Brayfield-Rothe Satisfaction Index (1951) to
estimate generalized satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Subjects were
asked to use a 5-step rating scale to register their agreement or
disagreement with 18 statements pertaining to their jobs. A summated
score for the 18 statements was used to index overall attitudes. With
regard to this measure, Wozniak found (p. 64) a high degree of satis-
faction among the faculty. Only a small "somewhat dissatisfied" group
manifestea itself, accounting for only 3.6% of the sample. In addi-
tion, no significant correlation was found between gehera]ized satis-
faction and the demographic variables of either age or sex (p. 65).

The second measure, developed in 1971 by Wickstrom, asked the
subjects to relate two critical job-related incidents. First, sub-
jects were asked to recount a particularly good experience in their
job careers, and then to report a particularly unpleasant experience.
Subjects were than asked to judge the relative importance of spe-
cified factors in contributing to their feeling at the time of the
negative and positive critical incidents. The factors specified in
the Wickstrom measure were those hypothesized by Herzberg (1959) to
correlate with either satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Wozniak,
therefore, analyzed the data derived from the Wickstrom measure to
test Herzberg's set of hypotheses. She confirmed Herzberg's hypothe-

sis of unidirectionality of factors (p. 72), for the rank-ordered
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factors in response to Wickstrom's happy and unpleasant incidents
tasks proved to be unrelated. Wozniak conceded (p. 73), however, that
her findings did not replicate exactly Herzberg's normative find-
ings. Only four of Herzberg's eight normatively substantiated dis-
satisfiers proved to be; in this instance, important sources of dis-
satisfaction.

According to Wozniak's study (p. 90) the strongest satisfiers
for full-time two-year college music faculty were (a) achievement,
(b) job interest, (c) interpersonal relations with students, and
(d) recognition. The greatest dissatisfiers were (a) policy and
administration, (b) working conditions, (c) effect of job on personal
life, (d) achievemeﬁt,and(e) supérvisidn. ’(AchieVeméﬁfvwas'fouhd td
serve both as a satisfier and as a dissatisfier, which contradicts

Herzberg's expectation of unidirectionality of factors.)

Role awareness. There is little information available regarding

music faculty awareness of their role within community college educa-
tion. One older study, by Hudgins (1959) indicated that junior college
music faculty were poorly informed about the function and philosophy
of the junior college music program. The only other extent evidence
suggested that some full-time music instructors do not fully appre-
ciate thé importance of the community college’s general educational
function. Much literature (ably summarized by Greene, 1968) recom-
mended that two-year college music programs emphasize general educa-
tion. This priority was recognized by music administrators who,

according to Belford (1967), rated general education as the music



73

program's most important objective and professional training as the
least important. Pollard (1977), in contradiction, reported that
full-time rural community college music faculty from 31 states tended
to berceive the music major function as the most important goal of

the music program.

Related study: senior college music faculty job-choice deter-

minants. One related study conducted by Aurand (1970) focuses on
job-choice determinants of senior college music faculty. Aurand
studied 1085 music faculty members teaching at four-year dinstitu-
tions accredited by the National Association of Schools of Muisc
(NASM). He:'sought to identify the factors that brought faculty to-
their current position, kept them there, and that would be important
in selecting a future position. His factors of job-choice determi-
nants were derived from the‘seventeen environmental items specified
by Brown (1967, p. 200) in his "Academic Market Study" relating to
job mobility.

Aurand and Blackburn (1973, p. 166) found that music faculty were
attracted to their present position by the following factors:
(a) salary, (b) courses they would teach, (c) a chance to participate
in university governance, and (d) the research/performance facilities.
Accordin§ to the authors, music faculty "look for a future position
using most of the same criteria [they] used in selecting [their]
present [positions]" (1973, p. 166). The music faculty's satisfaction
with their current position was contingent on somewhat different

factors. The five most satisfying aspects relating to their current
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position were (a) teaching desired courses, (b) competency of
colleagues; (c) congeniality of colleagues, {d) faculty performance
opportunities, and (e) participation in job decisions.

Summary of Literature Pertaining to Two-Year
College Music Faculty

For more than four decades, the two-year colleges have offered
a diversity of music courses, catering to both community and senior
college needs. Very often, however, according to a Music Educators
National Conference (MENC) Committee report (1970), the junior
college's music faculty consisted of either one or two teachers. Most
commonly, the c011eges employed a choir-voice-keyboard teacher and an
yinstruméntal-husic‘history-thebry teachék. Sinﬁé thé’mid 19705; fhé |
two-year colleges have augmented their music faculty primarily by
increasing their employment of part-time staff. The MENC committee
was surprised to find that in 1968, 44% of all two-year college
music instructors nationwide were hired on a part-time basis.

Merkel (1977) found that more than 70% of Michigan two-year college
music instructors were part-time employees.

There is very little information available about part-time
community college instructors. It was reported that most part-time
music instructors in Michigan were likely to be teachers of applied
music, and that many were not directly contracted by their college.

As a sample population, they had intentionally been omitted from
research studies.

Wozniak (1973) found that full-time two-year college music

instructors were generally satisfied with their jobs. Full-time
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faculty were found to receive the greatest satisfaction from the
factors of achievement, job interest, interpersonal relations with
students, and recognition. They derived dissatisfaction from the
factors of policy and administration, working conditions, effects
of job on personal 1life, achievement, and superVision.

No real attempts were made to assess awareness of their role
by music faculty. Findings suggest, however, that unlike music
administrators, full-time music instructors in rural community
colleges tended to underestimate the importance educational lead-

ers place on general education.



SAMPLE, INSTRUMENT, AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The study focused on three goals: to compile information about
the characteristics and attitudes of music teachers employed within
Michigan's community colleges; to construct representative profiles
for full-time, part-time general, and part-time applied music instruc-
tors; and to assess the faculty's professional self-image.

To attain these goals, the following procedures were followed:

..’A’questfonhéife wés’deéigned to collect data reflecting faculty
characteristics and attitudes. Names and addresses of all currently
employed music faculty were solicited from administrator§ repre-
senting music programs in Michigan's 29 community colleges. The
guestionnaires were distributed by mail, returned, and their data
prepared for computer analysis. Finally, the statistical procedures

were selected to analyze the data.

Methodology

The present study used the most common descriptive research
method, the survey. The mail questionnaire, a survey technique
employed in this study, has been widely used to collect both factual
and attitudinal data. In similar studies, the mail questionnaire
has proven useful in gathering information from a large population.

It allows for data collection from individuals dispersed over a wide

76
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geographic area, and allows each to complete the survey at the
subject's leisure.

Yet, the mail questionnaire has some serious drawbacks. As
Cohen and Brawer (1977) stated: "Gathering reliable data on two-year
college faculty [by this technique] is a useful but precarious
exercise" (p. 8). The primary concern voiced by Kerlinger (1967,

p. 397) is that responses to mail questionnaires are generally poor.
He indicates (p. 397) that a researcher conducting a mail survey
might expect returns as low as 40% to 50%. Certain procedures may,
however, enhance the return rate. Techniques used in the present
 study to promote a higher return rate were the fo]]owing:»,(a) ques-
tionnaires were mailed directly to a faculty member by name, and if
possible, they were mailed to a home address; (b) a letter was
included with each questionnaire explaining the study's objectives
and the importance of faculty participation; and (c) a vigorous
follow-up procedure was implemented.

Kerlinger's secondary concern with the mail questionnaire .is the
inability to verify the data collected. The veracity of a subject's
response is, indeed, a serious concern. The present study, however,
endeavored to elicit honest response from faculty by impressing on
them the  importance of the research, appealing to their professional
standards, and assuring the confidentiality of their responses. Hav-
ing taken these steps, it was hoped that the drawbacks of the mail

questionnaire would be minimized.
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Construction of the Community College Music
Faculty Questionnaire

The primary means to obtain information from music teachers was
through a questionnaire developed especially for the present study.
A full copy of the questionnaire is contained in Appendix 2. A
summary of its content follows.

Summary of the Questionnaire's
Content

The questionnaire, four pages in length, was comprised of five

parts. A summary of its contents is presented in Table 3.1.

Current status. Part I of the questionnaire contained ten
questidﬁs; sbme 6f whicH cé]léd fdk factual énsWers{ 'ReSpohdentS,
for example, were asked to indicate whether or not they wére employed
full time or part time, whether or not they held a position in addi-
tion to their community college appointment, and to 1ist the number
of hours a week they taught. Other questions requested that respond-
ents state their priorities regarding the type of position they would
find most attractive, the authority to which they owed their greatest
professional allegiance, and the student group they felt deserved the
most attention. A third type of question had the respondents deter-
mine the psychological weight of their teaching load, their reasons
for entering into community college teaching, and whether or not they

would stay in community college teaching.

Position satisfaction scale. Part II was specifically designed

to measure aspects of job satisfaction. The 40 items represented



TABLE 3.1.--Summary of the Questionnaire's Content

Classification of

Section Number of Items Levels of Measurement Content Areas Covered Responses
Part I 10 questions 9 items: nominal CUrrent status: Factual
1 item: ratio Attitudes: Evaluative,
priority
Part II 40 items 40 items: inter Position
(5-step rating scale satisfactions: Evaluative
plus "not applicable") (attitudes)
Part III 56 items 56 items: integer Instructional
(3-step rating scale) difficulties: Evaluative
(attitudes)
Part IV-a 7 questions 7 items: nominal Current status: Factual
Function: Factual
Part IV-b 10 questions 8 items: nominal Educational.and
2 items: ratio professional
background: Factual
attitudes: Priority
Part V-a 2 questions 1 item: nominal :
1 item: ratio Demographic: Factual
Part V-b 3 questions Open-ended Professional
questions background: Factual
Advice: evaluative

6L



80

sources of satisfaction that the respondent might encounter on the
job. This 1ist'inc1uded such diverse topics as salary, congeniality
of colleagues, adequacy of group rehearsal facilities, and school
reputation. The teachers were asked to evaluate the degree of satis-
faction they derived from each item and then were given a rating scale
of descriptions covering the range of satisfaction with which to

indicate the level appropriate to them.

Instructional difficulties scale. Part III elicited faculty

attitudes toward possible sources of instructional difficulties. This
section contained 56 items covering a broad spectrum of possible problem
situations. Several items concerned the instructor's relationship to
students (e.g., relating to students of a different socioeconomic
class), and performance of instructional-related organizafional tasks
(e.g., preparing tests). Other topics elicited a respondent's opinion
toward achieving instructional goals (e.g., promoting psychomotor
flexibility). Subjects were instructed to use the three-step rating

scale to evaluate each topic.

Background and function. Part IV was designed to collect addi-

tional factual data from the respondent. Respondents were asked to
indicate their academic rank,'whether or not they were currently

the music administrator for their programs, and whether or not they
had been granted tenure. They were also asked when, where, and what
courses they taught, the types of students they taught, as well as
questions pertaining to their education and professional background,

such as had they ever been a community college student, and if they
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had ever studied the background and principles of the community college
as a modern institution. Other questions in this section sought infor-
mation regarding the number of years the respondents had served on
the job and within the teaching field. One question sought to identify
those areas in which respondents had prior professional experience.
The only attitudinal question in this section pertained to the respond-

ent's musical taste.

Demography and open-ended questions. A set of optional questions

concluded the questionnaire. Respondents were provided the option of
specifying their age and gender. For those willing to contribute
additional information, the following three questions were included:
(a) "What types of experiences (formal or otherwise) did you find most
useful in preparing you to teach at the community co11ege.1eve1?"
(b) "What advice would you give to prospective community college music
teachers?" and (c) "Is there a question you were not asked that you
would like to answer?" These questions could be answered in either
point form or paragraph form.

A space was provided at the end of the questionnaire for sub-

jects to indicate if they cared to receive the results of the study.

Procedural Review

Determination of the questionnaire's content. Four goals deter-

mined the content of the questionnaire. The first consideration was to
conduct a survey that would elicit a wide variety of responses. It was

important not only to determine a person's demographic background and
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his/her functional responsibilities, but also to sample attitudes.

It was believed that by including attitudinal questions, a more
personal profile than is presently available could be drawn of those
individuals currently teaching music in Michigan's community colleges.
Another goal was to include content that would serve to differentiate
one employment subgroup from another. Therefore, questions were
included to which faculty reacted differentially.

A third goal was to utilize as many questions as would prove
acceptable to respondents. Certainly, the constraints of space and
respondent attention span were foremost in mind as this researcher
formulated. the questionnaire. It was considered desirable, however,
to include as much material as possible, within such constraints, so
as to maximize the opportunity to survey the faculty.

The final consideration regulating the questionnaire's content
pertained to the types of questions to be studied. It was felt that
including questions employed by other researchers in similar surveys
of higher education faculty would lend face validity to the present

instrument.

Selection of content and format. A review was conducted to iden-

tify and jnventory the content of questionnaires employed to survey
higher education faculty. These questionnaires (whose contents are
summarized in Appendix 3) were edited for purposes of the present
study and the inventory of questions were supplemented with questions

derived from informal discussions with community college faculty over
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the period of a year and a half. Other questions were adapted from
the open-ended responses collected by Kelley and Wilbur (1970). The
questionnaire's format was patterned after models presented within
texts on questionnaire construction (e.g., Oppenheimer, 1966; Berdie
and Anderson, 1974). Further advice on questionnaire construction was
provided by a research consultant affiliated with the Michigan State
University.College of Education's Office of Research Consultation.

After being edited and revised, the instrument was then sub-
mitted for criticism to a ten-person panel of community college
instructors and administrators froma local community college. The
panel members, who were either involved with the school's professional
development program or were familiar with research techniques, were
asked to comment on the suitability of the instrument. They provided
useful commentary regarding the length, wording, and response format
of the questionnaire. In addition, follow-up interviews were con-
ducted with several panel members to clarify certain points they had
criticized. The critics' comments and suggestions were included in
later revisions of the instrument.

The instrument was resubmitted to the researcher's disseration
committee for further criticism. Final revisions were then made, and
the questionnaire was typeset. The typesetters were able to'print the
contents of the questionnaire on both sides of an 11" x 17" sheet of
paper. When the sheet was folded in half, four printed sides of the

document appeared.
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Construction of the Position
Satisfaction Scale

Content of the scale. The Position Satisfactions Scale, Part II

of the questionnaire, contained 40 items. Each item represented a
specific aspect of the school environment from which faculty may
derive satisfaction. The sca]é items were classified intuitively into
eight topical categories. (See Appendix 4). In essence, faculty

were asked to evaluate the benefits (economic, social, personal, and
external) they enjoy, the environmental conditions (physical, inter-
personal, and professional) in which they work, and their job responsi-
bilities. An empirical categorization of items was accomplished

through factor analysis.

Source materials. The Position Satisfactions Scale .is an amal-

gam of the most pertinent items employed by four previous research-
ers: Brown (1967), Shank (1968), Aurand (1970), and Kelley and
Wilbur (1970). A1l 16 items in Brown's (1967) Academic Market Study

(satisfaction subsection) have been adapted for use in the present
study (see Appendix 3). Brown asked university and college faculty
who had vacated an academic position to assign a degree of importance
to the factors that influenced their decision. Faculty responses were
based on the three-step scale provided for their use. Shank (1968)
employed 10 of these same items and 8 others in his study of new
senjor college education faculty. His measure, the:"Position Satis-
faction Questionnaire," employed a 6-step rating scale. Unlike

Brown's measure, which focused on "dissatisfaction," Shank's measure
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analyzed "satisfaction," and included a column to register a "no
satisfaction" response. Shank reportéd an internal consistency
reliability for his scale of .82 (1968, p. 22).

Aurand (1970) also employed 14 of Brown's original scale items
within a study of four-year college music faculty. Aurand's study,
1ike Brown's (1967), investigated faculty perception of the importance
of environmental factors related to academic mobility. Aurand provided
his respondents with a seven-step rating scale. Many of these same
items are jdentical with the comments collected in open-ended format
by Kelley and Wilbur (1970). Kelley and Wilbur questioned a sample of
full-time community/junior college teachers about the satisfactions and

dissatisfactions of their positions.

Format of the scale. In the present study, a five-step rating
scale and a "not applicable" column were employed. The rating scale

is displayed below:

Presently Employed Position Satisfaction Rating Scale
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The rating scale employed here most closely approximates one used by

Shank (1968):

Shank's (1968) Rating Scale

Degree of Satisfaction

Below Above

Average Average Considerable Great

None -Little

SOURCE: "Poiition Satisfactions Questionnaire," Shank (1968, Appen-
dix

Both rating scales, (a) pertain solely to satisfaction, (b) make

possible the expression of a "no satisfaction” response, and (c)

locate average satisfaction at about the middle of the rating scale.

Use of the "not applicable" column. The "not applicable" column
is included in the Position Satisfaction rating scale for descriptive
purposes only. It was assumed that not all faculty members come into
contact with every environmental aspect represented by items in the
measure. For example, nbt all music faculty members are expected to
conduct ensembles as part of their community college teaching responsi-
bilities. Therefore, some means had to be devised to differentiate
between a subject's "low appraisal" satisfaction response and a "lack
of exposure" response. The "not applicable" option was provided for
just this purpose.

Construction of the Instructional
Difficulties Scale

Content of the scale. The Instructional Difficulties Scale,

Part III of the questionnaire, contained 56 items. Each ijtem
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represents a source of potential difficulty to a teacher performing
his/her instructional responsibilities. When éategorized intuitively,
each item appears to relate to at Teast one of four clusters (1listed
in Appendix 5): (a) instructional skills, (b) classroom management
chores, (c) educational objectives, and (d) interaction with students.
An empirical categorization of items was accomplished through factor

analysis.

Source materials. Items used in the Instructional Difficulties

Scale were written specifically for the present study. Among the
sources consulted for formulating the scale, however, were materials
published by McCall, Jamrich, Hereford,Thomas, and Friedman (1961);
Siehr (1964), Kelley and Wilbur (1970), Ferrett (1975), and Friendlander
(1979). These sources were supplemented by information obtained through
discussions with community college faculty and professional develop-

ment staff.

Format of the scale. A three-step rating scale was fitted to the

Instructional Difficulties measure. The rating scale is displayed

be]qw:

Presently Employed Instructional Difficulties Rating Scale

1 2 Of LITTLES
0f MAJOR Of AVERAGE or NO

Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty
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The researcher received assurances from statistical consultants that
even a three-step rating scale, with interval level measurement, can

be submitted to factor analysis.

The Sample

The primary procedural objectives of the study were to identify
and to enlist the participation of as many individuals teaching music
within the Michigan public community colleges as possible. While no
comprehensive 1ist of music faculty was available, figures derived
from Merkel's (1977) statistics indicate that 158 music teachers were
employed by Michigan public community colleges in 1976.

Fewer than 50 music instructors were listed by name within-the

College Music Society's publication, Directory of Music Faculties in

Higher Education (Short, 1976). Even fewer names could be obtained

from current community college catalogs. Administrators from all
Michigan community colleges were therefore contacted and asked to
provide the names and addresses of each music teacher employed by
their dinstitutions. Administrators were also asked to specify the

number of full- and part-time music faculty they employed.

Results of the Initial Inquiry

Representatives from 23 of the 29 public community colleges
provided information about their music facilities by submitting 235
names and addresses. The names of three music instructors who
taught for schools which had not replied were obtained from their

college's catalogs. Notes were received from three colleges that no
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music program existed at their schools. Despite personal telephone
calls, three administrators declined to provide the information
requested.

Although a total of 238 names of music teachers compi]éd, admin-
istrators claimed to employ only 177 music faculty of which 44 were
full-time instructors (25%) and 133 part-time instructors (75%). The
remaining 61 names, unaccounted for within the 238 names provided,
constitute a body of instructors undesignated as to either full- or
part-time employment. Several factors may account for this discrepancy.
The 1ists of faculty submitted may have been out of date and, there-
fore, may have contained names of individuals no longer employed. It
>is possib1é that’cértain faculty mehbefs whose ﬁames}were“pfdvided, but
were not included in the tally of employed facu]ty-be1onged to a pool
of instructors to draw from when the need arose. These individuals
may be part of the adjunct, or dff-campus faculty, most of whom teach
applied music.

In any event, some of the names provided by administrators would
not apply to the present study. Evidence also suggests, however, that
some names were omitted from the lists submitted. Several adminis-
trators noted that they employed a number of adjunct music instructors,
but failed to name them. Under these conditions, it is assumed that
the sample studied is largely, but not entirely, congruous with the

population of community college music instructors within the state.
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Dissemination and Retrieval of the Questionnaire

On April 25, 1981, 231 music faculty members were mailed a copy
of the Community College Music Faculty Questionnaire, together with
a cover letter (see Appendix 1) and a stamped, self-addressed envelope.
Seven names from the 238 names collected were immediately disqualified.
0f the seven faculty eliminated, six had left the employ of this
author's home institution; the seventh name removed was that of the
author. Home addresses were available for 134 of the 231 music faculty.
The remaining 97 questionnaires were mailed to faculty members at their
institutional addresses.

A post card urging that the questionnaires be returned was
mai]ed‘to each faculty mémber'not heérd frbm'within”teﬁ’days after the
initial mailing. Eleven days later, a follow-up letter was mailed to
all nonrespondent faculty. Included with the second letter was a
duplicate copy of the questionnaire and a second return envelope.
Finally, on June 1, sixteen days after the second reminder, a mimeo-

graphed letter was forwarded to elicit questionnaires from those who

had not already responded.

Response to the Questionnaire

Response rate information was as follows: 123 of the returned
questionnéires contained usable data. Of the 123, 121 questionnaires
were identifiable by employment status. This group (N = 121) con-
stituted the sample from which most analyses were based.

Among the subjects disqualified were those who, first, dis-

qualified themselves; second, could not be located at any address; or
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third, were disqualified by the present author. The largest number

of individuals disqualified (N = 22) chose to disqua1ify_themse1ves,
including 17 who indicated that they were no longer associated with
their community colleges. Many stated that they had left their
institution several years before, and while employed, they had
instructed students privately for community college credit. An addi-
tional two indivdiuals 1ﬁdicated they had retired, and three individuals
noted they were associated with their college only indirectly as, for
example, conductor of a civic orchestra or band.

A second group of instructors, 17 in all, could not be reached
by mail. CQuestionnaires sent to these individuals proved undeliverable.
(Fourteen of thésé subjects weré privéte teaché}g eﬁb]éyéd‘by“a’singlé
institution.) The final group of subjects were disqualified by the
researcher. O0f these, seven instructors from the author's home insti-
tution were disqualified for reasons already enumerated. In addition,
three returned questionnaires judged so incomplete as to be unusable;
they were therefore, discarded. |

In al11,49 (20%) of the original names were declared invalid
for purposes of this study. In total, 172 (72%) of the 238 names were
accounted for. Sixty-six faculty names (17.7%) remained unaccounted
for. Thus out of a possible total of 189 subjects (123 usable ques-
tionnaires and 66 unaccounted for), a 65% response rate was obtained.

In summation, the size of the sample was limited by the follow-
ing four factors: (a) failure of administrators from three community

colleges to respond to the present researcher's request for information;
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(b) failure of administrators to provide the names of all their music
faculty; (c) failure of instructors to complete and return their ques-

tionnaires; and (d) fajlure to reach subjects through the mail.

