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ABSTRACT

AN ASSESSMENT OF PERCEIVED INSTRUCTIONAL NEEDS AND INSERVICE 
TRAINING PREFERENCES OF FULL-TIME ACCOUNTING, 

DATA-PROCESSING, AND ECONOMICS FACULTY IN 
MICHIGAN PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES

By

Leonard G. Peterson

The problem addressed was to  i d e n t i f y  and analyze perceived  

in s t ru c t io n a l  needs of Michigan publ ic  community co l lege  accounting,  

data-processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  through a needs assessment 

quest ionnaire .  The in v e s t ig a t io n  l i k e w is e  examined the e x te n t  to  which 

these in s t r u c t io n a l  needs might be met through inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  

fa c u l t y  preferences f o r  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g ,  and fa c tors  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g .

The populat ion consisted of  f u l l - t i m e  accounting,  data -  

processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  in Michigan's 29 publ ic  community 

col leges.  The survey ins trument was based on 34 community co l lege  

in s t ru c t io n a l  needs assessments. In s t r u c t io n a l  competencies were 

categor ized in to  seven c lu s te rs :  eva lu a t io n ,  in s t ru c t io n a l  technology,

learn ing  theory,  planning and implementing in s t r u c t io n ,  re la t io n s h ip s  

with students,  subject m a t te r ,  and teaching s t r a te g ie s .

The instrument was v a l id a te d  by a p i l o t  study and by th re e  

n a t io n a l l y  known experts  in s t a f f  development. Results o f  the  study
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were analyzed by MANOVA, u n iv a r ia te  F - t e s t s ,  and ch i -square  techniques  

to  determine i f  demographic v a r ia b le s  a f fec ted  respondents' perceptions  

of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and fa c u l t y  preferences f o r  ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Although the means of the subject m at te r  and in s t ru c t io n a l  

s t r a t e g ie s  c lu s te rs  ranked the  highest ,  few d i f fe re n ce s  in the i d e n t i ­

f i c a t i o n  of  perceived needs appeared. Only one independent v a r ia b le ,  

teaching d i s c i p l i n e ,  contr ibuted  to  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re nce s .  Data-  

processing fa c u l t y  were the  most l i k e l y  group to  perceive  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs, w h i le  economics f a c u l t y  were the  l e a s t  l i k e l y  group to  perceive  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  needs.

Respondents apparent ly  f e l t  t h a t  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  has a 

r e la t io n s h ip  to  meeting perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. One- to  t h r e e -  

day seminars,  ra th e r  than one-week to  two-week workshops, predominated 

the  respondents' choices of  in s e rv ice  t r a i n i n g  t im e  durat ion.  Respond­

ents pre fe rred  the sponsorship of  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  by community 

col leges and professional  organizat ions .

A 56.6% return of  the populat ion ind icated  t h a t  the  m a jo r i ty  of  

respondents were male,  in the  3 0 -  and 40-year  age brackets,  had 8 to  19 

years of  community co l le ge  teaching experience,  had master 's degrees,  

had been employed in business or industry ,  had not completed formal  

teacher  t r a i n i n g ,  and had p a r t ic ip a te d  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the  

past f i v e  years.
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CHAPTER I

THE PRC' _M

In t ro d u c t io n  to  the Problem 

Two-year co l leges  have assumed a g re a te r  importance in higher  

education because increasing  numbers of  students are attending these  

i n s t i t u t i o n s .  N a t io n a l ly ,  tw o-year  publ ic  co l lege  enro l lm ent  grew from 

2,543,901 in f a l l  1971 to  4 ,799,768 in f a l l  1984, an increase of  89% 

( 1984 Community, Techn ica l ,  and Junior  College D i r e c t o r y , 1984).  

However, the  percentage increase has decl ined from the  enro l lm ent  boom

of the e a r l y  1970s. In 1968, near ly  28% of a l l  students e n ro l le d  in

i n s t i t u t i o n s  of higher  education were attending two-year  col leges.  By 

1981, approximate ly  46% of those e n ro l le d  in co l lege  attended community 

col leges (Magarre l ,  1982). As of  f a l l  1981, increases in community 

co l lege  enro l lm ents  accounted f o r  the  m a jo r i ty  of  nationa l  enro l lm ent  

gains in pub l ic  postsecondary i n s t i t u t i o n s  (Nielsen & Polishook,

1982). In 1958, one in f i v e  students began t h e i r  co l le ge  work in

community co l leges;  ten years l a t e r ,  one in th re e  students began t h e i r

co l lege  exper ience in community co l leges; and by f a l l  1981, more than 

h a l f  of  those beginning c o l leg e  did so in community co l leges (Nielsen & 

Polishook, 1982). Hence, increasing numbers of  students are  obta in ing  

t h e i r  f i r s t  exposure to  higher education in two-year co l leges .

1
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During the 1970s and e a r ly  1980s, public  community col leges  

were the  f a s t e s t  growing i n s t i t u t i o n s  of  higher  education in Michigan.  

Enrol lment  in Michigan's 29 public  community col leges grew from 126,682 

in f a l l  1971 to  217,230 in  f a l l  1983, an increase of  71% (Michigan,

1983).

As publ ic  community co l leges  have been charged wi th  educating a 

gre a te r  number o f  freshman and sophomore students,  o ther  forces fo r  

change have a f fe c te d  community co l le ge  f a c u l t y ,  as w e l l .  According to  

l i t e r a t u r e  in the f i e l d ,  community col leges and t h e i r  f a c u l t i e s  must 

face the fo l low ing  contemporary forces:

1. Competit ion f o r  l i m i t e d  ta x  d o l la rs  and increased public  

demand fo r  a c c o u n ta b i l i t y

2. Faculty  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in preservice preparat ion

3 .  Decreased f a c u l t y  m o b i l i t y

4.  Technological advances in in s t ru c t io n

5.  Increasing use of  p a r t - t im e  fa c u l ty

6. Changing student  c l i e n t e l e

These change fac to rs  s trongly  a f f e c t  community co l lege  fa c u l ty  

who are  a t tempt ing  to  meet t h e i r  students'  educational  needs. As a 

r e s u l t ,  discussions of in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement are a t t r a c t i n g  more 

a t t e n t io n  and gaining higher  p r i o r i t y  on many two-year  publ ic  co l lege  

campuses. The s ix  change fac to rs  are discussed in d e t a i l  on the  

fo l lo w in g  pages.
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Decreased Funding and 
Increased A ccountab i l i ty

In the  l a t e  1970s and e a r ly  1980s, community co l leges were 

faced w i th  the harsh r e a l i t y  of  decreased funding or a t  l e a s t  more 

compet it ion  f o r  l i m i t e d  t a x  d o l la rs .  S teady-s ta te  community co l lege  

f inancing and f i s c a l  retrenchment or a u s t e r i t y  has been wel l  pub l ic ized  

n a t io n a l l y  and in Michigan. According to  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  

or c u r ta i lm e n t  in funding has contr ibuted to  a less mobile fa c u l t y  

(Centra, 1978; Wallace,  1975). Financia l  support w i l l  continue to  be a 

c r i t i c a l  problem fo r  community col leges throughout the 1980s.

In the 1970s, students,  employers, taxpayers,  and public  o f f i ­

c i a l s  began to  voice t h e i r  demands fo r  a cc o u n ta b i l i ty  and relevance.  

English and Kaufman (1975) defined a c c o u n ta b i l i ty  as "a process of  

demonstrat ing t h a t  the organ iza t ion  has accomplished t h a t  which i t  said 

i t  would accomplish" (p. 5).  Centra (1978) wrote,

Another reason f o r  the  recent  emphasis on fa c u l t y  development and 
in s t ru c t io n a l  improvement . . .  is the general  disenchantment,  
expressed by students,  parents,  and l e g is l a t o r s  . . . w i th  the  
q u a l i t y  of  co l lege  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  (p. 189)

D e f ic ien c ies  in Preservice  
Tra in ing  fo r  Community 
College Faculty

D e f ic ien c ies  in preserv ice  preparat ion to  teach in the commu­

n i ty  co l lege  have been another force  fo r  change. Many a d m in is t ra t io n  

and fa c u l t y  groups are d i s s a t i s f i e d  with  the t r a d i t i o n a l  preparat ion  

they received f o r  performing u n t ra d i t io n a l  tasks ("Community College  

Faculty Development," 1973). Preservice programs are ra re ly  based on 

theory,  ra re ly  evaluated,  and seldom supported or re jec ted  on t h e i r
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m er i ts .  "Preservice preparat ion of  professional  s t a f f  members is  

r a r e ly  ideal  and may be p r i m a r i l y  an in t roduct ion  to  professional  

preparation ra th e r  than professional  preparat ion as such" (H a r r is ,  

Bessent, & McInty re ,  1969, p. 3 ) .

Yarr ington (1974) wrote, "Preservice programs fo r  the prepara­

t io n  of  community co l lege  teachers have been grossly inadequate"

(p. 28). Preservice preparat ion has not provided community co l lege  

educators w i th  the comprehensive community co l lege  phi losophy. In 

ad d i t io n ,  many community co l lege  fa c u l ty  members were not i n i t i a l l y  

prepared f o r  employment w i th in  the unique environment o f  the community 

col lege.  O'Banion (1972) concluded, "With very few exceptions,  pre­

serv ice  programs fo r  the preparat ion of community - jun ior co l leg e  s t a f f  

are grossly inadequate" (p. 84).

According to  Yarr ington (1974),

The master 's degree in a subject matter  f i e l d  of ten  means course 
s p e c ia l i z a t io n  t h a t  is  too narrow and no in s t ru c t io n  i n  comrr: ! r i f /  
co l lege  education or in teaching methodology. Yet the master of 
education degree has been c r i t i c i z e d  because i t  f a i l s  to  o f f e r  
s u f f i c i e n t  preparat ion in the subject matter f i e l d ,  (p.  29)

Many fa c u l t y  members who are e x c e l l e n t  content s p e c i a l i s t s  might be

inadequately prepared or lack minimum teaching s k i l l s  required fo r

success in the classroom.

Decreased Faculty  M o b i l i t y

The rapid growth in community co l lege  enrol lments  s t a b i l i z e d  in 

the mid- to  l a t e  1970s, and the educational  job market became oversup­

p l ie d  wi th  p o ten t ia l  ins t ruc tors .  Because of l i m i t e d  s t a f f  turnover
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and no-growth f a c u l t i e s ,  employment m o b i l i t y  f o r  the  community co l lege  

teacher became a phenomenon o f  the  past. New fa c u l t y  provide "new 

blood," bringing fresh perspectives  and in fus ing  new ideas in to  i n s t i ­

tu t io n s .  I n a b i l i t y  to  add new young fa c u l t y  to  community co l lege  

s t a f f s ,  t i g h t  or dec l in ing  job  markets,  low s t a f f  turnover ,  and reduced 

f a c u l t y  m o b i l i t y  re qu ire  t h a t  innovations be made wi th  c u r ren t  f u l l ­

t im e  s t a f f  ra th e r  than through employing new fa c u l t y .  This s i t u a t io n  

emphasizes the  need f o r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement through inserv ice  

t r a i n i  ng.

In 1976, Seldin wrote,

Above a l l ,  the  fa c u l t y  development programs are l inked  today to  the  
t i g h t  job market fo r  professors.  Facing sharp drops in funding and 
student enro l lment,  c o l le ges  simply cannot a f fo rd  to  h i r e  new 
f a c u l ty  to  infuse fresh ideas,  innovat ive  leadersh ip ,  and new 
teaching techniques. As the  pressure mounted, the  co l leges i n t r o ­
duced programs aimed a t  sharpening the in s t ru c t io n a l  s k i l l s  of  
e x is t in g  f a c u l t i e s ,  (p. 10)

L ikewise,  S u l l iv a n  (1983) concluded, "Many i n s t i t u t i o n s  abruptly  found

t h a t  they could no longer a f fo rd  to  h i r e  new fa c u l t y  members to  infuse

new ideas,  provide leadersh ip  p o t e n t i a l ,  or  introduce innovat ive

teaching techniques" (p.  2 1 ) .

Technological Advances in 
Society and in Education

The rapid advances made in a technological  soc ie ty  co n tr ib u te  

to  the obsolescence of  i n s t r u c t io n a l  and educational  pract ices .  Both 

socia l  and technologica l  changes in f luence teaching methods and 

s u b jec t -m a t te r  knowledge. Development of  a technology of in s t ru c t io n ,  

inc luding both hardware and sof tware ,  has rece n t ly  accelerated.  Many
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f a c u l t y  members are unaware o f  new in s t r u c t io n a l  technologies,  c u r r ic u ­

lum developments, changes in f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment, and such new 

teaching technologies as audio-v isual  t u t o r i a l ,  c o g n i t iv e  mapping, and 

use of  video discs (Bergquist  & P h i l l i p s ,  1975; O'Banion, 1978).

S ta ff -d evelopment programs might help community co l lege  fa c u l ty  

acquire  new ideas,  technologies ,  s k i l l s ,  and te a c h e r - le a rn in g  s ty le s  

whi le  upgrading subject m a t te r  in t h e i r  teaching.  Because of ra p id ly  

changing developments in technology,  student c l i e n t e l e ,  and subject  

m atter ,  i t  is im pera t ive  t h a t  f a c u l t y  have continuing o p p o r tu n i t ie s  to  

learn about and adopt innovat ions in t h e i r  classrooms.

Increasing Use of Part -T ime Faculty

As growth in community co l lege  student enrol lments  slowed in 

the mid-1970s,  the number of  p a r t - t im e  or adjunct  fa c u l t y  increased 

rapi  d ly .

The rapid growth in adjunct f a c u l ty  a t  tw o-year  i n s t i t u t i o n s  sug­
gests t h a t  those in s t ru c to rs  are becoming an in creas ing ly  s i g n i f i ­
cant p a r t  of  the teaching e f f o r t  a t  those schools. Furthermore,  a 
review of the AACJC D i re c to ry  of  1977 w i l l  qu ick ly  reveal  t h a t  a t  a 
s ig n i f i c a n t  number o f  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  ad junct fa c u l t y  comprise 40 to  
50% of the s t a f f .  (Hammons, Wallace,  & Watts,  1978, p. 38)

" P a r t - t im e  fa c u l ty  now outnumber f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l t y  in tw o-year  i n s t i t u ­

t ions .  In e ig h t  s ta tes  ( inc lud ing  Michigan), the  r a t i o  is  2 to  1 or 

g rea te r ,  p a r t - t im e  to  f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l ty  in 2 -y ea r  public  i n s t i t u t i o n s "  

(Haddad & Dickens, 1978, p. 22). The 1984 Community, Technica l ,  and 

Junior  College D i rec tory  disclosed t h a t  25 of  Michigan's 29 publ ic  

community col leges employ more p a r t - t im e  than f u l l - t i m e  f a c u l t y .
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H i r in g  of  p a r t - t i m e  fa c u l t y  has increased because t h i s  a l lows  

more s t a f f  f l e x i b i l i t y *  and p a r t - t i m e  fa c u l t y  are  of ten considered to  

be s u b je c t -m a t t e r  s p e c i a l i s t s  and t o  have more relevancy or ap p l ica ­

b i l i t y .  S p e c i f ic  economic incen t ives  f o r  employing p a r t - t im e  community 

co l lege  f a c u l t y  are t h a t  these in d iv id u a ls  work fo r  nominal hourly pay, 

are h i red  on short - term  c ontracts ,  rece ive  very few i f  any f r i n g e  

b e n e f i ts ,  and th e r e fo r e  are  less c o s t ly  than f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l ty .

P a r t - t i m e  fa c u l t y  of ten hold f u l l - t i m e  jobs elsewhere and have 

had less  teaching experience,  l i m i t e d  or no preservice and inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g ,  less preparat ion  t im e ,  and less contact  t im e  with  students.  

Many of these in d iv id u a ls  have business and/or in d u s t r ia l  backgrounds 

ra th e r  than educational  or teaching exper ience (Haddad & Dickens, 1978; 

Hammons, S m ith -W a l lace ,■& Watts,  1978).

Changing Student C l i e n t e l e

A f i n a l  f a c to r  a f f e c t i n g  community co l lege  fa c u l ty  is  the  

d iv e r s i t y  of  the  community c o l leg e  student body. Responding to  the  

growing d i v e r s i t y  of  l e a r n e r  needs is  indeed a chal lenge to  community 

co l lege  f a c u l t y .  During the  1970s, the  median student age and the  

number of  p a r t - t i m e  students increased, c rea t in g  a major s h i f t  in the  

make-up of the student body. " P a r t - t im e  adul ts  represent the g re a tes t  

number o f  learners  in the community co l leges,  comprising 64% of  the  

enro l lment"  (Hamil ton,  1979, p. 58) . Nontrad i t iona l  students (m in o r i ty  

groups, women, senior c i t i z e n s ,  disadvantaged students, and the  unem­

ployed) c o n s t i t u t e  another segment of  community co l lege  learners .
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Two major chal lenges confront community co l lege  in s t ru c to rs :  

how to  deal wi th  d iv e r s i t y  of  student backgrounds and a b i l i t i e s  and how 

to  organize subject m at te r  to  cope wi th  t h i s  d iv e r s i t y .  Students from 

other  than the  t r a d i t i o n a l  co l le ge  populat ion,  many from low-income  

backgrounds and wi th  1ess-than-average  a b i l i t y ,  are ente r ing  higher  

education through the community col lege .  "With new c l i e n t e l e  comes the  

pressure fo r  f a c u l ty  to  become competent in a broader v a r ie ty  of  teach­

ing s t y l e s  and methods" ( G a f f ,  1978,  p. 2 1 ) .

Open admissions,  equal -opportun i ty  p o l i c ie s ,  f i n a n c i a l - a i d  

programs, and other  federal  government mandates to  increase accessi ­

b i l i t y  to  higher education have enabled a broader spectrum of the  

populat ion to  at tend community col leges.  As a r e s u l t ,  disadvantaged 

students,  e thn ic  and m in o r i ty  students,  h ig h - r is k  students,  low 

achievers ,  m arg ina l ly  prepared students,  and senior c i t i z e n s  are  

becoming t y p ic a l  learners  in the community col lege .  The commitment to  

serve underprepared learners  w h i le  main ta in ing  a reputa t ion  of  academic 

excel lence is  a v i t a l  cha l lenge to  community co l lege  fa c u l t y  ( F r i e d -  

lander ,  1980). In s erv ice  education,  based on needs assessment, may 

wel l  be the  most log ica l  veh ic le  to  provide the knowledge and methods 

t h a t  can help fa c u l t y  respond to  the increasing d iv e r s i t y  of  needs, 

backgrounds, m ot ivat io n ,  problems, learn ing  s ty le s ,  and range of a b i l i ­

t i e s  of  community co l lege  students in the  1980s (Brimm & T o l l e t t ,  1974; 

S c h u l t z ,  1977).

N a t io n a l ly  and in Michigan, public  community co l leges  adhere to  

an open-admissions p o l ic y ,  adm it t ing  v i r t u a l l y  anyone who wishes to



9

e n r o l l .  With an equal opportun ity  and open-admissions pol icy# the  

publ ic  community co l lege  has accepted the task o f  providing a meaning­

fu l  education to  an in c re a s in g ly  heterogeneous group of students.  The 

m u l t i fa c e te d  publ ic  community c o l le ge ,  the u n t ra d i t io n a l  co l lege  of  the  

people, has adopted a mission broad in scope, a philosophy of education  

fo r  a l l — a l l  a b i l i t i e s ,  a l l  ages, a l l  i n t e r e s ts ,  and a l l  social  

classes.  F r ied lander  (1980) wrote,

One outcome of t h i s  admission pol icy  i s , t h a t  f a c u l ty  members are  
often charged with  provid ing in s t ru c t io n  t h a t  is  appropr iate  and 
meaningful to  a group of students t h a t  va r ies  considerably in terms 
of  backgrounds, educational  goals,  a b i l i t i e s ,  and a t t i t u d e s  towards 
l ea rn in g ,  (p.  27)

Need fo r  the Study 

According to  O’Banion (1972),  a prominent researcher in s t a f f  

development,

The q u a l i t y  of  education in the community- junior  co l lege  depends 
p r i m a r i l y  on the q u a l i t y  of  the s t a f f .  Community- junior col leges  
can e n ro l l  increasing numbers of  students; they can develop a 
v a r ie t y  of  educational  programs; they can house these students and 
programs in a t t r a c t i v e ,  modern f a c i l i t i e s ;  but a l l  these w i l l  ava i l  
l i t t l e  i f  t h e i r  s t a f f s  are not h ighly  competent and wel l  prepared 
fo r  the unique tasks assigned them by t h i s  new venture in American 
education,  (p.  v)

In the past decade, community co l leges have experienced both a

growth in enro l lm ent  and a broadening d iv e r s i t y  of  students.  Community

col lege  fa c u l t y  are  experiencing u nc er ta in ty ,  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  and fee l in g s

of inadequacy in a t tem pt ing  to  f u l f i l l  the  d iverse  needs of students.

Increas ing ly  l a r g e r  segments of  the populat ion from dispara te  o r ig ins

and economic le v e ls  are en te r in g  community col leges.  As Gaff (1975)

wrote, "Changes in c l i e n t e l e ,  educational  s e t t in g s ,  learning s ty le s ,



10

and in s t r u c t io n a l  methods requ ire  many fa c u l t y  members to  a l t e r  t h e i r  

usual teaching p ract ices  and adopt new re la t io n s h ip s  wi th  students"

(p.  2 ) .

The development o f  a technology of in s t ru c t io n ,  inc luding both 

hardware and sof tware ,  has recen t ly  accelerated.  "Recent technologica l  

advancements have sharpened the awareness of  the need fo r  educational  

innovations t h a t  c o n t r ib u te  to  teaching" (Roueche & Herrscher,  1973, 

p. 1). Yet "most fa c u l t y  are unaware of  these developments and t h e i r  

p o te n t ia l  fo r  improved in s t r u c t io n "  (Hammons e t  a l . ,  1978, p. 4 ) .

According to  Claxton (1976),

Another of  the  im portant  forces of  change in the community co l lege  
is  the increasing r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  means of  teaching  
and the t r a d i t i o n a l  c o l le g e  s t ru c tu re  w i l l  not meet the  needs of  
students o f  the community c o l leg e ,  (pp. 5 -6 )

U n iv e r s i t i e s  have f a i l e d  to  prepare teachers fo r  community co l lege

i n s t r u c t io n  through t r a d i t i o n a l  preparat ion programs. O'Banion (1972)

ass er te d :

With very few exceptions,  preservice programs fo r  the preparat ion  
of  community - jun ior co l le g e  s t a f f  are grossly inadequate. The 
d is c ip l in e s  in the u n iv e r s i ty  are i n f l e x i b l e ;  the co l leges of  
education are unsure and unpracticed. A va i lab le  in s t ru c to rs  are  
e i t h e r  d i s c i p l i n e  o r ien ted ,  namely subject matter  s p e c ia l i s t s  or 
secondary-oriented,  c o l le g e  of  education graduates. Ne i ther  is  
prepared to  i n s t r u c t  a t  the  community- junior co l lege ,  (p.  84)

With the focus o f  much graduate t r a i n i n g  f o r  p o te n t ia l  

community co l lege  teachers on developing subject matter ,  wi th  the  

inadequacy of preserv ice  t e a c h e r - t r a in in g  programs, and wi th  the  

increas ing ly  d i f f i c u l t  demands on teachers,  few people would deny the  

need fo r  continuing education to  help fa c u l t y  members reconsider  

t r a d i t i o n a l  conceptions. Claxton (1976) concluded, "Because of the
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d i f f e r e n t  kind of  student body t h a t  is in co l le ge  today,  the  s k i l l s  

needed fo r  successful  teaching are q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  from those in the  

past" (p. 12) As McClain (1977) s ta ted,  "The need fo r  s t a f f  develop­

ment has been documented, w r i t t e n  about, and genera l ly  accepted by the  

educational  community. What is  not resolved is  f ind ing  s u i t a b le  mech­

anisms fo r  meeting the needs" (p. 9).

Research on in s erv ice  education is not d e f i n i t i v e ,  but the  

fo l lo w in g  g e n e ra l i z a t io n s  about e f f e c t i v e  pract ices  have received broad 

support:

1. I t  is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important t h a t  the teachers who w i l l  be 
c l i e n t s  o f  the program are involved in the  planning stages.

2. Program ob je c t iv e s  which are very s p e c i f i c  tend to  be rea l ize d  
more often than those which are broadly s ta ted;  f o r  example,  
s p e c i f i c  teaching performances are outcomes more o f ten  than are  
changes in te a c h e r s ’ a t t i t u d e s .

3 .  Evaluation should include measures of  both teacher  growth and 
e f fe c ts  on pupi ls;  hence systemat ic  eva luat ion  of  inserv ice  
education.  ( H i t e  & Howey, 1977, p. 14)

The present study was undertaken to  address the in s t r u c t io n a l  

needs of community c o l leg e  fa c u l t y  and to  in v e s t ig a te  fa c u l t y  percep­

t io n s  concerning whether those needs could be met through inserv ice  

education.

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of t h i s  in v e s t ig a t io n  was to  i d e n t i f y  and analyze  

perceptions of c r i t i c a l  in s t ru c t io n a l  needs of Michigan publ ic  

community co l lege  accounting,  data-processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  

through a needs assessment. In add i t ion ,  the study was designed to  

analyze fa c u l t y  perceptions about whether perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs
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might be met through in s erv ice  t r a in in g .  Faculty  preferences fo r  

ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  and fac to rs  co n tr ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  were also invest iga ted .

The f indings of the  study might provide he lpfu l  in form at ion  to  

persons responsible  f o r  planning and e s tab l is h in g  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  

programs. Inserv ice  programs based on these f indings could r e f l e c t  the  

expressed needs and preferences of  those to  be served. The re s u l ts  of  

the study* serving as the  basis fo r  inserv ice  t r a in in g *  might a l l e v i a t e  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs of accounting,  data-processing,  and economics 

in s t ru c to rs .  The f ind ings  might also be o f  value to  a d m in is t ra to rs  and 

f a c u l t y  in eva lua t ing  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs and in e s ta b l is h in g  

f a c u l t y  h i r in g  p o l i c i e s .

Statement of  the Problem 

The problem addressed in the study was to  determine and analyze  

fa c u l t y  perceptions of  in s t ru c t io n a l  needs, the e x te n t  to  which these  

needs might be met through ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  and fa c to rs  l i k e l y  to  

c o n t r ib u te  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inser 'vice t r a in in g .  Faculty  surveyed 

were f u l l - t i m e  Michigan pub l ic  community co l lege  accounting,  da ta -  

processing,  and economics in s t ru c to rs .