Treatment of the Data

Editorial Decisions

During data preparation, one must often alter the coding of the
questions (Youngman, 1979). These editorial changes should not alter
the essential meaning of the responses provided, but should make
possible a clearer interpretation of the phenomenon studied. Coding
alternations were performed within the present study for the following
reasons: (a) where a multiple response was warranted, and both response
options were specified, a third alternative indicating the combination
of response options 1 and 2 was created (cf., questionnaife, page 3,
part IV, items 4 and 5); (b) where a sufficient number of respondents
specified a response that was not provided for, an accommodating
response was created, (cf., page 4, item 17); (c) where a distribu-
tional breakdown within a continuous variable would aid description,
continuous variables (such as age and length of service) were dichoto-
mized or trichotomized; (d) where contrast could be enhanced by
co11apsing similarly-titled columns, a dichotomized or trichotomized
variable was created (cf., page 1, item ); (e) where a subject's
response was obviously misclassified, a specified response was recoded
under an existing rubric; and (f) where a multiple response was totally

inappropriate, the subject's response was discarded.
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A differential policy was adopted with regard to use and inter-
pretation of the Position Satisfaction Scale "not applicable" column.
"N/A" responses were counted along with missing data when "lack of
exposure" responses were tallied. The procedure was used when indi-
vidual Position Satisfaction item means were rank-ordered by faculty
subgroup. “"N/A" responses were counted along with "1ittle, if any
satisfaction" responses, however, when "low appraisal of satisfaction"
responses were counted. This was done when the Position Satisfaction
Scale items were submitted to factor analysis.

The reason for this differential policy is two-fold. First, it
may be argued that while "low appriasal of satisfaction" and "lack of
exposure" responses are denotatively different, their results, in
terms of personal satisfaction derived, is about the same--low satis-
faction. Within this context, lack of exposure to a positively valued
source of satisfaction creates within a respondent "no" satisfaction
rather than "average" satisfaction. Thus it is logical to treat the
"not applicable" response as different from "little if any satisfac-
tion" when the response reason is of primary interest, and not to
differentiate between "not applicable" responses when the response
quantity is of primary interest. Secondly, were all "not applicable"
responses' to be treated as missing data, it is doubtful if factor
analysis could be performed.

Factor Analysis of the
Attitudinal Measures

In the present study, factor analytic technique, an appropriate

tool for use in descriptive research, was used to clarify the
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information contained within the two attitudinal measures. Factor
analysis identifies subsets of variables from among a larger set.
Each subset, or factor, that is identified can usually be given a
name that summarizes the general attribute held in common between the
most characteristic of its component variables.

Factor analysis was employed to avoid calculating a summated
score for an attitudinal measure as a whole. Summated scores sometimes
conceal relationships that become apparent when subscales are examined.
In addition, factor analysis also identifies scale items that do not
relate (or load) significantly to any of the defined factors. These
less relevant variables.can then be ignored, thus simplifying the con-
tents of a measure. When factor analysis is employed, internal con-
sistency is estimated for each subscale, rather than for the measure
as a whole.

Two factor analyses were performed--one for each of the atti-
tudinal measures included in the questionnaire. In both cases, stand-
ard factoring procedure was followed. The initial factors were iden-
tified by the principal-components method (PA2). PA2 was selected
because "[it] can handle most of the initial factoring needs of the
user. At present [it] is the most widely accepted factoring method"
(Nie et al., 1975, p. 480). To simplify the factor structure, a method
of rotation was employed. The Varimax method, the most widely used
method of rotation (Nie et al., 1975, p. 485) was deemed the most

suitable because it simplified interpretation of the factor columns.
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Factor Analysis of the Position
Satisfaction Scale

A factor analysis was performed on the Position Satisfaction
Scale, after its "not applicable" and "1ittle, if any, satisfaction"
columns were combined in accordance with the editorial policy explained
earlier. The analysis identified four factors, each of which was con-
verted into a subscale to be used within subsequent statistical analy-
ses. In all, 22 of the 40 original scale items were included within
the four factors. Items included within each factor are listed in
Table 3.2.

Ten jtems loaded on the first factor with coefficients greater
than .50. These ten items were labeled the "Survival" factor because
of their common element. Each item pertained to one social or profes-
sional benefit that had been hypothesized. The first and most impor-
tant factor accounted for 58% of the scale's variance. The factor's
reliability was estimated to be .86.

Five items loaded on the second factor. This factor was named
the "Facilities" factor, having incorporated all five of the variables
hypothesized relating to the physical environment. The "Facilities"
factor accounted for 19.2% of the scale's variance. Its reliability
was estimated at .84.

The third factor was comprised of three items, two of which per-
tained to interpersonal relationships. This "Social" factor accounted
for 14.1% of the scale's variance. Its reliability was estimated at

.76.
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TABLE 3.2.--Subscales of the Satisfaction Measurea

Factor 1:

Survival
10 items: 8, 9, 11, 18, 20, 21, 30, 32, 38, 39

Salary

Fringe benefits

Future salary prospects

Diversity of teaching assignments

Job security

Rotation of teaching assignments

Lecturing

Participation in job decisions
Opportunities for professional advancement
Opportunities for professional growth

N = 113 % of variance: 58.3
Alpha = .B86864 Eigenvalue: 7.55158

Factor 2:

Facilities
5 items: 13, 16, 25, 26, 36

Adequacy of music library

Adequacy of classroom facilities
Adequacy of group rehearsal facilities
Adequacy of practice facilities
Adequacy of office space

N =117 % of Variance: 19.2
Alpha = .84937 Eigenvalue: 2.48342

Factor 3:

Social
3 items: 1, 2, 27

Congeniality of colleagues
Competency of colleagues
Personal contact with head of department

N =115 % of Variance: 14.1
Alpha = .76555 Eigenvalue: 1.82879

Factor 4:.

Prestige
4 jtems: 3, 5, 6, 7

Reputation of the school
Teaching load
Quality of the students
Academic rank

N = 109 % of Variance: 8.5
Alpha = .71796 Eigenvalue: 1.09533

?ﬂ for each factor determined by listwide deletion. Items
selected with a minimum factor loading of .50.
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The fourth and final factor, accounting for 8.5% of the vari-
énce, was comprised of four items. Labeled the "Prestige" factor,
it corresponded to items found within the hypothesized social bene-
fits and professional environment factors. Reliability of this fourth
factor was estimated at .71.

Factor Analysis of the Instruc-
tional Difficulties Scale

A factor analysis was performed on the 56-item Instructional
Difficulties Scale. Of the 56 items included in the analysis, 16
items were essential in constructing four factors. Items included

withjn each factor are 1isted in Table 3.3.

Definition of the four instructional difficulties factors. Five

items with factor loadings of greater than .50 comprised the first
factor names "Student musical-involvement." Its items were drawn
from three of the four hypothesized factors listed in Appendix 5. It
may be described most aptly as a factor in which professional expec-
tations and student involvement play a role. The factor accounted
for 52.5% of the scale's variance, and its reliability was estimated
at .76.

Three items clustered together to yield a "Student Responsibili-
ties" facfor. Two of the items pertain to classroom mananagement
duties, and the third to interaction with students. This factor
reflects instructors' problems in servicing students who fall behind
in their assignments. This factor accounted for 17% of the variance,

and its reliability was estimated at .65.
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TABLE 3.3.--Subscales of the Difficulty Measure? -

Factor 1: Student Musical Involvement
5 items: 6, 17, 35, 44, 46

Encouraging mastery of musical materials
Expanding students' perspectives

Teaching students who do not practice
Enhancing musicality of student performances
Maintaining students' interest

N = 111 % of Variance: 52.5
Alpha = .76329 Eigenvalue: 8.29221

Factor 2: Student Responsibilities
3 items: 11, 24, 55

Providing make-up examinations
Teaching students whodo not do their assigned readings
Getting students to turn in their assignments on time

N =110 % of Variance: 17.0
Alpha = .65213 Eigenvalue: 2.68578

Factor 3: Organization of Course
3 items: 16, 33, 34

Pacing materials over the term
Sequencing materials over the semester
Preparing tests

N =111 % of Variance: 15.4
Alpha = .71130 Eigenvalue: 2.43139

Factor 4: Utilizaton of Materials
5 items: 4, 13, 14, 25, 42

Finding supplementary class materials
Making do with insufficient instructional resources
Using a diversity of media to advantage
Setting up the classroom
. Making do with 1imited physical facilities

N =110 % of Variance: 15.1
Alpha = .70703 Eigenvalue: 2.38306

?ﬂ for each factor determined by listwise deletion. Items
selected with a minimum factor loading of .50.
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Three items constituted the "Organization of Course" factor.
These items were drawn from an originally hypothesized "Instructional
Skil1ls" factor. The "Organization of Course" factor accounted for
15.4% of the scale's variance, with an estimated reliability of .71.

The fourth and final factor consisted of five items. This
factor was named for its emphasis on instructors' abilities to use
existing resources effectively. Thus it was termed the "Utilization
of Materials" factor. It related to both the hypothesized "Instruc-
tional Skills" and "Classroom Management" factors. The factor accounted
for 15.5% of the variance and exhibited an estimated reliability of

.70.

Analytical Procedures

Several methods were determined necessary to analyze ‘the data.
These methods included (a) cross-tabulation and application of the
chi-square test, (b) univariate analysis of variance, (c) rank-ordering
and distributional comparison, and (d) content summary of written
comments. The construction of faculty profiles, the study's primary
objectives, could be accomplished only when the large amount of
qualitative data collected was submitted for cross-tabulation. In
simple cross-tabulation, a bivariate table is constructed. Levels
within the tabular columns were assigned to full-time, part-time
general, and part-time applied music faculty. Tabular rows, on the
other hand, were accorded to levels within whatever other variables

was examined.
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For the purpose of identifying significant differences between
faculty subgroups, each bivariate distribution was evaluated. The
significance of a cross-tabulation's frequency distribution may be
appraised through the chi-square test, "the best-known statistical pro-
cedure,”" according to Weisberg and Bowen (1977, p. 164). A chi-square
statistic that is assigned a coefficient of significance beyond the
.05 level indicates, in the context of this study, a significant
difference between employment subgroups.

Because most of the tables were larger than two columns by two
rows, the suitable statistic to be reported as a measure of asso-
ciation was Cramer's V. The V statistic is a corrected phi coeffi-
cient, and is, therefore, similar to the Pearson Correlation Coeffi-
cient of Association. When a 2 x 2 table was constructed, however,
the phi coefficient was reported.

A different procedure, the univariate analysis of variance
(ANOVA), was used to assess the relationships between faculty sub-
groups and the Position Satisfaction and Instructional Difficulties
subscales. As a statistical tool, ANOVA allows comparison of inter-
and intra-group means and variances. When the ratio of inter-group
variance exceeds extra-group variance by a specified margin, the sub-
group means are judged to differ significantly from each other.

The ANOVA program, as written for the Statistical Package for the

Social Sciences (SPSS) was suitable for use in this study. According
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to Nie et al. (1975, p. 400), the ANOVA program is equipped to accommo-
date nonmanipulative variables, designs that are not experimental; and
designs with unequal cell frequencies.

Data from the attitudinal measures were also subjected to formal
means of analysis. Subgroup means for each of the Position Satis-
faction and Instructional Difficulties scale items (there were 40
of one and 56 of the other) were rank-ordered independently. The
Position Satisfaction scale range was partitioned to permit identifi-
cation of a set of items from which faculty may derive "greater" satis-
faction, and a second set of items from which faculty may derive
"lesser" satisfaction. In addition, a marginal zone was established
on either side of the line of demarcation to further identify items
only marginally classified. The Instructional Difficulties scale
range, on the other hand, was partitioned to form three categories.

It was thus possible to identify items which faculty considered

"most troublesome," "of moderate trouble," and "of 1little trouble" in
performing their instructional responsibilities. Subgroup 1ists were
then compared, and commonalities as well as dissimilarities noted.
Written comments, contributed by faculty in response to the three

open-ended questions appended to the questionnaire, were summarized.



ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In this section the results of four sets of descriptive analyses
are reported. The analyses were designed with different objectives
in mind, and each is presented in a separate part. The analysis of
the nominal and continuous variables of the questionnaire is reported
in part I of this section. These items are organized topically and
the distributions cross-tabulated by employment subgroup. Faculty
are described demographica11y,/experientiq11y,}profes;ionally, func-
tionally, and attitudinally. Details accompanying each cross-
tabulation can be read to determine the standing of the faculty as
a whole and each of the three employment subgroups.

In part II the individual items comprising the‘two additional
measures in the questionnaire are provided with employment subgroup
means, and theﬁ assigned to a categorically-named 1ist according to
those means. The lists are compared and similarities and differences
between the employment subgroup 1ists are enumerated. The objec-
tive was to identify, by subgroup, the environmental items from which
faculty derive the most and the least position satisfaction, and to
identify the items posing the greatest problems to faculty in per-
forming their instructional duties. Also appended to this report
are distributional analyses for each attitudinal measure, and an
analysis of Position Satisfaction items which more than 20% of
cases rated as "not applicable.”

102
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Dimensional analyses for the attitudinal measures are reported
in part III. The eight attitudinal subscales, derived by factor
analysis, served as dependent variables for analyses of variance.
The objectives in this part were to interpret the direction and
ordering of subgroup subscale means and determine which, if any,
of the subgroup means differ significantly.

Finally, part IV contains a summary of comments received in
response to the three open-ended questions appended to the ques-
tionnaire. The primary objective in this part was to present the
advice faculty members wished to convey to prospective community

college music instructors.

Descriptors of Respondents

Breakdown by Employment Status

Employment status. Three-quarters of all music faculty who

responded to the survey were employed on a part-time basis (see

Table 4.1).

TABLE 4.1.--Identification of Full-time and Part-time Employment

Status

Status n % of Sample
Full time 31 25
Part time a1 75

(Unidentifiable) (1) -
TOTAL 122 100%
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Distribution of faculty within the part-time ranks. Less than

30% of all part-time faculty responding to the survey were employed
solely to teach private music lessons. More than 70% of part-time
faculty were assigned general teaching responsibilities (see

Table 4.2).

TABLE 4.2.--Identification of Part-time Subgroup Status

Status n - %. of Sample
Private lessons only 25 27.5
General responsibilites _66 ] 72.5

TOTAL 91 100.0

Distribution of faculty within the full-time ranks. Virtually

all ful]-time'facu1ty were assigned general or multiple teaching
responsibilities. No full-time faculty were employed to teach private

music lessons, as many are at the senior colleges (see Table 4.3).

TABLE 4.3.--Identification of Full-time Subgroup Status

Status n % of Subgroup
Private lessons only 0 0.0
Administrative duties only® 1 3.3
General responsibilities _30 96.7

TOTAL 31 100.0

30mitted from cross-tabulations requiring identification of
subgroup status.
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Constitution of the faculty as a whole. Part-time general

faculty constituted the majority of all music faculty responding to

the questionnaire (see Table 4.4).

TABLE 4.4.--Breakdown of Sample by Faculty Subgroup

Status n % of Sample
Full time general 30 24.8
Part time general 66 54.5
Part time applied 25 20.7
TOTAL 121 100.0

Demographic Descriptors

Sex. More males than females taught music within the Michigan
community colleges. The vast majority of female instructors were

employed on a part-time basis (see Table 4.5).

TABLE 4.5.--Distribution of Gender by Status

Status ‘ Females (n = 43) Males (n = 72)

Full time 6.3% 38.9%

Part time : 93.7% 61.1%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0%

Although the sexes were disproportionately represented between

full-time and part-time status, the proportion of male to female
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instructors was more evenly balanced. In fact, a majority of part-

time applied teachers are female (see Table 4.6).

TABLE 4.6.--Distribution of Gender Across Subgroups

General - Subgroup Distribution
Descriptor Distribution %
(N = 119) Part-time Part-time

Full time % General % Applied %

Female 40.3 10.0 46.9 60.0
Male 59.7 90.0 53.1 40.0

V=.373
Raw. chi-square = 16.625
Significance = .0002

Age. Faculty members ranged between 21 and 64 years of age.
The average instructor was almost 38 years old. A majority of the

faculty (52%) fell between the ages of 26 and 37 (see Table 4.7).

TABLE 4.7.--Age: Central Tendencies for‘the Sample

Parameter Value

Mean 37.838 SD 10.265
Mode . 28.000 Maximum 64.000
Minimum 21.000 Median  35.200

Full-time faculty tended to be older than part-time faculty.
More than 79% of full-time faculty were over the age of 36. The

average full-time instructor was 45 years old. In contrast, only
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38% of part-time faculty were over the age of 36, with the average
age 36. Part-time general faculty differed minimally from part-

time applied faculty in terms of mean age (see Table 4.8).

TABLE 4.8.--Age: Breakdown by Subgroup®

X S.D. n

Full time 45.000 9.7505 29
Part time general 34.967 9.1149 62
Part time applied 36.625 10.0987 _24
Sample 37.843 10.3064 115

qF = 11.3029

df = (2,114)

Sig. = .0000

Locale of college. The location of a community college to some

degree influenced the overall composition of its music faculty. For
example, both rural and suburban colleges relied heavily on part-time
general staff. Part-time general instructors, however, constituted
a lesser proportion of music instructors at urban community colleges.
Urban colleges employed a greater broportion of both full-time and
part-time applied faculty. In fact, in the urban community college,
full-time faculty were found in greatest supply, although at no
locale did they constitute a majority of the music faculty employed
(see Table 4.9).

Regarding the within-subgroup distribution, one finds that an

appreciable number of both part-time general and part-time applied



108

TABLE 4.9.--Staffing Patterns: Breakdown by Locale

Full Time Part-Time | Part-Time

Locale (N = 30) General (N = 66) Applied (N = 25)
Urban 45.5Y% 27.3% 27.3%
Suburban 19.4% 61.3% 19.44%

Rural 11.5% 73.1% 15.4%

staff were employed at suburban community colleges, which employ a
majority of music faculty (51.2%). The urban colleges, however,
provided employment for half of all full-time music instructors
considered in this study. Urban cpl]eges also gmp]pyed’a sizable
proportion of all currently working part-time applied fécu1ty.v A
smaller proportion of members from all subgroups found employment at

rural colleges (see Table 4.10).

TABLE 4.10.--Staffing Patterns: Breakdown by Subgroups

Subgroup Distribution

Genera; y

Descriptor Distribution ¢ . .

- . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time%  Goneral % Applied %

Urban 27.3 50.0 13.6 36.0

Suburban 51.2 40.0 57.6 48.0

Rural 21.5 10.0 28.8 16.0

V = .257
raw chi-square = 16.017
Significance = .0030
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Experiential Descriptors

Number of years on the job. Full-time faculty members tended

to have been employed longer than had part-time faculty. On the

average, full-time staff members had been at work for 12 years,

between two and three times longer than had part-time faculty. A

large portion of the group (45%), composed mainly of part-time

faculty, had been employed between one and three years (see Tables

4.11 and 4.12).

TABLE 4.11.--Years in Current Position:

Central Tendencies of

the Sample
Parameter " Value
Mean 6.336 S.D. .484
Mode 2.000 Maximum 33.000
Median 4.643

Minimum 1.000

TABLE 4.12.--Years in Current Position:

Breakdown by'Subgropps'

X S.D. n

Full time 12.066 6.0226 30
Part time General 4.015 3.1499 65
Part time Applied 5.160 3.6592 _25
SAMPLE : 6.266 5.3275 120

F = 39.8870
df = (2,119)
Sig. = .0000
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Total teaching experience. Full-time faculty in this survey

had taught longer than had part-time faculty. The average full-time
faculty member had taught for about 20 years. In comparison, part-
time faculty had taught, on the average, for about 11 years. Of the
faculty 50% had taught for less than il years (see Tables 4.13 and
4.14).

TABLE 4.13.--Total Teaching Experience: Central Tendencies of

the Sample
Parameter Value
Mean | 13.521 S.D. 9.798
Mode ~ 5.000 Maximum 50.000
Minimum 1.000 Median 10.438

TABLE 4.14.--Total Teaching Experience: Breakdown by Subgroups

X S.D. N
Full time 20.200 8.5879 30
Part time General 11.453 9.8689 64
Part time Applied 10.760 7.2243 25
SAMPLE 13.512 9.7987 119
F =10.9734
df = (2, 118)
Sig. = .0000

Academic credentialing. A majority of community college music

instructors (52.1%) held a master's degree as their highest credential.
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Moreover, it was found that 6.6% of the faculty had earned a doctorate,
that nearly one-third of all faculty members held a bachelor's degree
as their highest credential, and that 8.3% of the faculty were teach-
ing without a degree.

Notable differences appeared between faculty subgroups regard-
ing the degrees they held. Full-time faculty held a higher percentage
of doctoral and master's degrees than did part-time faculty. None
of the full-time instructors reported holding a degree lower than
the master's. Unlike other faculty, members of the part-time general
staff are represented across the spectrum of degrees. They accounted,
in fact, for all those teaching without a degree. Like part-time
general faculty, a sizable portion of the applied staff held a

bachelor's degree as their highest credential (see Table 4.15).

TABLE 4.15.--Academic Degrees

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor  Distribution % ] Part-time  Part-time

(N =121 Full time % General % Applied %
No Degree 8.3% 0.0 15.2 0.0
Associate .8% 0.0 1.5 0.0
Bachelor's 31.4% 0.0 40.9 44.0
Master's 52.1% 83.3 37.9 52.0
Doctorate 6.6% 16.7 3.0 4.0
Other .8% 0.0 1.5 0.0

V= .390
raw chi-square = 36.893
sig. = .0001
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Current enrollment toward a degree. Only a minority of music

faculty (13.3%) were currently enrolled in a degree-grantihg program.
Fewer full-time faculty than part-time faculty were upgrading their
credentials. Within the ranks of the part-time faculty, the general
faculty member was more 1likely than the applied music teacher to be

continuing his/her education (see Table 4.16).

TABLE 4.16.--Current Enrollment Toward a Degree

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
- s Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 13.3 3.3 18.5 12.0
No 86.7 96.7 81.5 88.0
V=.185
Raw chi-square = 4.113
Sig. = .1278

Community college attendance. One-quarter of all staff members

surveyed reported that they had attended a community college. Those
most 1ikely to have had this experience were members of the part-time
general staff. Least 1ikely were members of the part-time applied

staff (see Table 4.17).

Formal study of the community college environment. Only 17%

of the entire community college faculty reported having studied the

function and purpose of the community college as an institution.
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TABLE 4.17.--Community College Attendance

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
- s Part-time Part-time
(N = 120) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 25.0 16.7 35.4 83.3
No 75.0 ' 8.0 64.6 92.0
V= .269
raw chi-square = 8.702
sig. = .0129

Proportionally more full-time than part-time faculty indicated they
had undertaken such study sometime during their careers (see Table

4.18).

TABLE 4.18.--Formal Study of the Institution

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
z . o Part-time Part-time
(N =117) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 17.1 26.7 14.5 12.0
No 82.9 73.3 85.5 88.0

V = .151
Raw Chi~square = 2.688
Sig. = .2608
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Performing abjlities. Most community college music faculty,

as many as 85%, reported they had maintained their performance
skills. The percentage of full-time faculty who had not main-
tained their skills is slightly greater than that reported by
part-time general faculty. In turn, part-time general faculty
were more 1likely than applied faculty to have allowed their skills
to lapse. Only 2.5% of the faculty indicated they never had
developed performing capabilities as can be seen in the following

Table 4.19,

TABLE 4.19.--Performing Abilities

Subgropu Distribution

Genera; .
Descriptors Distribution % ' Part time Part-time
(N = 120) Full time % General % Applied %

Yes 85.0 80.0 86.2 88.0
Not
Presently 12.5 15.7 12.3 8.0
No 2.5 3.3 1.5 4.0

V= .078

Raw chi-square = 1.497

Sig. = .8271

N =120

Professional background. An overwhelming majority of all

faculty (90.1% reported they taught privately. Of all the experiences
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that contributed to preparation of these community college music
instructors, none was so widely and uniformly shared as that of

private instruction (see Table 4.20).

TABLE 4.20.--Private Teaching Experience

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
z .o Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 90.1 90.0 89.4 92.0
No 9.9 10.0 10.6 8.0
V-= .,033 o .
Raw chi-square = .138
Sig. = .9333

A far greater proportion of full-time faculty than either part-
time general or part-time applied faculty indicated they had taught
at the public school levels (see Table 4.21).

TABLE 4.21.--Public School Teaching Experience

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % .. Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % Goneral % Applied %
Yes 45,5 80.0 36.4 28.0
No 54.5 20.0 63.6 72.0

V = .,403
Raw chi-square = 19.712
Sig. = .0001
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Relatively few music faculty members reported they had been
employed in the music industry. Members from the part-time general
subgroup were the most 1ikely (22.7%) to have had this experience

(see Table 4.22).

TABLE 4.22.--Music Industry Experience

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
- . o Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time 2 Goneral % Applied %
Yes 16.5 10.0 22.7 8.0
No 83.5 90.0 77.3 92.0
V =.183
Raw chi-square = 4.082
Sig. = .1298

More part-time general faculty than other faculty had worked
as commercial or studio musicians. Part-time applied faculty

exhibited the least experience in this area (see Table 4.23).

TABLE 4.23.--Experience as a Commercial/Studio Musician

Subgroup Distribution

' General .
Descriptors Distribution % . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 37.2 36.7 43.9 20.0
No 62.8 63.3 56.1 80.0

vV =.191
Raw chi-square = 4.453
Sig. = .1079
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Three of every ten instructors had served as a teaching
assistant during their college education. Fewer part-time general
faculty than other faculty indicated they had served in this capacity
(see Table 4.24).

TABLE 4.24.--Experience as a Graduate Teaching Assistant

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % Goperal % Applied %
Yes 30.6 40.0 22.7 40.0
No 69.4 60.0 77.3 60.0
V=.186
Raw chi-square = 4.216
Sig. = .1215

Nearly half of all music faculty reported they had served in
some other professional capacity. Some were church musicians: others

were either composers or orchestral instrumentalists (see Table 4.25).

TABLE 4.25.--Other Musical Experience

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 46.3 46.7 45.5 48.0
No 53.7 53.3 54.5 52.0

V= .020
Raw chi-square = .049
Sig. = .9755
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Information pertaining to the professional experiences of

community college music facu1ty is summarized in Tables 4.26 and 4.27.

TABLE 4.26.--Summary of Professional Experience Patterns for the

Sample

% of Sample Descriptor
90.1 Private teaching
46.3 Other musical experience
45.5 Public school teaching
37.2 Commercial/Studio musician
30.6 Graduate assistant
16.5 Music industry

Concurrent employment. Of the faculty surveyed, 70% indicated

they held another job concurrent with their community college posi-
tion. It could not be determined, however, if respondents depended
on their noncollege position to supply the majority of their income.
Nevertheless, part-time faculty were more 1ikely than full-time
faculty to report they held another position of any sort (see

Table 4.28). |

Regional recruitment. Three of every ten music instructors indi-

cated théy had been new to the community when they first accepted
their positions. Fewer part-time general faculty than others had

been recurited from outside their school's community (see Table 4.29).
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TABLE 4.27.--Summary of Professional Experience Patterns by Subgroup

Percent Descriptor

Full-time Faculty

90.0 Private teaching
80.0 Public school teaching
46.7 Other experience
40.0 Graduate assistant
36.7 Commercial musician
10.0 Music industry
Part-time General
89.4 Private teaching
45.5 Other experience
43.9 Commercial musician
36.4 Public school teaching
22.7 Graduate assistant
22.7 Music industry '
Part-time Applied
92.0 Private teaching
48.0 Other experience
40.0 Graduate assistant
28.0 Public school teaching
20.0 Commercial musician
8.0 Music industry
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TABLE 4.28.--Concurrent Employment

Subgroup Distribution

D General
escriptors Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 120) Full time 2 goperal % Applied %

Yes, in Music 65.6 26.7 78.5 79.2
Yes, Nonmusic 5.0 0 6.2 8.3
No 29.4 73.3 15.4 12.5

V = .398

Raw chi-square = 37.798

Sig. = .0000

TABLE 4.29.--Source of Regional Recruitment

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
- (N =120 Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 30.0 48.3 18.2 40.0
No 70.0 51.7 81.8 60.0

V=.291
Raw chi-square = 10.192
Sig. = .0061
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Professional Descriptors

Academic rank. Only 9% of the total faculty were accorded pro-

fessorial rank, and virtually all were full-time staff members. Even
among full-time faculty, however, academic rank has not been conferred
that frequently. Only 30% of all full-time staff has. been accorded
rank; many (46.7%) were referred to simply as "instructors," while
some (23.3%) acknowledgéd that their college bestowed no academic

rank at all. Of all part-time faculty surveyed (but no full-time
faculty) 28% referred to themselves as "adjunct" or off-campus
instructors. No one claimed to hold the rank of "associate professor"

(see Table 4.30).

TABLE 4.30.--Academic Rank

Subgroup Distribution

General

Descriptors Distribution % . .
- . Part-time Part-time

(N - 121) FU'H T]me % GeneY‘a1 % App]ied %
Professor 6.6 23.3 1.5 0.0
Associate
Professor 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Assistant
Professor 2.5 6.7 1.5 0.0
Instructor 60.3 - 46.7 68.2 56.0
Adjunct -
Instructor 21.5 0.0 22.7 44.0
Other or
No Rank 9.1 23.3 6.1 0.0

V= .424

Raw chi-square = 43.626
Sig. = .0000
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Tenure. Virtually all of the full-time faculty surveyed (90%)
were tenured. The fact that a few part-time faculty reported they
held tenure indicates that at least one community college had
implemented some sort of tenure system for part-time employees (see

Table 4.31).

TABLE 4.31.--Tenure

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
- . o Part-time Part-time
(V= 119) Full time é General %  Applied %
Yes 26.9 | 90.0 6.3 4.0
No 73.1 ~10.0 - 93.8 ~ 95.0
V = .826
Raw chi-square = 81.308
Sig. = .0000

Functional Descriptors

Number of hours taught. A majority of full-time instructors

(80%) taught between 15 and 20 hours per week, for an average of
nearly 18 hours per week. The mean number of hours taught by part-
time general faculty was 8.4, and for part-time applied faculty,

6.4 hours per week. Both of the part-time subgroups exhibited a
standard deviation of 6.3 hours, which indicated that some part-
time faculty did very 1ittle teaching for their college while others
were carrying the equivalent of a full-time lToad. Approximately 20%
of all part-time faculty taught 15 hours or more each week (see

Table 4.32).
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TABLE 4.32.--Number of Hours Taught

X S.D. N

Full time 17.866 3.6173 ' 30
Part-time General 8.393 6.3411 61
Part-time Applied 6.434 6.2728 _23
Sample 10.491 7.2481 114
F = 34.5778
df = (2, 113)
Sig. = .0000

Music administrators. Of all full-time faculty surveyed, 40%

‘indicated they had served as the music administrator for their
program. The 10% of part-time general faculty who claimed to serve
in this capacity, however, accounted for more than one-third of all

administrators (see Table 4.33).

TABLE 4.33.--Music Administrators

Subgroup Distribution

: General
Descriptors Distribution % ] Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 15.7 40.0 10.6 0
No : 84.3 60.0 89.4 100.0

F=.39
Raw chi-square = 19.332
Sig. = .0001
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Where they taught. Community college music instruction is

undertaken both on and off campus. In this survey, most faculty
(74%) reported teaching solely on campus, although about 9% of

the faculty indicated they taught both on and off campus. A major-
ity of part-time applied faculty (52%) taught solely off campus
(see Table 4.34).

TABLE 4.34.--Place of Instruction

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % . .
> N Part-time Part-time
(N = 120) Full time % coneral % Applied %
On Campus 74.2 93.3 78.5 40.0
Off Campus 16.7 0 10.8 52.0
On & Off
Campus . 9.2 6.7 10.8 8.0
V= .359
Raw chi-square = 31.089
Sig = .0000

When they taught. Community college music instruction was

offered at various times: during the day, the evening, and even
during the weekend. Full-time faculty vere most often (73%) required
to teach.both day and evening courses. In contrast, about half of
all part-time faculty taught solely during the day. A minority of
part-time faculty (but no full-time faculty) reported working even-

ings only, weekends, and at all times (see Table 4.35).
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TABLE 4.35.--Times of Instruction

Subgroup Distribution

5 General
escriptors  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N =121) Full time £ General %  Applied 4
Only Days 43.8 26.7 50.0 48.0
Only Evenings 13.2 0.0 18.2 16.0
Weekends 2.5 0.0 1.5 8.0
Days & Week-
ends 37.2 73.3 -28.8 16.0
A11 times 3.3 0.0 1.5 12.0
V= .376
Raw chi-square = 34,252
Sig. = .000

Who they taught. A majority of instructors came into contact

with music majors, general nonmusic students, and avocational or
occasional music students. Fewer instructors reported teaching
commercial-music students,. those who were training to enter the popu-
lar music field immediately upon graduation.

In general, full-time instructors were more familiar with the
range of students enrolled in their colleges than were members of
the other employment subgroups. Part-time applied facuity, espe-
cially had 1imited contact with nonmusic majors (see Table 4.36).

What they taught. Applied music was frequently taught by full-

time and part-time faculty alike. Private instrumental Tessons
(including piano lessons) were taught by about half of all respond-

ents (see Table 4.37).
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TABLE 4.36.--Kinds of Students Taught

Subgroup Distribution

General

Descriptors Distribution % . .
e .o Part-time Part-time

(N = 121) Full time % coneral % Applied %
Music
Majors 71.9 86.7 65.2 72.0
General
Students 76.9% 96.7 75.8 56.0
Avocational
Students 71.9 76.7 75.8 56.0
Commercial
Music
Students 33.9* 50.0 37.9 4.0
Other

~ Students 9.1 10.0 ‘ - 9.1 8.0

*Significance of X2 < .01.

TABLE 4.37.--Applied Instrumental Lessons

Subgroup Distribution

5 Genera; .

escriptors Distribution % . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time 2 Gonepal % Applied %

Yes 51.2 43.3 53.0 56.0

No 48.8 56.7 47.0 44.0

V = .093
Raw chi-square = 1.062
Sig. = .5880
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Private voice lessons were taught by less than one-third of

respondents (see Table 4.38).

TABLE 4.38.--Applied Vocal Lessons

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % p . .
- s g art-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 27.3 16.7 25.8 44.0
No 72.7 83.3 74.2 56.0
vV = .209
Raw chi-square = 5.304
Sig. =-.0705

Approximately 57% of both full- and part-time general faculty

taught group lessons in a classroom setting (see Table 4.39).

TABLE 4.39.--Class Applied Instruction

Subgroup Distribution

Generag ’
Descriptors Distribution % . .
. Part-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time % Goneral % Applied %
Yes 57.3 56.7 57.6 0.0
No . 42.7 43.3 42.4 0.0
Phi = .008

Corrected chi square = 0.0
Sig. = 1.0000
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Music theory and ear training were the most frequent academic
music courses within the Michigan community colleges. More than half
of all full-time faculty and nearly one-gquarter of all part-time

general faculty taught these courses (see Table 4.40).

TABLE 4.40.--Music Theory and Ear Training

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time % coneral % Applied %
Yes 35.4 60.0 24.2 0.0
No 64.6 40.0 ' 75.8 0.0
Phi = .346
Corrected chi-square = 10.018
Sig. = .0016

Music appreciation was another frequent academic music course.
As with music theory, music appreciation was taught more by full-
time faculty than by part-time general faculty. It was one of the
few courses taught by more than half of all full-time staff members
surveyed (see Table 4.41).

Music history courses were taught by a relatively small portion
of the respondents. That part-time faculty were employed to teach
music history at all suggests that they were used to supplant rather
than supplement full-time faculty in this area (see Table 4.42).

A school's music fundamentals course for elementary education
majors was usually taught by a full-time instructor. One in three

full-time faculty were assigned to this area (see Table 4.43).
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TABLE 4.41.--Music Appreciation

Subgroup Distribution

) generag .
escriptors istribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 30.2 63.3 15.2 0.0
No 69.8 35.7 84.8 0.0
Phi = .486

Corrected chi-square = 20.482
Sig. = .0000

TABLE 4.42.--Music History

General

Subgroup Distribution

Descriptors  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(= 96) Full time % General %  Applied %
Yes 15.6 20.0 13.6 0.0
No 84.4 80.0 86.4 0.0
Phi = .081
Corrected chi-square = .242
Sig. = .6222

TABLE 4.43.--Music for Education Majors

Subgroup Distribution

B General
Descriptors ?&szr;ggt1on % Full time % gg:g;g:mi X:;$;§;m;
Yes 13.5 33.3 4.5 0.0
No 85.5 66.7 95.5 0.0
Phi = .389

Corrected chi-square = 12.244
Sig. = .0005
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A unique attribute of the community college music program has
been the inclusion of music industry-oriented courses into its
curriculum. Only 3.1% of the entire faculty, however, reported
teaching these courses; of these few, all were part-time general

faculty members (see Table 4.44).

TABLE 4.44.--Music Business/Industry Courses

_ | éénera1 Subgroup Distribution
Descriptors Distribution % P . .
- s g art-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time 2 General % Applied %
Yes 3.1 0.0 4{5,,;. - 0.0
No 96.9 100.0 95.5 0.0
Phi = .121
Corrected chi-square = .306
Sig. = .5798

Approximately three-quarters of all full-time faculty indicated
they were assigned to direét an ensemble. By comparison, less than
one-third of all part-time general faculty claimed to hold responsi-
bilities in this area. The slight increase in the number of part-
time faculty assigned to direct instrumental ensembles may be due
to the increasing number of nontraditional instrumental ensembles,
such as guitar ensembles or jazz bands (see Tables 4.45 and 4.46).

Full-time faculty were more 1ikely than part-time general
faculty to have taught a course other than those listed on the

questionnaire (see Table 4.47).
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TABLE 4.45.--Conduct Vocal Ensemble

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time %  coneral % Applied %
Yes 20.8 40.0 12.1 0.0
No 79.2 60.0 87.9 0.0
Phi = .318
Corrected chi-square = 8.102
Sig. = .0044

TABLE 4.46.--Conduct Instrumental Ensemble

| Génera1’

~ Subgroup Distribution’

Descriptors Distribution % p . .
- ., art-time Part-time
(N = 96) Full time 2 Goneral % Applied %
Yes 25.0 36.7 19.7 0.0
No 75.0 63.3 80.3 0.0
Phi = .181
Corrected chi-square = 2.327
Sig. = .1271

TABLE 4.47.--Other Course Assignment

Subgroup Distribution

generag .

Descriptors istribution % Part-time  Part-time
(V= 96) FUll time £ General % Applied %

Yes 12.5 30.0 4.5 0.0

No 87.5 70.0 95.5 0.0

Phi = .356
Corrected chi-square = 10.001
Sig. = .0016
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Summary of faculty course assginment information. Information

regarding faculty course assignments is summarized in the following
two tables. Table 4.48 contains a rank-ordering of the frequencies
with which courses are assigned to faculty members and the percent-
ages of staff assigned to each subject area. The figures show that
the greatest number of faculty were involved in teaching private or
class applied music, and that fewer were assigned to teach academic
music courses.

Table 4.49 contains information about the apportionment of
courses to full-time and part-time faculty. The first course listed
~in the table utilizes the greatest number of full-time staff in
relation to part-time staff. Past the table's midboint, part-time |
staff increases over full-time staff. It is apparent that part-time
faculty comprise the majority of those who taught applied music and

the minority of those who taught selected academic music courses.

Correlates of course assignments. Music administators tend to

teach music education (r = .58) and to direct a vocal ensemble

(r= .58). Tenured faculty are associated with teaching music appre-
ciation (r = .59). Music appreciation teachers are often assigned
to teach theory/ear training (r = .41), a vocal ensemble (r - .36)
and musié history (r = .25). Instrumental ensemble teachers are
1ikely to teach private instrumental music lessons (r = .36) and

theory/ear training (r = .20).



Table 4.48.--Rank Ordering of the Frequency with which Courses Are Assigned

Number of Faculty

Percentage of

Percentage of

égalgged to the Descriptor Entire Staffd Rank 2ggf§e5xgl$§gng Rank
62 Applied instrumental 50.8 1 50.0 2

55 Class applied 45.1 2 57.3 1

34 Theory/ear training 27.9 3 35.4 3

33 Applied voice 27.0 4 22.9 6

29 Music appreciation 23.8 5 30.2 4

24 Instrumental ensemble 19.7. 6 25.0 5

20 Vocal ensemble 16.4 7 20.8 7

15 Music history 12.3 8 15.6 8

13 Music for education

Majors 10.7 9 13.5 9

12 "Other" music courses 9.8 10 12.5 10

3 Music business/industry 2.5 11 3.1 11

aN = 122

by = 96

X
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TABLE 4.49.--Apportionment of Course Assignments

Ttem # Full Time Part Time Descriptor
1 76.9% 23.1% Music for education majors
11 75.0% 25.0% "Other" music courses
4 - 65.5% 34.5% Music appreciation
g 60.0% 40.0 ¢ Vocal ensemble
2 52.9% 47.1% Theory/ear training
10 45.8% 54.2% Instrumental ensemble
3 40.0% 60.0% Music history
8 30.9% 69.1% Class applied
7 - 21.0% 79.0% Applied instrumental
6 15.2% 84.8%  Applied voice |
5 0.0% 100.0% Music business/industry

Correlates of course assignments. Music administrators tend to

teach music education (r = .58) and to direct a vocal ensemble

(r = .58). Tenured faculty are associated with teaching music appre-
ciation (r = .59). Music appreciation teachers are often assigned to
teach theory/ear training (r = .41), a vocal ensemble (r = .36) and
music history (r = .25). Instrumental ensemble teachers are likely
to teach. private instrumental music lessons (r = .36) and theory/ear

training (r = .20)

Attitudinal Descriptors

Reasons why faculty members entered community college teaching.

Faculty were provided a set of possible responses and asked to
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identify all those that would help explain why they chose to enter
the profession. Fewer than three of every ten faculty members
indicated they entered community college teaching, in part, because
they were prepared in college to teach at the junior college level

(see Table 4.50).

TABLE,4.50.--Reason for Entry: Professional Preparation

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor  Distribution % ] Part-time Part-time
(N =121) Full time % goneral % Applied %
Yes 28.1 . 26.7 , 27.3 - 32.0
No 71.9 73.3 72.7 68.0
V= .044
Raw chi-square = 0.241
Sig. = .8864

Proportionally fewer full-time faculty than part-time faculty
reported entering community college teaching, in part, because a
friend or relative worked in the vicinity (see Table 4.51).

Only part-time faculty reported they had entered community
college teaching, in part, to secure a second job (see Table 4.52).
Of all faculty surveyed, 14% indicated the desire to avoid
public-school teaching had influenced their decision to enter the

profession. Fulli-time faculty were more likely to seleét this

response than were part-time faculty (see Tabel 4.53).
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TABLE 4.51.--Reason for Entry: Relative was Employed in the

Vicinity
General Subgroup Distribution
Descriptor Distribution % . .
- . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) FUll time % coneral % Applied %
Yes 19.8 6.7 25.8 20.0
No 80.2 93.3 74.2 80.0
V=.197
Raw chi-square = 4.728
Sig. = .0940

TABLE 4.52.--Reason for Entry: Needed a’Second Job

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N -121) Full time % General %  Applied %
Yes 33.9 0.0 48.5 36.0
No 66.1 100.0 51.5 64.0
V= .423

Raw chi-square = 21.705
Sig. = .0000
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TABLE 4.53.--Reason for Entry: To Avoid Public School Teaching

Subgroup Distribution

0 General
escriptor Distribution % Part-ti .
- s -time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 14.0 23.3 12.1 8.0
No 86.0 76.7 87.9 92.0
V= .160
Raw chi-square = 3.102
Sig. = .2120

Only part-time faculty indicated they had entered community

.college teaching to use leisure time (see Table 4.54).

TABLE 4.54.--Reason for Entry: To Fill Leisure Time

Subgroup Distribution

5 General
escriptor  Distribution % ] Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 10.7 0.0 18.2 4.0
No 89.3 100.0 81.8 96.0
V = .266
Raw chi-square = 8.604

Sig. = .0135

More than 13% (13.2%) of all faculty reported they had entered
community college teaching partially for the prestige attached to the
position. A somewhat greater proportion of part-time applied
faculty members than others found this response accurately described

their feelings (see Table 4.55).
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For the Prestige

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor Distribution % . .
- . o Part-time Part-time
(N =121) Full time % Goneral % Applied %
Yes 13.2 13.3 10.6 20.0
No 86.8 86.7 89.4 80.0
V= .107

Raw chi-square = 1.394
Sig. = .4979

Among all the respondents, only a small minority of part-time

-.general faculty indicated they had entered community college teach-

ing due to the unavailablility of a public school teaching position

(see Table 4.56).

TABLE 4.56.--Reason for Entry:

Unavailability of Public School

Position
General Subgroup Distribution
Descriptor Distribution % ) Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % Goneral %  Applied %
Yes 5.0 0.0 9.1 0.0
No 95.0 100.0 90.9 100.0
V = .,208

Raw chi-square = 5.260
Sig. = .0720
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A minority of all faculty (14%) reported they had entered commu-
nity college teaching due to the unavailability of a senior college

position (see Table 4.57).

TABLE 4.57.--Reason for Entry: Unavailability of Senior College

Position
General Subgroup Distribution
Descriptor Distribution % . .
- .o o Part-time  Part-time
(N = 121) Full time % General % Applied %
Yes 14.0 16.7 13.6 12.0
No 86.0 83.3 . 86.4 88.0
V = .046
Raw chi-square = .266
Sig. = .8753

More part-time faculty than full-time faculty indicated they
had entered the profession to gain teaching experience. This
response was selected by a majority of part-time general faculty
(see Table 4.58).

A minority of all faculty (8.3%) reported they had obtained their
positions while completing a graduate degree (see Table 4.59).

Many respondents, a majority of full-time faculty (63.3%) and
a minority of part-time faculty (40%), indicated they had entered
community college teaching for reasons other than those offered to
them for appraisal. Faculty members noted that they were attracted

to community college teaching because it was consistent with their
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To Gain Teaching Experience

Subgroup Distribution

5 General .
escriptor Distribution % . Part-time Part-time
(N = 121) Full Time % General % Applied %
Yes 45.5 26.7 56.1 40.0
No 54.5 73.3 43.9 60.0
V = ,250
Raw chi-square = 7.565
Sig. = .0228

TABLE 4.59.--Reason for Entry:

Employment while Completing Graduate

Degree
Geﬁéral Subgrbup Disﬁfibﬁtion
G s i Rt
Yes | 8.3 6.7 9.1 8.0
No 91.7 93.3 90.9 92.0
V = .036

.162

Raw chi-square
Sig. = .9218
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philosophy of education. Others indicated that the position was

offered to them; they had not sought it (see Table 4.60).