Research Questions 

The fo l lo w in g  research questions were posed t o  guide the  

c o l le c t i o n  of  data in the study and were addressed through the  needs 

assessment.
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1. What do accounting,  data -processing,  and economics fa c u l ty  

in Michigan public  community col leges i d e n t i f y  as c r i t i c a l  needs in 

seven areas of  ins t ruct ion?

2. To what e x te n t  does gender a f f e c t  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  

perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs and preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t ra in in g ?

3. To what e x te n t  does age a f f e c t  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  

perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs and preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t ra in in g ?

4. To what e x ten t  does teaching d i s c i p l i n e  a f f e c t  the  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and preferences fo r  

inserv ice  t ra in in g ?

5. To what e x te n t  does years of  community co l le ge  teaching  

experience a f f e c t  the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

and preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t ra in in g ?

6. To what e x te n t  does years of  higher education a f f e c t  the  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and preferences fo r  in s e rv ic e  

t r a i  ni ng?

7. To what e x te n t  does previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in 

business or industry  a f f e c t  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

and preferences fo r  ins erv ice  t ra in in g ?

8. To what e x te n t  does complet ion or noncompletion of  formal  

teacher  t r a i n i n g  a f f e c t  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and 

preferences fo r  inserv ice  t ra in in g ?

9. To what e x ten t  does fa c u l t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past f i v e  years a f f e c t  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  

in s t ru c t io n a l  needs and preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t ra in in g ?
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10. To what e x te n t  does student-body headcount a f f e c t  the  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs and preferences f o r  in s erv ice  

t r a i n i  ng?

11. To what e x ten t  do publ ic  community co l lege  accounting*  

data-processing* and economics fa c u l t y  perceive t h a t  in s t r u c t io n a l  

needs can be met through in serv ice  t ra in in g ?

12. What are  the preferences of  publ ic  community co l lege  

accounting,  data -processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  fo r  inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  in terms of  t im e ,  f in a n c ia l  arrangements,  and c r e d i t  

arrangements?

Hypotheses

The f o l lo w in g  hypotheses, s ta ted in t h e i r  nu l l  form, were

formulated to  t e s t  the  data c o l le c te d  in t h i s  study:

Hypothesis 1 : There are  no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in the seven c lu s te rs  of  in s t r u c t io n .

Hypothesis 2 : There are no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  gender of  teachers.

Hypothesis 3 : There are no d i f fe rence s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  age of  teachers.

Hypothesis 4 : There are no d i f fe rence s  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

Hypothesis 5 : There are no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  years of  community 
co l lege  teaching experience.

Hypothesis 6 : There are no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  years o f  higher educa­
t i o n .

Hypothesis 7 : There are no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  previous f u l l - t i m e  
employment in business or industry.
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Hypothesis 8 : There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  complet ion or noncomple­
t io n  of  formal teacher  t ra in in g .

Hypothesis 9 : There a re  no d i f fe re n c e s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in 
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past f i v e  years.

Hypothesis 10: There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  student-body headcount.

Hypothesis 11: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in fa c u l t y  perceptions
about whether in s t r u c t io n a l  needs can be met through inserv ice  
t r a i  ni ng.

Hypothesis 12: There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  gender of  teachers.

Hypothesis 13: There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences f o r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  age of  teachers.

Hypothesis 14; There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences f o r
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

Hypothesis 15: There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  years of  community co l leg e  teaching
experience.

Hypothesis 16: There are no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  years of  higher educat ion.

Hypothesis 17: There are  no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in 
business or industry .

Hypothesis 18: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  complet ion or noncompletion of  
formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

Hypothesis 19: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
Inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  
w ith in  the past f i v e  years .

Hypothesis 20 : There are no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  student-body headcount.

Hypothesis 21 : There are no d i f fe re n ce s  in fac to rs  co n t r ib u t in g  to
p a r t i c ip a t io n  in In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  regarding the nine independent 
v ar ia b le s .
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D e f i n i t i o n  o f  Terms 

The fo l lo w in g  terms are  defined in the context  in which they  

are used in t h i s  d i s s e r t a t io n .

Community c o l le g e : A publ ic  two-year  postsecondary i n s t i t u t i o n

estab l ished  under the prov is ions  of  Act 331 of  the Publ ic Acts of  1966 

of the Michigan L e g is la tu re .

Faculty  development: "An i n s t i t u t i o n a l  process which seeks to

modify the a t t i t u d e s ,  s k i l l s ,  and behavior of  f a c u l t y  members toward 

g re a te r  competence and e f fe c t iv e n e s s  in meeting student needs, t h e i r  

own needs, and the needs of the i n s t i t u t i o n "  (Franc is ,  1975, p. 720 ) .

In s e rv ic e  education: "Any planned program of learn ing

o p p o r tu n i t ie s  a fforded s t a f f  members o f  schools,  co l leges,  or other  

educational  agencies fo r  purposes of improving the performance of the  

in d iv id u a l  in already assigned pos i t ions"  ( H a r r i s ,  1980, p. 2 1 ) .

In s t r u c t io n a l  needs: Needed s k i l l s ,  understandings,  and

competencies re la te d  t o  the process of  teaching or to  the presentat ion  

of in s t r u c t io n a l  content,  as opposed to  mater ia l  needs.

Needs assessment: "Systematic procedure fo r  determining the

discrepancy between e x is t in g  and desired l e v e ls  o f  a t ta inment  wi th  

respect  to  s p e c i f i c  educat ional  goals" (Ahmann, 1979, p. 1 ) .

Perceived needs: Teaching s k i l l s  and competencies subjec­

t i v e l y  and consciously recognized by community co l lege  fa c u l ty .

D e l im i ta t io n s  of  the Study 

Faculty  in two-year  p r iv a te  Michigan community col leges were 

not surveyed because t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  are  not included in the
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sta tew ide  a r t i c u l a t i o n  agreement w i th  the Michigan Associat ion of  

C o l le g ia te  Regist rars  and Admission O f f ic e rs  (MACRAO). The MACRAO 

Agreement es tab l ishes  the framework fo r  t r a n s f e r  equ iva lencies  of  

c r e d i t s  from Michigan's 29 publ ic  community col leges to  31 four -year  

col leges and u n i v e r s i t i e s .  Likewise# no a ttempt was made to  ascer ta in  

the  in s t ru c t io n a l  perceptions of  p a r t - t i m e  public  community co l lege  

faculty#  community co l le g e  ad m in is t ra to rs ,  community co l le ge  students# 

or fo u r -ye a r  co l lege  or u n iv e rs i ty  fa c u l ty .  The m a jo r i ty  of In s t ru c ­

to rs  in Michigan publ ic  community col leges are p a r t - t im e  fa c u l t y .  

However# the  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs of p a r t - t i m e  fa c u l ty  members were not 

surveyed in t h i s  study because these persons often have f u l l - t i m e  

employment and/or academic o b l ig a t io n s  in add i t ion  to  t h e i r  community 

c o l leg e  teaching r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

L im i ta t io n s  of  the Study 

Only s u b jec t iv e ,  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs of  Michigan 

publ ic  community co l le ge  f u l l - t i m e  accounting# data-processing# and 

economics fa c u l t y  were surveyed. In s t ru c t io n a l  needs were those 

perceived as of  December 1983/January 1984. The survey comprised 36 

in s t r u c t io n a l  competencies in seven c lu s te rs  of  in s t ru c t io n .  Results  

were inf luenced by the accuracy and t ru th fu ln e s s  of  responses to  the  

survey instrument and by the respondents' perceptions of  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs. Findings are g e n era l i z ab le  only to  the populat ion and the  

geographical area included in the study.
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Basic Assumptions

The w r i t e r  made the  fo l lo w in g  assumptions in conducting the  

research:

1. The s u b je c t iv e  needs-assessment method of research would be 

adequate f o r  c ar ry ing  out the in v e s t ig a t io n .

2. C r i t i c a l  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs can be i d e n t i f i e d  

through a needs-assessment quest ionna i re .

3. In conducting the  teacher  needs assessment* emphasis was 

placed on process or teaching methodology ra ther  than on the content or  

subject m at ter  o f  the  th re e  teaching d is c ip l in e s .

4. Community c o l le ge  in s t ru c to rs*  ra th e r  than community 

co l lege  ad m in is t ra to rs  or fa c u l t y  members in fo u r -ye a r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  

are most c lose ly  involved wi th  community co l lege  students and subject  

m atter .

5. The f ind ings  of an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  c r i t i c a l  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs in Michigan's 29 pub l ic  community col leges could provide meaning­

fu l  in form at ion  t o  in d iv id u a ls  responsib le  f o r  planning community c o l ­

lege programs and courses.

Organi z a t i o n, o f . t he_.St ud.y

This d is s e r t a t io n  is  organized in to  f i v e  chapters.  Chapter I  

contained an in t ro d u c t io n  to  the  problem, the  need f o r  and purpose of  

the  study* a sta tement of  the research questions and hypotheses, d e f i ­

n i t io n s  of  key terms, and d e l im i t a t i o n s ,  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  and assumptions 

of  the research.
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Chapter I I  is a review of the l i t e r a t u r e  o r r to p ic s  p e r t in e n t  to  

the c urren t  in v e s t ig a t io n .  Examined f i r s t  are w r i t in g s  on needs 

assessment* e s p e c ia l ly  as i t  r e la t e s  to  the  community col lege.  Also 

explored are d e f in i t io n s *  purposes* and h is to ry  of  inserv ice  education.

The research procedures fo l lowed in t h i s  study are d e ta i le d  in  

Chapter I I I .  The populat ion* ins trum enta t ion ,  and d a ta -c o l le c t io n  and 

da ta -a n a ly s is  techniques are  discussed.

Chapter IV contains an analysis  of  the data c o l le c te d  f o r  th is  

study. The summary and conclusions of the in v e s t ig a t io n  are found in 

Chapter V* along with  recommendations fo r  fu r t h e r  research.



CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t in e n t  to  the research problem is  reviewed in 

t h i s  chapter.  Wri t ings and research studies are c i t e d  w i th  reference  

to  the problem under in v e s t ig a t io n .  The chapter is  organized as 

fo l low s:  needs assessment— d e f i n i t i o n ,  purposes, community c o l lege

needs-assessment studies,  and re la t io n s h ip  to  in s erv ice  education;  

in serv ice  education— d e f i n i t i o n ,  purposes, h i s t o r i c a l  background, and 

need f o r  in s erv ice  education in community col leges.  The chapter  

concludes with an ov era l l  summary.

Needs Assessment

D e f i n i t i o n  o f  Needs Assessment

According to  the Encyclopedia o f  Education Eva lua t ion , needs

assessment is  "the process by which one i d e n t i f i e s  needs and decides

upon p r i o r i t i e s  among them" (Anderson, 1975, p. 254).  A more s p e c i f ic

d e f i n i t i o n  of  needs assessment was also given in the  Encyclopedia:

"Evaluation of  discrepancies between the e x is t in g  s i t u a t io n  and the  
desired s ta te  o f  a f f a i r s  also goes by the  name of  needs assessment 
and f requent ly  provides the st imulus fo r  development of  new or 
improved educational  or t r a i n i n g  programs. (Anderson, 1975, p. 128)

English and Kaufman (1975) i d e n t i f i e d  needs assessment as

20
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the  formal process f o r  i d e n t i f y in g  outcome gaps between curren t  
re su l ts  and desired r e s u l ts ,  placing those "gaps" in p r i o r i t y  order  
and s e le c t in g  the gaps of highest  p r i o r i t y  fo r  closure.  I t  i s ,  
then,  an outcome gap ana ly s is  plus placing of  p r i o r i t i e s  among the  
needs, (p. 64)

Needs assessment is  an empir ica l  process or tool  used to  

determine su b jec t ive  value  judgments about the  measurable discrepancy  

between desired or acceptable performance (what ought to be) and 

c u r ren t  or observed performance (what is ) .  A useful  needs assessment 

i d e n t i f i e s  v a l i d  and useful  needs and determines the u t i l i t y  of  those  

needs, from which measurable behavioral  ob je c t iv es  can be derived  

(Kaufman, 1977). Needs assessment is an approach to  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

planning whereby systematic  techniques are used to  gather input  

concerning problems, s k i l l s ,  o b je c t iv e s ,  outcomes, and competencies.

A need has been described as a condi t ion in which the re  is a 

discrepancy between an acceptable s ta te  of  a f f a i r s  and an observed 

condi t ion.  The concept o f  need as a "gap" was f i r s t  used by T y le r  in 

1950. He wrote:

Studies of  the  le a rn e r  suggest educational ob jec t ives  only when the  
in fo rm at ion  about the  lea rn er  is  compared with  some des i rab le  
standards, some conception of  acceptable norms, so t h a t  the
d i f fe r e n c e  between the  present condi t ion of  the lea rn e r  and the
acceptable  norm can be i d e n t i f i e d .  This d i f fe re n c e  or gap is what
is  genera l ly  re fe r re d  to  as a need. (pp. 5 -6 )

For purposes of the present study, needs assessment is  the c o l l e c t i o n  

of  data r e le v an t  to  an analys is  of  discrepancies between c u r ren t  prac­

t i c e  and some desired s ta te ,  as s u b jec t iv e ly  perceived by community 

co l lege  fa c u l t y  members.
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Purposes of Needs Assessment

The major purpose of a needs assessment is  to  gather the  data 

necessary to  set  p r i o r i t i e s  fo r  improving in s t ru c t io n .  Such an 

assessment can i d e n t i f y  discrepancies between present and desired  

pract ices ,  s trengths ,  and the in s t ru c t io n a l  improvements necessary to  

upgrade the q u a l i t y  of  in s t r u c t io n .

A needs assessment can i d e n t i f y  the  problems and concerns of  

teachers, ,  as wel l  as address basic questions regarding educational  

needs. A needs assessment based on fa c u l t y  perceptions can be used 

to  i d e n t i f y  and q ua nt i fy  measurable o b je c t iv e s ,  thereby he lp ing  

in s t ru c t io n a l  or curriculum planners s e le c t  to p ics  f o r  in s e r v ic e -  

t r a i n i n g  programs.

Through needs assessment,

a set  of procedures [1s ]  developed in which a responsible  and 
rep res en ta t ive  body c a r e f u l l y  reviews a v a r i e t y  of  re le v a n t  i n f o r ­
mation and se lects  p r i o r i t i e s  t h a t  represent  informed professional  
judgments about the best use of  l i m i t e d  resources’ fo r  improvement  
in in s t ru c t io n .  (H arr is ,  1980, p. 134)

The purpose of needs assessment is  to  gather in form at ion  about c urren t

pract ices  and to  begin the process of  strengthening e x is t in g  s k i l l s  and

developing new s k i l l s ,  knowledge, and a b i l i t i e s  where discrepancies

exi s t .

The l i t e r a t u r e  revealed a strong r e la t io n s h ip  between needs 

assessment and inserv ice  t r a i n i n g .  W r i te rs  c o n s is te n t ly  recommended 

t h a t  in s t ru c t io n a l  improvement, based on needs assessment, should be 

c ar r ie d  out through in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  (C laxton,  1976; Garr ison,  1975).
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In a sub jec t ive  needs assessment a quest ionnai re  may be used 

to  obtain respondents' opinions about the importance of  goals or the  

seriousness of educational  needs. This em pir ica l  process affords  

f a c u l ty  the opportunity  to  assess strengths,  weaknesses, and areas fo r  

improvement in t h e i r  professional  performance. Surveys are a f r e ­

quently  used and valuable  too l  f o r  determining a t t i t u d e s  about in s t ru c ­

t io n a l  improvement. "Many authors acknowledge t h a t  needs assessment is  

essentia l  to  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement, and surveys and quest ionnaires  

are f requent ly  c i ted  as appropr ia te  assessment methods" (Hammons e t  

al.» 1978, p. 26). Hence desired and needed t r a i n i n g  can be i d e n t i f i e d  

through needs assessments.

The f indings of a needs assessment are a compi la t ion  of  i d e n t i ­

f i e d  needs, p r i o r i t i z e d  t o  provide in format ion  fo r  in s t ru c t io n a l  plan­

ners. T o p - p r io r i t y  i tems, ranked highest  in importance on the  

quest ionnaire ,  should be accorded top p r i o r i t y  fo r  in s t ru c t io n a l  

improvement. According t o  English and Kaufman (1975),  "needs s ta te ­

ments are l i s t e d  w i thout  re fe rence  as to  the cause or reason. The 

needs assessment w i l l  in d ic a te  t h a t  d i f fe rences  e x i s t ,  but i t  w i l l  not 

expla in  why there  are such d i f fe rences"  (p. 39).

The l i t e r a t u r e  stressed t h a t  the goals, o rgan iza t ion ,  and 

planning of in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement, to  be c a r r ie d  out through 

inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  must be based on a needs assessment. " I t  is  

strongly  recommended t h a t  the  prospective p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  fo r  whom 

a c t i v i t i e s  are intended, be a p a r t  of  the planning,  the organ izat ion ,  

and conducting process" (Al-Ghamdi, 1982, p. 164). Research on
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i n s t r u c t io n a l  improvement has ind ica ted  t h a t  the most successful  

p ract ices  are those in whose planning the  p a r t i c ip a n t s  have been 

d i r e c t l y  involved (Wattenbarger & Carpenter,  1975; Hammons e t  a ! . ,  

1978). Community co l le ge  fa c u l t y  must be represented in decision  

making about in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement. . E f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l -  

improvement programs must be designed around s e l f - p e rc e iv e d  needs of  

the in s t ru c to rs  themselves.

According t o  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  needs assessment is considered a 

p re re q u is i te  to  ins erv ice  education.  "Needs assessment is  the  f i r s t  

c r i t i c a l  step in i d e n t i f y in g  problems to  be addressed during inserv ice  

t r a in in g "  (Rubin & Hansen, 1980, p. 105). Therefore ,  a needs assess­

ment t h a t  is responsive to  teacher input appears to be the f i r s t  step 

in in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement to  be c a r r ie d  out through inserv ice  t r a i n ­

ing. Needs assessment "can determine p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  a program through 

i d e n t i f y in g  goals and determining the  importance of  each goal" (Kowle,  

1982,  p. 8 ) .

Several a u t h o r i t i e s  stressed the r e la t io n s h ip  between inserv ice

education and fa c u l t y  needs. Garrison (1975) s ta te d ,

A l l  inserv ice  programs should be fa c u l t y  o r ig in a ted  and fa c u l t y  
developed and to  whatever ex ten t  possib le ,  f a c u l t y  administered.  
Ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  should grow out of  s e l f - p e r c e iv e d  professional  
needs of teachers and groups of teachers ,  (p.  18)

Schultz (1973) concurred: "Faculty should be involved in the planning.

The b e n e f i ts  of  doing t h i s  are  twofo ld .  Facul ty  ideas are  needed, and

t h e i r  involvement in the planning contr ibu tes  to  commitment to  the

program" (p.  2 4 ) .
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The primary  focus of needs assessment is  to  gather in format ion  

concerning teachers '  perceived needs and problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  In 

Michigan, no s ta tew ide  needs assessments or organized inserv ice  

programs e x is t .  Community co l lege  fa c u l t y  in  the  f i e l d s  of  accounting,  

data processing,  and economics have not a r t i c u l a t e d  t h e i r  perceptions  

of needed competencies wi th  professional  organ iza t ions ,  s u b jec t -m a t te r  

departments a t  fo u r -y e a r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  or the  Michigan Department of  

Higher Education t o  discuss to p ics  of  concern to  community co l lege  

fa c u l t y .  No s ta te w ide  needs assessments or inserv ice  programs e x i s t  in 

Michigan, p r i m a r i l y  because of  the de ce ntra l ized  nature of  the s t a t e ’s 

29 community co l leges.  Therefore ,  the present needs assessment was 

undertaken to  provide a sense of  d i r e c t io n  to  community co l lege  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  planners.

Needs Assessment in 
Community Colleges

A v a r ie ty  o f  needs-assessment instruments were discovered  

through the  review of l i t e r a t u r e .  More than 30 community co l lege  

needs-assessment surveys have been conducted r e la t i n g  to  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs. The f o l lo w in g  conclusions were drawn from a review of these  

survey instruments:

1. Community c o l le g e  needs-assessment surveys focused, in 

varying degrees,  on in s t r u c t io n a l  needs.

2. Needs-assessment instruments e x i s t  f o r  both f u l l - t i m e  and 

p a r t - t im e  community co l le g e  f a c u l t y .
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3. Community co l lege  fa c u l ty  ins truct ional -needs-assessment  

devices e x i s t  on the  n a t io n a l *  r e g io n a l ,  s t a t e ,  and loca l  l e v e l s .

4. Very few community co l lege  needs assessments have been 

conducted in a p a r t i c u l a r  s u b jec t -m at te r  area .

Re lat ionship  o f  Needs Assessment 
to  In s erv ice  Tra in ing

Experts in the area of  community co l lege  in s t ru c t io n  have 

concluded t h a t  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  appears to  be the approach most often  

taken to  remedy assessed in s t ru c t io n a l  needs ( Wattenbarger & Carpenter,  

1975; Claxton,  1976). Inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  was overwhelmingly recom­

mended as the log ica l  v eh ic le  fo r  in s t ru c t io n a l  improvement, ra th e r  

than conferences,  conventions, graduate courses, professional  reading,  

sabbat ica ls ,  t r a v e l ,  v is i ta t io n s , ,  or work experience.

A number of  authors c lose ly  re la te d  needs assessment wi th  

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Schul tz ,  1978; Brimm & T o l l e t t ,  1974). Although 

in s e rv ice  t r a i n i n g  is  considered a possible  outcome of needs assess­

ment, inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  or professional  development was s trong ly  sup­

ported as the  lo g ica l  outgrowth of  needs assessment. The w r i t e r s  

assumed t h a t  in s e rv ic e - t r a in in g / fa c u l ty -d e v e lc p m e n t  programs are the  

natura l  r e s u l t  o f  f a c u l t y  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  d e f ic ie n c ie s ,  problems, and 

professional  needs. As the fa c u l ty  member is considered the most 

c r i t i c a l  f a c t o r  in an e f f e c t i v e  ins t ruc t iona l - im provem ent  program,  

planning meaningful inserv ice  education should be organized and imple­

mented wi th  the a c t iv e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  those who are to  b e n e f i t  from 

such t r a in in g .
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The purpose of in s erv ice  education is  to  improve in s t ru c t io n a l  

s k i l l s ,  based on the  needs of teachers ,  to  enhance student learning.

The l i t e r a t u r e  suggested t h a t  one way fa c u l t y  members can learn how to  

improve t h e i r  teaching is  by p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in ins erv ice  education  

(Cohen & Brawer, 1977; G a f f ,  1975) .

The amount of  l i t e r a t u r e  concerning community co l lege  needs 

assessment and in s erv ice  education is  extensive  and has increased  

during the past 15 years.  W r i te rs  have b a s ic a l ly  concluded t h a t  the  

ongoing professional  growth o f  teachers,  based on needs assessment, is  

of c ru c ia l  importance as community c o l leg e  fa c u l t y  have been teaching  

and w i l l  continue to  teach in a f l e x i b l e  environment.

For years,  most community co l leges  have undertaken methods to  

encourage the professional  development of  f a c u l t y ,  including sabbati ­

ca ls ,  conferences,  and attendance a t  professional  meetings. Such 

a c t i v i t i e s  have not necessar i ly  been based on needs assessments. 

According t o  O'Banion (1978), "Except in a few community col leges,

. . . [needs assessments] are not t r a n s la te d  in to  a w e l l -d e f in e d  

purposeful  s t a f f  development program" (p. 7).  P r im a r i l y  in the 1970s, 

fa c u l t y  development, based on the s u b je c t iv e  needs of teachers,  

expanded to  include p r o f e s s i o n a l - g r o w t h  t r a i n i n g .  Yarger wrote,

Although the idea of  teacher  involvement in planning inserv ice  is  
not new, i t  is  a lso c l e a r l y  not the primary approach c u r re n t ly  
being used in schools.  The survey f ind ings  t h a t  discrepancies  
often  e x i s t  between what teachers perceive as needed inserv ice  and 
what content or to p ic  areas are being provided is  a r e f l e c t i o n  of  a 
serious lack of  substant ive  teacher involvement in planning and 
implementation,  (p.  v)
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The 1973 American Associat ion of  Junior  Colleges (AAJC)

Assembly was concerned wi th  programs, issues,  and progress of  s t a f f  

development. The AAJC Assembly urged t h a t  s t a f f  development be the  

community and j u n i o r  co l lege 's  f i r s t - r a n k  concern, g iv ing i t  t o t a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r i o r i t y  and commitment. The AAJC Assembly went on to  

stress  the need fo r  more surveys to  i d e n t i f y  the common needs of  

community co l lege  s t a f f  so t h a t  the f ind ings  can be used to  make 

r e a l i s t i c  funding decisions and t a n g ib le  plans fo r  the fu tu re .  The 

group concurred t h a t  the g re a tes t  resource of  the co l lege  is i t s  s t a f f .  

O'Banion (1973) stressed the  l a s t  po int  by s t a t in g ,  "The q u a l i t y  of  

education in the  community co l lege  depends p r i m a r i l y  on the q u a l i t y  of 

s t a f f "  (p.  2 8 ) .

In summary,, needs assessment uses systematic  techniques to  

gather input f o r  educational  planning.  The data obtained from an 

assessment based on teacher -de f ined  needs can provide the basis fo r  

planning programs t h a t  a t tem pt  to  meet those needs. T h e o r e t i c a l ly ,  the  

needs assessment provides feedback and a means of a r t i c u l a t i n g  gaps 

between what is  and what should be.

Ins erv ice  Education
t

D e f i n i t i o n  of  In s erv ice  Education

According to  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  the term " inserv ice  education" is  

synonymous with  fa c u l t y  development, professional  development, and 

s t a f f  development. The four  terms are used interchangeably in the  

l i t e r a t u r e .  Hass (1957) provided an ear ly  and broad conceptual izat ion  

of inserv ice  education: " Inserv ice  education includes a l l  a c t i v i t i e s
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engaged in by professional  personnel during t h e i r  serv ice  and designed 

to  con tr ibu te  to  improvement on the  job" (p. 13). More recently#  

E d e l f e l t  and Johnson (1975) defined in s erv ice  education more s p e c i f i ­

c a l l y  as "any professional  development t h a t  a teacher  undertakes s in g ly  

or with  other teachers a f t e r  rece iv ing  i n i t i a l  teaching c e r t i f i c a t i o n  

and a f t e r  beginning professional  pract ice"  (p. 5). A d e f i n i t i o n  t h a t

appears appropr iate  fo r  the  c urren t  study was given by Orrange and Van

Ryn (1 9 7 5 ) :

Ins erv ice  education is  t h a t  por t ion of  professional  development 
t h a t  should be p u b l ic ly  supported and includes a program of syste­
m a t ic a l l y  designed a c t i v i t i e s  planned to  increase the competencies 
— knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a t t i t u d e s — needed by school personnel in 
the performance of t h e i r  assigned r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  (p. 47)

Francis (1975) o f fe red  y e t  another d e f i n i t i o n  s u i ta b le  f o r  t h i s  study:

Faculty  development may be described as an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  process 
which seeks to  modify the  a t t i t u d e s ,  s k i l l s ,  and behavior of  
f a c u l t y  members toward g re a te r  competence and e f fe c t iv e n e ss  in
meeting student needs, t h e i r  own needs, and the needs of the
i n s t i t u t i o n ,  (p.  720)

Improved teaching competencies and professional  growth appear

to  be the two most important goals of  in s erv ice  education.  Common

elements of  the d e f i n i t i o n s  of  inserv ice  education are t h a t  i t  is  a

process of  change, through planned a c t i v i t i e s  or programs, based on

needs assessment, to  modify a t t i t u d e s ,  s k i l l s ,  and behaviors of

f a c u l t y ,  to  improve in s t ru c t io n a l  performance.

Purposes of Inserv ice  Education

The primary purpose of inserv ice  education is  to  improve 

teaching.  Based on the assumption t h a t  ins erv ice  education is intended
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to  enhance the professional  e x p e r t is e  of  p ra c t i t io n e rs #  the general  

a c t i v i t i e s  or functions of  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  are discussed in th is  

section.  Rubin (1978) s ta ted  t h a t  the three  general  functions of  

ins erv ice  education are "the extension of knowledge# p a r t i c u l a r l y  

subject  mat te r ,  a c q u is i t io n  of  teaching techniques,  and a shaping of  

a t t i t u d e s  and p u r p o s e " ( p .  3 3 ) .

Bergquist  and P h i l l i p s  (1975) advocated the fo l lo w in g  th re e  

components of  f a c u l t y  development: " in s t ru c t io n a l  development (change

in process),  personal development (change in a t t i t u d e ) ,  and organiza­

t io n a l  development (change in s t ru c tu re )"  (p. 183). With in  the  f i r s t  

category,  the authors included such prac t ice s  as curr iculum develop­

ment, teaching diagnosis, and t r a in in g .  Personal development genera l ly  

involves a c t i v i t i e s  to  promote fa c u l t y  growth,  such as in te rp e rs o n a l -  

s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g  and career  counsel ing.  Organizat ional  development  

seeks to  improve the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  environment f o r  teaching and 

decis ion making and includes a c t i v i t i e s  fo r  both fa c u l t y  and adminis­

t r a t o r s .  Team bu i ld ing  and managerial development are p a r t  of  organi­

za t io n a l  development.

Bergquist  and P h i l l i p s  s ta ted t h a t  these th re e  a c t i v i t i e s  are  

developmental in nature and should provide fo r  progressive enhancement 

of technique mastery and g reater  f u l f i l l m e n t  as a teacher.  Meaningful  

and continuous inserv ice  education programs focus on improvement of  

classroom performance and provision of knowledge and to o ls  t h a t  enable 

fa c u l t y  to  plan fo r  and implement in s t r u c t io n a l  approaches t h a t  are  

responsive to  various le a rn in g ,  content,  and environmental  s ty le s  and
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t h a t  introduce innovat ive  c u r r ic u la .  According to  Francis  (1975),  

"successful  programs change the  way fa c u l t y  fee l  about t h e i r  profes­

sional  ro le ,  increase t h e i r  knowledge and s k i l l s  in those ro les ,  and 

a l t e r  the way they carry  them in to  p ra c t ice"  (p. 720).

H is t o r i c a l  Background of  
In s erv ice  Education

In serv ice  education has been of  g re a t  concern to  educators fo r  

some t im e  because they recognize the importance of  teachers'  profes­

sional growth and the  e f f e c t  of such growth on students (Brimm & 

T o l l e t t ,  1974). Substantia l  changes in the  purposes and programs of 

in serv ice  education have occurred in the tw e n t ie th  century.  The empha­

s is  has evolved from a remedial  purpose t o  a developmental one. U n t i l  

about 1930, programs of in s erv ice  education,  which were conducted 

through teachers'  i n s t i t u t e s ,  were d i rec ted  toward c o r rec t in g  teachers '  

defects.  According t o  K i l p a t r i c k  (1967),

While the o r ig in a l  purpose of  in - s e r v ic e  education was the  
e l im in a t io n  of  d e f i c ie n c ie s  in teachers'  p re -serv ice  preparat ion,  
i t  has been supplanted by other  purposes, such as f u l f i l l i n g  the  
needs of teachers to  keep abreast of  the  l a t e s t  developments in the  
s ta te  of  the a r t  and in t h e i r  s p e c ia l i z e d  f i e l d s ,  (p.  1)

Corey wrote,

The modern conception of  in -s e r v ic e  education,  wi th  i t s  heavy 
emphasis upon c o -ope ra t ive  prob lem-solv ing,  is  in considerable  
degree a r e s u l t  of  changes in our ideas about human m ot iva t io n  and 
the way learn ing  occurs w i th in  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g ,  (p .  2)

S t a f f  development in the  e a r ly  1960s was d i rec ted  toward 

preserv ice  t r a i n i n g  and toward a s s im i la t in g  and o r ie n t in g  la rg e  numbers 

of new personnel. "Rapid expansion, a teacher  shortage, and employment
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m o b i l i t y  undercut the need f o r  o 'n -serv ice t r a in in g "  (Wal lace ,  1975,

p. 1 ) .  In 1968, Gleazer wrote,

Many j u n i o r  co l leges . . . are faced w i th  the im pera t ive  needs to  
develop o r i e n ta t io n  programs f o r  f a c u l t y ;  and complex ins erv ice  
programs fo r  the  induction of  inexperienced teachers in to  the  
s k i l l s  of  in s t r u c t io n  and the community-oriented nature of  a 
m a jo r i ty  of  our i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  (p.  7)

In the 1960s, community co l leges focused on increasing numbers of  

students,  f a c u l t y ,  bu i ld ings ,  programs, and new col leges.  However, by 

the l a t e  1960s and e a r ly  1970s, the enro l lm ent  boom s t a b i l i z e d ,  the  

community co l lege  job market became g lu t te d ,  and employment m o b i l i t y  

slowed down. Wrote  S u l l i v a n  ( 1 9 8 3 ) ,  "The 1 970 's can . . . be accu­

r a t e l y  described as a fa c u l t y  development boom period.  But recent  

ev id e n c e  suggests  . . . t h a t  t h i s  boom is  now over"  (p. 21) .

Because of the  rapid growth in enrol lments  and the shortage of  

community co l lege  f a c u l t y ,  s t a f f  development or inserv ice  programs were 

of r e l a t i v e l y  low p r i o r i t y  u n t i l  about 1970. As expansion s t a b i l i z e d  

and as the fe e l in g  emerged t h a t  u n i v e r s i t i e s  were not providing ade­

quate preserv ice  programs f o r  community co l lege  f a c u l t y ,  strong concern 

f o r  in s erv ice  education began to  surface.

P r io r  to  the 1970's, f a c u l t y  development was of l i t t l e  concern to  
e i t h e r  co l lege  and u n iv e r s i ty  f a c u l t i e s  or to  t h e i r  a d m in is t ra ­
t ions.  A survey of  l i t e r a t u r e  in t h a t  period would have turned up 
a l i m i t e d  number of  a r t i c l e s  on the top ic .  Times have changed, 
however, and in the  l a s t  ten years fa c u l t y  development has become 
the  focus of a growing number of  research proposals,  p ro jec ts ,  
a r t i c l e s ,  and books. ( S t o r d a h l ,  1981,  p. 7)

Cohen and Brawer (1977) wrote,

As a concept, f a c u l t y  development has received much a t te n t io n  in 
the u n iv e r s i t i e s  as wel l  as in the  tw o-year  col leges.  Focus in the  
1970's, hence, has emphasized the need fo r  professional  refreshment  
and upgrading,  (p.  66)
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Bergquist  and P h i l l i p s  (1975) commented,

Faculty development has become an inc re as ing ly  prominent concept 
f o r  a growing number of  f a c u l t y  and ad m in is t ra to rs  in American 
col leges and u n i v e r s i t i e s .  I n s t i t u t i o n s  of  higher education face  
the  harsh r e a l i t i e s  o f  decreased funding,  s te a d y -s ta te  or decl in ing  
enro l lm ent ,  and d e c l in in g  fa c u l t y  m o b i l i t y ,  toge ther  wi th  demands 
f o r  a c c o u n ta b i l i t y  voiced by students,  parents,  and s t a t e  and 
federal  o f f i c i a l s .  Confronted w i th  these condi t ions,  fa c u l t y  must 
consider the prospect of  s i g n i f i c a n t  reeva lua t ion  of  personal and 
professional  a t t i t u d e s  toward classroom in s t ru c t io n  and student -  
teacher  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  (p.  178)

Bergquist ,  an a u th o r i ty  on s t a f f  development in higher educa­

t io n ,  reported t h a t  in  the  e a r ly  1970s, only 40 to  50 campuses had 

facu lty -deve lopment programs; by 1975, t h a t  number had r isen  to  200 

(S u l l iv a n ,  1983). Centra completed a study f o r  the  Educational Testing  

Service in November 1976 and reported on s ta f f -deve lopm ent  programs in 

326 two-year  col leges.  F o r ty -n in e  percent of  the col leges had some 

u n i t  or person responsib le  fo r  s t a f f  development o r ' i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

improvement. In a 1977 study, Centra found t h a t  1,004 of  the  2,600  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  of  higher  education he surveyed reported having organized  

facu lty-deve lopment a c t i v i t i e s  (S u l l iv a n ,  1983). According to  O'Banion 

(1978),  " s t a f f  development programs are s t i l l  very new in community 

col leges,  and patterns  of  how they should be organized have not yet  

emerged with  any agreement" (p. 11).

I n t e r e s t  in and the  prov is ion of  inserv ice  programs fo r  

community co l lege  fa c u l t y  have been increasing in the 1980s, and high 

p r i o r i t y  has been given t o  in serv ice  ra ther  than preserv ice  programs 

(Roueche & Baker, 1983; Watts & Hammons, 1980). Watts and Hammons 

(1980) concluded,
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A p a r t i a l  exp lanation fo r  the c urren t  acceptance of  s t a f f  develop­
ment is  i t s  underlying  assumption t h a t  improvements in the profes­
sional  and personal l i v e s  of  s t a f f  w i l l  lead to  more e f f e c t i v e  and 
e f f i c i e n t  opera t ion of  the i n s t i t u t i o n s  in which they work. Past 
d e f ic ie n c ie s  in p re -serv ice  preparat ion and gross neglect of  in -  
serv ice  education,  coupled wi th  the pressures of  a "s teady-s ta te"  
environment and new demands fo r  a c c o u n ta b i l i ty ,  have also c o n t r ib ­
uted to  providing an unusually recept ive  environment f o r  s t a f f  
development by t ru s te e s ,  ad m in is t ra to rs ,  and fa c u l ty ,  (p. 1)

Because enro l lm ents  have s t a b i l i z e d  in the 1970s and 1980s, 

q u a l i t y  has now assumed a ro le  of  c ruc ia l  importance in the contempo­

rary  community co l le ge  movement. Q ua l i ty  in the community co l lege  

means the competence and commitment to  achieve the goals of  t h i s  unique 

i n s t i t u t i o n  of  higher le a rn in g — p r im a r i l y  providing p o s i t i v e  learn ing  

experiences fo r  students and being responsive to  community needs.

The community c o l leg e  movement is  coming of age. As par t  of  the  
maturat ion process, these special  i n s t i t u t i o n s  of  higher learn ing  
are increas ing ly  s h i f t i n g  emphasis from growth t o  q u a l i t y .  This 
s h i f t  demands a reassessment of purpose and a commitment to  serve 
underprepared lea rners  w h i le  main ta in ing  academic excel lence.  
(Roueche & Baker, 1982, p. v i i )

Too l i t t l e  a t t e n t io n  was paid to  fa c u l t y  development throughout the

1960s because of the  enchantment with  increased enrol lments.  The s h i f t

from growth to  q u a l i t y  demands a commitment to  serve learners  whi le

s t r i v i n g  fo r  academic excel lence.  The chal lenge facing community

c o l le ge  fa c u l t y  is  c l e a r l y  the q u a l i t y  o f  and a c c o u n ta b i l i ty  fo r

in s t r u c t io n .

"Faculty members are an i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  most va luable  resource 

and they need care  and maintenance" (Houston & Pankratz,  1980, p. 55).  

As noted in the 1973 re p o r t  of the  Assembly of  the American Associat ion  

of Community and Junior  Colleges ( in  Yarr ington ,  1974),
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The s t a f f  of  a co l leg e  is  i t s  s in g le  g rea tes t  resource. In 
economic terms, the  s t a f f  is the  co l lege 's  most s i g n i f i c a n t  and 
la rg e s t  c a p i ta l  investment.  In these terms alone,  we a f f i r m  th a t  
i t  is  only good sense t h a t  the investment should be helped to  
appreciate  in value and not be al lowed to  wear i t s e l f  out or s l id e  
i n to  obsolescence by i n a t te n t io n  or neglect,  (p.  40)

Since the  1970s, the number of  a r t i c l e s ,  papers, and research

studies on ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  fo r  community co l lege  fa c u l t y  has

increased noticeably .  According t o  the American Associat ion of  Junior

Colleges (AAJC) ("Community College Faculty  Development," 1973),

College leaders have come to  r e a l i z e  t h a t  whether or not a fa c u l t y  
has received preserv ice  education,  some form of o r i e n t a t io n  to  a 
campus and continued professional  refreshment and improvement is  
necessary. In - s e r v ic e  programs have resul ted from fa c u l t y  request  
and from the r e a l i z a t i o n  by c o l leg e  leaders t h a t  in - s e r v ic e  educa­
t io n  might c o n t r ib u te  to  improvement of  in s t ru c t io n ,  (p. 14)

The AAJC has also emphasized in s e rv ic e  in i t s  programs and conferences.  

In an AAJC-sponsored study,  Garrison (1967) reported on fa c u l t y  a t t i ­

tudes a f t e r  conducting informal in te rv ie w s  w i th  more than 650 j u n i o r -  

co l lege  in s t ru c to rs .  He found t h a t  " fa c u l ty  were keenly aware of  t h e i r  

need f o r  professional  up-grading and refreshment" (p. 14).

luminary

Many authors have acknowledged t h a t  needs assessment, such as 

surveys or quest ionnaires,  is  an essent ia l  f i r s t  step in improving  

in s t r u c t io n  (Hammons e t  a l . ,  1978; Wattenbarger & Carpenter,  1975).

The major purpose of needs assessment is  to  gather  the  data necessary 

to  set  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  improving in s t ru c t io n .  Reviewing needs assess­

ments in the l i t e r a t u r e  was instrumenta l  in fo rm ula t ing  the present  

needs assessment fo r  Michigan community co l le ge  fa c u l t y .  Numerous 

authors s tated t h a t  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  or s t a f f  development should be
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the outcome of needs assessment (Claxton,  1976; Schultz,  1977). Few 

other a l t e r n a t i v e s  fo r  deal ing w i th  the problems or weaknesses of  

community co l lege  fa c u l ty *  as revealed by the needs assessment, were 

recommended.



CHAPTER I I I

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

In t ro d u c t i  on

The major purpose of t h i s  study was to  i d e n t i f y  and analyze the  

perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs of Michigan publ ic  community co l lege  

accounting,  data -processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  members. The per­

ceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs were i d e n t i f i e d  through a needs-assessment 

quest ionnaire .  In a d d i t io n ,  the study was designed to  analyze fa c u l ty  

perceptions about whether perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs might be met 

through in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  Faculty  preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  

and fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  were 

also in v e s t ig a t e d .

The procedures used to  accomplish the purposes of the  study are  

described in t h i s  chapter.  Discussed are the populat ion,  development 

of the quest ionna i re ,  instrument v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y ,  c o l le c t io n  

of data,  and s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses of  the  data.

Populat ion

Michigan has 29 publ ic  community col leges.  At the  t im e  of th is  

study, a c e n t r a l l y  located f i l e  of  f a c u l t y  data did not e x is t .  There­

fo re ,  the  names of c u r r e n t ly  employed in s t ru c to rs  had to  be co l le c te d  

from each community co l lege .  The names of  accounting,  data-processing,

37
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and economics fa c u l t y  were secured in two ways. F i r s t ,  the  researcher  

obtained the 1982-1984 and 1983-1984 catalogues of 21 o f  the  29 public  

tw o-y ear  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and from these catalogues he secured fa c u l ty  

l i s t i n g s .  Names of accounting,  data-processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  

in the remaining e ig h t  community co l leges were obtained through t e l e ­

phone contacts wi th  these i n s t i t u t i o n s .

The t o t a l  populat ion of  182 community co l le ge  accounting,  da ta -  

processing,  and economics f a c u l t y  was considered small enough t h a t  the  

e n t i r e  group could be surveyed. Since the t o t a l  populat ion were con­

sidered p o te n t ia l  respondents f o r  the mailed quest ionna ire ,  the survey 

was considered a census ra th e r  than a sample. Table 1 shows a tab u la ­

t io n  of  the study populat ion and respondents, by community co l lege  and 

subject matter.  This populat ion,  s p e c i a l i s t s  in accounting,  data pro­

cessing,  and economics, was selected because of f e a s i b i l i t y  of  cost and 

locat ion .  The w r i t e r  assumed t h a t  less bias would occur i f  f a c u l ty  

members from th ree  d is c ip l in e s  were surveyed.

Instrumentation

The researcher developed an instrument re la te d  to  the  concerns 

of community co l lege  teachers in general and designed to  i d e n t i f y  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  competencies considered ess ent ia l  to  accounting,  data-  

processi ng, and economics teachers.  The quest ionnai re  was constructed  

to  obtain in format ion  concerning respondents' demographic background, 

perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, whether perceived needs could be met 

through inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  preferences f o r  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  

arrangements,  and the ex ten t  to  which demographic v a r ia b le s  were



T ab le  1 .— Study p o p u la t i o n  and re s p o n d e n ts ,  by community c o l l e g e  and s u b je c t - m a t t e r  a rea  (N = 182)

Community College
Account i ng Data Process ing Economi cs

Population Respondents Population Respondents Population Respondents

Alpena Community College 1 1 1 1 1 1
Bay de Noc Community College 1 1 1 1 1 1
Delta Col lege 6 5 k 2 3 3
Glen Oaks Community College i 1 1 - 1
Gogebic Community College 1 1 2 1 1 1
Grand Rapids Junior College 5 3 2 - 2 1
Henry Ford Community College 2 - A 2 5 1
Highland Park College 2 - It - 1
Jackson Junior College 3 2 2 2 2 1
Kalamazoo Valley Community College 3 2 1 - 1
Kellogg Community College 2 - 1 - 1 1
K ir t land  Community College 1 - 1 - 1 1
Lake Michigan College 1 1 1 1 1
Lansing Community College A k 3 3 3 3
Macomb Community College k 2 2 2 3 2
Mid-Michigan Community College 1 1 1 1 1 I
Monroe County Community College 1 - 2 1 1 1
Montcalm Community College 2 2 1 1 I
Mott Community College 3 1 1 - 2 1
Muskegon Community College 2 2 1 1 1 1
North Central Community College 1 - 1 1 3 1
Northwestern Michigan College 1 1 3 1 1 1
Oakland Community College k 1 5 5 9
Schoolcraft College 3 3 it it 2
Southwestern Michigan College 1 1 1 - 1 1
St. C la i r  County Community College 1 1 1 1 1 1
Washtenaw Community College 2 2 5 1 2 2
Wayne County Community College It - 5 1 3
West Shore Community College 1 1 1 1 1

Totals 6A 39 (6U ) 62 3^ (55%) 56 30 (53%)
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re la te d  to  perceptions of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and preferences fo r  

inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  arrangements.

No s ta tewide  community co l lege  needs-assessment instrument  

exis ted when t h i s  study was i n i t i a t e d .  The researcher revised and 

adapted 34 needs-assessment surveys,  discovered through the review of  

l i t e r a t u r e ,  in construct ing  the  instrument used in t h i s  study. A f te r  

reviewing these 34 ins truments ,  a l l  of  which d e a l t  s p e c i f i c a l  l y , w i t h  

community co l lege  fa c u l t y  competencies,  the researcher c la s s i f i e d  

in s t ru c t io n a l  needs in to  seven c lu s te rs  t h a t  c lo s e ly  resembled the  

c la s s i f i c a t i o n s  used in the  reviewed surveys. In s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

and/or competencies were categor ized  in to  the fo l low ing  seven c lu s te rs :

E v a lu a t io n : grading,  measurement, t e s t  design.

I n s t r u c t io n a l  technology: aud io -v isu a ls ,  computer -assisted

in s t r u c t io n ,  m u l t i -m e d ia  a c t i v i t i e s ,  programmed i n s t r u c t io n ,  se l f -paced  

i n s t r u c t io n .

Learning th e o ry : diagnosing learn ing  problems and d e f i c ie n ­

c ies ,  applying learn ing p r in c ip le s  to  i n s t r u c t io n ,  psychology of l ea rn ­

ing, teaching and lea rn ing  process.

Planning and implementing in s t r u c t i o n : behav iora l /course

o b ject ives;  implementing c losure ,  feedback, and sequencing; s e le c t in g  

in s t ru c t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .

Relat ionships wi th  s tudents : classroom management, communi­

cat ions,  group dynamics, human-re lat ions  techniques,  mot ivat in g  s tu ­

dents.
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Subject m a t te r : determining content,  developing resource

m a te r ia ls ,  keeping abreast of  subject m at ter .

Teaching s t r a t e g i e s ; adopting a l t e r n a t i v e  in s t ru c t io n a l  

techniques,  improving l e c t u r e  methods, increasing r e p e r t o i r e  o f  teach­

ing methods.

The data contained in these seven categor ies  should represent  

contemporary in form at ion  because 32 o f  the  34 reviewed needs-assessment 

surveys <were undertaken w i th in  the l a s t  ten years.  The 34 community 

co l lege  needs-assessment surveys reviewed f o r  t h i s  study are l i s t e d  in 

an appendix to  the b ib l io graphy .

Par t  A o f  the quest ionnai re  sought demographic and personal  

data about the respondents; these c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  were the  independent  

v ar ia b le s  fo r  the study. P ar t  B of  the quest ionnaire  was constructed  

to  i d e n t i f y  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs w i th in  seven in s t ru c t io n a l  

c lu s te rs .  The re s u l ts  were analyzed to  determine whether the inde­

pendent (demographic) v a r ia b les  a f fe c ted  the  respondents' perceptions  

of in s t r u c t io n a l  needs.

The number of  i tems in each of the  seven in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs  

was as fo l lows:

A. Planning in s t r u c t io n :  5 items

B. In s t r u c t io n a l  s t r a t e g ie s :  7 items

C. Evaluating in s t r u c t io n :  5 items

D. Subject matter  (c o n te n t ) :  4 items

E. In s t ru c t io n a l  management: 4 items



42

F. Implementing i n s t r u c t io n :  7 items

G. Communications: 7 items

The in v e s t ig a to r 's  doctoral committee and the O f f ic e  of  

Research Consul ta t ion a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  recommended the  

L i k e r t  sca le ,  a s u b je c t iv e ,  summated ra t in g  instrument,  as appropr iate  

fo r  use in t h i s  study. Summated ra t in g  scales are valuable  exploratory  

to o ls ,  which appear to  be most useful  in behavioral research.  The 

major advantage of  a summated ra t in g  sca le  is  the var iance t h a t  may be

obtained. A fo ur -va lue  L i k e r t  sca le  was selected to  e l im in a t e  the

"undecided" category and th e r e f o r e  to force a choice on the respondent.  

Subjects were asked to  respond to  each needs-assessment i tem using the  

fo l low ing  sca le:

4 . . .  Strong!y Agree
3 . . .  Agree
2 . . .  Disagree
1 . . .  Strongly  Disagree

V a l id a t io n  of  the Instrument

The quest ionnai re  was f i r s t  submitted to  four  p a r t - t im e  

economics f a c u l t y  members a t 'Lans ing Community College in February 

1983. A f t e r  re v is ing  the quest ionnaire  and consult ing w i th  his 

doctoral  committee and the  O f f i c e  of  Research Consulta t ion a t  Michigan 

Sta te  U n iv e rs i ty ,  the w r i t e r  mailed the instrument to  four accounting 

f a c u l t y ,  four  data-processing f a c u l t y ,  and four  economics fa c u l ty .

This p i l o t  study took place in September 1983. The sample fo r  the  

p i l o t  study represented 6% of  the  t o t a l  populat ion and was a t ta in ed  by
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se le c t in g  every f i f t e e n t h  name from the t o t a l  f a c u l ty  l i s t ,  regardless

of school or teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

The p i l o t  study provided in fo rmation  concerning quest ionnai re

content and format* d a t a - c o l l e c t io n  techniques,  c l a r i t y  of  wording,  and

in t e r p r e t a t io n  of  questions.  A f t e r  the p i l o t  study,  the ins trument was

revised and mailed to  th re e  n a t io n a l l y  recognized exper ts  in s t a f f

development fo r  v a l id a t io n .  The panel of  experts included the

fo l low ing  in d iv id u a ls :

Dr. James Hammons 
U n ivers i ty  of  Arkansas 
F a y e t t e v i l l e ,  Arkansas

Dr. Terry  O'Banion
The League fo r  Innovations in the Community College  
Laguna H i l l s ,  C a l i f o r n i a

Dr. James Wattenbarger  
U n iv ers i ty  o f  F lo r id a  
G a in e s v i l l e ,  F lor ida

These in d iv id u a ls  v a l id a te d  the quest ionnaire  in October 1983.

The v a l ida ted  and revised quest ionnaire  was mailed to  a l l

accounting,  data-processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  in Michigan publ ic

community co l leges  in December 1983. (See Appendix B fo r  copies of

correspondence and the q u e s t io n n a i re . )

Instrument R e l i a b i l i t y

The S t a t i s t i c a l  Package fo r  the Social Sciences (SPSS) a t  the  

Michigan S ta te  U n iv ers i ty  Computer Center was used in determining  

instrument r e l i a b i l i t y .  R e l i a b i l i t y  of  the 36 - i t em  needs assessment 

was computed by applying the  Cronbach alpha technique. The r e l i a b i l i t y
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c o e f f i c i e n t  or alpha fo r  the  36 i tems equal led 0.95229. More s p e c i f ic  

r e l i a b i l i t y  data may be found in Appendix A.