TABLE 4.60.--Reason for Entry: Other Factors

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor Distribution % . .
- ., Part-time Part-time
(N =121) Full Time % General % Applied %
Yes 45.5 63.3 39.4 40.0
No 54.5 36.7 60.6 60.0
V= .206
Raw chi-square = 5.145
Sig. =.0763

Summary of reasons why faculty members entered community college

teaching. No single reason for entering community college teaching
was selected by a majority of the sample (see Table 4.61).

A majority of full-time faculty (63.3%) reported that they
accepted their position for reasons other than those offered. About
half of all part-time general faculty members indicated they entered
community college teaching to gain experience and to secure a second
job. Many part-time applied faculty (40%) indicated they entered the
professibn to gain teaching experience and for other reasons than

those listed (see Table 4.62).

Job preference. Only a minority of faculty (16.3%) specified

"community college teaching" as the position they would find most

attractive. Community college teaching was, however, the choice of
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TABLE 4.61.--Rank-Ordering of Reasons for Entry into Position

Ranking for Frequency with
Entire Descriptor which Item was
Sample Selected
1.5 To gain teaching experience 45.5%
1.5 "Other" reason ("...to be employed") 45.5%
3.0 Needed a second job 33.9%
4.0 Prepared to teach at the junior
college level 28.1%
5.0 Spouse or relative was employed
in the vicinity 19.8%
6.5 To avoid having to teach at the
public school levels 14.0%
6.5 No job openings at the 4-year
college or university levels = . 14.0
. For the prestige 13.2%
9.0 To fill in leisure time 10.7%
10.0 To be employed while finishing
a graduate degree 8.3%
11.0 No job openings at the public

school levels 5.0%
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TABLE 4.62.--Ordering by Subgroup of Reasons for Entry into Position

Percent Descriptor

Full-time Faculty

Other reason

Gain experience
Preparation

Avoid public school
No senior college jobs
Prestige

In graduate school
Relative in vicinity
Second job

Leisure time

No public school jobs

=N NN OY
OCOOOTTHWOhWwoOIOhWw
L2 . . L] . L ] L) . - . L]
OCOONNWNWNNW

Part-time General Faculty

Prestige
No public school jobs
In graduate school

56.1 Gain experience
48.5 Second job
39.4 Other reason
27.3 Preparation
25.8 Relative in vicinity
18.2 Leisure time
13.6 No senior college jobs
12.1 Avoid public school
.6
.1
.1

Part-time Applied Faculty

40.0 Other reason

40.0 Gain experience

36.0 -Second job

32.0 Preparation

20.0 Prestige

20. Relative in vicinity

1 No senior college jobs

0.0

2.0

8.0 Avoid public schools
8.0 In graduate school
4.0 Leisure time

0.0 No public school jobs




144

a majority (55.2%) of full-time faculty. An additional 24% of full-
time faculty preferred to teach at the four-year college level.

Among part-time faculty, many indicated a desire to teach privately
or perform. A plurality of part-time applied faculty (45.8%), how-

ever, envisioned themselves as university teachers (see Table 4.63).

TABLE 4.63.--Job Preference

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor Distribution % Pa . .
- s g rt-time Part-time
(N = 118)  Full Time % Goneral % Applied %
Teaching
Community
College 26.3 55.2 21.5 4.2
University
level 28.7 24.1 26.2 45.8
Public
School
Level 6.8 0.0 10.8 4.2
Administration
Community
College .8 3.4 0.0 0.0
University
Level 1.7 3.4 1.5 0.0
Private Teaching or Performance
Other
Music 32.2 13.8 36.9 41.7
Nonmg;ic Occupation
Nonmusic 2.5 0.0 3.1 4.2
V = .355

R Chi Square = 29.895
Sig. = .0029
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Professional allegiance. The vast majority of music instructors

(93.2%) reported they owed their greatest professional allegiance
either to their students (46.2%) or to the discipline of music (47%);
not many respondents identified with either the teaching profession
or their college.

Relatively few full-time instructors (26.7%) were music-
discipline oriented in comparison with part-time faculty. Of all
respondents, part-time general faculty members were the least likely
to report they owed their greatest professional allegiance to their
students (see Table 4.64). Student orientation was most highly
correlated with a teacher's having taught within the public schools

(r = .26),

TABLE 4.64.--Professional Allegiance®

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptor Distribution % . .
- . Part-time Part-time
(N = 117) Full Time % General % Applied %
Teaching 4.3 10.0 3.2 0.0
College 2.6 3.3 3.2 0.0
Students - 46.2 60.0 37.1 52.0

Music 47.0 26.7 56.5 48.0

3hen the “"Teaching" and "Student" allegiance columns were
combined, the distribution attains significance (V = .247,
p < .0280).

vV =.213
Raw chi-square = 10.701
Sig. = .0981
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Preferred program orientation. Nearly half of all instructors

indicated that their institutions should serve the music major first
and foremost. This attitude was most representative of part-time
applied teachers (69.6%) and least representative of full-time
teachers (40.7%). Of the 17.1% of those who felt that general stu-
dents deserve their program's primary consideration, full-time

faculty were most fully represented (29.6%) (see Table 4.65).

TABLE 4.65.--Preferred Program Orientation

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors . Distribution % . o Partetime  Part-time
(N = 105) Full Time % General %  Applied %
Music
Majors 49.5 40.7 45.5 69.6
General , .
Students 17.1 29.6 14.5 8.7
Avocational
Students 11.4 3.7 12.7 17.4
Commercial
Music
Students 10.5 11.1 12.7 4.3
Others 11.4 14.8 14.5 0.0
V = .246
Raw chi-square = 12.773
Sig. = .1199

Personal motivation. When asked to describe their present

motivational state, a majority of all music faculty (72.9%) indicated

they were "excited about teaching." Fewer instructors (16.1%),
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mainly part-time general faculty members, reported they were pre-
occupied with sométhing other than teaching. Virtually none of the
respondents reported being bored with his or her routine (see

Table 4.66).

TABLE 4.66.--Motivational State

Subgroup Distribution

General g .
Descriptors Distribution % . Part-time Part-time
(N = 118) Full time % General % Applied %
Excited 72.9 70.0 72.3 78.3
Preoccupied 16.1 10.0 21.5 8.7
Bored o 8 3.3 0.0 0.0
Other 10.2 16.7 6.2 13.0
V = .186
Raw chi-square = 8.194
Sig. = .2242

Perception of teaching load. A majority of full-time faculty

(50%) felt their teaching load was "heavy."” By contrast, a majority
of both part-time applied and part-time general faculty (70.8% and
58.1%, respectively) considered their teaching Toad to be "light"
(see Table 4.67).

Musical preference. Most community college music faculty (78.5%)

indicated that they value art music above all other types of music.
Of all music faculty, part-time applied instructors appeared to have

the most catholic of musical preferences, as 92% reported their
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TABLE 4.67.--Perception of Teaching Load

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors  Distribution % Part-time Part-time
(N = 116) Full time % coneral % Applied %
Heavy 25.9 50.0 22.6 4.2
Light 50.0 16.7 58.1 70.8
Other 24.1 33.3 19.4 25.0
V= .,312
Raw chi-square = 22.587
Sig. = .0002

preference for art music. Part-time genera]ufaculty, on the other
hand, displayed the most divergent of musical tastes. A sizeable
proportion (13.6%) of the part-time general staff, for example, were

unwilling to specify a particular musical preference (see Table 4.68).

TABLE 4.68.--Musica1 Preference

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors Distribution % _ Part-time Part time
(N = 121) Full time % goneral % Applied %
Art Music 78.5 80.0 72.7 92.0
Pop ) .8 0.0 1.5 0.0
Folk .8 0.0 1.5 0.0
Jazz 8.3 10.0 7.6 8.0
Other 2.5 3.3 3.0 0.0
No
Preference 9.1 6.7 13.6 0.0
V=.175

Raw chi-square = 7.440
Sig. = .6833 '
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Future plans. Whether or not instructors planned to stay in

community college teaching was related to their employment status.
Most full-time faculty (80%) indicated they intended to stay in their
present positions. By contrast, only one in three part-time faculty
reported they intended to retain their status. The majority of part-
time faculty (approximately 50%) were uncertain of their future plans.
Relatively few faculty members had definitely decided to leave the
profession (see Table 4.69).

TABLE 4.69.--Professional Plans

Subgroup Distribution

General
Descriptors  Distribution % . . Part-time Part-time
(N = 120) Full time % General Applied %
Will Stay 47.5 80.0 36.9 36.0
Uncertain 40.8 A 16.7 47.7 52.0
Will Leave 11.7 3.3 15.4 12.0
V = .268
Raw chi square = 17.259
Sig. = .0017

Categorization of Environmental Variables

Two attitudinal measures were incorporated within the body
of the qﬁestionnaire. The first was a 40-item measure of position
satisfaction, and the second, a 56-item measure of instructional
difficulties. This part of the section presents descriptive
analyses of the manner in which faculty classified these environmental

variables.
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Classification of Position
Satisfaction Variables

For each of the three employment subgroupings, the set of 40
Position Satisfaction item means were rank-ordered. For this procedure
item means were calculated excluding "not applicable" reponses and
missing responses. Items with means equalling or exceeding “"average
satisfaction," "3.00" and above, were designated as sources of
"greater satisfaction" (see Appendix 6). Items with means falling
below "average satisfaction" were named as sources of "lesser satis-
faction" (see Appendix 7).

A compar1son of the three subgroup 11sts 1nd1cated that (a)
e]even items were 1dent1fved by facu]ty in common as const1tut1ng
sources of greater satisfaction; (b) fifteen items were considered to be
sources of greater satisfaction by only full-time faculty; (c) one
item was considered a source of greater satisfaction by full-time and
part-time applied faculty, but not by part-time general faculty;

(d) one item was considered a source of greater satisfaction by

only part-time applied faculty; and (e) six items were identified by
faculty in common as sources of lesser satisfaction. These results
are detailed in Table 4.70.

Appendix 8 contains the distribution of responses across each
of the 40 Position Satisfaction items. This table includes "not
applicable" responses.

Further information regarding the "not applicable" column appears
in Appendix 9. This appendix provides a breakdown by subgroup of

Position Satisfaction items which elicited "not applicable" responses
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TABLE 4.70.~-Summary Tab1e; Faculty Perception of Position}Variab]es

Items from which faculty
in common derive greater
satisfaction (rank ordered)

Academic freedom

Congeniality of colleagues

Scheduling freedom

Personal contacts with department chairperson
Competency of colleagues '
Courses taught

Opportunities for outside income
Nearness to friends and relatives
Reputation of school€

Beauty of geographical region

Performance facilities@.C

HFOWONOOUOTPPWN -

e

Items more satisfying to
part-time applied faculty
only

1. Adequacy of group rehearsal faci]ities(b)

Items more satisfying to
part-time general faculty
only

None identified

Items more satisfying to full-
time faculty and part-time
general faculty

Teaching load “blc)

Cultural opportunities

Lecturinga

Conducting* b(c)
Administration of the department
Quality of students@sb

Items more satisfying to full-time
faculty and part-time applied
faculty

1. Adequacy of classroom facilities
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TABLE 4.70.--Continued

Items more satisfying to part-
time faculty only

None identified

Items more satisfying to full-
time faculty only (rank

ordered)

1. Fringe benefits

2. Job security b

3. Participation in job decisions( )

4, Salary (b)(c)

5. Diversity of teaching assignments ¢

6. Adequacy of office space

7. Academic rank(b

8. Opportunities for professional growth

9. Future salary prospects , _
10. Opportunities for professional advancement

e
Pory

e
1 WN
L ] . . . [ ]

Quality of support services
Recital opportunities

Nearness to graduate schoo12(b)(c)
Rotation of assignments
Climatea(b)(c)

Items from which faculty members in
common derive less satisfaction

Adequacy of music 1ibrary

Low priority accorded to research
Research opportunities

Research facilities

Adequacy of practice facilities(@)
Faculty recital demand

a = Full-time faculty
b- = Part-time general faculty
¢ = Part-time applied faculty

Symbols by themselves indicate "marginally more satisfying"
Symbols enclosed within parentheses indicate "marginally less
satisfying." -
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from more than 20% of the subjects. Inspection of this table

reveals that most "not applicable" responses derive from part-time
faculty, and that the general direction of the response is clear.
Faculty members who employed other than the "not applicable"

response found the majority of items in this appendix contributed
minimally to their satisfaction. Part-time applied instructors

found 13 of the 15 items to be sources of lesser satisfaction, while
part-time general instructors identified 11 items as sources of lesser
satisfaction. Full-time faculty listed five of these items among

the seven items they considered to be sources of lesser staisfaction.

Classification of Instructional
Difficulties Variables

Subgroup means were claculated for each of the 56 Instructional
Difficulties scale items. Items with means ranging from "1.000"
through "2.399" were ordered by subgroup within Appendix 10, and are
labeled the "most troublesome" instructional difficulties faced by
community college music faculty. Items whose means ranged from
"2,400" through "2.699" were ordered by subgroup in Appendix 11,
representing instructional related variables of "moderate diffi-
culty." Finally, items whose means ranged from "2.700" through "3.000"
were ordered by subgroup in Appendix 12, and are labeled the "least
troublesome” instructional variables faced by the respondents.

Table 4.71 is a summary which contains the information from
Appendices 10, 11, and 12. The lists in the summary table enumerate

seven variables considered in common to be most problematic, eight
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TABLE 4.71.--Instructional Difficulties Scale Summary

Commonly identified difficulties (Rank-Ordered)

Teaching students who do not practice
Contending with student absences

Working with immature students

Expanding students' perspectives

Encouraging mastery of musical materials
Teaching students with minimal musical talent
Providing students with a realistic evaluation
of their abilities

SNOYOTRWN -
L] 3 . ] . . L]

Difficulties perceived by part-time applied faculty only

None indicated

Difficulties perceived by part-time faculty only

None indicated

Difficulties perceived by part-time general faculty only

Making do with insufficient instructional resources
Making do with limited physical facilities

Difficulties perceived by both part-time general faculty
and full time faculty

Encouraging affective response to music Tistening

Teaching students who do not do their assigned readings

Encouraging musical inventiveness or creativity

Combating students' tone deafness

Enhancing musicality of student performances

Contending with a student's defeatist attitude

Getting students to turn in their assignments on time

Teaching a class in which a wide range of student
abilities are displayed

Difficulties perceived by full-time faculty only

Providing make-up examinations

Inducing students to seek tutorial help

Relating musical concepts to students with divergent
musical tastes

Having to demonstrate techniques several times for a
student's benefit

Teaching students who display learning disabilities

Having to make do with incomplete instrumentation
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TABLE 4.71.--Continued

Commonly identified items of moderate difficulty

Using a diversity of media to advantage
Promoting psychomotor flexibility _
Encouraging students to continue on in music
Inducing students to maintain their own opinions
Explaining ideas as concretely as possible
Maintaining students' interest

Making work demands on students explicit
Concluding class on time

Commonly identified items of least difficulty

Speaking loudly enough in the classroom

Relating to students of a different ethinic or racial
background

Maintaining discipline in the classroom

Working with adult students .

Singing in front of a class

Lecturing without undue recourse to notes

Setting up the classroom

Preparing enough class materials to go around

Sequencing materials over the semester

Relating to students of a different socio-economic background

Performing in front of a class

Items of least difficulty as perceived by part-time applied
faculty only

Providing make-up exams

Making do with insufficient instructional resources
Starting class on time

Inducing students to seek tutorial help

Answering naive questions

Making do with Timited physical facilities

Having to make do with incomplete instrumentation

Items of least difficulty as perceived by both part-
time applied and general faculty

Taking time away from instruction to give tests

Using real musical illustrations, not just theoretical ones
Preparing tests

Correcting papers
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TABLE 4.71.--Continued

Items of least difficulty perceived by both part-time
applied faculty and full-time faculty

Finding supplementary class materials
Contending with too large a class

Getting enough rock or jazz into the curriculum
Getting enough art music into the curriculum
Ordering textbooks through the proper channels
Selecting appropriate class materials

Using a broad range of music in teaching

Items of least difficulty as perceived by part-time general faculty
only

None uncovered

Items of least difficulty as perceived by full-time faculty

Pacing materials over the term
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variables considered moderately problematic, and eleven variables
considered to pose little or no difficulty in performing instruc-
tional responsibilities. In addition, Table 4.71 contains variables
identified by only one or two of the subgroups as proving of greater
or lesser difficulty.

Appendix 13 displays the distribution of responses across each

of the 56 instructional Difficulties items.

Attitudinal Measure Subscale Analysis

In the previous part of this section, the manner in which faculty
categorized individual attitudinal items was examined. In this
part, consideration is given to faculty's assessment of variable
clusters. Each cluster was defined through factor analysis and is
represented in terms of a subscale. Analysis of variance will be
applied to identify differences between subgroup subscale means.

Analysis of the Position Satjsfac-
tion Subscale Means

Personal Welfare ("Survival") Subscale. The first Position

Satisfaction subscale is referred to as the Survival subscale.
Its items relate to faculty members' personal and professional
well-being. Subgroup means for this subscale are presented in

Table 4.72.

Results indicate that Survival subscale means for full-time and
part-time faculty differed significantly (see Tables 4.73 and 4.74).
Subgroup means for part-time general and part-time applied faculty

are not significantly different (see Table 4.75).
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TABLE 4.72.--Survival Subscale: Subgroup Means

Mean S.D. N
Full Time 3.479 .581 29
Part-time General 2.096 .610 64
Part-time Applied 1.943 .605 23
Sample 2.412 .862 116

TABLE 4.73.--Survival Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-A Differences

SS df MS F Sig. of F
‘Between groups  44.4774 2 22.2387 61.2548  .000O*
Within groups 41.0249 113 .3631
TOTAL 85.5023 115

*p < ,001
"Surv" by "subgroups" (The three-level variable represents
the three subgroups)

TABLE 4.74.--Survival Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-G Differences

SS df M F
Between groups 38.2323 1 38.2323 105.5939*
Within groups 32.9484 91 .3620
TOTAL 71.1807 92

*p < .001
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TABLE 4.75.--Survival Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-G and PT-A

Similarities
SS df MS F
Between groups .3963 1 .39632 1.0672*
Within groups 31.5649 85 .37135
TOTAL 31.9612 86

*NS = nonsignificant

Facilities subscale. The second subscale, labeled the Facilities

subscale, refers to the adequacy of on-campus facilities as perceived
by the faculty member. Subgroup means for the Facilities subscale

are presented in Table 4.76.

TABLE 4.76.--?ac111ties Subscale: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N

Full time 3.062 .993 29
Part-time General 2.292 .942 64
Part-time Applied 2.347 1.104 _23
Sample 2.495 1.033 116

Full-time and part-time faculty differed significantly with
respect to the Facilities subscale (see Tables 4.77 and 4.78). No
significant differences were evidenced between part-time general and

part-time applied faculty (see Table 4.79).
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ANOVA Showing FT and PT-G

Differences
SS df MS F Sig. of F
Between groups 12.4561 2 6.2280 6.3763 | .0024*
Within groups 110.3718 113 .9767
TOTAL 122.8278 115
*p < .01

"Fac" by "Subgroups" (the three-level variable representing the

three subgroups)

TABLE 4.78.--Facilities Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-A
Differences
SS df - MS F
Between groups 6.5435 1 6.5435 6.0114*
Within groups 54.4257 50 1.0885
TOTAL 60.9692 51
*p < .05
TABLE 4.79.--Facilities Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-G and PT-A
Similarities
SS df MS F
Between groups .05237 1 .05237 .05378*
Within groups 82.76350 85 .97368
TOTAL 82.8158 86

*Nonsignificant
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Social relations subscale. The third subscale, termed the Social

subscale, contains items relating to faculty members' relations with
their colleagues. Subgroup means for this subscale are presented

in Table 4.80.

TABLE 4.80.--Social Relations Subscaje: Subscale Means

M S.D. N

Full time 3.703 .997 27
Part-time General 3.650 .943 63
Part-time Applied 3.304 1.029 _23
Sample _ - .3.592 9766 113

In Table 4.81, an analysis of variance with the Social subscale
used as a dependent variable indicates that the employment subgroup
means were not significantly different from one another. Therefore,
it appears that faculty members from the three subbroups reported
that they derived approximately the same degree of satisfaction with

regard to the Social subscale items.

TABLE 4.81.--Social Subscale: ANOVA Indicating Lack of Significant

Differences
SS df M.S. F Sig. of F
Between groups 2.4577 2 1.2288 1.2951 .2780*
Within groups 104.3722 110 .9488
TOTAL 106.8299 112
*Nonsignificant

"Soc" by "Subgroups"
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Prestige subscale. The fourth and final Position Satisfaction

subséa1e, referred to as the Prestige subscale, includes items from
which faculty members may derive prestige. Subgroup means for this

subscale are presented in Table 4.82.

TABLE 4.82.--Prestige Subsca]e: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N

Full time 3.308 .694 30
Part-time General 3.036 .848 64
Part-time Applied 2.500 .875 24
Sample 2.996 .856 118

Results indicate that part-time applied faculty differed signifi-
cantly from both full-time and part-time general faculty with respect
to their ability to derive professional prestige (see Tables 4.83 and
4.84). Subgroup means for part-time general and full-time faculty

were not significantly different (see Table 4.85).

TABLE 4.83.--Prestige Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-A and FT Differences

SS df MS F Sig. of F

Between groups 8.9357 2 4.4678 6.6751 .0018*
Within groups 76.9726 115 .6693
TOTAL 85.9083 117

*n < .01
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TABLE 4.84.--Prestige Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-A and PT-G

Differences
SS df MS F
Between groups 5.0231 1 5.0231 6.8588*
Within groups 62.9844 86 .7323
TOTAL 68.0075 87
*p < .05.

TABLE 4.85.--Prestige Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-G

Similarities
-~ 8§ df coMS e o B
Between groups 1.5097 1 1.5097 2.3404*
Within groups 59.3476 _92 .6450
TOTAL 60.8573 93
*Nonsignificant

Summary: Interpretation of Position Satisfaction Subscale

Means. A1l four of the full-time faculty's subscale means, since they
are above a mean score of "3.000," fall within the range of "greater"
satisfaction. Two of the part-time general faculty's subscale means
(Social and Prestige), and only one of the part-time applied
faculty's subscale means (Social) fall within the "greater" satis-
faction range.

Significant differences between subgroup means were found among

three of the four Position Satisfaction subscales. Full-time
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faculty appeared to obtain significantly greater satisfaction from
the variables in the Survival and Facilities subscales than did
part-time faculty subgroups. Part-time applied faculty appeared

to derive significantly less satisfaction than other subgroups from
the variables lending fPrestige" to their positions. There were no
significant differences between members of the three subgroups in
their ability to receive greater than average satisfaction from the
variables in the Social subscale.