D a ta -C o l le c t io n  and Analysis o f  Data 

Before the  surveys were mailed ,  a t h r e e - d i g i t  code number, 

ranging from 1 to  182, was assigned to  each quest ionnaire .  In  January 

1984, one month a f t e r  the questi-onnai res had been m a iled ,  a reminder  

l e t t e r  was sent to  nonrespondents, encouraging them to  re turn  t h e i r  

completed quest ionnaires.  A l l  m a i l ings  were accompanied by an 

addressed, stamped envelope in which to  re turn  the completed in s t r u ­

ment. Table 2 shows the  number and percentage of  quest ionnaires  

returned,  as wel l  as the number and percentage of  usable quest ion­

naires.  The 56.6%. re turn  ra te  was judged to  be adequate fo r  the  pur­

pose of  t h i s  in v e s t ig a t io n .

Table 2 . — Summary o f  responses by number and percent.

Number o f  quest ionnaires  mailed 182
Number of  quest ionnaires  returned 105
Percentage o f  quest ionnaires  returned 57.7%
Number of  usable quest ionnaires  103
Percentage of  usable quest ionnaires  56.6%

In February 1984 the  data were coded onto MSU Fortran coding 

forms fo r  computer analys is  a t  the  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  Computer 

Center.  The S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  Social  Sciences (SPSS) was 

used to  analyze the data. D e s c r ip t iv e  s t a t i s t i c s  ( f requencies ,  means, 

standard de v ia t io n s ) ,  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  of  var iance (MANOVA),
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u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t s ,  and ch i -square  techniques were used in analyz ing  

the  data.

Means and standard devia t ions  were used to  analyze respondents’ 

perceptions concerning each i tem in the needs-assessment quest ionnaire .  

Mean ra t ings  were used to  rank order the  needs assessed in terms of  

p r i o r i t y .  Likewise,  the seven c lu s te rs  or categor ies  of  in s t r u c t io n a l  

competencies were rank ordered according to  means, as perceived by the  

th ree  community co l lege  fa c u l t y  groups.

To determine whether s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  

exis ted  among the th re e  groups of respondents f o r  each in s t r u c t io n a l  

category and f o r  a l l  seven in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s te r s ,  hypotheses were 

tested using m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  of  var iance (MANOVA). (Hypotheses 

were l i s t e d  in Chapter I . )  The leve l  of  s ig n i f ic a n c e  was set a t  .05. 

MANOVA was used to  determine the  e f f e c t s  o f  each independent v a r ia b le  

(demographic data) on perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and preferences fo r  

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

U n iv a r ia te  F - t e s ts  were appl ied to  determine the areas of  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  competencies in which there  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  

among respondents regarding perceptions of  needs. The u n iv a r ia te  

F - te s ts  were used to  determine i f  th e re  were d i f fe re n c e s  between means 

w ith in  the in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s t e r  and to  discover which mean or means 

were c o n t r ib u t in g  equal ly  to  the  c lu s t e r  mean.

Chapter IV contains the  re s u l ts  of  the data analys is  and a 

discussion of the f ind ings  of the  study.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

In t roduct ion

The re s u l ts  o f  the  data analys is  are presented in t h i s  chapter.  

Descr ip t iv e  s t a t i s t i c s  ( f requencies and means), m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  

of variance (MANOVA), u n iv a r i a t e  F - t e s t s ,  and ch i -square  procedures 

were used in analyzing the  data.

The MANOVA (W ilk 's  lambda technique) t e s t  was applied to  

determine the e f f e c t s  of  each of  the  nine independent v ar iab les  

(demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s )  on perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs w i th in  

the seven in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te r s  (dependent v a r ia b le s ) .  MANOVA was 

used to  t e s t  the  hypotheses because of the exis tence of  m u l t ip le  

dependent v a r ia b le s .

The u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t  was applied i f  the  MANOVA t e s t  determined  

s ig n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  on the  in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te r s  by the independent 

v ar ia b les .  The u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t  was applied to  detect" which 

c lu s te r (s )  contr ibuted  to  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s ,  as determined by the  

W ilk 's  lambda MANOVA t e s t .

The ch i -square  t e s t  is  used to  compare observed and expected or  

th e o r e t i c a l  frequencies in a contingency t a b l e  to  determine s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n i f ica n ce .  This t e s t  was used because both nominal and ordinal  

types of  data were included in the  study. This t e s t  was also used

46



47

because of  the  nature of  c a teg o r ic a l  ( in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s t e r )  v a r i ­

ables. This technique was used to  t e s t  whether s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n ­

ships ex is ted  between respondents' preferences fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  

and each of the nine independent v ar ia b les  (demographic fa c to rs ) .  

Hence, the  ch i -square  was applied to  determine i f  i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  

preferences depended on or were associated w i th  each independent v a r i -  

abl e.

Par t  I :  Demographic Data

P ar t  I  o f  the  instrument contained a ser ie s  of  questions  

designed to  obtain s p e c i f i c  demographic in form at ion  from the respond­

ents.  The f ind ings  of the  demographic par t  o f  the  quest ionnaire  are  

shown in frequencies and percentages in Tables 3 through 17. These 

ta b le s  correspond to 'q u es t io n s  on the demographic port ion of  the ques-  

t ionna i  re.

Respondents were p r i m a r i l y  employed in business or business-  

re la te d  departments.  Seventy -e ight percent o f  the  respondents were 

a f f i l i a t e d  w i th  accounting,  business, and data-processing departments  

(T a b le  3 ) .

As shown in Table 4, 86% of the  respondents were male and 14% 

were female.
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Table 3 . - -Departm enta l  a f f i l i a t i o n  o f  respondents (N = 103).

Number Percent

Accounti ng 19 18
Busi ness 42 41
Data processing (computer science) 20 19
Economics 8 8
Educati on •  • •  •

Management/marketi ng 3 3
Social  science 10 10
No response 1 1

Total 103 100

Table 4 . — Gender o f  respondents (N = 103).

Number Percent

Mai e 89 86
Female 14 14

Total 103 100

Table 5 shows t h a t  76% of the  respondents (80 of  103) were 

from 31 to  50 years of  age. A f u r t h e r  breakdown ind icated  t h a t  the  

30's age group accounted f o r  39% of the respondents in t h i s  age range, 

whereas the  4 0 ’ s age group accounted fo r  37%.

Almost a l l  of  the  respondents (97%) were f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l ty  

members (Table 6 ) .
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Table 5 . — Age of respondents (N = 103).

Number Percent

Under 25 years •  •

26 to  30 years 2 2
31 to  35 years 18 17
36 to  40 years 23 22
41 to  45 years 19 18
46 to  50 years 20 19
51 to  55 years 10 10
56 to  60 years 7 7
Over 60 years 4 4

Total 103 100

Table 6 . — Faculty  s ta tus  of  respondents (N = 103).

Number Percent

F u l l - t i m e  fa c u l t y  member 100 97
P a r t - t im e  fa c u l t y  member 1 1
Other 1 1
No response 1 1

Total 103 100

Table 7 ind ica tes  t h a t  the respondents were f a i r l y  evenly  

divided among the  th re e  teaching d is c ip l in e s .  Total  numbers responding 

represented more than h a l f  of  each of the th re e  s u b je c t -m a t te r  popula­

t io n s .
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Table 7 . — Major teaching d is c ip l in e s  of  respondents (N = 103).

Number Percent

Accounti ng 39 38
Data processing 33 32
Economics 31 30

Total 103 100

F u l l - t i m e  fa c u l t y  in the th re e  d i s c ip l in e s  in Michigan publ ic  

community co l leges appeared to  be experienced, c aree r  employees. Table 

8 ind ica tes  t h a t  83% of  the  respondents had had from 4 to  19 years of  

community co l lege  teaching experience,  whereas 64% had taught from 8 to  

19 years.

Table 8 . — Community c o l le g e  teaching exper ience of  respondents 
(N = 103).

Number Percent

0 to  3 years 10 10
4 to  7 years 20 19
8 to  11 years 21 20

12 to  15 years 22 21
16 to  19 years 24 23
Over 20 years 6 6

Total 103 100
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Nearly 50% of  the  respondents had a bachelor 's degree in busi­

ness, data processing,  or accounting.  Eighty-seven percent had 

master 's degrees, and only 4% had earned a Ph.D. degree (Table 9).

Table 9 . — Respondents' le v e l  o f  education and departments in which 
c o l le ge  degrees are held (N = 103).

Number Percent

B .A . /B .S .  Degree

Accounting 22 21
Business 26 25
Data.processing 5 5
Economics 17 17
Education 12 12
Social  science 4 4
Other 17 17

Total  103 100

M .A . /M .S . /M .B .A .  Degree

Accounting 14 14
Business 24 23
Data processing 3 3
Economics 16 16
Education 18 17
Social  science 7 7
Other 8 8
No response 13 13

Total  103 100

Ph.D..-Degree

Accounting 1 1
Business
Data processing
Economics
Education 2 2
Social  science 1 1
Other
No response 99 96

Total  103 100
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E ig h ty -e ig h t  percent of  the respondents had had four  to  nine  

years o f  higher education,  and 54% had had from s ix  to  seven years of  

higher education (Table 10 ) .

Table 1 0 .— Number of  years of  higher education (N = 103).

Number Percent

4 to  5 years 17 17
6 to  7 years 56 54
8 to  9 years 18 17

10 to  11 years 4 4
Over 12 years 6 6
No response 2 2

Total 103 100

E ig h ty -s ix  o f  the  103 respondents (83%) had previously  been 

employed f u l l  t ime  in business or industry ,  as shown in Table 11. Thus 

f i v e - s i x t h s  of  the respondents had experienced the world of  work 

outs ide academia. Of t h a t  number, 72% had had more than two years of  

f u l l - t i m e  work experience,  36% had had s ix  t o  ten years of  f u l l - t i m e  

work experience,  and 20% had had more than ten years o f  f u l l - t i m e  work 

experience (Table 12) .

According to  Table 13, more than h a l f  of  the respondents (56%) 

had not completed a formal t e a c h e r - t r a in in g  program. The researcher  

th e r e fo r e  assumed t h a t  the m a jo r i ty  of  respondents had received no 

preserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in teaching.
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Table 11 .— Previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in business/ industry  (N = 103).

Number Percent

Yes 86 83
No 17 17

Total 103 100

Table 1 2 .— Number of  years of  f u l l - t i m e  employment in business/
industry  (N = 103).

Number Percent

Less than 2 years 12 12
2 to  5 years 37 36
6 to  9 years 16 16
Over 10 years 21 20
No response 17 17

Total 103 100

Table 13 .— Completion of a formal t e a c h e r - t r a in in g program (N = 103).

Number Percent

Yes 45 44
No 58 56

Total 103 100
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As shown in Table 14, 80 of  the  103 respondents (78%) had 

attended i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  programs in the  past f i v e  years,  and i t  

appears t h a t  they had attended more than one such program. Twenty-two  

percent of  the respondents had p a r t ic ip a te d  in no in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  

w ith in  the past f i v e  years.  Table 15 shows t h a t  professional  associa­

t io n s  and community co l leges were the primary organ izat ions  sponsoring 

inserv ice  programs. The same t a b l e  ind ica tes  t h a t  inserv ice  t r a in in g  

usually  did not carry  u n iv e r s i ty  c r e d i t ,  nor were summer workshops a 

common in s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  experience.

Table 14 .— P a r t ic ip a t io n  in i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  program during the  
past f i v e  years (N = 103).

Number Percent

Yes 80 78
No 23 22

Total 103 100

According to  Table 16, 28 of  the 103 respondents (27%) taught  at  

community col leges w i th  enro l lm ents  of  more than 15,001,  making t h i s  the  

l a r g e s t  headcount category.  The remainder of  the  respondents were 

f a i r l y  evenly d is t r ib u te d  among the other  headcount c a tegor ies .
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Table 1 5 .— Sponsorship and c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  of  two most recent In s erv ice -  
t r a i n i n g  experiences (N = 103).

Yes 

No. %

No 

No. %

No Response 

No. %

Experience 1

Community co l le ge  sponsored? 42 41 11 11 50 49
Professional  assoc, sponsored? 40 39 16 16 47 46
U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted? 12 12 27 26 64 62
Summer workshop? 6 6 24 23 73 73
Subjec t -mat ter  f a c u l t y  involved

in s e le c t ion  of  t r a i n i n g 19 18 18 17 66 64
topics?

Experience 2

Community c o l lege  sponsored? 23 22 17 17 63 61
Professional  assoc, sponsored? 42 41 7 7 54 52
U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted? 9 9 24 23 70 68
Summer workshop? 5 5 24 23 74 72
S ub jec t -m at ter  f a c u l t y  involved

in s e le c t io n  of  t r a i n i n g 20 19 15 15 68 66
topics?

Table 16 .— Student-body headcount as of  f a l l  1983 (N = 103),

Number Percent

0 to  2 ,500 19 18
2,501 to  5 ,000 14 14
5,001 to  7,500 7 7
7,501 to  10,000 13 13

10,001 t o  12,500 18 17
12,501 to  15,000 3 3
Over 15,001 28 27
No response 1 1

Total 103 100
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Table 17 ind ica tes  t h a t  35 of  the  103 respondents (34%) had 

more than 801 students en ro l led  in courses in t h e i r  teaching d i s c i ­

p l in e ,  making t h i s  the predominant enro l lm ent  category.

Table 17 .— Number of  students e nro l led  in courses in s u b je c t 's  teaching  
d i s c i p l i n e  in f a l l  1983 (N = 103).

Number Percent

0 to  100 6 6
101 to  200 16 16
201 to  300 17 17
301 to  400 6 6
401 to  500 5 5
501 to  600 8 8
601 to  700 7 7
701 to  800 3 3
Over 801 35 34

Total 103 100

Par t  I I :  Needs Assessment

This section contains the re s u l ts  of  the MANOVA (Wilk 's  

lambda), u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t ,  and ch i -square  analyses.  Eighteen hypoth­

eses were subjected to  the  MANOVA technique to  t e s t  f o r  c o r r e la t io n  

between the demographic v ar iab les  and perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs as 

wel l  as i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  preferences. U n iv a r ia te  F - t e s ts  were 

appl ied four  t imes to  determine the  areas of  in s t r u c t io n a l  competencies 

and i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  preferences in which s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  

appeared according to  the MANOVA a p p l ic a t io n .  The ch i -square  procedure 

was applied to  t e s t  the ten hypotheses r e la t i n g  to  fa c to rs  c o n tr ibu t ing
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to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  In the ensuing discussion,  

each hypothesis is  res ta ted ,  fo l lowed by a n a r r a t iv e  and t a b u la r  pre­

senta t ion  or the data f o r  t h a t  hypothesis.

Findings Resul t ing From Ranking 
of  Means of the  Seven In s t r u c ­
t io n a l  C lus te rs :  Hypothesis 1

In t h i s  section,  data are presented concerning the ranking of

the means of the seven in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te r s .

Hypothesis 1; There are no d i f fe rences  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in the seven c lu s te rs  of  i n s t r u c t io n .

As shown in Table 18, th e re  appeared to  be few d i f fe re nces  in 

the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, as evidenced by 

the means of the  seven in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs .  The d i f fe re n c e  between 

i n s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s t e r  D (mean = 2.568) and c lu s t e r  C (mean = 2.173)  

was approximately 0.4 out of  a possible mean of 4.0. The f ind ings  

ind ica ted  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  among the means of the seven 

in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s te rs .  A l l  seven means were f a i r l y  wel l  grouped in 

the  middle range of the  possib le  mean. Therefore ,  Hypothesis 1 was not  

r e je c te d .

Findings Result ing From Appl ica t ion  
o f  MANOVA and U n iv a r ia te  F-Test  
Techniques: Hypotheses 2 Through 11

This section conta ins the re s u l ts  of  t e s t in g  the study 

hypotheses through a p p l ic a t io n  of  the MANOVA and u n iv a r ia te  F - t e s t  

techniques.  A l l  hypotheses were tested a t  the 0.05 level  of  s i g n i f i ­

cance.
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Table 18 .— Means of the seven in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s t e r s ,  in rank order  
(h ighest possible  mean = 4 . 0 ) .

In s t r u c t io n a l  C lu s te r  Mean

D. Subject Matter  (Content) 2 .568
G. Communications 2 .379
B. In s t r u c t io n a l  S t ra teg ies 2 .345
A. Planning In s t r u c t io n 2.237
E. In s t r u c t io n a l  Management 2.223
F. Implementing In s t r u c t io n 2.193
C. Evaluating In s t r u c t io n 2.173

Hypothesis 2 : There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  gender of  teachers .

No s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e  exis ted  between males and females  

regarding perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs (Table 19). Therefore ,  Hypoth­

esis  2 was not re jec ted .  The n o n s ig n i f ic a n t  re la t io n s h ip  may have been 

a r e s u l t  of  the small percentage of  female  respondents (14%).

Table 1 9 .— W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance of  perceived  
in s t ru c t io n a l  needs, by gender.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df  p

Gender .89525 7 .00 .514
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Hypothesis 3 : There are  no d i f fe re n c e s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  age of  teachers .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  exis ted  among respondents in the  

d i f f e r e n t  age groups regarding perceptions of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

(Table 20) . Results of  the  MANOVA t e s t  appeared to  in d ica te  t h a t  the  

teachers* ages had no re la t io n s h ip  to  or e f f e c t  on t h e i r  perceptions of  

in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. Therefore ,  Hypothesis 3 was not re jected .  

Nonsignif icance might have been a r e s u l t  o f  respondents being heav i ly  

c lustered  in the 3 0 's  and 40*s age brackets (76%).

Table 20.—  Wilk's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  of  var iance of  perceived 
i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by age of teachers .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Age .96231 49.00 .549

Hypothesis 4 : There are  no d i f fe rence s  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  teaching d is c i p l i n e .

Results of  the MANOVA t e s t  ind ica ted  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ­

ences exis ted  among respondents in the th re e  teaching d is c ip l in e s  

regarding perceptions of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs (Table 21) . Therefore ,  

Hypothesis 4 was re je c ted .  U n iv a r ia te  F - t e s ts  were employed to  deter ­

mine in which c lu s te r (s )  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  exis ted.
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Table 21.— Wilk's m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana ly s is  of  var iance of  perceived 
in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

Source of Variance Approximate F df  p

Teaching d i s c i p l i n e  .76219 14.00 .024

As ind ica ted  in Table 22,  respondents' perceptions d i f f e r e d  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in four  of  the seven in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s te rs .  The four  

c lu s te rs  a f fe c ted  by the respondents' teaching d i s c i p l i n e  were as 

fo l lows:

1. Evaluating In s t ru c t io n .  Data-processing fa c u l t y  were most 

inc l ine d  to  p e r c e iv e ' in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in t h i s  c lu s t e r ,  whereas 

economics in s t ru c to rs  were the  l e a s t  disposed to  perce ive  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs in the Evaluating I n s t r u c t io n  c lu s t e r .

2. Subject M a t te r  (Content).  Data-processing in s t ru c to rs  

perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs to  be more c r i t i c a l  in t h i s  c lu s t e r ,  

whereas accounting fa c u l t y  were l e a s t  disposed to  perceive in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs in the Subject Mat te r  c lu s t e r .

3. Implementing In s t r u c t io n .  Accounting Faculty  more s trongly  

perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in t h i s  c lu s t e r ;  economics fa c u l t y  were 

l e a s t  l i k e l y  to  perceive in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in Implementing In s t r u c ­

t i o n .

4. Communications. Data-processing fa c u l t y  were most disposed 

to  perceive in s t ru c t io n a l  needs in the  Communications c lu s t e r ,  whereas
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economics in s t ru c to rs  were l e a s t  l i k e l y  to  perceive in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs in t h i s  c lu s t e r .

Table 2 2 . — Results of  u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s ts  fo r  mean ra t ings  according to  
the e f f e c t  o f  respondents’ teaching d i s c ip l in e s .

Source o f  
Variance (C lu s te r )

Sum of 
Squares

Mean
Square

F S ig n i f i  cance 
of F

Planning In s t r u c t io n 1.434 .717 2.089 .129
I n s t r u c t io n a l  S t ra te g ie s 2.310 1.155 2.781 .067
Evaluating In s t r u c t io n 4.931 2.465 5.611 .005*
Subject Matter  (Content) 4.011 2.006 3 .816 .025*
In s t r u c t io n a l  Management 2.217 1.108 1.879 .158
Implementing In s t r u c t io n 4.701 2.351 4.098 .019*
Communi c a t i  ons 5 .092 2.546 3 .502 .034*

^ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  .05 .

Hypothesis 5 : There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  years of  community 
co l lege  teaching exper ience.

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  were found to  e x i s t  among 

respondents wi th  d i f f e r e n t  amounts of  community co l lege  teaching  

experience,  regarding t h e i r  perceptions of  in s t ru c t io n a l  needs (Table 

23). Therefore ,  Hypothesis 5 was not re jec ted .  Apparently the  amount 

of teaching experience had no e f f e c t  on perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs. 

Ncinsignificance might be explained by the f a c t  t h a t ,  in general ,  the  

respondents were experienced community co l lege  in s t ru c to rs :  80% had

had e ig h t  or more years of  community co l lege  teaching exper ience.
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Table 23.— Wilk's m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  perceived 
in s t ru c t io n a l  needs, by community co l le ge  teaching  
experience.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df ?

Teaching experience 1.07959 35.00 .352

Hypothesis 6 : There are no d i f fe re n ce s  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  years of  higher educa­
t i o n .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  exis ted  among respondents wi th  d i f ­

f e r e n t  amounts of  higher education,  in regard to  perceived in s t ru c ­

t io n a l  needs (Table 24). Therefore ,  Hypothesis 6 was not re jec ted .

The t o t a l  years of  higher education apparently  had no e f f e c t  on 

in s t ru c to rs '  perception of  in s t ru c t io n a l  needs. The lack of  s i g n i f i ­

cant d i f fe ren ces  might have been a r e s u l t  of  the s i m i l a r i t y  in the  

respondents' amounts of  higher education.  Nearly th r e e - fo u r th s  of  the  

respondents had had s ix  to  nine years of  higher education.

Table 24.—  Wilk's m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  of  var iance of  perceived  
i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by years of  higher education.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df  p

Years of  higher  
educati  on

.64961 28.00 .059
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Hypothesis 7 : There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard t o  previous f u l l - t i m e  
employment in business or industry .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  in perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

were found among respondents in regard to  previous employment in 

business or industry  (Table 25). Therefore ,  Hypothesis 7 was not 

re jec ted .  The researcher speculated t h a t  the lack of  s ig n i f ic a n ce  

might have been because f i v e - s i x t h s  of  the respondents had been 

employed f u l l  t ime in business or industry .

Table 25.—  Wilk's m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  perceived 
in s t ru c t io n a l  needs, by previous f u l l - t i m e  employment 
in business or industry .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Previous employment
in business/ industry .20498 7 .00 .984

Hypothesis 8 : There are  no d i f fe rences  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  complet ion or noncomple­
t io n  of  formal teacher t ra in in g .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  in perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

exis ted  in regard to  complet ion or noncompletion of  formal teacher  

t r a i n i n g  (Table 26) . Therefore ,  Hypothesis 8 was not re jec ted .  The 

researcher theor ized  t h a t  the  f ind ings  were not s i g n i f i c a n t  because 

respondents who had completed formal teacher t r a i n i n g  no longer f e l t  

t h e i r  teacher  t r a i n i n g  served the contemporary needs of a community 

col lege teacher .
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Table 26.—  W i lk ’s m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  perceived  
in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by completion or noncompletion of  
formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Completion or noncom­
p le t io n  of  formal .49986 7 .00 .833
teacher t r a i n i n g

Hypothesis 9 : There are  no d i f fe re nces  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ­
ice t r a i n i n g  w i t h in  the past f i v e  years.

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

were revealed in regard t o  respondents’ p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  w i t h in  the  past f i v e  years (Table 27) . Therefore ,  Hypothesis 

9 was not re je c te d .  The lack of  s ig n i f ic a n c e  might have been due to  

the fa c t  t h a t  78% of the  respondents had p a r t ic ip a te d  in  inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past f i v e  years.

Table 27.—  Wilk's m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  perceived  
i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  
t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the  past f i v e  years.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df  p

P a r t ic i p a t i o n  in 
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g

1.72356 7 .00 .113
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Hypothesis 10: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of
perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in regard to  student-body headcount.

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs

were found with  regard t o  student-body headcount a t  the  respondents'

i n s t i t u t i o n s  (Table 2 8 ) .  Therefore ,  Hypothesis 10 was not re je c te d .

Table 28.—  Wilk's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  perceived  
in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, by student-body headcount.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Student-body headcount .63653 42.00 .933

Hypothesis 11: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in fa c u l t y  perceptions
about whether in s t r u c t io n a l  needs can be met through ins erv ice  
t r a i n i  ng.

In t a b u la t in g  the frequencies  of  the 3 6 - i t e m  needs assessment,  

the re  appeared to  be no d i f fe ren ces  among respondents concerning 

whether s p e c i f i c  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs could be met through inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  (Table 29) .  A l l  36 i tems received a m a jo r i ty  of  "Yes" 

responses. The re s u l ts  might have been d is to r te d  because respondents 

l e f t  25% of the  i tems blank.
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Table 2 9 . — Respondents' perceptions about whether perceived needs could 
be met through in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (N = 103).

I tem Yes No No Response

1. Formulat ing in s t r u c t io n a l  objec­ N 56 18 29
t i v e s  in measurable terms. % 54% 17% 28%

2. Organizing in s t r u c t io n  around N 51 20 32
course o b je c t iv e s . % 50% 19% 31%

3. S e lec t ing  in s t r u c t io n a l  a c t i v i ­ N 68 11 24
t i e s  and s t r a t e g ie s . % 66% 11% 23%

4. Preparing w r i t t e n  lesson plans. N
%

39
38%

29
28%

35
34%

5. Developing un i ts  of  in s t ru c ­ N 46 23 34
t i o n . % 45% 22% 33%

6. Understanding the theory and tech­ N 64 ' 14 25
niques of a u d i o - t u t o r i a l ,  s e l f -  
paced, programmed i n s t r u c t io n .

% 62% 14% 24%

7. Increasing r e p e r t o i r e  of  teach­ N 82 8 13
ing methods. % 80% 8% 13%

8. Observing a demonstrat ion of  new N 74 12 17
in s t r u c t io n a l  technology. % 72% 12% 17%

9. Understanding the  theory and N 65 16 22
ap p l ic a t io n  of  m in i -  and micro­
computer ass isted in s t r u c t io n .

% 63% 16% 21%

10. Observing and diagnosing a v ideo­ N 66 14 23
tape of  peer teaching on a micro­
teaching e xerc ise .

% 64% 14% 22%

11. Experiencing a survey of  psychol­ N 52 22 29
ogy o f  lea rn ing  th e o r ie s  (P iag e t ,  
Bloom, Mager, Skinner,  e t c . ) .

% 50% 21% 28%

12. Estab l ish in g  a study s k i l l s N 49 25 29
lab o ra to ry . % 48% 24% 28%
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Table 2 9 . — Continued.

I tem Yes No No Response

13. Id e n t i f y in g  and u t i l i z i n g  p r in ­ N 65 12 26
c ip le s  of  t e s t  construct ion . % 63% 12% 25%

14. Constructing v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e N 61 17 25
t e s t  i tems. % 59% 17% 24%

15. Grading on a contract  basis . N 45 21 37
% 44% 20% 36%

16. Diagnosing student reading and N 46 26 31
w r i t in g  d e f ic ie n c ie s . % 45% 25% 30%

17. Diagnosing student mathematics N 43 27 33
d e f ic i  enci es. % 42% 26% 32%

18. Understanding educational  objec­ N 50 21 32
t iv e s  of  and developing the  cur­ % 49% 20% 31%
riculum of your d i s c i p l i n e .

19. Determining content to  be taught. N 45 27 31
% 44% 26% 30%

20. Keeping abreast in your subject N 54 27 22
matter . % 52% 26% 22%

21. Developing resource m a te r ia ls N 62 21 20
fo r  your courses. % 60% 20% 19%

22. Mot iva t ing  and re in fo rc in g  
students.

23.  E l im ina t ing  inappropr ia te  student N 46 27 30
classroom behaviors. % 45% 26% 29%

24. Diagnosing lea rn ing  problems of N 53 24 26
disadvantaged students. % 51% 23% 25%
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Table 2 9 . — Continued.

Item Yes No No Response

25.  Coping with problems r e l a t i n g  to N 47 26 30
student a t t i t u d e s ,  i n d i f f e r e n c e , % 46% 25% 29%
and attendance.

26.  Sequencing a c t i v i t i e s  (s te p -b y - N 46 22 35
step i n s t r u c t i o n ) . % 45% 21% 34%

27. Providing immediate feedback. N 43 25 35
% 42% 24% 34%

28. Summarizing in s t ru c t io n a l  u n i t s . N 44 21 38
% 43% 20% 37%

29. U t i l i z i n g  mult i -media  a c t i v i t i e s N 69 7 27
t o  improve in s t r u c t io n . % 67% 7% 26%

30.  Developing more c r e a t i v e N 65 13 25
1ectures. % 63% 13% 24%

31.  Using s tu dent /peer  t u t o r i a l N 45 25 33
assi stance. % 44% 24% 32%

32. Implementing c losure: to  estab­ N 47 22 34
l i s h  a l i n k  between f a m i l i a r % 46% 21% 33%
mater ia l  and the new.

33 .  Using quest ioning procedures t o N 59 15 29
promote c lass discussion. % 57% 15% 28%

34. T ra in ing  in human r e la t io n s N 54 19 30
techniques (group dynamics). % 52% 18% 29%

35.  Improving techniques o f  teaching N 66 14 23
presenta t ion . % 64% 14% 22%

36. Developing s e n s i t i v i t y  to  needs N 48 22 33
and fe e l in g s  of others . % 47% 21% 32%
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Par t  I I I :  Findings Resul t ing From A pp l ic a t ion  of
MANOVA, Uni var i ate. F-Test.,_aad_XM^Sq-uace

Techniques: Hypotheses 12 Through 21

This section contains the  re s u l ts  of  t e s t i n g  Hypotheses 12 

through 21 by applying the  MANOVA, u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t ,  and ch i -square  

techniques.  A l l  hypotheses were tes ted  a t  the  0.05 leve l  of  s i g n i f i ­

cance.

S t a t i s t i c i a n s  warn t h a t  the  ch i -square  may be b o rd e r l in e  and 

unrepresenta t ive ,  or t h a t  re s u l ts  are l i k e l y  to  be overestimated,  when 

s in g le  c e l l s  in contingency ta b le s  contain fewer than f i v e  responses or  

frequencies.  Skewing re s u l ts  when a s in g le  c e l l  conta ins fewer  than 

f i v e  responses, which l i k e w is e  reduces the  r e l i a b i l i t y  of  the c h i -  

square. S t a t i s t i c i a n s  recommend combining contingency ta b le s  to  

compensate fo r  chi -square d i s t o r t i o n  caused by th e  small  expected 

frequencies.  According t o  Downie and Heath (1965),  "A good r u le  to  

fo l low  is  to  combine frequencies when any E [e x p ec ta t io n ]  is  less than 

5" (p.  170).

The chi -square  a p p l ic a t io n  was shown t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  (accord­

ing to  raw chi -square  and s ig n i f ic a n c e  le v e l )  on 17 i tems concerning 

preferences fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g .  Nine of  the  17 ch i -square  a p p l ic a ­

t ions  determined to be s i g n i f i c a n t  were combined, due to  c e l l  s iz e ,  and 

recomputed. The p a r t i c u l a r  nine combined ch i -square  computations are  

noted under the appropr iate  tab les .
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Hypothesis 12: There are no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard t o  gender of  teachers.

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  ex is ted  between males and females in

terms of preferences fo r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 30) .  Therefore ,

Hypothesis 12 was not re jec ted .  Again, nonsigni f icance might have

resu l ted  from the  preponderance of male respondents (86%).

Table 30.— Wilk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys is  o f  var iance of  preference fo r  
in s e rv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by gender of  teachers .

Source of Variance Approximate F df P

Gender 2.05376 2 .00 .134

Results of  t e s t in g  Hypothesis 12 with  the  ch i -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  preference f o r  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  was independent of  or 

was not in f luenced by gender of  respondent (Table 31) .  Hence gender 

had no s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  to  preference f o r  in s erv ice  t r a in in g .

Hypothesis 13: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  age of  teachers .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  ex is ted  among teachers in d i f f e r e n t  

age groups in terms of preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 32).  

Therefore,  Hypothesis 13 was not re jec ted .  Nonsignif icance might wel l  

have resul ted  because 75% of the  respondents were in the  30's and 40's 

age brackets,  whereas only 6% of the  respondents were under 30 or over 

60 years of  age.
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Table 3 1 . — Results of ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences fo r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by gender of  teachers .

Source of 
Variance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Gender 108 One-day regional  seminar 4.35838
109 One- to  three-day seminar 1.57048
110 One-week r e s id e n t i a l  workshop 1.16328
111 One- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l  

workshop
2.12740

112 Community co l lege  sponsored .48101
113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 2.71898
114 Profess iona l  associat ion  

sponsored
.36322

Table 3 2 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  o f  var iance of  
in serv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  teachers.

preferences f o r

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Age .5 9793 1 4 . 00 .865

Results o f  t e s t i n g  Hypothesis 13 wi th  the  ch i -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  I tems 110 and 111 were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la te d  to  age of  

respondent (Table 33) .  S i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  appeared to  e x i s t  

between ages of  respondents and preference fo r  one-week and one- to  

two-week workshops.
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Table 3 3 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  teachers.

Source of 
Variance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Age of 108 One-day regional  seminar 24.77533
teachers 109 One- to  three-day seminar 23.11384

110 One-week r e s id e n t i a l  workshop 106.93398
111 One- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l  

workshop
44.52831

112 Community co l le ge  sponsored 8.55491
113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 12.65294
114 Professional  associat ion  

sponsored
9.57376

Since many c e l l s  on I tems 110 and 111 contained f i v e  or less  

responses, contingency ta b le s  were combined and the ch i -square  was 

recomputed. The recomputed chi -squares ind ica ted  t h a t  inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  preferences fo r  one-week (ch i -square  = 1.5552) and one- to  

two-week (ch i -square  = 1.6382) r e s id e n t ia l  workshops were not s i g n i f i ­

ca n t ly  re la te d  t o  age of  respondents (Table 34) .  Nonsignif icance might  

have been due to  the f a c t  t h a t  respondents were heav i ly  c lustered  in 

the  3 0 -  and 40-year  age groups.

Hypothesis 14: There are  no d i f fe ren ces  in preferences fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  ex is ted  among respondents from the

d i f f e r e n t  teaching d i s c ip l in e s  in regard to  preferences f o r  in serv ice

t r a i n i n g  (Table 3 5 ) .  Therefore ,  Hypothesis 14 was re jec te d .
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Table 3 4 . — Recomputed chi -squares  f o r  Items 110 and 111 on preference
fo r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  teachers.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected
Value

Chi-Square  
Contri  but i  on

Item. .1.10

Column 1 9
11

11.91010
8.08989

.487707

.718013

Column 2 44
25

41.08990
27.91010

.141364

.208120

Chi -square = 1 .5552 df  = 1

Item 111

Column 1 2
5

4.12222
2.87778

.638950

.914457

Column 2 51
32

48.87780
34.12220

.0538406

.0771230

Chi-square = 1.68382 df  = 1

Table 3 5 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,

ana lys is  of  
by teaching

var iance of 
di sci pi ine.

preferences fo r

Source of Variance Approximate F df P

Teaching 
disci  p i i  ne

2.43589 4 .00 .049
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Since the MANOVA t e s t  f o r  preferences fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  

ind ica ted  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence s  according to  teaching  

d is c ip l in e ,  u n iv a r ia te  F - t e s ts  were appl ied t o  i d e n t i f y  the c lu s te r (s )  

t h a t  contr ibuted  to  such re su l ts .  Results ind ica ted  t h a t  the sponsor 

of inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  ra th e r  than the  t im e  fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  

contr ibuted  to  the s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re nce s  regarding in serv ice  

preferences (Table 36) .  Data-processing fa c u l t y  pre ferred  in serv ice  

t r a i n i n g  sponsored by u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  whereas economics fa c u l t y  pre ferred  

ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  sponsored by community col leges.

Table 3 6 . — Results of  u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t s  f o r  mean ra t ings  according  
t o  preferences fo r  ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching d is ­
ci  p i in e .

Source of  
Vari  ance

Sum of  
Squares

Mean
Square

F S ign i f ic anc e  
of F

Time fo r  in serv ice  
t r a i n i  ng .003 .001 .002 .998

Sponsor fo r  
in serv ice  t r a i n i n g 2.920 1.460 3 .679 .029

Results of  t e s t in g  Hypothesis 14 by the  ch i -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  only I tem 112 was inf luenced by teaching d is c i p l i n e  

(Table 37) . This i tem ind ica ted  t h a t  data-processing fa c u l t y  would 

p re fe r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  sponsored by u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  whereas economics 

f a c u l t y  apparent ly  p re fe r red  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  t o  be sponsored by 

community co l leges.
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Table 3 7 . — Results of ch i -square  ap p l ic a t io n  on preferences f o r
in serv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

Source of  
Vari  ance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Teaching 108 One-day regional  seminar
d i s c i p l i n e  109 One- to  three-day seminar

110 One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop
111 One- to  two-week re s id e n t ia l

workshop
112 Community co l lege  sponsored
113 U n iv ers i ty  sponsored
114 Professional  assoc iat ion

sponsored

4.49480
3.38331
7.05753
9.57781

10.09093
5.73581
2.18196

One c e l l  on I tem 112 contained fewer  than f i v e  responses. The 

recomputed ch i -square  (.0944281) indicated t h a t  respondents1' p r e fe r ­

ences fo r  communi ty-col lege sponsorship o f  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  was not 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la te d  to  s u b je c t -m a t te r  d i s c i p l i n e  (Table 38) .

Table  3 8 . — Recomputed ch i -square  f o r  I tem 112 on preferences f o r  
i r iserv ice t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching d i s c i p l i n e .

Observed Expected Chi-Square
Value Value Contr ibut ion

Column 1

Column 2

26
22
16

10
8
7

25.8876
21.5730
16.5393

10.11240
8.42697
6.46067

4.87676E-04
8.45035E-03

.0175867

1 .24845E-03 
.021633 
.045022

Chi-square = .0944281 df  = 2
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Hypothesis 15: There are no d i f fe ren ces  in preferences fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  years of  community c o l le ge  teaching  
exper ience.

Results ind ica ted  t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  in p r e f e r ­

ences f o r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  ex is ted  among respondents in regard to  

years o f  community c o l le ge  teaching experience (Table 39) .  Therefore,  

Hypothesis 15 was not re jec ted .  Nonsigni f icance might have been due to  

the s i m i l a r i t y  in respondents' teaching experience; only 20% reported  

having fewer than e ig h t  years of  community co l le g e  teaching experience.

Table 3 9 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance of  preferences fo r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years of  community co l le g e  teaching  
experience.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Teaching experience 1.01855 10.00 .378

Results of  t e s t i n g  Hypothesis 15 by the chi -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  only I tem 110 was in f luenced by years of  community 

co l lege  teaching experience (Table 40). The remaining s ix  t r a i n i n g -  

preference i tems apparently  were not in f luenced by years of  community 

co l lege  teaching experience.  Respondents' opposit ion  t o  longer inserv ­

ice t r a i n i n g  in the form of r e s id e n t ia l  workshops was in f luenced by 

years of community c o l leg e  teaching experience.  Respondents w i th  less  

teaching experience were more opposed to  the  one-week re s id e n t ia l
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workshop than were respondents w i th  longer teaching experience. Teach­

ers w i th  less teaching exper ience might wel l  be younger in d iv id u a ls  

with  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  compete wi th  one-week re s id e n t ia l  workshops.

Table 4 0 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences f o r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years of  community co l lege  
teaching exper ience.

Source of  
Var i  ance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Years of 108 One-day regional  seminar 23.59156
teachi  ng 109 One- to  three-day seminar 15.93364
experi  ence 110 One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop 26.99531*

111 One- to  two-week resi  denti  al 24.90727
workshop

112 Community co l le ge  sponsored 10.48644
r 113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 7.26706

114 Professional  associat ion 17.60748
sponsored

^ S ig n i f ic a n t  a t  .05 .

Many c e l l s  in the  contingency ta b le s  f o r  I tem 110 contained  

f i v e  or less responses. Thus contingency ta b le s  were combined and the  

ch i -square  was recomputed. The recomputed ch i -square  (7.48899) i n d i ­

cated t h a t  teaching exper ience did indeed r e l a t e  to  preference f o r  one- 

week r e s id e n t ia l  workshops, even though one of the  combined c e l l s  s t i l l  

had fewer  than f i v e  un i ts  (Table 41).
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Table 4 1 . — Recomputed ch i -sq uare  fo r  I tem 110 on preferences f o r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years of  community co l lege  teaching
exper ience.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected Chi-Square  
Value Contr ibut ion

Column 1 4 9.88764 2.93565
16 10.11240 2.87041

Column 2 40 34.11240 .850914
29 34.88760 .8,32005

Chi-square = 7.48899 df = 1

Hvpothesis 16: There are no d i f fe re n ces in preferences f o r
. inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard t o  years of higher education.

Results ind ica ted t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  in p r e f e r -

ences fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  ex is ted  among respondents in regard to

years of  higher education (Table 42). Therefore,  Hypothesis 16 was not

re jec ted .  Nons igni f icance might be a t t r i b u t e d  to  the  fa c t  t h a t  71% of

the respondents had had s ix  to  nine years of higher education.

Table 4 2 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance of  preferences fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years o f  higher education.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df p

Years of 1.54457 8.00  .144
higher education
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Results of t e s t in g  Hypothesis 16 by the  ch i -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  only I tem 111 was associated w i th  years of  higher  

education (Table 43) . Preference fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in the  form of  

a one- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop appeared to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

re la te d  to  years of  higher  education.

Table  4 3 .— Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences fo r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years of  higher  education.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Vari  ance No. Chi-Square

Years of 108 One-day regional  seminar 17.14368
higher 109 One- to  three-day seminar 9.53442
education n o One-week ,resi denti  al workshop 16.09599

111 One- to  two-week re s id e n t i a l 24.09599
workshop

112 Community co l lege  sponsored .90021
113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 2.65777
114 Professional  assoc ia t ion 2.55847

sponsored

Because 85% of the c e l l s  in the contingency ta b les of I tem 111

contained f i v e or less responses, the  contingency ta b les  were combined

and the ch i -square  was recomputed. The recomputed ch i -square  (2.40684)

ind ica ted  t h a t  years of  higher education was not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la ted  

t o  the  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  preference of  a one- t o  two-week r e s id e n t ia l

workshop (Table 44). Nonsigni f icance may have resul ted  from the f a c t  

th a t  respondents had s im i la r  amounts of  higher education.
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Table 4 4 . — Recomputed ch i -square  fo r  I tem 111 on preferences fo r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by years of  higher education.

Observed Expected Chi-Square
Value Value Contr ibut ion

Column 1 5 7.5 .588888
5 2.5 1.600000

Column 2 61 58.5 .0688761
17 19.5 .2051280

Chi-square = 2.40684 df  = 1

Hypothesis 17: There are-no d i f fe re nces  in preferences fo r
Inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in 
business or industry .

The MANOVA t e s t  of  Hypothesis 17 ind icated  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences f o r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  did e x i s t  among 

respondents in regard t o  previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in business or  

industry  (Table  4 5 ) .  Therefore ,  Hypothesis 17 was re je c te d .

Table 4 5 . — W i lk ’ s m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance of  preferences fo r  
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by previous employment in business or  
industry .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Previous employment 3.18738 2.00 .046
in business/ industry

As re s u l ts  of the  overa l l  F - t e s t  f o r  previous employment in  

business/ industry  were s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the  u n iv a r ia te  F - t e s t  was employed
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to  determine the c lu s t e r ( s )  t h a t  contr ibuted  t o  such resu l ts .  Respond­

ents w i th  hq  previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in business or industry  

p re fe r re d  t h a t  community co l leges  sponsor in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  whereas 

respondents who had experienced previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in busi­

ness. or industry  did not spec i fy  a preference fo r  a sponsor o f  inserv­

ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 46).

Table 4 6 . — Results of  u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s ts  f o r  mean ra t ings  according to  
respondents’ preference f o r  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g ,  by previous  
employment in business or industry .

Source of  
Vari  ance

Sum of 
Squares

Mean
Square

F Signi f icance  
of F

Time f o r  in s erv ice  
t r a i n i  ng

.498 .498 .854 .358

Sponsor fo r  
in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g

.998 .998 2.423 .123

Results of  t e s t i n g  Hypothesis 17 by the chi -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  a l l  i tems except I tem 112 were independent of  previous  

f u l l - t i m e  employment in business or industry  (Table 47). Results fo r  

I tem 112 showed t h a t  respondents w i th  no previous f u l l - t i m e  employment 

in business or industry  p re fe r re d  t h a t  community col leges sponsor the  

ins erv ice  t ra in in g .  For those respondents who had had previous f u l l ­

t im e  employment in business or industry ,  the sponsor fo r  in s e rv ic e  

t r a i n i n g  apparent ly  did not mat te r ,  although the number o f  cases was
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smal l .  Contingency ta b le s  were not recomputed fo r  t h i s  i tem because 

a l l  c e l l s  had f i v e  or more responses.

Table 4 7 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences f o r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by previous employment in business 
or industry .

Source of  
Vari  ance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Previous 108 One-day regional  seminar 4.22953
employment 109 One- t o  three-day seminar 2.87757
in business/ n o One-week re s id e n t i a l  workshop 5.45072
i ndustry 111 One- to  two-week re s id e n t ia l 2.06187

workshop
112 Community co l le ge  sponsored 6.13921*
113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 4 . 93 0 23
114 Professional  associat ion .32956

sponsored

^ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  .05 .

Hypothesis 18: There are  no d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  complet ion or noncompletion of  
formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n ­

ing ex is ted  among respondents in regard to  complet ion or noncompletion 

of formal teacher t r a i n i n g  (Table 48). Therefore ,  Hypothesis 18 was 

not re jec ted .  Nonsigni f icance might be a t t r i b u t e d  to  the f a c t  t h a t  the  

respondents wi th  formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  no doubt had completed t h a t  

t r a i n i n g  several  years ago, as most of them were experienced community 

col 1ege fa c u l ty .
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Table 4 3 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  o f  var iance of  preferences fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by completion or noncompletion of  
formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Completion/noncompl e-
t i o n  of  formal 2.61454 2 .00 .078
teacher  t r a i n i n g

Results of  t e s t in g  Hypothesis 18 by the  chi-square technique  

ind icated  t h a t  four  i tems (108. 110. 113. and 114) were not inf luenced  

by complet ion or noncompletion of  formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  (Table 49).  

Respondents pre fe rred  one- to  three-day seminars ( I tem 109) fo r  inserv­

ice  t r a i n i n g ;  however, respondents who had not completed formal teacher  

t r a i n i n g  p re fe r re d  t h i s  t im e  frame to  a g r e a t e r  ex tent  than did those 

respondents who had completed formal teacher  t r a in in g .  None of the  103 

respondents selected the  one- to  three-day seminar' as a four th  choice. 

Results fo r  I tem 111 ind ica ted  t h a t  the re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  

between the respondent groups in terms of  preference f o r  in s erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  of  longer durat ion.  Respondents overwhelmingly re je c te d  the  

one- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop as an inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  p re fe r ­

ence; however, respondents wi th  no formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  re jec te d  

t h i s  preference more so than did respondents who had completed formal  

teacher  t r a in in g .  Results fo r  I tem 112 ind ica ted  t h a t  respondents who 

had completed formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  p re fe r red  t h a t  community col leges  

sponsor in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  For those respondents who had not com­

pleted formal teacher  t r a i n i n g ,  preference f o r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g
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sponsorship was f a i r l y  evenly div ided among the community c o l lege ,  

u n iv e r s i ty ,  and professional  assoc iat ion.

Table 4 9 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on preferences fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by completion or noncompletion of  
formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Var i  ance No. Chi-Square

Completion or 108 One-day regional  seminar .51454
noncompletion 109 One- to  three-day seminar 7.39281 *
of  formal 110 One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop 3.58855
teacher 111 One- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l 7.99208*
t r a i  ni ng workshop

112 Community co l lege  sponsored 6.11306*
113 U n iv e rs i ty  sponsored 3.36631
114 Profess iona l  associat ion  

sponsored
5.48061

* S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  .05 .

I tems 109, 111, and 112 were not recomputed through combining 

contingency ta b les  because c e l l s  contained f i v e  or more responses. The 

researcher determined t h a t  the  o r ig in a l  ch i -square  computations were 

v a l i d  and denoted s ig n i f ic a n c e .

Hypothesis 19: There are  no d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a in in g  
w i th in  the past f i v e  years.

The MANOVA t e s t  o f  Hypothesis 19 ind icated  t h a t  no s ig n i f i c a n t

d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences f o r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  exis ted  among

respondents in regard t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the
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past f i v e  years (Table 50) .  Therefore ,  Hypothesis 19 was not re jec ted .  

The researcher a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  nons igni f icance to  the f a c t  t h a t  80% of  

the respondents had p a r t i c ip a t e d  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the  past  

f i v e  years.

Table 5 0 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  variance of preferences fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in .00621 2.00 .994
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g

Results of  t e s t i n g  Hypothesis 19 wi th  the chi -square  technique  

ind ica ted  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the  past f i v e  

years was independent of  or did not in f lue nce  respondents' preference  

fo r  In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 51) .  Nonsigni f icance might be explained  

by the f a c t  t h a t  near ly  80% of the respondents had p a r t ic ip a te d  in 

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the  past f i v e  years.

Table  5 1 . — Results of ch i -square  ap p l ic a t io n  on preferences f o r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  
t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past f i v e  years.

Source of  
Var i  ance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Squan

P a r t i c i  pat i  on 108 One-day regional  seminar 1.39233
1n in s erv ice 109 One- to  three-day seminar 1.51078
t r a i  ni ng 110 One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop .47540
w i th in  past 111 One- to  two-week re s id e n t i a l 1.84018
f i v e  years workshop

112 Community co l lege  sponsored 1.87861
113 U n ivers i ty  sponsored .66021
114 Professional  assoc ia t ion  sponsored 5.18185
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Hypothesis 20 : There are no d i f fe ren ce s  in preferences fo r
in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard t o  student-body headcount.

The MANOVA t e s t  o f  Hypothesis 20 ind ica ted  t h a t  s ig n i f i c a n t

d i f fe re n ce s  in preferences fo r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  ex is ted  among

respondents in regard to  student-body headcount (Table 52). Therefore,

Hypothesis 20 was re je c te d .

Table 5 2 . — W i lk 's  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance of  preferences fo r  
inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by student-body headcount.

Source of  Variance Approximate F df P

Student-body headcount 2.65770 12.00 .003

As re s u l ts  of  the MANOVA t e s t  of  Hypothesis 20 were s i g n i f i ­

cant,  u n iv a r ia te  F - t e s ts  were employed to  determine which c lu s te r (s )  

contr ibuted  t o  t h i s  s ig n i f ic a n c e .  Results ind ica ted  t h a t  sponsor fo r  

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  contr ibuted  to  the s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e  in p re fe r ­

ence f o r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in regard to  student-body headcount (Table 

53). Respondents in the headcount category of  5 ,001-7 ,500  students  

viewed i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  sponsorship d i f f e r e n t l y  than did respondents 

in the other s ix  enro l lm ent  categor ies.  However, only 7% of the  

respondents were in t h i s  category.

Chi-square re s u l ts  fo r  I tem 111 ind icated  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f fe re n c e  exis ted  among respondents in various student-body-headcount  

categor ies  in regard t o  preferences fo r  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  of  longer  

duration (Table 54). Respondents pre ferred  one- to  two-week
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r e s id e n t ia l  workshops in approximately 90% of the cases in the cont in ­

gency tab les .  Data fo r  I tems 112, 113, and 114 were not a v a i l a b le  from 

the computer p r in tou t .

Table 5 3 . — Results of  u n iv a r ia t e  F - te s ts  f o r  mean ra t ings  according  
t o  respondents' preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by 
student-body headcount.

Source of  
Var i  ance

Sum of Mean 
Squares Square

F Si g n i f i  cance 
of F

Time fo r
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g

4.530 .755 1.436 .209

Sponsor fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g

7.431 1.238 3.668 .003

Table 5 4 . — Results of  
inserv ice

chi -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on 
t r a i n i n g ,  by student-body

preferences f o r  
headcount.

Source of  Item 
Variance No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Student-body 108 One-day regional  seminar 28.33375
headcount 109 One- to  three-day seminar 19.71271

110 One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop 27.13029
111 One- to  two-week reis idential 32.87094

workshop
112 Community co l lege  sponsored Unavai1able
113 U n ivers i ty  sponsored Unavai1able
114 Professional  associat ion Unavai lab le

sponsored
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Item 111 was recomputed because approximate ly  80% of the c e l l s  

in the contingency tab les  contained f i v e  or less  responses. The 

recomputed ch i -square  (.168139) ind ica ted  no s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  

between student-body-headcount category of  respondents and the p re fe r ­

ence fo r  a one- to  two-week re s id e n t ia l  workshop (Table 55).