The Social subscale variables were found to constitute the
primary source of position satisfaction for members of all three
subgroups. A1l subgroups appeared to gain somewhat greater satisfac-
tion from the Prestige variables than from the Facilities variables.
Were it not for the different way full-time and part-time faculty
view their personal and professional benefits (Survival variab?es),
the rank-orderings for the subgroups would prove identical.

The results outlined above are summarized in Table 4.86.

Analysis of the Instructional
Difficulties Subscale Means

Student musical-involvement subscale. The first of the four

Instructional difficulties subscales is referred to as the Student
Musical Involvement ("SMI") subscale. It contains items that reflect
a faculty member's concern with the enlistment of student musical
jnvolvement. Subgroup means for this subscale are presented in
Table 4.87.

In Table 4.88 an analysis of variance with the Student Musica]-

Involvement subscale used as a dependent variable indicates that the



TABLE 4.86.--Summary Table: Position Satisfaction Subs@a]e Means by Subgroup

Position x for x for - X for

Satisfaction Full-time Rank® Part-time General Rank Part-time Applied Rank
Subscales Subgroup Subgroup , Subgroup

Surviva]b 3.479 2 2.096 4 1.943 4
Facilities 3.062 4 2.292 3 2.347 3
Social® 3.703 1 3.650 1 3.304 1
Prestiged 3.308 3 3.306 2 2.500 2

The primary rank for the Position Satisfactions subscales is awarded to the subscale
whose variables represent the source from which faculty derive their greatest satisfaction.

BThe full-time subgroup mean is significantly different than both the part-time sub-
group means.

CDifferences between subgroup means are nonsignificant.

dThe part-time applied subgroup mean is s1gn1f1cant1y different than both the full time
and part-time general subgroup means.

691
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TABLE 4.87.--Student Musical-Involvement Subscale: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N

Full time 2.177 .539 29
Part-time General 2.219 .431 64
Part-time Applied 2.210 .520 _23
Sample 2.207 474 116

TABLE 4.88.--SMI Subscale: ANOVA Indicating Lack of Significant

Differences
SS df MS F Sig. of F
Between groups .0355 2 .0177  .0776 = .9254*
Within groups 25.8358 113 . 2286
TOTAL 25.8713 115
*Nonsignificant

employment subgroup means were not significantly different from one
another. Thus, it appears that faculty members from the three sub-
groups assigned approximately the same degree of difficulty to items

in the SMI subscale.

Student requirements subscale. The second subscale, called the

Student Requirements ("SR") subscale, represents items relating to
the tasks teachers face in helping students meet their course require-
ments. Subgroup means for the SR subscale are presented in Table

4.89.
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TABLE 4.89.--Student Requirements Subscale: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N
Full time 2.222 .505 30
Part-time General 2.415 .493 61
Part-time Applied 2.666 .311 _17
Sample 2.401 -490 108

Results suggest that SR subgroup means differed significantly only
between full-time and part-time applied faculty (see Table 4.90).
The mean of part-time general faculty neither differed significantly
~ from that of full-time nor that of part-time applied faculty (see
Tables 4.91 and 4.92).

TABLE 4.90.--SR Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-A Differences

SS df MS F Sig. of F

Between groups 2.1712 2 1.0856 4.8395 .0098*

Within groups 23.5531 105 .2243
TOTAL 25.7243 107 |

*P < ,01.
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TABLE 4.91.--SR.$ubsca1e: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-G Similarities

SS df MS F
Between groups .7496 1 . 74967 3.0331*
Within groups 21.9976 89 .24716
TOTAL 22.7472 90

*Nonsignificant

TABLE 4.92.--SR Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-G and PT-A Similarities

SS df MS F
Between groups ~ .8398 1 .8398 3.9534*
Within groups 16.1458 76 .2124

TOTAL 16.9856 77

*Nonsignificant

Organization subscale. The third Instructional Difficulties

subscale, identified as the Organization subscale, includes item
relevent to the organizational tasks a teacher must perform. Sub-
group means for this subscale are presented in Table 4.93.

In Table 4.94 an analysis of variance with the Organization
subscale used as a dependent variable shows that the employment
subgroup means proved nonsignificant]y'different from one another.
It appears, therefore, that faculty members from all three subgroups
assigned approximately the same degree of difficulty to items within

the Organization subscale.



169

TABLE 4.93.--0rganization Subscale: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N

Full time 2.733 .375 30
Part-time General 2.737 .370 61
Part-time Applied 2.777 .379 _18
Sample 2.743 .370 109

TABLE 4.94.--Organization Subscale: ANOVA Indicating Lack of
Significant Differences .

SS df MS F Sig. of F

Between groups .0263 -2 L0131 - .0942 .9101* .
Within Groups 14.7811 106 .1394

TOTAL 14.8073 108

*Nonsignificant

Materials subscale. The fourth and final Instructional Diffi-

culties subscale, termed the Materials subscale, contains items which

pertain to faculty member's use of their school's resources. Sub-

group means for the Materials subscale are presented in Table 4.95.
Results indicate that Materials subscale means differed sig-

nificantly between part-time general faculty and both full-time

and part-time applied faculty (see Tables 4.96 and 4.97). No sig-

nificant differences were evidenced between full-time and part-time

applied faculty (see Table 4.98).
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TABLE 4.95.--Materials Subscale: Subgroup Means

M S.D. N
Full time 2.713 .343 30
Part-time General 2.462 .458 62
Part-time Applied 2.757 . 294 _20
Sample 2.582 .423 112

TABLE 4.96.--Materials Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-G and FT Differences

S df MS F Sig. of F
Between groups  2.0128 2 1.0064  6.1282  .0030%
Within groups 17.9007 109 .1642
TOTAL 19.9135 111

*p < .01,

TABLE 4.97.--Materials Subscale: ANOVA Showing PT-G and PT-A

Differences
SS df MS F
Between group 1.2679 1 1.2679 7.0207*
Within group 16.2544 920 .1806
TOTAL 17.5223 91

*n < .01,
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TABLE 4.98.--Materials Subscale: ANOVA Showing FT and PT-A

Similarities
SS df MS F
Between group .0234 1 .0234 .22194*
Within group 5.0611 48 .1054
TOTAL 5.0845
*Nonsignificant

Summary: Interpretation of Instructional Difficulties Sub-

scale means. Two of the full-time faculty subscale means (Student
Mugical-iﬁVoivemeht and Studént RéspohéibiTities); that'rahge between
a score of "1.000" and "2.399," can be considered representative of
the "most troublesome" instructional related problems. By contrast,
two other subéca]e means (Organization and Materials), with mean
scores higher than "2.700," are indicative of "least troublesome”
problems for full-time faculty. Part-time general faculty rated

only one subscale (Student Musical Involvement) as "most trouble-
some." They classified two of their subscales (Student Responsi-
bilities and Materials), with means ranging from "2.400" through
"2.699," as variables posing "moderate" difficulties, and their
remaining subscale (Organization) as being "least troublesome."
Part-time applied instructors found one subscale (Student Musical-
Involvement) to be "most troublesome," one subscale (Student Responsi-

bilities) to be "moderately troublesome," and two subscales



172

(Materials and Organization) to be "least troublesome" in the per-
formance of their instructional responsibilities.

Significant differences between subgroup means were found among
two of the four Instructional Difficulties subscales. Part-time
general faculty appear to assign significantly more difficulty to the
variables in the Materfa]s subscale than do members from the other
subgroups. Part-time applied faculty appear to assign significantly
less difficulty to the variables in the Student Responsibilities
subscale than do full-time faculty, but the part-time general SR
subscale mean did not_differ significantly from either that of full-
time or part-time applied faculty. Employment subgroup means did not
differ significantly regarding the variables in the Student quical-
Invovlement and Organization subscales.

A11 three subgroups exhibited the same rank-ordering of Instruc-
tional Difficulties subscale means. Faculty rated the encouragement
of Student Musical-Involivement as their greatest instructional-
related difficulty. They considered the helping of students to meet
their responsibilities (Student Responsibilities) to be of major or
moderate difficulty. They experienced little or no difficulties in
managing their instructional resouces (Materials) and in performing
organizational tasks (Organization).

The results outlined above are summarized in Table 4.99.

Content Analysis of Faculty Response
to Open-Ended Questions

Three open-ended questions at the end of the questionnaire per-

mitted faculty responses in either point or paragraph form. The



TABLE 4.99.--Summary Table: Instructional Difficulties Subscale Means by Subgroup

Instructional x for x for ‘ x for

Difficulties Full-time Rank® Part-time General Rank Part-time Applied Rank
Subscale Subgroup Subgroup Subgroup

Student Musical

Involvementb 2.177 1 2.219 1 2.210 1

Student

Responsibilities® 2.222 2 2.415 | 2 2.666 2

Materialsd 2.713 3 2.462 3 2.757 3

Organization? 2.733 4 2.737 4 2.777 4

3The primary rank for the Instructional Difficulties subscales is awarded to the subscale
whose variables represent the source of greatest difficulty.

bDifferences between subgroup means are nonsignificant.

CThe full-time subgroup mean is significantly different than the part-time applied mean;
part-time general faculty did not differ significantly from-other subgroups.

dthe part-time general subgroup mean is significantly d1fferent than both the full-time
and part-time applied subgroup means.

€LT
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questions pertained to their professional preparation, the advice
they givelto prospective community college teachers, and to any
other topic they felt should be included. The responses to these

questions are summarized below.

Content Analysis of Question 1

"What types of experiences (formal or otherwise) did you find
most useful in preparing you to teach at the community college level?"
Most faculty members felt best prepared for community college teaching
by participating in a variety of music-related activities. One of
every three individuals, among the 81 respondents to this question,
credited their performing experiences as an aid to their preparation.
Faculty alluded to participation as recitalists, accompanists, con-
ductors, and vocal and instrumental ensemble members in their answer.
Also, mentionéd were performing classical and popular music in a
variety of professional, semiprofessional, and amateur situations.

One in our faculty credited their prior teaching experiences
with helping to prepare them to teach at the community college level.
They mentioned both their private teaching and public school teach-
ing experiences. Some faculty members expressed satisfaction with
their experience of teaching in the public schools.

Man& faculty members also believed their own educational back-
ground had helped them to become better teachers. Faculty members
appear to be quite proud of their college preparation. Several

persons specifically credited their pedagogy classes, the master
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classes they attended, and their own private lessons as preparation
for their current positions.

Other experiences that influenced their careers included the
following: (a) serving as a church musician, (b) being a composer,
(c) attending concerts, (d) attending workshops, (e) raising child-

ren, and (f) having worked in a general sales position.

Content Analysis of Question 2

"What advice would you give to prospectiVe community college
music teachers?" Some 78 instructors contributed advice to prospec-
tive community college music teachers. Their advice may be grouped
within the following eight categories:

1. Know who your students are

Be aware that you are likely to encounter students of
all different backgrounds-and interests (10 comments).
Be cognizant that your students are likely to have had
poor musical and academic preparation, exhibit poor
study habits, and might not prove very talented (7
comments).

Judge your students' abilities realistically.

2. Hold realistic expectations about your job

.Acquaint yourself with the philosophy of your institu-
tion (5 comments).

Understand that you are not teaching at a conservatory
or a major four-year university.

Do not expect a large departmental budget or fancy

facilities.
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Understand that you are going to teach nonconventional
students.

Prepare yourself to derive nonmusical satisfaction from
what your students may achieve.

Learn to deal with diVersity and adversity

Be flexible and versatile (10 comments).

Learn to make do with existing resources (7 comments).
Have patience.

Learn to cope with anything and everything.

Avoid "elitist" attitudes about music.

Orient yourself toward students

Show an interest in your students and their problems
(10 comments).

Convey enthusiasm.

Like people.

Encourage student development

Maintain high standards (6 comments).

Give direction to student learning.

Encourage student participation.

Start with what is most familiar to students.
‘Be available for help. |

Learn recruiting techniques

Learn public relations and how to recruit.
Expect a large student turnover; work on student retention.
Create your own demand.

Establish contact with your local high school music program.
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7. Be professionally prepared

Get as much and as varied a musical education as
possible (8 comments).

Develop performance capabi]ities.

Public school teaching experience is beneficial.

Visit the community college at which you intend to teach.
Understand the learning process.

8. Part-time faculty should expect to encounter certain

difficulties

Plan to find ways to supplement your <income.
Do not expect to receive many fringe benefits.

Expect to be taken advantage of.

Content Analysis of Question 3

"Is there a question you were not asked that you would like
to.answer?" Twenty-five individuals commented on this question
and the most frequently contributed response was: "Why do you
continue to teach at an institution where negatiVe factors outweigh
positive factors?" Among the answers to this question were the
following:

I need the money.

Because the satisfaction of teaching both music majors and
nonmajors of a wide variety far superceded anything else.

My husband is based here, [and] I have been able to propel

a few outstanding students in the right direction, [students
who would not have been able] . . . to continue their studies
elsewhere.
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In response to a similar question, the following advantages of
teaching in a community college were put forth:

The enthusiasm of my students, the mutual respect and support
of fellow teachers, and the academic freedom I encountered
were heady experiences.

Emphasis on teaching, not research or performance; allows you
to teach a variety of music subjects (or other); allows you
time to perform, cut wood, whatever; plenty of chance for
creativity in teaching; no real discipline problems; allows
for interaction with colleagues from other disciplines.



SUMMARY, PROFILES, AND DISCUSSION

Summary

This study was devoted to the analytical description of music
faculty employed within Michigan's public community colleges. The
study's primary purpose was to construct profiles for three types of
music faculty: full-time, part-time general, and part-time applied
faculty. Secondary purposes included an examination of self-reported
job satisfaction among the three faculty subgroupings and a determina-
tion of what subgroup members perceived to be their major instructional
related difficulties. Additional purposes were to appraise professional
self-image, to summarize the advice given by faculty members to
prospective community college music instructors, and to recommend
practices intended to stimulate professional growth.

A preliminary survey of music administrators identified 238 music
teachers empioyed in the Michigan community college during 1981, some
82 teachers more than the number reported by Merkel (1977, pp. 58,

59, 109). The questionnaire was mailed to virtually all of the iden-
tified instructors. From this population, 123 usable questionnaires
were retﬁrned, as well as reports that 49 teaehers were not currently
employed. A response rate of 65% was obtained, including the 123
respondents and the 66 questionnaires not returned.

The questionnaire developed for the study was modeled on exist-

ing descriptive surveys of two-year college faculty and refined by a

179



180

panel of community college faculty and administrators. It included
demographic, situational, and attitudinal questions. Most items were
coded at the nominal level of measurement, and thus could be dis-
played in contingency tables and assessed by means of the chi-

square statistic. Of primary concern, however, was each item's pro-
portional distribution among the three faculty subgroups.

Two discrete attitudinal measures were included within the
questionnaire. The items comprising each measure were both rank
ordered according to faculty subgroup means and factor analyzed.
Internal consistency estimates of reliability for the four factors
extracted from the Position Satisfaction measure ranged from .71 to
.86. Reliability of the four Instructional Difficulties factors
ranged from .65 to .76. These factors were submitted to univariate

analysis of variance to test for faculty subgroup differences.

Correlates of Subgroup Status

Many of the items included in the questionnaire were found to
relate significantly with subgroup status. Among these variables,
the following may be used to differentiate between full-time and
part-time faculty:

Tenure

. Number of years on the job

Number of hours taught per week
Academic rank

Possession of concurrent employment
Serving as music administrator
Academic degree

Total teaching experience

O N O O B W N =
* e & & e = L)
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9. Age
10. Public school teaching experience
11. Gender

A more detailed comparison of full-time and part-time faculty is
contained in Apbendix 15.

Part-time general and part-time applied faculty cannot be
differentiated as easily as can full-time and part-time instruc-
tors. Differences between the part-time subgroups were most marked
with respect to the following variables:

1. Site of instruction
Attended community college
Experience as a commercial/studio musician
Preferred program orientation

Musica] taste

A o AW

Job preference
Further details regarding the comparison of part-time general
and part-time applied faculty may be found in Appendix 16.

Findings Relating to Use of the
Position Satisfaction Scale

The full-time faculty members demonstrated position satisfac-
tion more clearly than did the part-time faculty. Full-time staff
members identified approximately twice as many variables and more
clusters of variables as providing average satisfaction than did
part-time faculty. Full-time instructors reported deriving average
satisfaction or better for all four factors defined through factor

analysis. (The four factors represented personal and professional
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well-being, use of campus facilities, status of collegial relations,
and job-related prestige.) Part-time general faculty reported
satisfaction for two factors: status of collegial relations and
job-related prestige. Part-time applied teachers reported satis-
faction for a single factor: status of collegial relations.

A comparison of subgroup means revealed the following rela-
tionships:

1. Full-time faculty derived significantly greater personal and

professional satisfaction from their jobs than did part-time faculty.

This Survival factor, whose reliability was estimated at .86,

included ten items: salary, fringe benefits, future salary prospects,
diversity of teaching assignments, lecturing, participation in job
decisions, opportunities for professional growth, and opportunities
for professiona1 advancement.

2. Full-time instructors also received significantly greater

satisfaction than did part-time staff from use of campus facilities.

Included in the Facilities factor, whose reliability was estimated

at .84, were five variables: adequacy of the music library, class-
room facilities, group rehearsal facilities, practice facilities, and
office space.

3. . No significant differences in satisfaction appeared between

faculty subgroups regarding status of collegial relations, a factor

that elicited the highest ratings of satisfaction from all three

subgroups. This Social factor had reliability estimated at .76,
and included three items: congeniality of colleagues, competency of

colleagues, and personal contact with the department head.



183

4, Part-time applied teachers obtained significantly less

satisfaction from the variables representing job-related prestige

than did other faculty members. Included in this Prestige factor,

with an estimated reliability of .71, were four variables: reputa-
tion of the school, teaching load, quality of students, and academic
rank. |

Findings Relating to Use of the
Instructional Difficulties Scale

Full-time instructors identified more instructional related
variables and c1u§ters as most troublesome than did part-time
faculty. Full-time teachers clearly identified two factors as problem-
atic: encouraging student musical involvement, and helping students
meet course requirements. Part-time general teachers rated encourag-
ing student musical involvement as a source of difficulty. They
also identified helping students meet course requirements and manag-
ing existing resources as secondary areas of concern. Reporting
the least number of instructional related difficulties were the
part-time applied teachers, who rated a single factor, encouraging
student musical involvement, as problematic.

A comparison of subgroup means revealed the following:

1. ~Subgrogps in common identified encouraging student

musical involvement as their most persistent instruction-related

problem. This Student Musical Involvement factor, with its relia-
bility estimated at .76, included five variables: encouraging mastery

of musical materials, expanding students' perspectives, teaching
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students who do not practice, enhancing musicality of student per-
formances, and maintaining students' interest.

2. Part-time applied instructors indicated significantly less

difficulty than did full-time teachers in helping students meet

course requirements. Part-time general teachers did not differ

significantly from either full-time or part-time applied instructors

regarding this Student Requirements factor. The factor included

three variables: providing make-up exams, teaching students who
do not do their assigned readings, and getting students to turn in
their assignments on time. Reliability was estimated at .65.

3. Faculty in common rated. the performance of organizational

tasks to be 1ittle or no problem. This Organization factor had

reliability estimated at .71, and included three variables: pacing
materials over the term, sequencing materials, and preparing tests.

4. Part-time general faculty reported greater difficulty than

did other instructors in employing their school's resources to best

advantage. Included in this Materials factor, with its reliability
estimated at..70, were five items: finding supplementary class
materials, making do with insufficient instructional resources, using
a diversity of media to advantage, setting up the classroom, and
making do with limited physical facilities.

Advice Given by the Music Faculty
to Prospective Teachers

Many faculty members were willing to contribute advice to pros-

pective community college music instructors. Their comments were
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generally positive, stressing the practical considerations one must
encounter in order to function comfortably in the position. They
counseled prospective teachers to pursue as thorough and as varied
a musical education as possible and to supplement formal training
with performing and public school teaching experience. Some
respondents stressed the need to maintain flexibility in attitude
and methodology to serve best the diversity of students one may
encounter, many of whom are 1ikely to have had poor musical and aca-
demic preparation. In dealing with students, a few instructors
advised: be tolerant, but maintain high standards.

Faculty also recommended that prospective teachers learn
recruiting techniques to replenish a predictably high student turn-
over and that part-time faculty find ways to supplement their
income.

Data obtained in this study may be segregated to form the
following profiles of full-time, part-time general, and part-time

applied community college music instructors.

Profile of Full-time Community College Music Instructors

The average full-time music instructor is over the age of 45
(50%), is male (90%), and has served the college for 10 years or
longer (704). The teacher might serve as the administrator for the
music program (40%) in addition to teaching an aVerage of 17.8 hours
a week. The instructor is assigned to teach a variety of academic
music courses and applied music in a classroom setting (57%). Often

he/she is asked to teach private instrumental music lessons as
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well (43%). The teacher's students include both music majors (87%)
and general students (97%). The instructor (73%) teaches at least
one evening course in addition to a daytime load. He/she almost
certainly has been granted tenure (90%), but only 30% holds academic
rank.

Most full-time music instructors hold a master's degree (83%),
while some of their full-time co-workers have earned a doctorate
(17%). They have had experience in teaching privately (90%) and
at the public school levels (80%). They value art music above all
other types (80%) and are likely to have maintained their performance
skills (80%). Although it is unlikely that they have taken a course
about the community college as an institution (17%), there is some
chance (27%) that they have studied the community college’'s functions
and philosophy.

These instructors remain excited about teaching (70%) and report
that they derive at least average satisfaction from the courses taught
(93%). They are not overly impressed by the quality of students
encountered; the plurality of full-time instructors (42%) report deriv-
ing only average satisfaction from student quality. A minority of
full-time faculty (26%) finds less than average satisfaction from
student quality. The majority of full-time faculty members do, how-
ever, report owing their greatest professional allegiance to stu-
dents (60%) and given the opportunity to guide the program, they
would endeavor to favor the nonmusic majors (60%).

No single reason can be cited for the average full-time faculty

member's entry into community college teaching. Some of his/her
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colleagues accepted their jobs to gain teaching experience (27%)
because they were trained to enter the field (17%), and to avoid
public school teaching (23%). Some were apparently asked to assume
their position. None, however, reported that they entered the field
because they needed a second job. The typical full-time music
instructor does, nevertheless, consider community college teaching

to be his or her desired profession (55%) and intends to retain this

position (80%). Some, as expected, do covet a university teaching
position (24%), but virtually none would prefer to enter into a
higher administrational post at the community college level.

Full-time faculty derive average satisfaction or better from
the variables comprising the factors of (a) personal and professional
well-being, (b) use of on-campus facilities, (c) status of collegial
relations, and (4) job-related prestige. They identified the
following as their ten most satisfying position variables: (a) aca-
demic freedom, (b) contact with chairperson, (c) fringe benefits,
(d) job security, (e) participation in decisions, (f) school reputa-
tion and congeniality of colleagues, (g) scheduling freedom,
(h) opportunities for outside income, and (i) administration of
department.

Fu]}-time faculty report experiencing instruction-related
difficulties when encouraging student musical involvement, and
helping students meet their course requirements. They found lesser

difficulty in managing existing resources and performing specified
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organizational tasks. They identified the following individual
variables (with item means ranging up to 2.09) as most troublesome:
(a) contending with student absences, (b) teaching students who do
not practice; (c) teaching immature students, (d) expanding students’
perspectives, (e) encouraging mastery of musical materials.

More than other faculty members, full-time instructors are
aware that a music program's strength depends on the quality of music
students produced by the local high schools. They advocate estab-
1ishing good relations with the music departments of their neighbor-

ing schools.

" Profile of Part-time General Instructors of Music

The average part-time general music teacher is under 36 years of
age (66%), is apt to be male (53%), and has served the college between
one and three years (64%). This teacher lacks both tenure (6%) and
academic rank (3%) and is unlikely to serve as the program's music
administrator (11%).

While the instructor generally teaches between one and six hours
a week for the college (46%), there is some chance that he/she is
employed 15 hours or more per week (23%). Indeed, some general
instructors (23%) consider their teaching load to be heavy.

The average general instructor is commonly assigned to teach
either applied instrumental music in private (53%) or a Variety of
applied music courses in a classroom setting (58%). Their other
duties tend to be specialized. Many are asked to teach an academic

music course (47%), notably, music theory (24%). Others are asked to



189

direct some of the instrumental ensembles (19%), vocal ensembles (12%)
or to teach whatever pop music or music business courses are.offered
(5%).

Often, the general instructor has entered into community college
teaching with a nonconventional background. Members of this faculty
subset report that they worked either in the music industry (23% of all
part-time general finstructors), or as a commercial/studio musician
(44%).

In general, instrumental music instructors hold a bachelor's
degree or less (74% for those who teach no academic music classes
- and 66% for those whose duties include teaching. academic music
classes). In contrast, the typical vocal music teacher (26% of the
subgroup) is most likely to possess a master's degree (66% for those
who teach no academic music classes and 90% for those whose duties
include teaching academic classes). The diversity of musical taste
noted among instrumental music instructors is not matched by part-time
general vocal instructors.

The part-time general faculty contain a high percentage of
instructors who are drawn frbm their local communities (82%), and
some general instructors who have been community college students
(35%). A relatively low precentage have taught in the public schools
(36%) or have studied the functions and philosophy of the community
college (15%).

The average part-time general instructor remains excited about

teaching (72%), yet some (22%) report that they are preoccupied with
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matters besides teaching. While most (88%) obtain aVerage satis-
faction or better from the courses they teach, many general instruc-
tors (41%) derive less than average satisfaction from the quality of
community college students. Of all faculty, general instructors were
least 1ikely to report that they owed their greatest allegiance to
the student body (37%), but most favored orienting their music pro-
grams toward other than the music major (54%).

The part-time general instructor did not consider community
college teaching the preferred vocation (only 22% did), and wished
instead to be employed as a performer or private teacher (37%), or
as a university teacher (26%). They entered into community college
teaching in order to gain teaching experience (56%) and to secure a
second job (49%) supplementary to the one currently held (85%).

Some took positions because no public school teaching jobs were
available (9%). This subset of faculty has not decided whether to
remain in the field (48%).

Part-time general facu1ty'receive~average satisfaction or better
from the variables comprising the following factors: status of
collegial relations and job-related prestige. They report deriving
less than average satisfaction relating to personal and professional
well-being and utilizion of on-campus facilities. These instructors
identify the following seven individual items (with means ranging
above 3.5) as their most satisfying position variables: (a) academic
freedom, (b) congeniality of colleagues, (c) contacts with chairperson,
(d) competency of colleagues, (e) courses taught, (f) scheduling

freedom, and (g) nearness of relatives.
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Part-time general faqu]ty report experiencing their greatest
difficulties with the encouragement of student musical involvement.
They encounter moderate difficulties in helping students meet
course requirements and find lesser difficulty performing organi-
zational tasks. They identify the following individual variables
(with item means ranging up to 2.19) as most troublesome: (a) teach-
ing students who do not practice, (b) contending with a range of
student abilifies, (c) contending with student absences, .(d) teach-

ing students who do not do their assignments.

Profile of Private Music Instructors

The average part-time applied instructor is 1ikely to be a
female (60%) whose median age is 36. The teacher holds neither
academic rank (0%) nor serves as music administrator for the program
(0%). Some, ﬁowever, report having been granted a form of tenure
(4%). Indeed, a majority of applied faculty (56%) have been asso-
ciated with their college for four years or longer. Most (88%) do
not depend on community college teaching for their entire income.

Many applied teachers (60%) teach between one and six hours a
week for their college, although some (20%) are engaged for 15 hours
or more per week. Their lessons are giVen primarily off campus; in
fact, mogt (52%) teach off campus exclusively. Most consider their
teaching load to be light (71%).

The average applied teacher holds at least a bachelor's
degree and, most commonly (52%), a master's degree as the highest

academic credential. The instructor has neither taught at the public
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school levels (28%) nor worked as a commercial or studio musician
(20%) and has not been employed in the music industry (8%). Rarely
has the teacher been a community college student (8%) or has studied
the functions and philosophy of the institution for which he/she
works (12%).

Applied instructors are concentrically oriented to classical
music (92%) and to the needs of music majors (70%), the student
group they encounter most often (72% to 56% for nonmajors). They
remain excited about teaching (78%) and report that they derive at
least average satisfaction from their teaching assignment (87%).
Although many report that they obtain less than average satisfaction
from the quality of students they encounter (50%), they tend to report
that they owe their primary professional allegiance to students (52%),
rather than to the discipline of music (48%). Of the various reasons
for entering into community college teaching, the most frequent ones
given by applied faculty were to gain teaching experience (40%) and
to obtain a second job (36%). In addition, some report they entered
the profession because they were trained to do so (32%) while others
(20%) indicate they were attracted to community college teaching for
its prestige. Community college teaching is not a preferred voca-
tion, however (4%). Applied faculty are likely to prefer teaching at
the four-year college level (46%) or to teach privately and to perform
(42%). Most have not decided whether or not they will stay in
community college teaching (52%).

Part-time applied instructors derive average satisfaction or

better from the variables comprising the factors representing the
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status of collegial relations. They report that they derive less
than average satisfaction regarding such factors as personal and
professional well-being, use of on-campus facilities, and job-
related prestige. .These instructors identified the following seven
individual items (with means ranging above 3.5) as their most
satisfying position variables: (a) scheduling freedom, (b) geo-
graphy of the region, (c) congeniality of colleagues, (d) opportu-
nities for outside income, (e) adequacy of group rehearsal facili-
ties, (f) academic freedom, and (g) courses'taught.

Part-time applied faculty apparently encounter great diffi-
culties encouraging student musical involvement. They also expe-_
rience moderate difficulty helping students meet course requirements,
and find least difficult the management of existing resources and
performing specified organizational tasks. They identified the
following individual variables (with item means ranging up to 2.16) as
most troublesome: (a) teaching students who do not practice,

(b) teaching students of minimal talent, (c) contending with student

absences, and (d) teaching immature students.

Conclusions
The data indicate there are enough descripti?e differences
between %u11-t1me and part-time faculty to conclude that they are
significantly dissimilar. Appreciable age and gender differences
exist along with a notable lack among part-time instructors of public

school teaching experience and a variance in job-related attitudes.
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Moreover, the groups differed in their teaching responsibilities and
in their rewards.

Descriptive differences between part-time subgroup members were
not nearly so pronounced. Of all three subgroups, however, the
part-time general instructors appeared to be the most heterogeneous
in academic background, range of professional experience, and musical
taste.

As might be expected, classroom teachers claimed to encounter
more instructional related difficulties than did private music teach-
ers. Full-time instructors, for example, met with greater difficulty
than applied faculty in helping students fulfill course requirements, .
~and part-time general instructors experienced more problems than did
other faculty in utilizing their school's resources to best advan-
tage. Many faculty membeks, however, expressed frustration in coping
with students who do not practice, contending with student absences,
working with immature students, and teaching students of minimal
musical talent.

The majority of teachers appeared to be generally satisfied
with their positions. Most teachers expressed high morale, average
satisfaction or better with their teaching assignments,‘and high
satisfaction with collegial relations. However, full-time teachers
were found to derive satisfaction from a broader range of job-related
variables than did part-time faculty. Full-time faculty reported
significantly greater satisfaction than part-time faculty from

personal and professional benefits of community college teaching, and
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from use of campus facilities. Part-time applied instructors indi-
cated receiving less satisfaction in terms of prestige than did other
faculty.

Regarding professionalization, it appeared that many instructors
identified only minimally with the community college philosophy.

Many part-time faculty, especially, displayed attitudes contrary to
those considered desirable. A sizable portion of the music faculty,
for example, were dissatisfied with the quality of their students and
did not report owing their greatest professional allegiance to
students. In addition, many instructors preferred to work at a
profession other than community college teaching. |

The number of full-time music teachers employed in Michigan public
community colleges had (as of Spring 1981) remained constant since
1977, while the number of part-time faculty had risen. An increase
in the number of part-time faculty employed has been made in schoois
across all enrollment categories. The largest increases were regis-
tered in schools with enrollments exceeding 10,000 students; the
smallest gains were made within schools with enrollments of under
2,000..

Statistics collected by the present researcher matched Merkel's
(1977, p. 109) exactly with regard to the average number of full-
time music teachers employed by institutions categorized by size of
enrollment. An average of three full-time teachers were employed in
(urban) schools with enrollments above 10,000; however, current data

indicate an increase from 6 to 8 in the average number of part-time
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instructors at these schools. Two full-time teachers are employed

in (suburban or rural) institutions with enrollments of 5,000 to
9,999. The average number of part-time employees has, however,
increased from 6 to 9. One full-time music instructor is all that

is generally employed in (mixed-setting) schools which enroll between
2,000 and 4,999 students. Yet their average number of part-time
instructors has apparently risen from one staff member to five.
Finally, it is generally the case that no full-time music instructors
are employed by (rural) colleges with enrollments of under 2,000.
These colleges have, however, increased their part-time staff from 1

to 1.5 music teachers..

Discussion
The job-related attitudes of the subjects surveyed revealed

that the professional identity of a large segment of community college
music faculty, primarily part-time employees, has been incompletely
developed. This conclusion is supported by five findings. First,
many respondents (47%) reported that they owed their greatest profes-
sional allegiance to the discipline of music, despite the expectation
that community college instructors should perceive themselves pro-
fessionally as teachers first, and then as specialists. With respect
to the d%minishing importance of community college transfer programs,
the percentage of music teachers expressing discipline-oriented values
appears to be excessive. Second, many subjects (35%) indicated they
derive less than average satisfaction from the quality of students

they encountered, and more than half of all who identified reasons to
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leave community college teaching cite the quality of students as a
factor. This was so, despite official policies designed to develop
open-admissions institutions in which "the beginning and continuing
point of reference is the learning needs and interests of the

people" (Gleazer, 1980, p. 88). Third, most teachers (74%) did not
express a preference to teach at the community college level, despite
Cohen and Brawer's (1972) and Hill's (1975) insistence that failure
to do so is a sign of professional immaturity. Fourth, many respondents
(50%) indicated they believe that their music programs should be
oriented primarily toward the university-bound music major. Their
opinions, however, contradict statements that to serve this minority
of students (the university-bound music majors) foremost often proves
impractical and runs counter to the goals of general education.
Finally, that-some part-time general faculty (21.5%) reported that
they are preoccupied with other than teaching is to reveal their
dysfunctional status within the "teaching college."

Within social systems analysis, the present problem of faculty
expressing attitudes contrary to those desires is said to involve
the "work-group" and its "culture."

As explained by Hoy and Miske] 1982), organizational behavior
(Here, the expression of job-related attitudes) results from inter-
action among institutional role expectsions, the work-group, and indi-
vidual needs. Of these factors, the work-group may be most significant
to explain the set of values adopted by the group. Whereas role expec-

tations tend to be flexible (with a minimum of rules imposed), the
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culture within the schools is determined normatively by the work-
group.

Those wishing to alter the normative culture established by the
work-group can attempt to modify the group's values through either
the imposition of greater bureaucratic controls or through preservice
and in-service training. According to Cohen and Brawer (1982, p. 63),
the imposition of even stricter bureaucratic controls could alienate
the faculty. They assert that such restrictions tend to transform
participants into hourly workers, the outcome of which is undesirable.

Many researchers consider pre- and in-service training as a better
means of influencing teacher behavior. When Jamerson (1979,‘p. 7)
and others suggest that the gap between the stated goals of the commu-
nity college and their realization can be narrowed if individuals are
provided information and training about the community college's
purpose, they are actually suggesting that (1) values within the work
group can be shaped through the introduction of new members with a
pre-service training background, and (2) in-service intervention can
alter the values of current members of the work group.

Of the two approaches designed to deVe]op faculty potential,
pre-service training is preferable. In-service workshops, seminars
or conventions cannot substitufe for thorough pre-service training,
even though content may overlap. The two methods may differ in spe-
cificity, depth of inquiry, term of instruction, and most importantly,
type of instruction. Within pre-service training there is a greater
1ikelihood that the abstract problems encountered in teaching can be

approached within the music classroom.
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In fact, pre-service training of two-year college music instruc-
tors within the music education curriculum was advocated as early as
1959 by Hudgins. More recently, support for pre-service intervention
under the control of music educators came from Bonelli (1973). He
‘recommended that "supervised teaching at the graduate level . . .
should involve a variety of specialized concerns such as applied
music study and music programs in community colleges" (Bonelli, 1973,
p. 81). Such supervised teaching, according to Bonelli, can be

initiated in special courses and seminars.

Recommendations

Although usually concéived’as a}gfaduate/1eVET activity,‘pkee
service training can start during one's undergraduate education.
Until more research is conducted, however, to determine in detail
what superlative music teaching and learning at the community college
level entdi]s, university-based music education specialists will have
little concrete information from which to organize a specific course.
Until such information is forthcoming, students wouid be well advised
to enroll in any available general education course designed to
orient students to the community college. These courses should help
acquaint the student with the general literature that pertains to the
history, philosophy, and function of the community college as a modern
institution. The interested student will also benefit by reading
materials specifically about the role of music in the community
colleges. Some of these sources are referred to in this study. In

addition, the prospective community college teacher can become
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acquainted with the community college's environment by spending
time at one or more of its campuses and by interviewing its staff.

Practical experience may be gained most advantageously, as
recommended by Bonelli (1973, p. 81), by teaching under the super-
vision of master teachers. The sequence of experiences (to extra-
polate from Bonelli's paradigm) might begin with the observation of
model community college teachers working with music majors and general
community college students. Next, the student could progress to
micro-teaching under direct supervision, and then, to serving as an
intern at the community college itself. These experiences are, of
course, supplementary to the student's basic musical education, which
should be as broad and as thorough as possible.

In-service assistance might then be employed to promote adjust-
ment to one's-new job, to promote professional role identification,
to help resolve instructional-related difficulties, and to remain
professionally current. In addition to extant professional develop-
ment programs, music administrators can aid in faculty development.
the following procedural suggestions. might stimulate such growth.

1. Create an enVironment that encourages faculty to keep current
with innovations in the music profession and education. This may be
accomplished by subscribing to a number of professional magazines aﬁd
journals. Encourage discussion of professional trends at departmental
meetings.

2. Implement a part-time facu]ty evaluation program. It may
focus on self-evaluation in which the facu]ty member is asked to

compare his/her performance against a set of specified criteria.
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3. Let faculty be creative. Try to discern and use areas of
untapped faculty expertise. Experiment with an open-classroom set
up, team teaching, more unique student combinations. Encourage
faculty use of instructional media.

4. Teach, encourage, and help faculty to recruit students.
Discuss ways to use all kinds of limited resources to best advantage.
5. Maintain frequent contact with part-time, applied, and
adjunct instructors. Encourage them to evaluate their students regu-
larly. Find ways to reward them for taking part in the musical life
of the college. Involve them in decision making and help them to

~ see their importance to the program. - o

6. Invite a well-respected community college music teachef to
organize an in-service workshop, and encourage faculty to attend.
Videotape the session so that other music programs can benefit from
the experience.

7. Promote unity between part-time faculty and full-time faculty,
and between faculty and administration. Avoid intergroup rivalry
based on employment status and function.

8. Use departmental meetings to discuss instructional problems
(such as encouraging student mu;ica] involvement or helping students
meet course requirements), adoption of new materials, curricular
development, and curricular revision.

9. Encourage facy1ty to continue their own education and to
learn more about the community college, its foundations, and its

clientele.
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10. Encourage faculty participation in a professional music
association. Support their attendance at the annual Michigan Commu-_
nity College Arts and Humanities Association convention. Help organ-
ize a regional meeting of music administrators/faculty.

The institution of more rigorous pre-service and in-service
training procedures are indeed important to develop the potential
of all who desire to teach music at the community college Tevel.
There is, héwever, another commonly overlooked factor which influ-
ences professional growth, and that is the collective force of the
faculty members themselves.

Two leaders in the community college movement place, the onus of
professionalization upon members of the faculty: Stoops (1966) and
Cohen and Brawer (1977). Stoops (1966, pp. 52-53) asserted that the
development of professional standards within the community colleges
could only be achieved through the exercise of academic freedom by
faculty in the process of self-examination and self-criticism. He
believed that the destiny of the community college hinged on ‘the
ability of the faculty to judge its own competence. Cohen and Brawer
concurred. They state: The community college faculty's.fshort-
comings as a profession are seen in its failure to control entry into
and to police its own ranks. . . . Further, it has deVe]oped neither
a unique ethos nor a code of ethics to which its members subscribe"
(Cohen & Brawer, 1977, Xi).

Indeed, responsibility for the professiona] development of music

teachers has been assigned historically to members of the profe;sion
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itself. Music teachers have not been satisfied with defining them-
selves solely as elementary school teachers or high school teachers.
They have sought to bring to their institutions a self-identity based
on their involvement with music. The concern shown in 1884 by public
school music teachers brought together by common intereéts Ted to the
organization of the Department of Music within the National Education
Association. Then, as Birge states (1928): "The resulting conscious-
ness of the power in united effort brought about a desire on the part
of many leading [music] supervisors for an independent national asso-
ciation" (p. 240). This national association, founded in 1907 by
individua]s drawn’together by”professional concerns, became the

Mu;ic Educators National Conference, the organization,”addording to
Sunderman (1971), responsible for the developing'consciousness on

the part of educators that music education is a profession in its own
right" (p. 336).

While the volpntary assemblage of school music teachers to dis-
cuss matters of common interest may have led to their unionization
(in the best sense of the word), their growing concern about education,
and their institutions secured their professional status. As former
MENC President Hood noted in 1952, professional recognition resplts
from the continuing involvement of music educator; in all field
related to the teaching of mu;ic:

It takes more than good teaching today to make a successful

recognized profession of music education. . . . We know

. that it behooves us to be part of education and the
schools as a whole and not a small, highly specialized,

separate, technical area of the curriculum. . . . We cry
for professional recognition, but sometimes forget that
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such recognition must be preceded by active participation.

. . . in our field [and] in all related fields that affect

us, in both local and widespread situations (Hood, 1952,

pp. 15, 17).

President Hood's words suggest that the truly professional
community college music educator should function within the stated
philosophy of the community college, and that he or she should be an
asset to the institution. The professional community college music
teacher, in other words, should accede to "place the interests and
concerns of students above his field of study“'(Monroe, 1972, p. 178).
The professional performing musician, the academician, and the
improperly trained instructor, all are more likely to follow tradi-
tional standards, which are better suited to an elitist institution
than to the community college.

In the past, there had been recognition that the junior college's
function differed from that of other institutions. The MENC Committees
on Music in the Junior Colleges formed during the late 1930s, in
1954, and in 1970 are examples. None, however, has managed to survive,
ostensib1y for lack of support from music instructors in service at
two-year colleges.

If progress toward professionalization is to be made, however,
current instructors have to show more interest than they have in the
past 1n.pursuing their own professional interests. Instructors will
need to explore the expertise within their own ranks if their common
problems are to be solved. In a state such as Michigan in which

Tittle intradepartmental communication has been established, initiating

intrafaculty contact will be difficult.
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It might be appropriate for department chairpersons to establish
contact among themselves at an annual meeting of the Michigan Commu-
nity College Arts and Humanities ASsociation, and for them to agree to
organize regional meetings so that instructors would not need to
travel long distances to attend. At each regional meeting, a float-
ing series of workshops might well be organized.v These workshops
would bring to local community colleges materials and methods intended
to inform faculty members of innovations within their profession.

The workshops could be organized topically: one might deal with
curriculum development and revision, another with aptitude and achieve-
~ment testing, and a third might pertain to the teaching of applied
music. Results of the regional meetings and workshops could be
reported at the annual MCCAHA convention. It would be helpful, also,
if some of the regional meetings could be scheduled to coincide with
other professional functions, such as the annual MENC Midwest Confer-
ence held in Ann Arbor. This would giVe faculty members a chance to
see what other members of the music profession are doing.

Given increased interest among community college music teachers,
it might be worthwhile for faculty members to affiliate with the MENC
and to organize into a special interest group. Doing so would enable
the MENC and its federated state organization (in Michigan, the
Michigan Music Educators Association) to assist in the identification
of role models for pro;pecti?e teachers and current teachers to
emulate and in the compo;ition of data banks of information specific

to teaching music at the commpnity college level. The MENC could also
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help generate guidelines under which teachers may be trained. In
addition, a fuller examination of music at the community college level
may be undertaken and its findings disseminated to a wider range of

music educators than has theretofore been possible.

Recommendations for Further Research

Further research about the community college music faculty
needs to be conducted within other regions and nationally. It would
be appropriate for an organization such as the American Association
of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC) to commission a national
study of music instructors and the environment in which they work.
Of particular merit would be a study which included applied music
instructors, a group that has been unduly neglected.

Researchers wishing to replicate the present study within another
region shoqu take the following suggestions into consideration:

1. When soliciting the names of instructors, have administra-
tors indicate clearly which teachers are currently employed, because
sometimes their lists are outdated. If this is done, it should be
possible to determine sampling bias more accurately.

2. Try to conduct the study during fall semester so as to sur-
-vey the maximum number of instructors Tikely to be emp]oyed dyring
the acaaemic year.

3. Revise the survey 1nstrument to elicit employment status
and function more clearly. Respondents should specify if their only
responsibilities are to teach priVate lessons. It may also be usefu1
to identify instructors employed solely to teach private lessons,

applied music class(es) and/or ensembles.
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Revise the attitudinal measure rating scales according to

research purposes. The Position Satisfaction measure may be fitted

with a bi-polar (satisfaction/dissatisfaction) scale. The Instruc-

tional Difficulties rating scale may be expanded from three- to five-

steps.

5.

Revise the 1ist of questions to include the following:

At what stage in your career did you make the decision

to become a community college teacher?

Are you generally satisfied with your job?

Full-time instructors: Had you started your community
college teaching career as a part-time teacher?

Part-time instructors: Do you aspire to full-time status?
What percentage of your total income does community
college teaching account for?

If neither salary nor tenure were of concern, would you
remain in community college teaching?

List the professional music organizations to which

you belong.

To what degree do you support the goals of open admi;sions

and remedial education?

" Estimate the total time spent each week in performing

community college-related activities.

It is a];o recommended that additiona] research be conducted in

the following areas:
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1. Identify, analyze, and document superlative community college
music teaching. Such research should identify appropriate research
activities for current instructors. It should also lead to the
development of a methods text for teaching music at the community
college level.