Table 5 5 . — Recomputed ch i -square  f o r  I tem 111 on preferences fo r  
ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by student-body headcount.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected 
Val ue

Chi-Square  
Contri  bution

Column 1 6 4.88889 .0763889
4 5.11111 .0730677

Column 2 38- 39.11110 .0095486
42 40.88890 9 . 13344E-03

Chi-square = .168139 df = 1

In the fo l lo w in g  pages, f ind ings  are presented from te s t in g  

the hypothesis re la te d  to  fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  

in s erv ice  t r a in in g .  Only the ch i -square  technique was appl ied ,  and the  

hypothesis was tes ted  a t  the 0.05 leve l  of  s ig n i f ic a n ce .  I f  the  c e l l s  

in the contingency tab les  contained f i v e  or less responses, the c h i -  

square was recomputed. Instances in which the ch i -square  was recom­

puted are c i ted .
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Hypothesis 2 1 : There are no d i f fe re n ce s  in fac to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  regarding the nine independent  
v ar i  ables.

When Hypothesis 21 was tes ted  using gender as the  independent 

v a r ia b le ,  the data derived from applying the chi -square  technique  

showed t h a t  the  fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  were independent of  or were not in f luenced by respondents’ 

gender (Table 56) .  Male and female  respondents did not appear to  

d i f f e r  in t h e i r  choices of  these i tems, possibly because of the  

predominance of male respondents in  the  survey.

Table 5 6 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fac to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by gender o f  respond­
ents .

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Si gni f icance No. Chi-Square

Gender 115 Scheduled during summer .06613
116 Scheduled during evening hours .02193
117 Scheduled during weekends 2.39295
118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 3.54809
119 In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
.55742

120 Released t ime by your employer 2.82176
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer .34873
122 C re d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
2.31003

The ch i -square  t e s t i n g  of  Hypothesis 21 denoted a r e la t io n s h ip  

between two of the i tems (118 and 121) concerning fa c to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  

to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  and age of  respondents (Table  

57).  However, t h i s  s ig n i f ic a n c e  might be quest ionable  as many of the
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cont ingency- tab le  c e l l s  contained fewer  than f i v e  responses. Contin­

gency ta b les  were combined* and a new ch i -square  value fo r  both i tem 

numbers was obtained.

Table  5 7 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  respondents.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Signi f icance No. Ch i -Square

Age 115 Scheduled during summer 4.54100
116 Scheduled during evening hours 12.04744
117 Scheduled during weekends 8.73024
118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 16.55805
119 In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
7.51794

120 Released t ime by your employer 8.37015
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer 16.24596
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
8.20459

H a l f  of  the c e l l s  in  the  contingency ta b le s  f o r  I tem 118 had 

f i v e  or less responses. The c e l l s  were combined and a new chi -square  

(.348488) was computed, which ind ica ted  t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n ­

ship exis ted  between the  age of  respondents and whether grant ing  of  

u n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  was a fa c t o r  c o n t r ib u t in g  t o  involvement in in s erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  (Table 5 8 ) .
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Table 5 8 . — Recomputed ch i -square  f o r  Item 118 on the  fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t ­
ing to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  
respondents.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected 
Val ue

Chi-Square  
Contri  buti on

Column 1 23
18

21.1765
14.8235

.0827207

.1181770

Column 2 27
22

28.8235
20.1705

.0607744

.0868206

Chi-square = .348488 df = 1

More than h a l f  of  the c e l l s  in the contingency ta b le s  fo r  I tem  

121 had f i v e  or less  responses. The c e l l s  were combined and a new c h i -  

square (4.16172E—03) computed, which ind ica ted  t h a t  no s ig n i f i c a n t  

r e la t io n s h ip  exis ted  between age of  respondents and the  f a c t o r  of  

whether in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  expenses would be reimbursed by the  

respondent's employer (Table  5 9 ) .

Table 5 9 . — Recomputed ch i -square  fo r  Item 121 on the  fac to rs  c o n t r ib ­
ut ing to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by age of  
respondents.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected 
Val ue

Chi-Square
Contr ibut ion

Column 1 47 47.3936 2.38801E-04
34 33.6064 3.3677E-04

Column 2 8 2.60638 1.48787E-03
5 5.39362 2.09828E-03

Chi -square = 4.16172E-03 df = 1
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Results of  t e s t in g  Hypothesis 21 by chi -square  analys is  

regarding the  independent v a r ia b le ,  teaching d i s c i p l i n e ,  Ind icated  th a t  

s ix  of  the e ig h t  items regarded as fa c tors  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a ­

t io n  in  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  lacked s ig n i f ic a n c e  (Table 60). Results fo r  

I tem 116 ind icated  t h a t  accounting and economics fa c u l t y  did not p re fe r  

ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  scheduled during evening hours, whereas data-  

processing fa c u l t y  perceived t h a t  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  scheduled during 

evening hours was a s i g n i f i c a n t  or p o s i t iv e  fa c to r  co n t r ib u t in g  to  

t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n .  Analys is o f  I tem 118 determined t h a t  accounting 

and economics fa c u l t y  did not perce ive the grant ing of  u n iv e rs i ty  

c r e d i t  as an important f a c t o r  co n t r ib u t in g  t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  Data-processing fa c u l ty  apparent ly  held the oppo­

s i t e  v iewpoin t  as granting of  u n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  was an important fa c to r  

c o n tr ib u t in g  t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  t r a in in g .

Table 6 0 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fac to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching d is c ip l in e  
of respondents.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Signi f icance No. Chi-Square

Teachi ng 115 Scheduled during summer 5.18197
d is c ip l in e 116 Scheduled during evening hours 7.45200*

117 Scheduled during weekends 3.12100
118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 6.94811*
119 In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
3.90416

120 Released t ime by your employer .14678
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer .13553
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
2.69317

* S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  . 05 .
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Responses in the cont ingency- tab le  c e l l s  f o r  both I tems 116 and 

118 t o t a le d  f i v e  or more; th e re fo re ,  no ch i -square  recomputation was 

undertaken. Hence teaching d i s c i p l i n e  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la te d  to  

both v a r ia b le s .

Results of  t e s t in g  Hypothesis 21 concerning the  independent  

v a r ia b le ,  teaching experience,  ind icated  t h a t  seven of the  e ig h t  i tems  

regarded as fa c to rs  co n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  

were not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la te d  to  respondents' community co l lege  

teaching experience (Table 61) . Results f o r  I tem 117 revealed t h a t  

the re  was an assoc iat ion  between teaching experience and respondents'  

preference fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  scheduled during weekends.

Table 6 1 . — Results of chi -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching experience  
of respondents.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Signi f icance No. Chi-Square

Teaching 115 Scheduled during summer 7.63689
experience 116 Scheduled during evening hours 5.05940

117 Scheduled during weekends 13.28343*
118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 5.78677
119 In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
8.30000

120 Released t ime by your employer 2.53060
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer 4 . 83 2 84
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
9.82165

*S 1 g n i f ic a n t  a t  .05.
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As h a l f  of  the c e l l s  in the contingency t a b l e  fo r  I tem 117 

contained f i v e  or less responses, the ch i -square  was recomputed. The 

recomputed ch i -square  (5.68196) ind ica ted  no s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  

between teaching experience and respondents' preference f o r  in s erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  during weekends (Table  6 2 ) .

Table 6 2 . — Recomputed ch i -square  f o r  I tem 117 on the  fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t ­
ing to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by teaching  
experience of  respondents.

Observed 
Val ue

Expected 
Val ue

Chi-Square
Contr ibut ion

Column 1 11 14.3678 .789416
11 9.1954 .854152
10 12.0690 .854680
18 14.3678 .918216

Column 2 14 10.63220 1.066780
5 6.80460 .478584

11 8.93013 .479290
7 10.63220 1.240880

Chi-square = 5.68196 df  = 3

Results of  the ch i -square  t e s t in g  of  the  independent v a r ia b le ,  

years of  higher education,  revealed no s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  between 

higher  education and respondents' perceptions of  fa c to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  

to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 63). Years of  higher  

education apparent ly  had no in f luence  on respondents' choices of  these  

fac to rs  as the  m a jo r i ty  of  respondents had s i m i l a r  amounts o f  higher  

education.
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Table 6 3 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  <
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by respondents' years
of higher education.

Source of  
Signi f icance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Years of 115 Scheduled during summer 4.81448
hi gher 116 Scheduled during evening hours 1.15582
educati  on 117 Scheduled during weekends 6.51172

118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 6.12360
119 Ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
2.29667

120 Released t ime by your employer .51932
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer 1.50815
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
4.94629

Results of the chi -square  te s t in g  of  the  independent var i  abl e,

previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in business / industry ,  revealed no s ig ­

n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n s h ip  on seven of e ig h t  items between such employment 

and respondents' perceptions of  fac to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  (Table 64). Analysis of  I tem 122 ind ica ted  there  

was an assoc iat ion  between previous experience in bus iness/ industry  and 

respondents' perception t h a t  c r e d i t  toward promotion and/or tenure  was 

a fa c to r  in i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  attendance.  Respondents w i th  previous  

experience in bus iness/ industry  regarded c r e d i t  f o r  promotion and/or  

tenure  as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more important than did those having no pre­

vious f u l l - t i m e  employment in business/ industry .

As the  responses in the cont ingency- tab le  c e l l s  f o r  I tem 122 

equalled f i v e  or more, no recomputation of ch i -square  was undertaken.  

Therefore,  the o r ig in a l  re la t io n s h ip  appeared to  be v a l id .
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Table 6 4 . — Results o f  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g *  by respondents' pre­
vious f u l l - t i m e  employment in bus iness / industry .

Source o f  
Sign i f icance

Item
No.

Item T i t l e Raw
Chi-Square

Previous 115 Scheduled during summer .32357
fu l1 - t im e 116 Scheduled during evening hours .10038
employment in 117 Scheduled during weekends .62703
busi ness/ 118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted .00175
i ndustry 119 In s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
.00749

120 Released t ime by your employer 1.35488
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer .76846
122 C re d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
4 .45236*

" S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  .05 .

Results of  the  ch i -sq uare  t e s t in g  of  the independent v a r ia b le ,  

teacher t r a i n i n g  program, ind ica te d  no s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  between 

respondents' perceptions of  i tems c o n t r ib u t in g  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  and t h e i r  complet ion or noncompletion of  formal  

teacher t r a i n i n g  (Table 65) .  Respondents' choices on these in serv ice  

t r a i n i n g  fa c to rs  appeared to  be independent of  complet ion or noncomple­

t io n  of  formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  programs.

Results of ch i -square  t e s t i n g  of  the  independent v a r ia b le ,  

completion of professional -development program or inserv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  

revealed no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  among respondents in regard to  

perceptions of  fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  (Table 66). Respondents' choices on the  e ig h t  Inserv ice
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t r a i n i n g  fa c to rs  were apparently  independent of  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  or  

n o n p a r t ic ip a t io n  in professional-deve lopment  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past  

f i v e  years.

Table 6 5 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by p a r t i c ip a n t s '
comp! e t i  on or noncompletion of  formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
S ign i f ic anc e No. Chi-Square

Teacher 115 Scheduled during summer 1.37879
t r a i  ning 116 Scheduled during evening hours 2.12796
program 117 Scheduled during weekends .10412

118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted .00173
119 In s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t .61669

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
120 Released t ime by your employer .01130
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer .78705
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or .60373

tenure

Table 6 6 . — Results  of ch i -square  ap p l ic a t io n  on fa c to rs  co n t r ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  by respondents'  
completion or noncompletion of in s e rv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  
the  past f i v e  years.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Signi f icance No. Chi-Square

Professi  onal 115 Scheduled during summer 1.55359
development 116 Scheduled during evening hours .27319
program 117 Scheduled during weekends .12302

118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 2.42086
119 Ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t 1.82850

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
120 Released t ime by your employer .15960
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer .02919
122 C re d i t  toward promotion and/or .093 4 2

tenure
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Results of  ch i -square  t e s t i n g  of  the respondents’ perceptions  

concerning fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  

denoted no re la t io n s h ip  between these perceptions and student-body  

headcount of  the respondents' co l leges (Table 67). Apparently student -  

body headcount did not in f luence  respondents' choices of  fac to rs  con­

t r i b u t i n g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g .

Table 6 7 . — Results of  ch i -square  a p p l ic a t io n  on fac to rs  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g ,  by student-body head­
count.

Source of Item Item T i t l e Raw
Signi f icance No. Chi-Square

Student-body 115 Scheduled during summer 10.36385
headcount 116 Scheduled during evening hours 4.03444

117 Scheduled during weekends 9.38598
118 U n iv e rs i ty  c r e d i t  granted 3.90099
119 In s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  

granted by your i n s t i t u t i o n
9.26819

120 Released t ime by your employer 3.75949
121 Expenses reimbursed by employer 3.15044
122 C r e d i t  toward promotion and/or  

tenure
1.70233

Results o f  Applying the MANOVA Technique 

M u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  variance (MANOVA) was appl ied to  

determine the e f f e c t s  of  nine independent v a r ia b le s  (demographic 

c h a r a c t e r is t i c s )  on seven dependent v a r ia b le s  ( in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs ) .  

The MANOVA analys is  ind ica ted  e ig h t  of the independent v ar iab les  did 

not c o n t r ib u te  to  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n ce s  in perceived
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in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. Only one independent v a r ia b le ,  teaching d i s c i ­

p l in e ,  contr ibuted  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  in  perceived in s t r u c ­

t io n a l  needs. Hence, only one of  the demographic c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  of  

t h i s  study s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f fec ted  perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs.

Analysis of  Perceived C r i t i c a l  Needs

Tabulat ion  of  respondents' ra t ings  of  the  36 needs-assessment  

i tems ind ica ted  t h a t  respondents perceived c e r ta in  i tems to  be more 

c r i t i c a l  than others.  Table 68 shows the nine t o p - p r i o r i t y  needs- 

assessment i tems, based on the  percentage of  Strongly Agree and Agree 

responses t o  those items in the  survey (the top one-fourth of  the  

responses). Respondents' perceptions of  f a c u l ty  needs focused on 

classroom teaching techniques and presenta t ion of  subject matter .  Two 

in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs  dominated: In s t ru c t io n a l  S t ra te g ie s  and Subject

M at te r  (Content).  I tem 20,  Keeping abreast in your subject m at te r ,  

received the  most Strongly Agree choices (36%).

Tabulat ion  of  respondents' ra t ings  of the 36 needs-assessment 

i tems also ind ica ted  t h a t  c e r t a in  i tems were not perceived to  be as 

c r i t i c a l  as others.  Table 69 shows the  11 l o w e s t - p r io r i t y  i tems,  

based on percentage of Disagree and Strongly Disagree responses (the  

bottom one-four th  of  the responses). Disagree and Strongly Disagree  

responses dominated two in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs :  Planning In s t r u c t io n

and Implementing In s t ru c t io n .  Addit ional  predominantly Disagree and 

Strongly Disagree i tems were scat tered  throughout the  remaining f i v e  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  c lu s te rs .
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Table 6 8 . — The nine needs-assessment items perceived to  be of  top 
p r i o r i t y .

I tem
No. Item

Strongly
Agree Agree Total

8 Observing a demonstrat ion of  new 
i n s t r u c t io n a l  technology.

18% 60% CD

7 Increasing r e p e r t o i r e  of  teaching  
methods.

12 63 75

21 Developing resource m a te r ia ls  fo r  
your courses.

20 50 70

20 Keeping abreast  in your subject  
m atte r .

36 33 69

9 Understanding the theory and a p p l i ­
cat ion  of  m in i -  and micro-computer  
assisted in s t r u c t io n .

27 41 68

35 Improving techniques of teaching  
presenta t ion .

16 51 67

29 U t i l i z i n g  mult i -m edia  a c t i v i t i e s  
to  improve i n s t r u c t io n .

12 53 65

30 Developing more c r e a t i v e  le c tu re s . 17 45 62

3 Se lec t ing  in s t r u c t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  
and s t r a t e g ie s .

10 47 57



101

Table 6 9 . — The 11 needs-assessment items 
p r i o r i t y .

perceived to be lowest

I tem
No. Item Di sagree

Strong!y  
Di sagree Total

4 Preparing w r i t t e n  lesson plans. 56% 19% 75%

26 Sequencing a c t i v i t i e s  (s te p -b y -  
step i n s t r u c t i o n ) .

62 8 70

28 Summarizing in s t r u c t io n a l  un i ts . 61 9 70

27 Provid ing immediate feedback. 55 12 67

23 El im ina t ing  inap p ro p r ia te  
student classroom behaviors.

42 24 66

11 Experiencing a survey of  psy­
chology of le a rn ing  t h e o r ie s .

27 37 64

15 Grading on a contra c t  basis. 46 17 63

5 Developing un i ts  of  in s t r u c t io n . 50 12 62

2 Organizing in s t r u c t io n  around 
course ob je c t iv e s .

54 7 61

17 Diagnosing student mathematics 
d e f ic ie n c ie s .

43 18 61

18 Understanding educational  objec­
t i v e s  of  and developing the  
curriculum of your d i s c i p l i n e .

48 13 61

Note: Items 2 ,  17, and 18 t i e d  in terms of t o t a l  percentage of
Disagree and Strongly Disagree responses.

The forced choice on the  L i k e r t  sca le  was apparent ly  e f f e c t i v e  

as very few respondents f a i l e d  to  respond to  i tems in t h i s  par t  o f  the  

needs assessment.
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Perceived Needs Met Through In s e rv ic e  Tra in ing  

Analysis of  responses to  i tems concerning whether perceived  

i n s t ru c t io n a l  needs could be met through in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  ind ica ted  

t h a t  a l l  36 i tems on the needs assessment received more a f f i r m a t i v e  

than negat ive  responses. Respondents apparent ly  sensed t h a t  in s erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  indeed has a r e la t io n s h ip  to  meeting perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  

needs. I tems rece iv ing  a m a jo r i ty  of  "Yes" responses are shown, in 

rank order ,  in Table 70.

There appeared t o  be an overlap between needs-assessment items  

rece iv ing  a m a jo r i ty  of "Yes" responses and the  i tems judged to  be of  

top p r i o r i t y ,  based on percentage of  Strongly  Agree and Agree 

responses. Respondents l e f t  approximately one-four  to  o n e - th i rd  of  the  

i tems in t h i s  section blank. Perhaps the respondents did not sense 

th a t  perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs could be met through in s erv ice  

t r a in in g ,  or an ad d i t io n a l  choice of  answer should have been included  

in the instrument.

Preferences f o r  In s e rv ic e  T ra in ing  

Results o f  the MANOVA ana lys is  ind ica ted  t h a t  th ree  of  the  

independent (demographic) v a r ia b le s  ( teaching d i s c i p l i n e ,  previous  

f u l l - t i m e  experience in business or industry ,  and student-body head­

count) exerted a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  in f luence  on preference of 

sponsor f o r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g .  Respondents* preferences of  sponsors 

fo r  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  are  shown in Table 71. Both the f i r s t  choices 

and the t o t a l  of  f i r s t  and second choices ind ica ted  t h a t  respondents
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Table 70.--Needs-assessment items receiving a major i ty  of  “ Yes" responses concerning 
whether the needs can be met through inservice t ra in in g  ( in rank o rder ) .

1 tem 
No. 11 ein Yes No No Response

7 Increasing reper to i re  of  teaching methods. 8 0 k 8'/ \ y ?

8 Observing a demonstrat ion of new ins t ruc t iona l  
technology.

72 12 17

29 U t i l i z i n g  mul t i -media a c t i v i t i e s  to improve 
i ns t ruet i on.

67 7 26

3 Select ing ins t ruc t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  and s t ra teg ies. 66 1 1 23

10 Observing and diagnosing a video-tape of  peer 
teaching on a micro-teaching exercise.

6k Ik 22

22 Mot ivat ing and re i n fo rc ing  students. 6k 12 2k

35 Improving techniques of  teaching presentat ion. 6k Ik 22

9 Understanding the theory and appl ica t ion of mini -  
and micro-computer assisted in s t ruc t ion .

63 16 21

13 Iden t i fy ing  and u t i l i z i n g  p r i nc ip les  of test 
construct ion.

63 12 25

30 Developing more c rea t i ve  lectures. 63 13 2k

6 Understanding the theory and techniques of audio­
t u t o r i a l ,  sel f-paced, programmed in s t ruc t ion .

62 Ik. 2k

21 Developing resource mater ials  for  your courses. 60 20 19

1 ^ Construct ing va l id  and re l ia b l e  test  items. 59 17 2k

33 Using quest ioning procedures to promote class 
d i scuss ion.

57 15 28

1 Formulating in s t ruc t iona l  ob ject i ves in measur­
able terms.

5k 17 28

20 Keeping abreast in your subject matter. 52 26 21

3*1 Training in human re la t ions  techniques (group 
dynami c s ) .

52 18 29

2k Diagnosing learning problems of  disadvantaged 
student s .

51 23 25

2 Organizing ins t ruc t ion  around course object i ves. 50 19 31

1 1 Experiencing a survey of  psychology of  learning 
theor ies (Piaget, Bloom, Mager, Skinner, e t c . ) .

50 21 28
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pre fe rred  inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  to  be sponsored by e i t h e r  community

col leges or professional  assoc iat ions .

Table 7 1 . — Respondents' preferences of  sponsors f o r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Fi r s t Second
Sponsor Choice Choi ce Total

Community c o l lege  34% 28% 62%
U n ivers i ty  21 28 49
Professional  assoc iat ion 33 ' 31 64

Analysis of  respondents' preferences of t im e  f o r  in s erv ice

t r a i n i n g  ind ica ted  obvious l i k e s  and d is l ik e s . One-day regional

seminars and one- t o  three-day  seminars predominated in the  respond­

ents'  choices of  in s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  t imes.  One-week and one- to  two-

week r e s id e n t i a l  workshops ranked r e l a t i v e l y  low in p r i o r i t y and thus

were not pre fe r red  by respondents. Percentages of  f i r s t -  and second-

choice t im e  preferences are shown in Table 72.

Table 7 2 . — Respondents' preferences of  t ime fo r in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

F i r s t Second
Time Preference Choice Choi ce Total

One-day regional  seminar 50% 24% 74%
One- to  three-day seminar 38 47 85
One-week re s id e n t ia l  workshop 4 16 20
One- to  two-week re s id e n t ia l  4 3 7

workshop
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Addit ional  fa c to rs  co n t r ib u t in g  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in Inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  and rece iv ing  50% of more a f f i r m a t i v e  responses are shown in 

Table 73.

Table 7 3 . — Factors c o n t r ib u t in g  to  respondents' p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 
in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Factor Yes No No Response

Expenses reimbursed by your employer 79% 13% 8%
Released t ime by your employer 76 16 8
Scheduled during summer 57 28 15
C re d i t  toward promotion and/or tenure 51 33 16
Scheduled during weekends 50 37 13

I n s e r v ic e - t r a in in g - p r e f e r e n c e  i tems rece iv ing  a p l u r a l i t y  of  

negative  responses in terms of t h e i r  c o n t r ib u t io n  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  

in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  are shown in Table 74.

Table 7 4 . — In s e r v ic e - t r a in in g - p r e f e r e n c e  items rece iv ing  a p l u r a l i t y  
of negat ive  responses.

Factor Yes No No Response

U n ivers i ty  c r e d i t  granted 35% 48% 19%
Scheduled during evening hours 34 47 17
In s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  granted 35 45 20

by your i n s t i t u t i o n
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Summary of  Chi-Square Results

App l ica t ion  of  the  ch i -square  technique,  a t e s t  of  s ig n i f ic a n ce  

to  determine how s t rongly  v a r ia b le s  are re la te d  to  each other  by 

comparing expected frequencies w i th  actual  frequencies in  contingency  

t a b le s ,  revealed the  f o l lo w in g  s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  between 

independent v a r ia b le s  and preferences and nonpreferences fo r  in serv ice  

t r a i  ni ng:

Independent V a r ia b le  Preference fo r  In s e rv ic e  Tra in ing

Experience in bus iness / industry  Sponsorship of  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g

T e ac h e r - t ra in in g  program One- to  three-day  seminar 
Sponsorship of  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g

Independent V ar ia b le  

Teaching experience  

T e a c h e r - t ra in in g  program

Nonpreference fo r  In s erv ice  Tra in ing

One-week r e s id e n t i a l  workshop

One- to  two-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop

Analysis of  the ch i -square  re s u l ts  revealed the fo l lo w in g  

s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  between independent v a r ia b le s  and fa c to rs  

c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g :

Independent V a r ia b le  ■ 

Teaching d i s c i p l i n e

Experience in business/  
industry

Factors Contr ibut ing  to  P a r t i c i ­
pation in In s e rv ic e  Tra in ing

Scheduled during evening hours 
U n iv ers i ty  c r e d i t  granted

C re d i t  toward promotion and/or  
tenure

Chapter V contains a summary of  the research,  conclusions based 

on the study f in d in g s ,  and recommendations f o r  f u r t h e r  research.



CHAPTER. V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter contains a summary of  the research,  conclusions  

based on the f ind ings  of the  study,  and recommendations f o r  fu r t h e r  

research.

Summary of  the Research

In t roduct ion

This study i d e n t i f i e d  c r i t i c a l  i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs as perceived 

by f u l l - t i m e  Michigan publ ic  community co l le g e  accounting,  da ta -  

processing,  and economics f a c u l t y .  Perceptions of  needs were measured 

by a needs-assessment quest ionnaire .  In  a d d i t io n ,  the  w r i t e r  analyzed  

fa c u l t y  perceptions regarding whether in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  could meet 

in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, as we l l  as fa c u l t y  preferences fo r  ins erv ice  

t r a i n i n g  and perceptions of  fa c tors  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  The re s u l ts  may provide in fo rm at ion  t h a t  w i l l  

enable community co l leges  to  o f f e r  inserv ice  o p p o r tu n i t ies  t h a t  are  

responsive to  the  expressed needs and preferences of  community co l lege  

f a c u l t y .

107
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Review of  the L i t e r a t u r e  ,

Many w r i t e r s  focused on the importance of  needs assessment as 

the lo g ic a l  means of i d e n t i f y i n g  and q ua nt i fy ing  perceived in s t ru c ­

t io n a l  ob jec t ives .  Hence the researcher's s t ra tegy  of  conducting an 

in s t r u c t io n a l  needs assessment agreed with  the l i t e r a t u r e  in t h a t  the  

f ind ings  can provide data t o  enable community co l leges to  e s tab l ish  

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  based on f a c u l t y  perceptions,  which could improve 

t h e i r  teaching.