2. Compile and analyze community college music admini;trators'
views on relevant accreditation standards for community college music
programs. Administrators may also be surveyed with regard to the

criteria used in granting tenure to community college music faculty.
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April 25, 1981

Dear Colleague,

I am contacting you at this time to ask a personal favor. It is that
you share with me your perceptions about your job. As a community
college music instructor, you probably have some fairly definite
attitudes and opinions about your job, and how it may be improved.

I would very much like to hear your concerns and incorporate them
into the doctoral study I am conducting of community college music
instructors and their working conditions.

Being a community college music instructor myself, I became curious
as to the kinds of problems we encounter on a daily basis. My curi-
osity led me to develop the present study, which has been approved
by members of the Department of Music Education at Michigan State
University. ‘ ’

I -am sure that you will appreciate the importance of this investiga--
tion, and certainly hope that you will participate in it. A1l that
is asked is that you complete the enclosed questionnaire.

You will find that the questionnaire has been designed so that there
are no right or wrong answers. So please feel free to express your
true feelings. And I assure you that all information collected will
be kept in strict confidentiality. In reporting the data, no refer-
ence will be made to any particular music program or music faculty
member:,

I would be most appreciative if you would complete and return the
questionnaire as soon as possible. A stamped, self-addressed envelope
has been provided for your convenience.

Hoping to hear from you soon, I remain,

Sincerely yours,

Mark Finkelstein
Doctoral Candidate, and
Community Co11ege Mpsic Instructor

Enclosures

211



APPENDIX 2

QUESTIONNAIRE

212



COMMUNITY COLLEGE MUSIC FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
3

1. Do you plan to stay in community college teaching? O Yes! m] N02 O Uncertain
2. What were some of the reasons why you entered community college teaching?  {Check as many as apply)

O vyou were prepared in college to teach at the junior college level

[ vyour spouse or relative works in the vicinity2

O you needed a second job

O to avoid having to teach at the public school levels4

O to fill in leisure time

O for the prestige

O no job openings at the public school Ievels7

O no job openings at the 4-year college or university levels

O to gain teaching experience

O 1o be employed while finishing a graduate degree10

O other
What is your employment status? (During Spring 1981) D Ful-Time! "0 Part-Time2 0 Other3
Are you employed elsewhere? O Yes, in music 1 O Yes, but not in music 2 [m] No3

Which one of the following positions do you find most attractive?  (Check only one} 2

0O community college teaching 0 community coilege administration
3 university teaching O university administration
[J public school teaching J public schoo! administration
O job in_the music-business, or -industry 7 00 non-music position in business or industry8
O other?
6. - How would you describe your present motivational state? - -{Check only one) . s .
O 1 am excited about tear:hing'I 0O 1 have other things on my mind at present besides 1ear:hing2
B | find my routine boring 0 other:
7. To which, amaong the following, do you owe your greatest allegiance? (Check only one)
O the teaching profession 0O vyour college
0 your students’ 0O the discipline of music4
8. In your opinion, which student group shou/d receive the most attention from your music program?
O university-track music majors 0O general, non-music students
O occasional {(avocational) students 0O commercial-music students
O other:
9. How do you perceive your teaching load? {Check only one} 3
0O ittends tobe heavy’ O it tends to be Iight2 O other:

10. How many class hours a week do you teach?

PART POSITI
Using the columns to the right, please evaluate the degree of satisfaction you derive from each of the following:

wanting to leave community college teaching. (57-80)

t addition: please circle those items you feel would contribute significently to your

1. congeniality of colieagues 6 4 3 2 1 na
2. competency of colleagues 5 4 3 2 1 na
3. reputation of school 5 4 3 2 1 na
4, courses taught 5 4 3 2 1 na
5. teaching load 3 4 3 2 1 na
6. quality of students 5 4 3 2 1 na
7. academic rank 5 4 3 2 1 na
B. salary 5 4 3 2 1 na
9, fringe benefits 5 4 3 2 1 na
10. opportunities for outside income 5 4 3 2 1 na
11. future salary prospects 5 4 3 2 1 na
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(1-4)

(16)
(17-27)

(28}
(22}
(30

{31}

(32)

(33)

(34)

{35-36)

(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)
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§ r vy
o ,‘z;'- & & .3#
S &5 & g2 4
4 F & F
F g & & &
In addition: please circle those items you feel would contribute significantly to yourI ; ly a_v
wanting to leave community college teaching. (57-80) & <& -~ &
1’2. nearness to graduate school ......... 5 4 3 2 1 na {27)
13. adequacy of music library 5 4 3 2 1 na (28)
14, 1e0ioNal CHIMALE ....cevvircrennierrrsernssasnisseecesesnssssssssnsasassessassesasassasssrsonsss 5 4 3 2 1 na {29)
15. cultural opportunities y vertonnsnstsnisrarenas 5 4 3 2 1 na (30)
16. adequacy of classroom faCIlItIES ......uvriivncreiisiesinmiessnsenanirsiessiseines 5 4 3 2 1 na {31)
17. scheduling freedom 5 4 3 2 1 na (32)
18. diversity of teaching assignments . 5 4 3 2 1 na {33)
19. low priority accorded to research 5 4 3 2 1 na (34)
20. job security rresressensinnessatertbessesnesrtiantont 5 4 3 2 1 na (35)
21. rotation of teaching assignments .. 5 4 3 2 1 na {36)
22. quality of SUPPOrt SErViCeS ...c.vvereeeeiens 5 4 3 2 1 na (37}
23. research opportunities 5 4 3 2 1 na (38}
24, research facilities 5 4 3 2 1 na (39)
25, adequacy of group rehearsal facilities 5 4 3 2 1 na {40)
26. adequacy of practice facilities....... [ 4 3 2 1 na {41)
27. personal contacts with head of department ...... 5 4 3 2 1 na (42)
28. beauty of geographical region 5 4 3 2 1 na (43)
29, faculty. recital demand ... 2 w. .5..4 .3 .2 1 na (44)
30, 1eCtUTING...ccvrereerrererennrenrrereens 5 4 3 2 1 na {45)
31. conducting 5 4 3 2 1 na {46)
32. participation in job decisions 5 4 3 2 1 na (47)
33. administration of department rrteressereissssiessesassassessssnesesanes 5 4 3 2 1 na (48)
34.  faculty recital OPPOTIUNILIES ........ccciceveeiersinrnseeernesaresssssnssssesssarssssssnens 5 4 3 2 1 na (49)
35. adequacy of performance facilities 5 4 3 2 1 na (50)
36. adequacy of office space 5 4 3 2 1 na {51
37. nearness 1o friends and relatives 5 4 3 2 1 na (52)
38. opportunities for professional advancement 5 4 3 2 1 na {53)
39, opportunities for professional growth .....cccceeenerescsmsnranecienensesscens 5 4 3 2 1 na (54)
40. academic freedom 5 4 3 2 1 na {65)
41, other (specify) 6 4 3 2 1 na {56)

PART Il INSTRUCTIONAL DIFFICULTIES

As teachers, we face many instructional difficulties. Some are more of a problem than others. Using the scale provided: (1) please
evaluate the difficulty you personally experience with each of the following; (2) circle the two most difficult problems you face.

o OfLITTLE®
3

01 MAJOR' Of AVERAG or NO
Difficulty Difficulty Ditficulty
1. contending with student absences O m} O (16)
2. working with immature students (W] D m] (17)
3. speaking loud enough in the classroom a ) O {18)
4. finding supplementary class materials ] a O {19)
5. relating to students of a different ethnic or racia! background.......... 0 O o (20)
6. encouraging mastery of musical materials (m] 0O O {21)
7. maintaining discipline in the classroom ] O O (22)
8. working with adult students O O m} (23)
9. singing in front of your class 0 ) a {24)
10. contending with too large a class a O [m] (25)
11. providing make-up examinations O m} m] (26)
12. getting enough rock or jazz into the curriculum ] ju} D {27)
13. making do with insufficient instructional resources o ] [m] (28)
14. using a diversity of media to advantage m] O n} {29)
15. promoting psychomotor flexibility O ] 0 {30)
16. pacing materials over the term ] O O {31)
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T 2 OfLITTLE
Of MAJOR™ Of AVERAGE or NO
Ditficulty Ditficulty Difficulty
17. expanding students’ perspectives..... O 0 [m] (32)
18. starting class on time m} (] D (33)
19. inducing students to seek tutorial help |} O =] (34)
20. encouraging affective response to music listening m] u] [m] (35)
21. lecturing without undue recourse to notes [m] jm] [m] (36)
22. relating musical concepts to students with divergent musical tastes ......... 0 m] m] (37)
23. taking time away from instructional time to give tests ........oeuuunn. wirnerenrons m] 0 0 (38)
24, teaching students who do not do their assigned readings ............c.cceenenenne 0 O O {39)
25. setting up the classroom 0 ] 0 - (40)
26. using real musical illustrations, not just theoretical ONES ......ccvvrerensvecens ] [m] ] a1
27. answering naive questions .. m} O u] (42)
28. getting enough art music into the curriculum 0 | ] (43)
29, preparing enough classroom materials to go 8round ......c..cereeerees eversesnns [} ] 0O (44)
30. encouraging musical inventiveness, or creativity a m] [m] (45)
31. providing students with a realistic evaluation of their abilities........c......... ] m} O {46)
32. encouraging students to continue on in music 9] m] a 47
33. sequencing materials over the semester O ] u] (48)
34. preparing tests, [m] m] ] (49)
35. teaching students who do not practice jm] [m] m] {50)
36. combating students’ tone-deafness jm] (m] O (51)
37. inducing students to maintain their own opinions [m] ] [} (52)
38. relating to students of a different socio-economic background ................ m] a 0O {53)
39. performing in front of your class..... m] 0 O (54)
40. explaining ideas as concretely as Possible .........cccoovvereerieesereneveirneneneene O (] O (55)
41, ordering textbooks through the proper channels . o o (] {56)
42, making do with limited physical facilities 0 o o (57)
43. having to demonstrate techniques several times for a student’s benefit ..... a a ] {58)
44, enhancing musicality of student perfOrmances......ccve.eeirvrinrecnsesene w} O =] (59)
45, teaching students who display learning disabilities ..........cccceriirveiisinseissinns O 0 0 (60)
46. maintaining students’ interest ..., O ) O 61)
47. making work demands on students explicit . a o i} (62)
48. having to make do with incomplete instrumentation 0 m] m] (63)
49, correcting papers m} ] ] {64}
60. ‘concluding class on time [m] [m] [m] {65)
51. selecting appropriate class materials 0 O O (66)
§2. teaching students of minimal musical talent (] ] jm] {67)
53. using a broad range of music in your teaching ) m} 0 (68}
54. contending with a student’s defeatist attitude .. (n] (] m] (69)
55, getting students to turn in their assignments ON tiMe ... ] (m] (] (70)
56. teaching aclassin which a wide range of student abilities are displayed..... 0O m] 0 (71
57, other: [m] ] m] (72)
68. other: 0 =] m] {73)
PART IV, BACKGROUND
Job Description:
1. What is your academic rank? 0 professor‘I D associate professorz [J assistant professor3 Qinstructor®
0 adjunct instructor O other {16)
2. Are you the music administrator for your program? O Yes1 (] No2 (17}
3. Do you have tenure? ClYes! [INo? (18}
4. Atwhat times do you teach?  Oday courses1 O evening ::nurses2 [J weekend coursesS (19)
5.  Where, for the college, do you teach? Oon campus1 O off campu52 (20)
6. What types of students do you teach? {Check all that apply) {21-25)
0O  university-track music majors [0 general, non-music studen152
0 occasional {avocational} students . O commercial-music students
3 other:
7. Check { V ) the courses that you are now teaching. (26-36)
O music for education majors O theory or ear training2 0O music history3 3  music appreciation
O music business/industry course O private lessons: {(Ovocal® O instrumema|7)

O class instruction {(applied) O vocal ensemble? DO instrumental ensemble10 m] other:11
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8. Are you a performing musician? O Yesl| O Not at present2 O No3 (37)
What is the highest degree that you have earned? (38)
O none’ Dassociate® [ bachelors' w} masters? Cldoctorate® O mher:6

10. Are you working on a degree at present? 0 Yes! m} Nca2 (39)

11.  Were you ever a community college student? [J ves! 0 N02 (40)

12. Have you taken any courses about the community college? jw} Yes! O N02 (41)
13. How long have you been employed by your college? e YRBTS, {42-43)
14. How long have you been teaching? total of ——____ years. (44.45)
15, Aside from your present position, what professional experience in music do you have?  {Check alt that apply) (46-51)

[ graduate assistant
O  music industry

[J taught at the public school Ievelss O other:

O private teaching

3 commerciat/studio musician?

16. Were you new to the community when you first accepted your current job? O Yes1 0O N02 (52)

17.  What music do you value most?

And which second? {Indicate # 1 and #2) {63.54)

[ ert musie? Clpor? [Jrock 3 [tond [Jiszz® Clother®____

PEASONAL DATA: (optional)
1. What is your age?

2. What is your sex? O female

1

{65-56)
m] male2 ‘ s EE (57)

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS: (optional)

1.  What types of experiences (forma! or otherwise) did you find most useful in preparing you to teach at the community college

level?

2. What advice would you give to prospective community college music teachers?

3. Is there a question you were not asked that you would like to answer?

** THANK YOU **

Would vou like to receive the results of this study? [ Yes O Not necessary

Please return this questionnaire to:

Mr. Mark Finkelstein, Department of Music Education, Michigan State University, East Lansing,
Michigan 48824,
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TABLE A-3.1.--Inventory of Questionnaire Items and Their Sources

Variable Name

Sample Source

1. Degree

2. Prior teaching experience
3. Teaching load

4. Age

5. Sex

6. On-the-job experience

7. Rank

8. Tenure

9. Courses taught

10. Job preference

11. Career plans

12. Concurrent job

13. Classification of students
14. Employment status

15. Serve as administrator

16. When teach

17. Attended community college
18. Preferred program aim

19. Locale of school

a, b,c,e, f, i, jo m
b, ¢c, e, fy, jom

a, e, h, j, 1

a, b,c, e, J

a, b, c,e,J

b, e, g, h

a, e, J

a, J

e, h

o
-4

-h X U ©o T O 0o U 0

Sample Sources:

Bayer, 1973
Brawer, 1976
Eaton, 1964
Fleming, 1978
Greene, 1968
Hil1l, 1976
Jansen, 1971
Merkel, 1977
Morgan, 1966
NEA, 1979
Pollard, 1978
Stover, 1970
Wozniak, 1973
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TABLE A-4.1.--Potential Sources of Position Satisfaction

Economic Benefits

1. Salary (B,S,A)

2. Future salary prospects (B,A)

3. Opportunities for outside income (B)
4. Fringe benefits (B,S,A)

Social Benefits

1. Reputation of the school (B,S,A)
2. Academic rank (S,A)

Function '
1. Courses taught (B,A)
2. Teaching load (B,A)
3. Lecturing or conducting
4. Low priority given to research (S)
5.

Faculty performance demand

Personal Benefits

Participation in job decisions (A)
Scheduling freedom (A)

Academic freedom

Diversity of teaching assignments
Rotation of teaching assignments
Job security

P WM =

Physical Environment

Adequacy of office (S)

Adequacy of rehearsal facilities (group and individual)
Adequacy of performance facilities (A) ‘
Adequacy of classroom facilities (S)

Adequacy of research facilities (B,S,A)

Ol W=

Interpersonal Environment

1. Congeniality of colleagues (B,S,A)
2. . Personal contacts with head of department (S)
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TABLE A-4.1.--Continued

Professional Environment

Competency of colleagues (B,A)

Administration of department (B,S,A)

Quality of support services (S)

Quality of students (B,S,A)

Research opportunities (B,S)

Faculty performance opportunities (A)
Opportunities for professional advancement (B,S)
Opportunities for professional growth (S)
Quality of music library

WOoOoONOGIPLWN -
e o & e o s s o

External Benefits

Nearness to graduate school (B)

Nearness to friends and relaties (B,A)

Climate (B,A)

Cultural opportunities (B,S,A)

Physical attractiveness of the geographical region (S)

G WN =
L] . . L] .

SOURCES: Brown, 1966 = B; Shank, 1968 = S; Aurand, 1970 = A.
3Totals: (B,S,A) = 8

éB,S;~= 14, inclusive
B,S) = 10, inclusive
(s) = 18, dinclusive
(A) = 19, inclusive
(B) = 18, dinclusive
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TABLE A-5.1.--Potential Sources of Instrdctional-Related Difficulties?

I.

Instructional Skills

II'

1'

Teaching a class in which a wide range of abilities are
displayed

Maintaining student's interest

Explaining ideas as concretely as possible

Teaching students who display learning disabilities
Contending with prolonged or sporadic absences

Making do with limited physical facilities

Making do with diminishing instructional resources
Preparing tests

Pacing materials over the semester or term

Sequencing the materials over the semester or term
Selecting appropriate class materials for student purchase
Relating musical concepts to students with divergent
musical tastes

Teaching students of minimal musical talent

Having to make do with incomplete musical instrumentation
Providing students with a realistic evaluation of their
abilities

Finding materials to supplement class materials

Using a diversity of media to best advantage

Inducing students to maintain their own opinions
Lecturing without undue recourse to notes

Singing in front of the class

Making use of real musical illustrations, not just
theoretical ones

Demonstrating formal performance skills in front of the class
Contending with a student's defeatist attitude

Classroom management skills or chores

WONOOTHR WN =

Correcting papers

Maintaining discipline in the classroom

Making work demands on students explicit

Taking time away from instructional time to give tests
Preparing tests

Providing make-up examinations

Preparing enough classroom materials to go around
Ordering class materials through theproper channels
Providing students with a realistic evluation of
their abilities

Starting class on time

Concluding class on time

Speaking loud enough in the classroom

Setting up the classroom '

Getting students to turn in their assignments on time
Contending with too large a class
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TABLE A-5.1.--Continued

III.

Educational QObjectives

IV.

woNOYTITPHWN -
L] - L[] . [ ] 1 ] . L ] L]

Combating tone-deafness

Promoting psychomotor flexibility

Enhancing musicality of student performances
Encouraging affective response to music listening
Encouraging musical inventiveness or creativity
Encouraging mastery of musical materials
Selecting and using a broad range of music
Getting enough art. music into the curriculum
Getting enough rock or jazz into the curriculum

Interaction with students

0 0o ~NoOyorbeWw N =
¢« e e o o ¢ o

Inducing students to seek tutorial help
Having to demonstrate techniques or procedures several
times for the benefit of an individual

~Working with immature students

Teaching students who do not do their assigned readings
Working with adult students

Teaching students who do not practice

Providing students with a realistic evluation of

their abilities

Answering naive questions

Maintaining discipline in the classroom

Inducing students to maintain their own op1n1ons
Expanding students' perspectives

Relating to students of a differing socio-economic background
Relating to students of a differing ethnic or racial
background

Encouraging students to continue on in music

d5ome items appear within more than one factor.
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TABLE A.6-1.--Rank-Ordering of Most Satisfying Position Variables

by Subgroup?

226

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
Full-Time
1 40 Academic freedom 4.069 .923
2 27 Contact with chairman 3.962 1.371
3 9 Fringe benefits 3.903 .908
4 20 Job security 3.900 1.125
5 32 Partic. in decisions 3.897 .939
6.5 3 School reputation 3.893 1.068
6.5 1 Congeniality of colleagues 3.893 1.098
8 17 Scheduling freedom 3.862 .990
9 10 Opp. for outside income 3.852 .989
10 33 Admin. of department 3.828 .805
11 8 Salary 3.767 .728
12 18 Diversity of assignments 3.750 .844
13 2 Ccmpetency of colleagues 3.710 .864
14 31 Conducting - 3.696 1.063
15 15 Cultural opportunities 3.655 1.111
16 36 Office space 3.633 1.189
17 7 Academic rank 3.619 1.117
18.5 4 Courses taught 3.600 .932
18.5 30 Lecturing 3.600 1.041
20 39 Growth 3.536 .962
21 11 Salary prospects 3.483 1.022
22.5 16 Classroom facilities 3.429 1.399
22.5 28 Geography 3.429 1.200
24 38 Advancement 3.400 .932
25 37 Nearness/relatives 3.321 1.090
26 5 Teaching load 3.276 1.066
27 22 Support Staff 3.267 .907
28 34 Recital opportunity* 3.167 1.007
29 12 Near grad school* 3.125 1.147
30 35 Performance facilities* 3.103 1.372
31 21 Rotation of assistants* 3.100 1.372
32 14 Climate* 3.074 1.207
33 6 Quality of students* 3.032 .948
Part-Time General
1 40 Academic freedom 4.000 .957
2 1 Congeniality of colleagues 3.852 .980
3 27 Contacts with chairman 3.800 1.176
4 2 Competency of colleagues 3.656 .892
5 4 Courses taught 3.581 .950
6 17 Scheduling freedom 3.579 1.133
7 37 Nearness/Relatives 3.531 1.309
8 35 Performance facilities 3.393 1.406
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TABLE A.6-1.--Continued

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
Part-Time General

9 3 School reputation 3.371 1.044
10 10 Opportunity for outside income 3.320 1.347
11 5 Teaching load 3.317 1.112
12 28 Geography 3.268 1.243
13 31 Conducting* 3.130 1.392
14 33 Administration* 3.056 1.235
15 15 Cultural opportunity* 3.050 1.096
16 6 Quality of students* 3.031 1.168
17 .30 Lecturing* 3.000 1.015
Part-Time Applied

1 17 Scheduling freedom 4.095 .831
2. 28 Geography e - 3.727. 1.120
3 1 Congeniality/colleagues 3.714 1.056
4 10 Opportunity outside income 3.647 1.455
5 25 Group rehearsal 3.583 .996
6 40 Academic freedom 3.526 1.073
7 4 Courses taught 3.522 1.163
8 16 Classroom facilities 3.474 .905
9 37 Nearness/relative 3.421 1.261
10 2 Competency " of ' colleagues* 3.318 .839
11 35 Performance facilities* 3.316 1.390
12 27 Contacts with chairman* 3.304 1.428
13 3 School reputation* 3.000 1.056

dstatistics computed excluding the "not applicable" column.

*Indicates that the variable is marginally classified.
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TABLE A-7.1.--Rank-Ordering of Least Satisfying Position Variables
by Subgroup?

Rank Item Descriptor - M S.D.
Full-Time
1 24 Research facilities 2.350 1.226
2 29 Recital demand 2.556 .856
3.5 19 Low research priority 2.700 1.174
3.5 23 Research opportunities 2.700 1.174
5 13 Music 1ibrary 2.724 .841
6 25 Group research facilities* 2.852 1.486
7 26 Practice facilities* 2.897 1.398

Part-time General

1 9 Fringe benefits 1.628 1.155
2 24 Research facilities 1.957 .928
3 29 . _Recital demand 1.972  .971
4 20 Job security 2.000 1.010
5 13 Music library 2.018 .963
6 23 Research opportunities 2.095 .889
7 38 Advancement 2.241 1.063
8 19 Low res. priority 2.250 .786
9 11 - Future salary 2.263 1.261
10 26 Practice facilities 2.283 1.403
11 36 Office space 2.340 1.300
12 21 Rotation of assistants 2.417 974
13 34 Recital opportunities 2.447 1.348
14 22 Support services 2.717 .974
15.5 16 Classroom facilities 2.766 1.137
15.5 8 Salary 2.766 .955
17 39 Growth 2.797 1.229
18 14 Climate* 2.824 .994
19 32 Decisions* 2.848 1.333
20 7 Rank* 2.865 .991
21 18 Diversity* 2.889 1.112
22 25 Group rehearsal facilities* 2.902 1.375
23 - 12 Near graduate school* 2.960 1.475
Part-time Applied
1 24 Research facilities 1.700 .949
2 9 Fringe benefits 1.769 1.363
3.5 23 Research opportunities 2.000 1.000
3.5 30 Lecturing 2.000 .953
5 11 Future salary 2.053 1.177
6 19 Low res. priority 2.125 .835
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TABLE A-7.1.--Continued

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
7 38 Advancement 2.167 .985
8 13 Music library 2.176 .951
9 29 Recital demand 2.250 931
10 34 Recital opportunities 2.294 1.263
11 32 Priority decisions 2.400 .985
12 5 Teaching load 2.409 1.098
13 31 Conducting 2.429 1.618
14.5 21 Rotation of assistants 2.500 .850
14.5 22 Support services 2.500 1.092
16.5 20 Job security 2.529 1.419
16.5 7 Rank 2.529 1.007
18 8 Salary 2.636 1.049
19 6 Quality of staff 2.708 1.197
20 39 Growth 2.722 1.018
21 36 Office space 2.769 1.423
22 26 Practice facilities 2.773 1.510
23 33 °  Administration* 2.824 1.131
24 12 Near graduate school* 2.833 1.267
25 14 Climate* 2.895 .875
26 15 Cultural opportunities* 2.913 .793
27 18 Diversity* 2.923 1.188

dstatistics calculated excluding the "not applicable” column.

*Indicates that the variable is marginally classified.
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TABLE A-8.1.--Frequency Distribution for the 40 Position Satisfaction Items?

Consider- Below Little

Great able Average

) : Not
No. Descriptor Satis-  g7i5c. Satis- é;iggge ;:t?QY Appli- uggg$zg
faction goction  Faction & iiion faction ©3P1€
1 Colleague congeniality 29% 31% 28% 3% 3% 5% 3
2 Colleague competency 16% 37% . 35% 7% 1% 4% 3
3  School reputation 17% 31% 35% 8% 1% 2% 3
4 Courses taught 20% 29% 38% 8% 3% 3% 4
5 TYeaching load 13% 24% 31% 19% 8% 5% 5
6 Quality of students 11% 21% 29% 32% 7% 0% 3
7 Academic rank 8% 13% 35% 15% 8% 20% 10
8 Salary 8% 19% 44% 17% 8% 3% 2
9 Fringe benefits 11% 13% 12% 5% 33% 27% 3
10 Outside income 21% 24% 19% 6% 9% 21% 3
11 Future salary prospects 7% 15% 23% 17% 26% 12% 3
12 Nearness to graduate school . 8% 9% 13% 10% 7% 54% 6
13 Adequacy of music library 1% 8% - 28% 28% 23% 13% 4
14 Regional climate 5% 15% - 38% 15% 9% 16% 6
15 Cultural opportunities 12% 247 34% 20% 5% 5% 4
16 Classroom facilities 14% 19% 30% 19% 11% 1% 2
17 Scheduling freedom 25% 33% 20% 9% 2% 10% 3
18 Diversity of assignments 9% 23% - 23% 14% 6% 25% 7
19 Low research priority 1% 4% o 17% 12% 9% 57% 9
20 Job security 11% 14% - 19% 14% 23% 18% 3
21 Rotation of assignments 3% 5% 20% 149% 5% 53% 5



TABLE A-8.1.--Continued

Consider- | Below Little
Great Average - Not
No. Descriptor ' Satis- ggl?s- Satis- gvirage ;;tqny Appli- aqmbgr
faction 223 faction 3t1s- 5= cable SS9
_ action faction faction
22 Quality of support services 5% 15% - 32% 17% 9% 22% 6
23 Research opportunities 1% 4% - 16% 11% 13% 55% 5
24 Research facilities 1% 3% 12% 12% 18% 53% 8
25 Group rehearsal facilities 14% 15% - 18% 15% 14% 24% 4
26 Practice facilities~ 147 12% - 18% 18% 32% 6% 4
27 Personal contacts with chairman 37% 19% - 26% 3% 9% 5% 7
28 Beauty of region 20% 21% - 31% 9% 8% 9% 5
29 Recital demand 0% 4% - 24% 15% 19% 39% 6
30 Lecturing 4% 19% 19% 10% 8% 39% 4
31 Conducting 8% 15% 9% 6% 7% 55% 4
32 Participation in decisions 13% 17% 24% 10% 12% 24% 4
33 Administration of department 13% 25% 27% 12% 8% 15% 4
34 Recital opportunities 8% 16% - 19% 18% 19% 25% 5
35 Performance facilities 23% 25% - 19% 14% 19% 4% 5
36 Office space 13% 15% 20% 13% 21% 18% 4
37 Nearness to friends 19% 21% L 27% 6% 8% 18% 5
38 Opportunities for advancement 2% 18% - 26% 21% 19% 14% 3
39 Opportunities for growth 8% 24% 29% 15% 13% 11% 4
40 Academic freedom 30% 34% . 21% 3% 3% 8% -4

aPercentages are rounded to the nearest integer.
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TABLE A-9.1.--Position Variables Rated Inapplicable by More than 20% of Cases

. Full Time (N = 31) Part Time General (N=66) PartTime Applied (N = 25)
of

Item Descriptor Valid % of Valid

samele Freq. g:l;g gangva]id Freq. g::;: éag:sValid Freq. Cases Cases
19 Low research priority 57% 11 28 39% 42 62 68%* 15 23 65%*
23 Research opportunities 55% 11 29 382 43 64 67%* 13 24 54%*
3 Conducting 55% 8 30 274 41 65 63¢* 17 24 712*
12 Nearness to grad school 54% 15 29 52% 39 64 61%* 11 23 48%
21 Rotation of assignments 53% 11 30 37% 40 | 64 62% 13 23 46%*
24 Research facilities 53% 11 27 41% 40 63 63% 14 24 58%*
29 Recital demand 392 13 28 46% 28" 64 443 7 24 29%
30 Lecturing 3 6 30 20 0 6 an 12 4 st
9 Fringe benefits 27% 0 30 0% 21 64 332 11 24 46%
34 Recital opportunities 25% 7 30 23% 17 64 26% 6 23 26%
18 Diversity of assignments 25% 3 29 10% 18 63 29% 10 23 43%
25 Group rehearsal facilities 24% 4 30 13% 14 : 65 21% 11 23 48%
32 Participation in decisions 24% 2 30 7% 18 . 64 28% 9 23 37%
10 Opportunities/outside
income 21% 4 31 132 14 64 22% 7 24 29%

7 Academic rank 20% 10 28 36% 8: 60 13% 7 24 29%

*Rated "not applicable" by 50% or more of the subgroup.
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TABLE A-10.1.--Rank-Ordering of Most Troublesome Instructional
Variab]es'by Subgroup

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
Full Time
1 1 Student absences 1.839 . .688
2 35 Student, practicing 1.900 .662
3 2 Immature student 1.968 .706
4 17 Student perspectives 2.065 772
5 6 Mastery 2.097 .700
6.5 55 On-time assignment 2.161 .583
6.5 24 Do not do assignment 2.161 .583
8 52 Minimal talent 2.226 .669
9 22 Divergent tastes 2.258 .631
10 56 Range of ability 2.267 .691
11 48 Instrumentation 2.280 .792
13 54 Defeatist attitude 2.290 .643
13 20 Affective resp. 2.290 .588
13 19  Tutorial couns. 2,290 588
16.5 36 Tone-deafness 2.300 .702
16.5 44 Student musicality 2.300 .596
16.5 45 Learning disability 2.300 .596
16.5 31 Evaluation 2.300 .466
19 30 Creativity 2.333 .606
20 43 Multiple demonstration 2.345 .614
21 11 Make-up exams 2.387 .715

Part-time General

1 35 Student practicing 1.719 .701
2 56 Range of ability 1.905 .756
3 1 Student absences 1.985 .754
4 52 Minimal talent 2.141 .710
5 17 St. perspectives 2.159 .723
6 24 Do not do assignment 2.190 .780
7 2 Immature students 2.212 .734
8 6 Enc. mastery 2.242 .583
9 .42 Limited facilities 2.270 .723
10 36 Tone-deafness 2.274 .682
11 54 Deafeatist attitude 2.290 .584
12 30 Creativity ' 2.297 .728
13 55 On time assignments 2.317 .668
14 31 Evaluation 2.344 .672
15 13 Insufficient inst. res. 2.355 .680
16 44 Student musicality 2.391 .657
17 20 Affective response 2.393 .690
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TABLE A-lO.l.--CQntinqed

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
Part-Time Applied

1 35 Student practicing 1.727 .767
2 52 Minimal talent 2.043 .706
3 1 Student absences 2.120 .833
4 2 Immature students 2.160 .624
5 6 Mastery 2.200 .577
6 17 Student perspectives 2.217 .736
7 31 Evaluation 2.318 .568
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TABLE A-11.1.--Instructional Variables Rated‘Moderately Problematic

Item Descriptor M S.D.
Full Time

14 Media usage 2.677 .541
23 Time away/tests 2.677 .653
26 Real music 2.677 .475
27 Naive questions 2.677 .475
34 Preparing tests 2.677 .541
40 Explanations 2.677 .541
50 Concluding class 2.677 .599
15 Psychomotor 2.613 .558
18 Starting on time 2.613 .667
46 Student interest 2.600 .563
47 Work demands 2.548 .568
13 Instruct. res. 2.516 .626
37 Student opinions 2.516 .570
42 Physical facilities 2.516 .677
49 Grading papers 2.484 724
32 Guidance 2.467 .571

Part-time General

16 Pacing materials 2.692 .465
10 Class size 2.688 .639
15 Psychomotor 2.684 .540
11 Make-up exams 2.683 .502
12 Rock/jazz in our curriculum 2.677 .505
50 Concluding on time 2.651 .544
40 Explanations 2.641 .545
27 Naive questions 2.625 .549
37 Student opinions 2.623 .637
28 Art music in curriculum 2.610 .526
18 Starting on time 2.606 .551
32 Guidance 2.603 .525
19 Tutorial counsel. 2.600 .616
51 Selecting materials 2.594 .610
46 - Student interest 2.563 .500
4 Supplem. materials 2.538 .663
41 Ordering texts 2.508 .744
48 Instrumentation 2.500 .707
47 Work demands 2.484 .591
53 Diversity of musics 2.476 .644
43 Multiple demonstr. 2.469 .642
14 Media 2.452 .694
22 Divergent tastes 2.431 .612
45 Learning disability 2.413 .663
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TABLE A-11.1.--Continued
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Item Descriptor M S.D.
Part-Time Applied
56 Range of ability 2.684 .582
37 Student opinions 2.682 .477
43 Multiple demonstration 2.682 477
15 Psychomotor 2.667 .483
45 Learning Disability 2.667 .483
20 Affective resp. 2.650 .489
40 Explanations 2.636 .492
16 Pacing materials 2.609 .583
50 Concluding on time 2.600 .598
55 On time assignments 2.588 .507
14 Media 2.550 .605
54 Defeatist attitude 3.545 .595
22 Divergent tastes 2.524 .602
24 Do not do assignments 2.500 .513
30 Creativity o 2.500 512
44 Student musicality 2.478 .665
36 Tone deafness 2.476 512
47 Work demands 2.455 .596
32 Guidance 2.435 .590
46 2.429 .676

Student interest
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TABLE A-12.1.--Rank-Ordering of Least Troublesome Instructional

Variab1eslby Subgroup

243

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D.
Full-Time
2 4 Supplemenatry materials 2.968 .180
2 8 Adult students 2.968 .180
2 21 Lecturing 2.968 .180
5 3 Speaking voice 2.935 .359
5 7 Discipline 2.935 .250
5 9 Singing in class 2.935 .250
7 39 Performing 2.903 .301
9.5 5 Ethnicity 2.839 .374
9.5 25 Setting up 2.839 .454
9.5 38 Socio. background 2.839 .374
9.5 41 Ordering texts 2.839 .454
13.5 53 Diverse musics 2.774 .497
13.5 16 Pacing mater. o 2.774 .425
13.5 29 Preparing materials 2.774 .497
13.5 33 Sequencing materials 2.774 .497
16 51 Selecting materials 2.710 .461
18 10 Class size 2.742 .575
18 12 Rock/jazz in curriculum 2.742 .631
18 28 Art music in curriculum 2.742 .445
Part-time General
1 8 Adult students 2.938 .242
2 39 Performing 2.919 275
3 3 Speaking voice 2.906 .344
4.5 5 Ethnicity 2.877 .331
4.5 7 Discipline 2.877 .331
6 38 Socio-econ. 2.859 .393
7 49 Grading papers 2.850 .360
8 21 Lecturing 2.831 .461
9 9 Singing 2.823 .385
10 29 Preparing materials 2.820 .500
11 26 Real music 2.797 443
12 34 Preparing tests 2.787 .451
13 33 Sequence materials 2.750 471
14 25 Set up class 2.730 .601
15 23 Time for tests 2.700 .561
Part-time Applied
3 3 Speaking voice 3.000 .000
3 8 Adult students - 3.000 .000
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TABLE A-12.1.--Continued

Rank Item Descriptor M S.D
3 9 Singing/class 3.000 .000
3 39 Performing 3.000 .000
3 41 Ordering texts 3.000 .000
6 7 Discipline 2.955 .213
7 38 Socio. background 2.952 .218
8 29 Preparing materials 2.947 .229
9 4 Suppiementary materials 2.913 .288

10.5 21 Lecturing 2.905 .301
10.5 26 Real Music 2.905 .301
12 25 Setting up 2.900 .513
13 11 Make-up exams 2.895 .315
14 23 Time away/tests 2.889 .323
15 49 Grading papers 2.882 .332
16 5 Ethnicity 2.870 .344
17 10 Class size 2.857 .359
18.5 34 Preparing tests 2.833  .383
18.5 48 Instrumentation 2.833 .383
20 12 Rock/jazz in curriculum 2.800 .523
21 51 Selecting materials 2.789 .419
22 27 Naive questions 2.773 .429
23.5 19 Tutorial couns. 2.762 .436
23.5 28 Art music in curriculum 2.762 .436
25 53 Diverse musics 2.727 .456
26.5 13 Insufficient res. 2.714 .b61
26.5 33 Sequencing material 2.714 463
28.5 18 Starting on time 2.700 .470
28.5 42 Limited facilities 2.700 .470
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TABLE A-13.1.--Frequency Distribution for the 56 Instructional Difficulties Items?

Of little .
No.  Descriptor or No Of Average Of Major Number

Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty  Missing

1 Student absences 27% 44% 29% 0
2 Immature students 32% 49% 19% 0
3 Speaking loud enough 95% 3% 2% 5
4 Supplementing materials 78% 17% 5% 3
5 Ethnic/racial diversity 87% 13% 0% 3
6 Encouraging mastery 312 58% 11% 0
7 Maintaining discipline 91% 9% 0% 4
8 Working with adults 96% 4% 0% 3
9 Singing for class 89% 11% 0% 7
10 Too large a class 80% 13% 7% 6
11 Make-up Exams 68% 27% 4% 9
12 Rock/jazz in curriculum 76% 19% 49 9
13 Poor instructional res. 56% 36% 9% 8
14 Using media 61% 31% 8% 9
15 Promoting psychomotor 69% 28% 3% 13
16 Pacing materials 71% 28% 1% 3
17 Student perspectives 35% 45% 20% 5
18 Starting on time 67% 29% 4% 5
19 Students seek tutorial 60% 35% 5% 10
20 Encouraging affect 50% 42% 8% 10
21 Lecturing 90% - 8% 2% 11
22 Divergent tastes 47% 46% 7% 5
23 Devoting time for tests 77% 17% 6% 13
24 Students & Assignments 38% 47% 15% 8
25 Setting up classroom 84% 11% 5% 8
26 Using real music 79% 20% 19 6
27 Naive questions 68% 30% 2% 5
28 Art music in curriculum 69% 30% 1% 11



TABLE A-13.1.--Continued

of 1ittle .
. O0f Average Of Major Number
No.  Descriptor gmg’cuw Difficulty  Difficulty  Missing
29 Preparing materials 86% - 11% 3% 11
30 Student creativity - 45% 45% 10% 6
31 Student evaluation 40% 53% 7% 6
32 Vocational guidance 56% 41% 3% 6
33 Sequencing materials 77% 21% 2% 6
34 Preparing tests 78% 20% 2% 12
35 Students do not practice 15% 46% 39% 6
36 Student tone-deafness 43% 47% 10% 9
37 Eliciting student opinion 66% 29% 5% 8
38 Socio-economic background 88% 11% 1% 6
39 Performing for class 93% 7% 0% 8
40 Explaining concretely 67% 31% 2% 5
41 Ordering texts 77% 14% 9% 10
42 Limited physical facilities 53% 36% 11% 8
43 Multiple demonstrations 53% 41% 6% 7
44 Enhancing student musicality 489% 44% 8% 5
45 Student learning disabilities 49% 434 8% 8
46 Maintaining class interest 57% 40% 3% 7
47 Expressing work demands 54% 42% 4% 5
48 Incomplete instrumentation 63% 25% 12% 21
49 Correcting papers 79% 17% 4% 14
50 Concluding class on time 704 26% 42 8
51 Selecting materials 70% 27% 3% 8
52 Students of minimal talent 33% 49% 18% 4
53 Using broad range of music 66% 29% 5% 6
54 Defeatist attitudes 40% 53% 7% 7
55 On-time assignments 40% 51% 9% 11
56 Range of student abilities 37% 40% 23% 10

JA 74
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TABLE A-14.1.--Correlates® of Selected Variables

b

Music r
Tenure r Sex (female/male) Administrator
status .80 Entered cc status 40
"teaching-relative
on job .b8 in vicinity .46  school teaching .30
hours teach .55 tenure .37 tenure .24
higher degree 47  status .36 hours teach -.22
(years) excited about
teaching .45 teaching .22 degree -.22
age .41  other job .22 other job -.19
B former cc
other job .40  student .22 prefer job .18
stay/ student/ student/
leave cc .39  nmusic oriented .21  music oriented .18
school
teaching .38 on job .20 sex -.17
teach applied

sex .37 voice .18
prefer job .32 administrator .17
rank .32
new to community .26
administrator 24

.21

studied the cc

3Correlations calculated with pair-wise deletions

byariables appear in dichotomized form.
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COMPARISON OF FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME
FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS

Demographically. Full-time faculty were older (79% of full-

time instructors were over age 36, compared with 38% of part-time
instructors) and more 1ikely to be male (90% to 49%)than were part-
time faculty.

Experientially. Full-time faculty held higher academic degrees

(100% of full-time instructors indicated holding a master's degree
or above, compared with 42% of part-time instructors), and were more
~_experienced as community coj]ege teachers; most_fu117time teachgrs»
(70%) had been employed for 10 years or longer, while most part-
time faculty (58%) had served from one to three years. Full-time
faculty (27%) were somewhat more likely than part-time faculty (13%)
to have studied the functions and philosophy of the community
college. Fewer full-time faculty (27%) than part-time faculty (85%)
held concurrent positions,including employment as church or society
band musicians.

Functionally. Full-time faculty (40%) were more 1ikely than

part-time general faculty (11%) to serve as music administrators
for their programs.

Attitudinally. The majority of all faculty reported they

remain "excited" about teaching (73%) and derive average satisfac-
tion or better from the courses they teach (87%). Full-time faculty,

however, were the most positive in their preference for community
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college teaching (55% to 17% for full-time and part-time faculty,
respectively) and most (80%) planned to remain at their positions.
Most part-time faculty were undecided.

When asked to determine their priorities, full-time faculty
were less 1ikely than part-time faculty to report that they owe
their greatest professional allegiance to the discipline of music
(27% to 53%), and more likely to acknowledge their allegiance to
students (60% to 41%, for full-time and part-time staff, respectively).
Full-time teachers were also less likely to have identified music
majors as the student group deserving of primary consideration (41%
for full-time instructors as compared with 53% for part-time instruc-
tors).

Part-time and full-time instructors differed somewhat in their
reasons for entering community college teaching. Full-time faculty
(0% compared with part-time -45%) were unlikely to have accepted
their positions while in search of a second job and were less likely
than part-time personnel to have sought employment because a rela-
tive worked in the vicinity (7% to 24%) or to gain teaching expe-
rience (27% to 52%). Of all individuals surveyed, full-time faculty
were the most 1ikely to have entered the profession for reasons
other than those 1isted (63% compared with 40% for part-time
faculty), to avoid having to teach at the public school levels (23%
to 11%), and because no senior college position was available (17%

to 13%).
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COMPARISON OF PART-TIME GENERAL FACULTY AND
PART-TIME APPLIED FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS

Demographically. A greater proportion of applied faculty (50%)

than general faculty (33%) were above the age of 36. Applied instruc-
tors (60% to general 47%) were also somewhat more likely to be
female.

Experientially. Regarding on-the-job experience, more applied

teachers (40%) than general instructors (27%) had held their posi-
tions between four and nine years. Similarly, applied faculty (16%
as compared with 9% of general instructors) were more likely to have
served their college for 10 years or longer.

Part-time general faculty were more heterogeneous than applied
teachers in academic background and professional music experience.
General faculty, for example, were less 1ikely than applied faculty
to have earned a master's degree or higher (40% to 52%), but were more
Tikely to have been community college students themselves (35% of
general instructors, as compared with 8% of applied instructors)
and to have worked as either a commercial/studio musician (44% to

20%) or in the music industry (23% to 8%).
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Part-time general faculty (82%) were also more 1likely than

~ either applied instructors (60%) or full-time instructors (52%) to
have resided within their college's community district when they
first accepted their teaching positions.

Functionally. The range of time spent by part-time faculty

on campus appears to vary widely. Nevertheless, more applied teachers
(60%) than part-time general teachers (46%) taught only between

one and six hours a week for their college. Moreover, most applied
teachers (52%, in contrast with 11% of general instructors) taught
solely off-campus. One further functional difference between general
and applied instructors was that a small minority of general instruc-
tors (11%) held the post of music administrator.

Attitudinally. Part-time general instructors (22%) were somewhat

more 1ikely than applied instructors (4%) to indicate community
college teaching as their primary vocational preference. While a
substantial segment of both part-time subgroups favored teaching at
the four-year college level, the general instructors {26%, as com-
pared with 46% of applied faculty) were less prone to consider the
senior college their reference group. Consistent with the applied
teacher's orientation, however, was their conformity of musical
preference. More applied faculty (92%) than general faculty (73%)
identified art music, meaning "classical"” music as their first
preference.

When professional allegiance is considered, most applied instruc-
tors (52% as compared with 37% of general faculty) indicated their

primary loyalty to students. There was greater agreement among
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applied instructors (70%) than among general instructors (46%),
however, that music majors should be given preferential treatment.
Applied and general teachers displayed similar motivations for
entering into community college teaching. Part-time general instruc-
tors, however, were somewhat more 1ikely than were applied faculty
to report entering the profession to gain teaching experience (56%
for general teachers vs. 40% for applied faculty), and to obtain a
second job (49% to 36% for general and applied faculty, respectively).
On the other hand, part-time general instructors (9%) were alone in
reporting that they accepted their positions because no jobs were

available at the public school levels.
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