Summary of  the  Findings

Demographic data . Respondents represented a m a jo r i ty  of  t h e i r  

s u b je c t -m a t t e r  peers w i th  f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l t y  s ta tus  in Michigan publ ic  

community co l leges.  At l e a s t  one fa c u l t y  member from 28 of  the 29 

publ ic  community col leges in Michigan p a r t ic ip a te d  in the study.  

Although th e re  is  a r a t i o  o f  60% p a r t - t i m e  to  40% f u l l - t i m e  fa c u l t y  in 

Michigan public  community c o l leges ,  p a r t - t i m e  fa c u l t y  members were not  

surveyed fo r  reasons expla ined in the section on d e l im i t a t i o n s  of  the  

study. Respondents were experienced, career  f a c u l t y  members and 

appeared to  correspond to  the  descr ip t ion  of  contemporary f u l l - t i m e  

community c o l leg e  fa c u l t y  c o n s is te n t ly  noted in the  l i t e r a t u r e :  a

s ta b le ,  s te a d y -s ta te  f a c u l t y .

The m a jo r i ty  of  the  respondents were male, were in the 3 0 -  and 

40-year  age brackets,  were f u l l - t i m e  f a c u l t y ,  and had had 8 to  19 years 

of community c o l leg e  teaching experience.  Most of  the respondents had 

a master 's degree but had not earned the  Ph.D., had had s ix  to  nine  

years o f  higher education,  had been employed in business or industry ,
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had not completed a formal t e a c h e r - t r a i n i n g  program, and had p a r t i c i ­

pated in inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  in the past f i v e  years.

Needs-assessment a n a ly s is . Various authors have recommended 

using a needs-assessment device to  obtain p r a c t i t io n e r s '  perceived  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs. The needs-assessment ins trument used in t h i s  

study was based on 34 community co l lege  needs-assessment surveys , 

located through a search of ERIC documents.

The quest ionnaire  data were tabu la ted  and analyzed applying the  

m u l t i v a r i a t e  analys is  of  var iance (MANOVA) s t a t i s t i c a l  technique to  

determine whether th e re  was a re la t io n s h ip  between demographic data and 

perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. The MANOVA technique was also applied  

t o  determine the e f f e c t s  of demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  respondents 

on t h e i r  preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .  S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  

MANOVA re la t io n s h ip s  were f u r t h e r  analyzed by applying the u n iv a r ia te  

F - t e s t .  The ch i -square  technique was used t o  determine whether there  

was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip  between the demographic 

v ar ia b le s  and preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  and the fa c to rs  

c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Analysis of  perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. The p r in c ip a l  

in s t r u c t io n a l  concerns of  respondents centered on updating teaching  

methods and on s u b je c t -m a t t e r  knowledge. Updating teaching methods 

focused on contemporary in s t r u c t io n a l  technology and/or technica l  

advances in in s t ru c t io n .  The f i v e  h i g h e s t - p r i o r i t y  needs-assessment 

i tems, in rank order ,  were the  fo l low ing :
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I tem Number Needs Assessment Item

8 Observing a demonstration of  new in s t ru c t io n a l  
technology.

7 Increasing r e p e r t o i r e  of  teaching methods.

21 Developing resource m a te r ia ls  f o r  your courses.

20 Keeping abreast in your subject matter .

9 Understanding the  theory and a p p l ic a t io n  of  m in i -  
and micro-computer assisted i n s t r u c t io n .

These f i v e  needs-assessment items were located in C lus te r  B 

( I n s t r u c t io n a l  S t ra teg ies )  or C lus te r  D (Subject M a t te r  [Content] ) .

The s ix th  to  eighth t o p - p r i o r i t y  i tems l i k e w is e  focused on in s t ru c ­

t io n a l  s t r a te g ie s  or methods of classroom presenta t ion.  The low es t -  

p r i o r i t y  needs-assessment i tems were found in C lus te r  A (Planning  

I n s t ru c t io n )  and C lus te r  F ( Implementing In s t r u c t io n ) .

Results of  MANOVA te s t in g  of  re la t io n s h ip s  between demographic 

var ia b les  and perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. App l ica t ion  of  the  MANOVA 

technique to  t e s t  the re la t io n s h ip  between the  nine independent v a r i ­

ables (demographic fa c to rs )  and the seven c lu s te rs  of  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs detected a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n s h ip  only between 

teaching d is c i p l i n e  and perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. The s i g n i f i c a n t  

MANOVA re la t io n s h ip  was then analyzed in depth by applying the  u n iv a r i ­

a te  F - t e s t .  The fo l lo w in g  re s u l ts  emerged:

Evaluating In s t ru c t io n :  Data-processing fa c u l t y  were most

disposed to  perceive in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in th is  c lu s t e r ,  whereas 

economics in s t ru c to rs  were the l e a s t  disposed to  perceive  in s t ru c t io n a l  

needs in th is  c lu s te r .
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Implementing In s t r u c t io n :  Accounting fa c u l t y  were the  most

l i k e l y  s u b je c t -m a t t e r  f a c u l t y  to  perceive  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in t h i s  

c lu s t e r ,  whereas economics fa c u l t y  were l e a s t  l i k e l y  to  perceive  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs in the Implementing In s t r u c t io n  c lu s t e r .

Communications: Data-processing fa c u l t y  were most disposed to

perceive in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in the Communications c lu s t e r ,  whereas 

economics in s t ru c to rs  were the l e a s t  l i k e l y  group to  perceive  in s t ru c ­

t io n a l  needs in t h i s  c lu s te r .

Results of  the  MANOVA-testing of  re la t io n s h ip s  between demo­

graphic var ia b les  and preferences fo r  in s erv lce  t r a i n i n g . Appl icat ion  

of the  MANOVA technique ind icated  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n s h ip s  between 

preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  and respondents' teaching d i s c i ­

p l in e ,  previous employment in business or industry ,  and student-body  

headcount. Results o f  the  a p p l ic a t io n  of  the  u n iv a r ia t e  F - t e s t  a t  the

0.05 leve l  were as fo l low s:

1. The sponsor o f  in serv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  ra th e r  than t im e  fo r  

in s e rv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  contr ibuted  to  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  

regarding i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  preferences.  Data-processing fa c u l ty  

pre fe r red  in s e rv ic e  t r a i n i n g  sponsored by u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  whereas 

economics fa c u l t y  p re fe r re d  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  to  be sponsored by 

community co l leges .

2. Respondents w i th  im previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in busi­

ness or industry  p re fe r red  t h a t  community col leges sponsor Inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g ,  whereas respondents who had previously  been employed f u l l
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t ime  in business or industry  did not specify  a preference fo r

i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  sponsor.

3. Sponsor fo r  ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  was the source of  variance  

t h a t  contr ibuted  to  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e  in preference fo r  

ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  in r e la t i o n  to  student-body headcount. Test analy­

sis revealed t h a t  respondents in the  student-body-headcount category of  

5,001 to  7,500 pupi ls  viewed in s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  sponsorship d i f f e r e n t l y  

than did respondents in the  o ther  s ix  headcount categor ies.  However, 

only 7% of the  respondents were in th is  headcount category.

Results of  ch i -square  te s t in g  of  r e la t io n s h ip s  between demo­

graphic v ar ia b les  and preference fo r  ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g . Appl icat ion  

of the ch i -square  procedure indicated the fo l lo w in g  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig ­

n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  between demographic c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  and respond­

ents'  preferences f o r  in s erv ice  t r a in in g :

1. Respondents w i th  less community c o l leg e  teaching experience  

were more opposed to  one-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshops than were respond­

ents w i th  longer teaching experience.

• 2. Respondents w i th  no previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in busi­

ness or industry  pre fe rred  t h a t  community col leges sponsor inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g ,  whereas respondents wi th  previous f u l l - t i m e  experience in 

business or industry  apparently  had no sponsorship preferences.

3. Respondents who had not completed formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  

pre fe r red  one- to  three-day  seminars more than did respondents who had 

completed formal teacher t r a i n i n g .
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4. Respondents w i th  no formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  re je c te d  one- 

to  two-week r e s id e n t i a l  workshops more than did respondents who had 

completed formal teacher  t r a i n i n g .

5. Respondents who had completed formal teacher  t r a i n i n g  

pre fe r red  t h a t  community col leges sponsor ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  whereas 

preferences of  respondents who had not completed formal teacher  t r a i n ­

ing were evenly div ided among community c o l lege ,  u n iv e r s i t y ,  and pro­

fessional  associat ion sponsorship.

Results of  ch i -square  t e s t in g  of  re la t io n s h ip s  between demo­

graphic v ar ia b les  and fa c to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  _in 

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g . The ch i -square  procedure indicated the  fo l lo w in g  

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  re la t io n s h ip s  ex is ted  between demographic 

v ar ia b les  and fac to rs  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  

t r a i n i n g :

1. Accounting and economics fa c u l t y  did not p r e fe r  in serv ice  

t r a i n i n g  scheduled during evening hours, whereas data-processing  

f a c u l t y  perceived in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  scheduled during evening hours to  

be a p o s i t i v e  f a c t o r  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in such 

t r a i n i  ng.

2. Accounting and economics fa c u l t y  did not perce ive t h a t  

granting  of  u n iv e r s i ty  c r e d i t  was an important f a c t o r  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g ,  whereas data-processing fa c u l t y  

did hold t h i s  view.
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3. Respondents w i th  previous f u l l - t i m e  experience in business 

or industry  regarded grant ing  of  c r e d i t  f o r  promotion and/or tenure  as 

more important than did respondents with no such experience.

Results of  responses to  preferences fo r  in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g .

The m a jo r i ty  of  respondents ind icated  the fo l lo w in g  preferences fo r  

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g :

— one- to  two-day seminars

— sponsored by community co l leges or professional  associat ions

—  ins erv ice  t r a i n i n g  scheduled during the summer

— to  be granted released t ime and have expenses reimbursed by 
the employer

— to  rece ive  c r e d i t  f o r  promotion and/or  tenure

Conclusions

The researcher drew a number of  conclusions based on the  

f in d in g s  of  the study. He attempted to  speculate and e la bora te  on the  

data and to  provide in s igh ts  in to  im p l ica t ions  of  the f in d in g s .

Only one independent v a r i a b le  or demographic f a c t o r  inf luenced  

the  perception of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs: respondents' s u b je c t -m a t t e r

d is c ip l in e .  The researcher concluded t h a t  only t h i s  demographic 

v a r ia b le  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f fe c ted  perceived in s t ru c t io n a l  needs because 

the  respondents appeared to  be q u i te  s i m i l a r  as a group. They were 

s i m i l a r  in the fo l lo w in g  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s :  gender* age, fa c u l t y  sta tus ,

years of  community co l lege  teaching experience,  years o f  higher educa­

t io n ,  experience in bus iness / industry ,  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  

t r a i  ning.
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The top-ranked (9 of  36 i tems) perceived i n s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

focused on teaching s t r a te g ie s  and s ub jec t  m a t te r  (content ) .  The 

author surmised t h a t  the dynamic nature  of  the  th re e  d is c ip l in e s  and 

changing in s t ru c t io n a l  technology contr ibuted  to  the  respondents’ 

i n s t r u c t io n a l  concerns.

Seventy -e ight percent of  the  respondents had p a r t i c ip a t e d  in 

in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  w i th in  the past f i v e  years,  y e t  these respondents,  

regardless of  demographic c h a r a c t e r is t i c s ,  perceived t h a t  inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  could meet a l l  36 assessed needs. Therefore ,  the  researcher  

questions the  value or e f fe c t iv e n e s s  of  the  respondents' in s e rv ic e -  

t r a i n i n g  experiences w i th in  the past f i v e  years. Possibly in s e r v ic e -  

t r a i n i n g  programs are not serving respondents' contemporary needs.

Study f ind ings  ind ica ted  t h a t  approximate ly  25% of the i tems  

concerning whether inserv ice  t r a i n i n g  could meet in s t r u c t io n a l  needs 

were l e f t  blank. The researcher was unable to  determine whether  

respondents were confused about the in t e r p r e t a t io n  of  the  questions  

they l e f t  unanswered or whether respondents were unsure of  the  

r e la t io n s h ip  between perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs and inserv ice  

t r a i  ni ng.

Respondents ind icated  t h a t  the  sponsorship of  inserv ice  

t r a i n i n g  was more important to  t h e i r  in s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  preferences  

than was the scheduled t im e  fo r  ins erv ice  t r a in in g .  T h e i r  preference  

f o r  sponsorship by professional  assoc ia t ions  might have been due to  

changing content w i th in  the  th re e  s u b je c t -m a t t e r  d is c ip l in e s .  The 

researcher assumed t h a t  the  respondents' preference fo r  community
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co l lege  sponsorship might have been re la te d  to  t h e i r  perception t h a t  

community col leges are much c loser  to  the  community co l lege  teaching/  

lea rn ing  s i t u a t io n  than are  fo u r -year  col leges.  Respondents also might  

have f e l t  t h a t  some community col leges are innovat ive  in implementing  

a l t e r n a t i v e  teaching s t r a te g ie s  and contemporary in s t r u c t io n a l  tech­

no! ogy.

Where respondents' perceptions d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in four  

of the in s t r u c t io n a l  c lu s te rs  according to  teaching d i s c i p l i n e ,  the  

fo l lo w in g  observation was revealed.  Data-processing fa c u l t y  were most 

l i k e l y  to  perceive in s t r u c t io n a l  needs, whereas economics in s t ru c to rs  

were l e a s t  l i k e l y  to  perceive  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs in these c luste rs .

The w r i t e r  surmised t h a t  data-processing fa c u l t y  expressed a stronger  

perception of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs because they had had fewer  years of  

academic t r a i n i n g  and possessed fewer advanced degrees than accounting 

and economics fa c u l t y .  A l l  accounting and economics respondents had a t  

l e a s t  a master's degree, whereas only 61% of the data-processing  

respondents had a master 's  degree.

Respondents c l e a r l y  ind icated  t h e i r  preference fo r  shor te r  t im e  

sequences, one- to  th ree-day  seminars ra th e r  than one- to  two-week 

r e s id e n t ia l  workshops, fo r  inserv ice  t r a in in g .  The researcher  

concluded t h a t  t h i s  preference fo r  shor ter  seminars,  regardless  of 

demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  might have been due to  the  f a c t  t h a t  the  

respondents as a group were p r i m a r i l y  in t h e i r  30's and 40's and 

probably had professional  and fa m i ly  o b l ig a t io n s  t h a t  contr ibuted  to  

t h e i r  opposit ion to  longer Ins erv ice  sessions.
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Recommendations fo r  Further  Research

Based on the  re s u l ts  of  t h i s  research project# the fo l lo w in g  

top ics  are recommended f o r  fu r t h e r  research:

1. Because t h i s  study was the  f i r s t  of  i t s  kind fo r  f u l l - t i m e  

Michigan community co l le ge  facu lty#  the study should be re p l i c a t e d .

2. A needs assessment and i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  survey should be 

conducted fo r  p a r t - t i m e  accounting,  data-processing,  and economics 

f a c u l t y  in Michigan publ ic  community col leges.  This type of  survey 

could a ttempt to  describe and analyze a contemporary trend in Michigan 

community co l leges— t h a t  the m a jo r i ty  of  fa c u l ty  members over the past  

several  years have been p a r t - t im e  teachers.

3. A study should be undertaken to  determine the r a t i o  of

f u l l - t i m e  to  p a r t - t i m e  fa c u l t y  in the d is c ip l in e s  of  accounting,  data 

processing,  and economics in Michigan community co l leges  and to  iden­

t i f y  trends corresponding to  t h i s  r a t i o .  The present r a t i o  is 60% 

p a r t - t i m e  to  40% f u l l - t i m e  t o t a l  f a c u l ty  in Michigan publ ic  community 

co l leges .

4. The focus of recent and planned i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  programs 

in Michigan public  community col leges should be determined to  see i f  

top ics  are based on fa c u l t y  perceptions of  in s t r u c t io n a l  needs.

5. A study should be undertaken to  discover why 20% of the

accounting,  data-processing,  and economics fa c u l t y  in Michigan’s 29 

publ ic  community col leges have not p a r t ic ip a te d  in in s erv ice  t r a i n i n g  

in the past f i v e  years.  Are in serv ice  t r a i n i n g  o p p o r tu n i t ie s  a v a i l ­

able? I f  so, why are fa c u l t y  not e n r o l l i n g  in such programs?
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6. Respondents checked a m a jo r i ty  of  Strongly Agree and Agree 

responses f o r  12 of  the 36 needs-assessment i tems concerning the  extent  

of perceived in s t r u c t io n a l  needs. Research should be conducted to  

discover how e f f e c t i v e l y  these in s t r u c t io n a l  needs have been met 

through recent i n s e r v i c e - t r a i n i n g  programs* which 80% of  the  respond­

ents had attended.

7. A study should be designed to  assess in s t r u c t io n a l  needs as 

perceived by a sample of  Michigan publ ic  community co l lege  students who 

are  c u r re n t ly  enro l led  in accounting,  data-processing,  and economics 

courses.
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Table A1. — Frequency and percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  responses to the 36- i tem needs assessment 
(N = 103).

1 tern
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1. Formulating ins t ruc t iona l  ob jec t ives  in N 7 36 53 6 1
measurable terms. °/'Q 1% 35% 51% 6% 1%

2. Organizing ins t ruc t ion  around course N 10 29 56 7 1
object  i ves. °/'O 10% 28% 5b% 7% 1%

3. Selecting ins t ruc t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  and N 10 b8 35 8 2
stra teg  i e s . '0 10% bl% 3b% 8% 2%

b . Preparing w r i t te n  lesson plans. N 3 19 58 20 3
°/'O 3% 18% 56% 19% 3%

5. Developing un i ts  o f  in s t ru c t io n . N 3 3^ 51 12 3
°/'O 3% 33% 50% 12% 3%

6. Understanding the theory and techniques of N 6 ^0 37 16 b
a u d i o - t u t o r i a l ,  se l f -paced ,  programmed in s t ru c t io n . °/'0 6% 39% 36% 16% b%

7. Increasing re p e r to i re  o f  teaching methods. N 12 65 18 5 3
°/'O 12% 63% 17% 5% 3%

8. Observing a demonstration o f  new in s t ru c ­ N 19 62 13 5 b
t iona l  technology. /Q 18% 60% 13% . 5% b%

9. Understanding the theory and a p p l ica t io n  of N 28 b2 2b 6 3
m ini -  and micro-computer assisted in s t ru c t io n . °/ 27% b 1% 23% 6% 3%



Table A1. — Continued.

1 tem

10. Observing and diagnosing a v ideo- tape o f  peer 
teaching on a micro- teaching exerc ise .

11. Experiencing a survey of  psychology of learning  
theor ies  (P iaget ,  Bloom, Hager, Skinner,  e t c . ) .

12. Establ ishing a study s k i l l s  laborato ry .

13. Id e n t i fy in g  and u t i l i z i n g  p r in c ip le s  of  tes t  
construct ion.

1A. Constructing va l id  and r e l i a b l e  te s t  items.

15. Grading on a contract  basis .

16. Diagnosing student reading and w r i t in g  
def i c i enc i e s .

17. Diagnosing student mathematics d e f i c ie n c ie s .

18. Understanding educational ob jec t ives  o f  and 
developing the curriculum of your d i s c i p l i n e .

> CD > - (1)
r— 0) —  a)
cn !_ cn l .
c  CD CD CD c  cn -X
O  <D Cl) CD O  CD 4-C C

s_ C/1 l- cn C|- CD
cn cn •— 4-1 — CD —

co <C < O CO o _J to

N 12 ho 3h 13 h
9'0 \290 39% 33% 13% h%

N 6 26 28 38 5
9'0 6% 25% 27% 37% 5%

N 7 35 33 2h h
9Co 7% lh% - 32% 23% hX

N 13 36 h5 7 2
9/o 13% 35% hhX 7% 2%

N 13 hO hO 7 3
9'0 13% 39% 39% 7% 3%

N 6 2h h i 18 8
9'a 6% 23% hex 17% 8%

N 13 30 36 20 h
0̂ 13% 29% 35% 19% hX

N 12 2h hh 19 h
% M X 23% hyx 18% hX

N 10 28 h3 13 3
% 10% 27% h8% 13% 3%
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Table A1.--Continued.

I tern

19. Determining content to be taught.

20. Keeping abreast in your subject matter .

21. Developing resource m ater ia ls  fo r  your courses.

22. Mot ivat ing and re in fo rc ing  students.

23. E l im inating inappropr iate  student classroom 
behav i o r s .

24. Diagnosing learning problems of disadvantaged 
students .

25. Coping with  problems r e la t in g  to student  
a t t i t u d e s ,  in d i f fe re n c e ,  and attendance.

26. Sequencing a c t i v i t i e s  (s tep-by-s tep  
i nstruct i o n ) .

27. Providing immediate feedback.
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N 9 32 51 9 2
°/'0 9 % 3 1 % 50% 9% 2%

N 3 7 3b 2 5 5 2
X'O 36°^ 331 2b% 5% 2%

N 21 5 2 23 4 3
°/'0 20% 50% 22% 4% 3%

N 1 b b2 3 5 8 4
°/'0 \b% b n 3b% 8% 4%

N 5 26 b3 2 5 4
°/'0 5% 2 5 % b2% 2 4% 4%

N 8 3 6 31 2 3 5
°/'0 8% 35% 30% 22% 5%

N 1 5 2 8 4 0 17 3
°/'O 15% 27% 39% 17% 3%

N b 21 6 4 8 6
°/'O b% 20% 62% 8% 6%

N 8 21 5 7 12 5
°/'0 8% 20% 55% 12% 5%



Table A l . — Continued.
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28. Summarizing ins t ruc t iona l  u n i ts . N 4 21 63 9 6
°/'O h% 20% 61% 9% 6%

29. U t i l i z i n g  mult i -media a c t i v i t i e s  to improve N 12 55 22 7 7
i ns truct ion. °/'O 12% 53% 21% 7% 7%

30. Developing more c r e a t iv e  lec tu re s . N 17 46 30 4 6
°/'O M X 45% 29% 4% 6%

31. Using student /peer  t u t o r ia l  ass istance. N 10 28 47 11 7
°/'O ] 0X 27% 46% 11% 7%

32. Implementing closure: to e s tab l ish  a l in k N 9 29 49 9 7
between f a m i l i a r  materia l  and the new. °/'0 9% 28% 48% 9% 7%

33. Using questioning procedures to promote N 16 35 41 5 6
class discussion. °/'O 16% 34% 40% 5% 6%

34. Tra in ing in human re la t io n s  techniques N 11 34 39 13 6
(group dynamics). °/'O 11% 33% 38% 13% 6%

35. Improving techniques o f  teaching presenta t ion . N 16 53 25 2 7
°/'O 16% 51% 24% 2% 7%

36. Developing s e n s i t i v i t y  to needs and fee l ings N 7 26 53 9 8
of others . %'Q 1% 25% 51% 9% 8%



Table A2;— Preference o f  sponsor fo r  inservice t r a in in g  (N = 103).
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Community col lege  sponsored N
°/'0

35
34%

29
28%

25
24%

14
14%

Univers i ty  sponsored N
°/'Q

22
2\%

29
28%

41
4o%

1 1 
1 1%

Professional assoc iat ion sponsored N
'o

3k
33%
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—
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23%

13
13%

Table A3.— Preference o f  time fo r  inserv ice t ra in in g  (N = 103).

T im e
a> T? 0) <D S I 0)

w  o c  o -o o X-i u
if) — o  — •— L. »— 4-J C
i-  O o  o 0 13 o *4— m

— sz a) s i sz JZ o sz <D r—
Ll_ O 00 o \— o u_ o —J CO

One-day regional  seminar

One- to three-day seminar

One-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop

One- to two-week r e s id e n t ia l  workshop

N 51 25 10 8 9
% 50% 24% 10% 8% 9%

N 39 48 8 _ 8
% 38% 47% 8% - 8%

N 4 16 68 1 14
°/'0 4% 16% 66% 1% 14%

N k 3 3 80 13
9Ao 4% 3% 3% 78% 13%



Table A4„— Factors contr ibut ing  to p a r t i c ip a t io n  in inserv ice  t r a i n i n g .

Factor

Scheduled during summer 

Scheduled during evening hours 

Scheduled during weekends

U n ivers i ty  c r e d i t  granted

Inservice t ra in in g  c r e d i t  granted by 
your i n s t i t u t i o n

Released time by your employer 

Expenses reimbursed by employer 

Credi t  toward promotion and/or tenure

Yes No L ef t  Blank

N 59 29 15
* 57% 28% 15%

N 35 b8 20
9'Q 3b% bl% 19%

N 50 37 16
* be% 36% 16%

N 36 bS 18
9'0 35% b8% 17%

N 36 b6 21
% 35% b5% 20%

N 78 16 9
£ 76% 16% 9%

N 81 13 9
9'0 79% 13% 9%

N 53 3b 9
9'O 51% 33% 9%



Table A5.— Means and standard deviat ions of  the 36 items in the needs assessment, rank ordered by 
means (possible mean = 4 . 0 ) .

1 tern Mean S.D.

20. Keeping abreast in your subject matter . 2.961 .989

8. Observing a demonstrating of  new ins t ruc t iona l  technology. 2.845 .916

9. Understanding the theory and a p p l ic a t io n  of  m in i -  and micro­
computer assisted in s t ru c t io n .

2.835 .991

21. Developing resource m ater ia ls  fo r  your courses. 2.816 .905

7. Increasing re p e r to i re  o f  teaching methods. 2.757 .834

35. Improving techniques of teaching presenta t ion . 2.670 .994

30. Developing more c re a t iv e  lec tu res . . 2.621 1.001

29. U t i l i z i n g  mu-lti-media a c t i v i t i e s  to improve in s t ru c t io n . 2.563 1.016

3. Selecting ins t ru c t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  and s t r a te g ie s . 2.544 .849

14. Constructing v a l id  and r e l i a b l e  te s t  items. 2.515 .906

22. Mot ivat ing  and re in fo rc in g  students. 2.514 .958

13. I d e n t i fy in g  and u t i l i z i n g  p r in c ip le s  of  te s t  construct ion . 2.495 .873

33. Using questioning procedures to promote class discussion. 2.485 1.008



Table A5.— Continued.

I tem Mean S.D.

10. Observing and diagnosing a v ideo- tape of  peer teaching on a 
mi cro-teach i ng exerc i se.

1. Formulating ins t ruc t iona l  ob jec t ives  in measurable terms.

2. Organizing ins truct  ion around course o b je c t iv e s .

19. Determining content to be taught .

25. Coping with  problems re la t in g  to student a t t i t u d e s ,  i n d i f f e r ­
ence, and attendance.

3*t. Tra in ing in human re la t io n s  techniques (group dynamics).

18. Understanding educational ob jec t ives  of  and developing the 
curriculum o f  your d i s c i p l i n e .

6.  Understanding the theory and techniques of  a u d i o - t u t o r i a l ,  
sel f -paced ,  programmed in s t ru c t io n .

16. Diagnosing student reading and w r i t in g  d e f i c ie n c ie s .

32. Implementing closure:  to e s tab l is h  a l in k  between f a m i l i a r  
materia l  and the new.

31. Using student/peer  t u t o r i a l  ass istance.

5. Developing un i ts  o f  in s t ru c t io n .

2.417

2.408

2 . 3 8 8
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2.301

2 .282

2 .2 72

2 .272

2.233
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.838  

1.015

1 . 0 1 8  

. 912

.931

1.040 
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2.223 .999

2.214 .800



Table A5.— Continued.

1 tern Mean S.D.

17. Diagnosing student mathematics d e f ic ie n c ie s . 2.20A 1 .00*4

2*4. Diagnosing learning problems of disadvantaged students. 2.18*4 1.027

12. Estab l ishing a study s k i l l s  laborato ry . 2.165 .991

27. Providing immediate feedback. 2.1*46 .901

36. Developing s e n s i t i v i t y  to needs and fee l in g s  of  o thers . 2.1*46 .3 5 k

26. Sequencing a c t i v i t i e s  (s tep-by-s tep  in s t r u c t io n ) . 2.087 .818

28. Summarizing ins t ruc t iona l  u n i ts . 2.078 .825

23. E l im inating  inappropr iate  student classroom behaviors. 2 .0 29 .923

15. Grading on a contract basis . 2.019 .980

k . Preparing w r i t te n  lesson plans. 1.990 .786

11. Experiencing a survey o f  psychology of  learning theor ies 1.903 1.02*4
(P iag et ,  Bloom, Hager, Skinner,  e t c . ) .



Table A6.--Seven ins truct iona l  c lu s te rs  ranked by means, plus standard deviat ions (possible  
mean = k .O ) .

Cluster Mean S.D.

D. Subject Matter (Content) 2.568 .820

G. Commun i cat  i ons 2.379 .918

B. Ins truct iona l  S tra teg ies 2.3^5 .8A0

A. Planning Ins truct ion 2.237 .732

E. Ins truct iona l  Management 2.223 .856

F. Implementing Ins truct ion 2.193 .906

C. Evaluating Ins truct ion 2.173 .883
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R e l i a b i 1i ty Analysis

R e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  fo r  the seven in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s te rs  

using the Cronbach alpha technique:

In s t ru c t io n a l  C luster  A1pha

A. Planning In s t ru c t io n  .79709

B. In s t ru c t io n a l  S t ra te g ies  .8129^

C. Evaluating In s t ru c t io n  .76653

D. Subject Matter (Content) .83261

E. In s t ru c t io n a l  Management .79802

F. Implementing In s t ru c t io n  .92639

G. Communications .9016^4
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Research Question 2.  Means 
in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s t e r s ,  by

and standard devia t ions  of  
gender (N = 103).

the seven

Mai e Fema1e
In s t ru c t io n a l  C luster (N=89) ( N= 1 )

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning In s t ru c t io n 2.245 .735 (2 .457) .809
B. In s t ru c t io n a l  S t ra teg ies 2.311 .842 2.082 .706
C. Evaluating In s t ru c t io n 2.151

CMOCT\• 2 .329 .771
D. Subject Matter (Content) (2 .562) .801 2.036 .848
E. In s t ru c t io n a l  Management 2.219 .865 2.393 .859
F. Implementing In s t ru c t io n 2.159 .928 2.235 .692
G. Communications 2.312 .954 2.196 .482

Research Question 4. Means and standard devia t ions  of  the seven 
in s t ru c t io n a l  c lu s t e r s ,  by teaching d i s c i p i i n e  (N = ,1 0 3 ) .

1 nstruct  ional Account i ng Data 
Process i ng Economics

Cluster ( N = 3 9 ) ( N = 3 3 ) ( N = 3 1 )

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. P1ann i ng 
1nstruc t  i on

2.210 .631 2.521 .477 2.181 1.049

B. 1nstruc t  iona1 
Stra teg ies (2 .582) .651 2.255 .935 2.249 .934

C. Eva 1uat ing 
Ins t ruc t ion 2.308 .769 2.279 .901 (2.452) 1.141

D. Subject Matter  
(Content) 2.538

COo\D 2.121 .603 2.081 1 .052

E. In s t ru c t  ional 
Management 2.378 .711 (2 .591) .817 2.363 1.163

F. 1mp1ement i ng 
1nstruct ion 2.348 .690 2.229 .881 2.166 1.207

G. Commun i cat  i ons 2.545 .754 2.220 .817 2.129 1.120



Research Ques t ion  3. Means and s ta nda rd  d e v i a t i o n s  o f  t he  seven i n s t r u c t i o n a l  c l u s t e r s ,  by aoe o f  respondent s (N = 103).

26-30 31-35 36-ftO it I -1*5 1*6-50 51-55 56-60 Over 60
Ins truc t iona l Cluster Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years

(N=2) (N= 18) (N=23) (N=19) (N=20) (N=10) (N=7) (N=i*)
Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .  Mean S .D .

A.  P l a n n i n g  I n s t r u c t i o n  2 . 7 0 0 0  . 9 9 0  2 . 5 2 2  .1*18 2.1*17 . 9 2 8  2.671* . 7 1 9  2 . 6 9 0  . 7 1 8  2.21*0 1 .01*5 2 . 2 0 0  1 . 0 3 3  2 . 9 0 0  . 2 0 0

B. Ins truc t iona l Strategies 2.786 1 . 1 1 1 2.270 .710 2. 180 .922 2.561* .507 2.086 1 .019 2.1*71 . 7<*7 2.102 .999 2.036 .732

C. Evaluating Ins truc t ion  3.100 .707 2.267 .879 2.278 .867 2.832 .867 2.370 .793 2.1*1*0 1 .271 1.91*3 1 .370 2.500 .757

D. Subject Matter (Content) 3.000 l . i* l l*  2.250 .500 2.076 .931* 2.61*5 .529 1. 987 . 86 0  2.1*00 .810 1.929 .773 2.688 .625

E. Ins truct iona l Management 2.875 1 .237 2 . 3 8 9  .787 2. 11*1 1 . 120 2.971* .571 2.1*38 .756 2.825 .921 2 . 11*3 1 .088 2.750 .707

F. Implementing Ins truc t ion  2.786 1. 1 1 1 2.1*76 .373 2.255 1 .006 2.51*1 .995 1 .857 1 .122 2.757 .828 2.181* 1 .093 2.500 .61*1*

G. Communications 1.750 2.1*75 2.278 .1*01 2 . 18 5  . 99 5  2.1*61 . 863  2.138 .995 2 .150 1 . 1 50 2.393 .556 2.375 .921*



Research Qu e s t io n  5.  Means and s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n s  o f  t h e  seven i n s t r u c t i o n a l  c l u s t e r s ,  by communi ty  c o l l e g e  t e a c h i n g  e x p e r i e n c e
(N = 103) .

In s t ru c t io n a l  C luster

o
Z II

Years
10)

l)-7 Years 
(N=20)

8-11 Years 
(N=21)

12-15 Years 
(N=22)

16-19 Years 
(N=21))

Over 20 Years 
(N=6)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning In s t ruc t ion 2.1)00 .327 (2.500) .61)1 2.321) .81)3 2.691 .361) 2.1)1)2 1.11)5 (2.833) .612

B. In s t ruc t iona l  Stra teg ies 1.700 1.215 2.229 .683 2.11)3 .631 2.630 .1)78 2.387 .751 1.786 1.567

C. Evaluating In s t ruc t ion 2.560 .310 2.150 .868 (2.1)95) .731 2.682 .81)8 2.225 1.21)2 2.333 1.31)3

D. Subject Matter (Content) (2.750) .1)86 2.062 .579 2.271) .905 2.398 .635 2.250 .912 2.01)2 1.279

E. Ins t ru c t io n a l  Management 2.175 .331) 2.350 .620 2.119 1.161) (2.761) .621) (2.1)1)8) 1.156 2.792 .579

F. Implementing Ins t ruc t ion 2.1)00 .311) 2.1)29 .k5k 2.231 .865 2.669 .763 1.851 1.318 2.1)29 1.31)0

G. Communications 2.325 .921 2.212 .508 2.095 .831 2.625 .702 2.21)0 1.136 1 .1)17 1.158



Research Question 6. Means and standard devia t ions of  the seven ins t ru c t io n a l  c lu s te r s ,  by years of  
higher education (N = 103).

Ins truct iona l  Cluster
4-5  Years 

(N=17)
6-7 Years 

(N=56)
8-9

(N=
Years
13)

10-11 Years 
(N=4)

Over 12 Years 
(N=6)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning Ins truct ion 2 . 2 2 k .552 2.554 .528 2.189 1.243 2.000 1 .376 (2 .900) .919

B. Ins t ruc t iona l  S tra teg ies 2.597 .561 2.270 .822 2.373 .729 1.357 1.584 2.000 1.042

C. Evaluating Ins truct ion 2.506 .571 2.389 .861 2.567 1.076 1 .300 1.536 2.100 1.384

D. Subject Matter (Content) (2 .618) . 52k 2.268 .684 2.250 .840 1.250 .866 2.042 1.600

E. Ins truct iona l  Management 2.353 .750 2.469 .842 (2.639) .900 (2 .313) 1.560 1.875 1.412

F. Implementing Ins truct ion 2.151 .928 2.342 .852 2.475 1 .024 1.857 1.304 2.000 1.414

G. Commun icat  ions 2.538 . 606 2.223 .765 2.375 1.033 1 .250 1.458 1.917 1.489
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Research Question 7. Means and standard devia t ions  o f  the seven in s t ru c ­
t io n a l  c lu s te r s ,  by previous f u l l - t i m e  employment in bus iness/ industry
(N = 103).

Ins t ru c t io n a l  Cluster
Yes

(N=86)

Mean S.D.

No
(N=17)

Mean S.D.

A. Planning Ins truct ion 2.209 .768 (2 .624) .514
B. Ins t ruc t iona l  S t ra teg ies 2.341 .800 2.042 .945
C. Evaluating In s t ru c t io n 2.147 .845 2.106 1 .015
D. Subject Matter (Content) (2 .549) .792 2.044 .867
E. Ins t ru c t io n a l  Management - 2.177 .832 2.250 .927
F. Implementing In s t ruc t ion 2.154 .926 2.319 .780
G. Communications 2.340 .915 2.132 .862

Research Question 8.  Means and standard devia t ions of  the 
t iona l  c lu s te r s ,  by completion o f  a formal teacher t r a in in g  
(N = 103).

seven in s t ru c -  
prog ram

Yes No
Ins t ru c t io n a l  Cluster (N=45) (N=58)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning Ins t ruc t ion 2.280 .654 2.452 .845
B. Ins t ru c t io n a l  S tra teg ies 2.235 1.023 2.397 .657
C. Evaluating In s t ruc t ion 2.356 .828 2.366 1.013
D. Subject Matter (Content) (2 .667) .792 2.250 .802

, E. In s t ru c t io n a l  Management 2.306 .884 (2 .496) .904
F. Implementing In s t ruc t ion 2.213 .979 2.392 .910
G. Communications 2.344 1 .031 2.336 .817
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Research Question 9. Means and standard devia t ions  of  the seven in s t ru c ­
t io n a l  c lu s te r s ,  by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in inserv ice  t r a in in g  or professional  
development in the past f i v e  years (N = 103).

Yes No ■
Ins t ru c t io n a l  C luster (N=80) (N=23)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning Ins t ruct ion 2 .2 32 .71*1 2.530 .759
B. Ins t ru c t io n a l  S t ra teg ies 2.A02 .81*9 2.416 .869
C. Evaluating In s t ruc t ion 2.172 .921 2.609 .819
D. Subject Matter (Content) (2 .587) .814 2.283 .907
E. Ins t ru c t io n a l  Management 2.272 .865 (2 .728) .907
F. Implementing In s t ruc t ion 2.280 .854 2.242 1.176
G. Commun i cat  i ons 2.1*91 .905 2.576 1.015



Research Ques t ion  10. Means and s t an da rd  d e v i a t i o n s  o f  the seven i n s t r u c t i o n a l  c l u s t e r s ,  by s t u d e n f b o d y  headcount  (N = 103).

Ins truc t iona l Cluster
0-2,500
(N=I9)

2,501-5,
(N=l4)

000 5,001-
(N =

7,500
7)

7,501 -
(N=

10,000
13)

10,001
(N=

-12,500
18)

12,501-15,000
(N=3)

Over 15,001
=28 )

Mean S.D. Mean S.0 . Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A. Planning Ins truc t ion 2.232 .449 2.61 it . 906 (2.257) 1.106 2.308 .922 (2.589) .468 3.067 .643 (2.357) .887

B. Ins truc t iona l Strategies 2,271 ,908 2.112 . 850 1 .796 ,872 2.462 M S 2.222 .870 3.000 .937 2.31 1 .793

C. Evaluating Ins truc t ion 2.200 ,757 (2 .8 0 0 ) . 419 1.91 it 1.051 2.262 .950 2.478 .792 3.067 . 808 2.107 1.167

0. Subject Matter (Content) (2.368) .747 2.321 .953 1.679 . 910 2.250 .621 2.333 .575 2.917 .722 2.107 .846

E. Ins truc t iona l Management 2.263 .489 2.696 . 530 1.964 1.055 (2.750) .791 2.486 1.096 2.667 .382 2.161 1.072

F. Implementing Ins truc t ion 2.158 .677 2.673 . 446 1.837 1 .005 2.099 1 .125 2.373 .756 (3,095) .787 2.163 1.085

G. Communications 2.289 .962 2.625 , 678 1.96it .golf 2.500 .797 2.403 .508 1.500 1.323 2.063 • 973
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A u g u s t  15, 1983

D ear Fellow P rofessor:

T h is  "a le r t"  le t te r  will p recede  by th re e  weeks a pilot s tu d y  seeking  
information concern ing  a c co u n t in g ,  data p ro ces s in g ,  and economics  
education in the 29 M ichigan pub lic  community co lleges. T h e  final  
q u e s t io n n a ire  will se rve  as a P h .D .  d is se rta t io n  in Business Education  
at M ichigan S tate  U n iv e r s i ty .

Public community colleges have been the fas tes t  g ro w in g  in s t itu t io n s  in 
h ig h er  education in M ich ig an .  H o w eve r ,  no d e s c r ip t iv e  o r  ana ly t ica l  
stu d y  ex is ts  concern ing  a c co u n t in g ,  data processing  and economics in 
o u r  sta te 's  pub lic  tw o -y e a r  colleges.

M ajor purposes o f  the s tu d y  arc :

1. T o  compile a fa c t - f in d in g  sta tus  s tu d y ,

2. To  d e term ine the p erc e ive d  ins tru c t ion a l  needs of Michigan  
public  community college acco u n t in g ,  data p ro cess in g , and  
economics fa c u l ty  th ro u g h  a needs assessment q u e s t io n n a ire ,  
and

3. T o  c o rre la te  dem ographic  v a r iab les  associated w ith  needs  
p erc ep t io n .

T h e  f in d in g s ,  re f le c t in g  y o u r  profess ional co ncerns, could serve  as an 
empirical base for in s e rv ic e  t r a in in g ,  such as w orksho ps  or seminars.
T h e  f in d in g s  m ight p ro v id e  implications for p re s e rv ic e  p ro gram s ,  
r e c r u i t in g  and s ta f f in g  polic ies, and eva luat ion  of e x is t in g  p rogram s.

T h is  pilo t s tu d y  q u e s t io n n a ire  should take no more than  30 minutes to 
complete. This^ pilot s tu d y ,  w hich  will be va l id a te d  by a panel of e x p e r ts ,  
will p ro v id e  inform ation co n ce rn in g  co n ten t ,  lay o u t ,  c la r i ty  of q uestions,  
feedback on in te rp re ta t io n  of q ue s t ion s ,  and recommendations for im prove­
ment fo r  the s ta te -w id e  q u e s t io n n a ire  mailed in Novem ber 1983.

S in c e re ly ,

Leonard  G . Peterson  
Associate P ro fesso r,  Economics  
Lansing Community College  
(517) 483-1606

41!) NOKTII CAI’ITO l. AVK.M'K. I ’.O. H< ) \  itlOHl. I.ANSIM,. \ l l(  I IK .W  4H' (111 - 7'2 I I (."171 :|7.I7I()U



li»l

X  ansing Commun i ty  College

4 1 9  H .  C A F IT O l AV E ., *O X  40G10 

L A N S IN G , M IC H IG A N  46901

JiiDinp IK» Nfef* 
• > Mithipnn

September 6, 1983

Dear Fellow Professor:

Three weeks ago you received an "alert" letter indicating that a pilot 
study would be sent, to you. The enclosed pilot study seeks information 
concerning accounting, data processing, and economics education in the 29 
Michigan public community colleges. The final questionnaire will serve 
os a Ph.D. dissertation in Business Education at Michigan State University.

Major purposes of the study are:

1. To compile a fact-finding status study;

2. To determine the perceived instructional needs of Michigan 
public community college accounting, data processing, and 
economics faculty through a needs assessment questionnaire; 
and

3. To correlate demographic variables associated with needs 
perception.

The findings, reflecting your professional concerns, could serve as an 
empirical base for inservicc training, such as workshops or seminars.
The findings might provide implications for prcservicc programs, recruit­
ing and staffing policies, and evaluation of existing programs.

This pilot study questionnaire should take no more than 20 minutes to 
complete. You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The pilot 
study will be validated by a panel of experts to provide information 
concerning content, layout, clarity of questions, feedback on interpreta­
tion of questions, and recommendations for improvement for the state-wide 
questionnaire to be mailed about November 1, 1983.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

conard G. Peterson
Associate Professor, Economics 
Lansing Community College 
(517) 483-1606
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P A R T  A :  D E M O C R A P H I C  D A T A

I N S T R U C T O R  I N F O R M A T I O N :  In  o r d e r  to p r o p e r l y  e v a lu a t e  y o u r  r e s p o n s o s ,  It  Is n e c e s s a ry  to
col le c t  In fo rm a t io n  r e g a r d i n g  y o u r  b a c k g r o u n d ,  y o u r  p ro fe s s io n a l  e x p e r i e n c e ,  and  In fo rm at io n  
c o n c e r n in g  y o u r  I n s t i t u t i o n .  P lease  co m p le te  all  q u e s t io n s  th a t  a p p ly  to y o u  b y  p la c in g  a c h e c k  
o r  [ X ]  In the  a p p r o p r i a t e  box o r  l ino .  P lease fi l l  In Items 1 a n d  2.

1. N A M E  O F  F A C U L T Y  M E M B E R  ( O p t i o n a l )

2 . D E P A R T M E N T

3. C e n d c r : 1 ) M a le  I ] Female

8.  A g e : ( ) U n d e r  25 y e a rs 1 ) 30 to 90 y e a r s 1 ) 51 to 55 y e a rs

> I ) 26 to 30 y e a r s 1 ! 91 to 95 y e a rs 1 ] 56 to 60 y e a r s

[ ) 31 to 35 y e a r s 1 ) 96 to 50 y e a rs [ ] O v e r 60 y e a rs

5.  F a c u l t y  S t a t u s :  [ ) F u l l - t i m e  F a c u l t y  Mc-muc-i

I ) P a r t - t i m e  F a c u l t y  M em ber  

| ) O t h e r

6. M a jo r  T e a c h in g  D is c ip l in e :  _ | ) A c c o u n t i n g  | | D a ta  P ro c e s s in g  ( ] Economics

7.  C o m m u n i t y  C o l lege  T e a c h in g  E x p e r ie n c e :  ( I n c l u d e  b o th  f u l l -  and  p a r t - t i m e  e x p e r i e n c e ) :

I ] 0 - 3  y e a r s  [ 1 8-11 y e a r s  ( ] 1 6 - 1 9  y e a rs

| ) *1-7 y e a rs  | ) 12 -19  y e a r s  ( ) O v e r  20 y e a rs

8.  Y o u r  H ig h e s t  D e g r e e  is he ld  in w h ic h  D isc ip l ine ?

1 1 A c c o u n t i n g  | ] Economics [ ) Social  Sc ience

( ) B u s in e s s  ( ) E d u c a t io n  ( ] O t h e r

( ] D a ta  P ro c e s s in g

9.  Y e a r s  o f  A t t e n d i n g  H i g h e r  E d u c a t io n :

[ ) k to 5 y e a r s  | | 0 to 9 y e a r s  I J O v e r  12 y e a rs

I ] 6 to 7 y e a r s  I ] 10 to 11 y e a rs

10.  P r e v io u s  F u l l - T i m e  E m p lo y m e n t  in B u s i n e s s / I n d u s t r y ?  | ) Y e s  I | No

11. H a v e  y o u  C o m p le te d  a Form al  T e a c h e r  T r a i n i n g  P rog ra m ? ( P r o g r a m  w ould  In c lu d e  s t u d e n t  t e a c h in g
fo r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  o r  a s u p e r v is e d  t e a c h in g  i n t e r n s h i p ,  t e a c h in g  a s s is t a n t s h i p  o r  lea c h in g  
p r a c t i c u m . )

[ ] Y e s  I ) No

12. H o ve  y o u  A t t e n d e d  an  I r is o rv ic e  T r a i n i n g  or  P ro fess io n a l  D e v e lo p m e n t  P ro g ra m  In the Pa st  F iv e  
Y e a r s  c o n c e r n in g  y o u r  T c a c h i n y  D isc ip l ine ?  ( T r a i n i n g  may in c lu d e  B w o r k s h o p  in media  
• e le c t io n  o r  a sem in ar  In s t u d e n t  e v a l u a t i o n . )

| 1 Y e s  | ) No
( Q u e s t io n  12 c o n t i n u e d  on n e x t  p ag e )
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1 2 .  ( c o n t i n u e d )

I f  y o u r  a n s w e r  is Y e s , p lease  p lace an  ( X )  in th e  a p p r o p r i a t e  box  or  b o x e s  c o n c e r n in g  y o u r  two  
M O S T  R E C E N T  in s e r v ic e  t r a in i n g  e x p e r ie n c e s :

E X P E R IE N C E  1 E X P E R I E N C E  2

YE S N O  Y E S  NO

U n i v e r s i t y  spo nsored?  I I  I ) I 1 I 1

P ro fess iona l  A s so c ia t io n  s p o n s o re d ?  I ) | | 1 ) 1 ]

U n i v e r s i t y  C r e d i t  g r a n t e d ?  I I I ] I 1 I I

Summer W o rksho p?  I I  I I  I I I 1

S u b je c t  M a t t e r  f a c u l t y  in v o l v e d  in the
select io n  o f  t r a in i n g  topics? I I  I I  1 1 1 ]

I N S T I T U T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N ;  P lease fi l l  in I tem 1 and p lace  an  | X |  in t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  box  in 
Items 2,  3 and  a.

1. NA M E OF Y O U R  I N S T I T U T I O N : ___________________________________________________________________________________

2. S ize  o f  S t u d e n t  D o dy  H e a d c o u n t  ( I n c l u d e  b o th  f u l l -  a n d  p a r t - l i m e  en ro l lm e n t  as of S e p te m b e r  19U 3) .

I ] 0 to 2 ,3 0 0  I I 7 .501 to 10 ,0 0 0  | ) 12,501 to 15 ,000

| ] 2 ,501  to 5, 000 ■ | | 10 ,001 to 12. 500 | | O v e r  15,001

| ] 5 ,001 to 7 ,5 0 0

3. N u m b e r  o f  S t u d e n ts  P r e s e n t ly  E n r o l l e d  in C o u r s e s  in y o u r  T e a c h in g  D isc ip l in e?

| ] 0 to 100 | ) 301 to '100 | ] G0I to 700

( | 101 to 200 | ] 001 to 500 I | 701 to 000

| ] 201 to 300 | 1 501 to 000 | ] O v e r  001

H. Is  Y o u r  I n s t i t u t io n  C o n s i d e r e d  an  U r b a n  o r  N o n - U r b a n  College?

| ] U r b a n  | | N u n - U r b a n



P A R T  B:  N E E D S  A S S E S S M E N T  A N D  I N S E R V IC E  T R A I N I N G

^ D I R E C T I O N S :  Ea ch  o f  the f o l lo w in g  36 s ta tem en ts  r e p r e s e n ts  a t e a c h in g  s k i l l  o r  co m p e te n c y  e f f e c t i v e  
for  c om m uni ty  co l le ge  t e a c h i n g .  B e s id e  each s ta tem ent  c h e ck  one of the  f o u r  p os i t io ns  r e f l e c t i n g  the  
d e g r e e  o f  p e r c e iv e d  needs end  w h e t h e r  the  p e r c e iv e d  n ee ds  c o u ld  b e  met t h r o u g h  In s e r v l c c  t r a i n i n g  
and  y o u r  p r e f e r e n c e s  fo r  the  a r r a n g e m e n t s  o r  d e l i v e r y  model  for  I n s c r v l c e  t r a i n i n g .  T h e  f o u r  choices  
f o r  d e g r e e  o f  p e r c e iv e d  nee d  a r e :

( S A ) S T R O N G L Y ACRF.E I f  y o u  foel that  y o u  d e f i n i t e l y  p e r c e iv e  a n e e d  In th is  s t a t e m e n t ,  
p lace  an | X )  In the  box u n d e r  th e  l e t t e r s  ( S A )  In C o lum n I .

( A ) A G R E E : I f  y o u feel t h a t  the  s ta te m e n t  Is I m p o r ta n t  to y o u  In te rm s  o f  n e e d  p e r c e p t i o n ,  
p lace  on | X )  In th e  box  u n d e r  tho  le t t e r  ( A )  In C o lum n I .

( D ) D I S A G R E E  : I f  you feel t h a t  the  s ta tem ent  Is u n im |x > r ta n l  to y o u  In terms o f  need p e r c e p t i o n ,  
p lace  an  ( X )  In th e  box u n d e r  th e  l e t t e r  ( D )  In C o lum n I .

( S D ) S T R O N C L Y D I S A G R E E : I f  y o u  a r e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  no p e r c e p t i o n  o f  nee d  Is e v i d e n t  In the  
s t a t e m e n t ,  p lace an | X ]  In the  box  u n d e r  the l e t t e r s  ( S D )  In 
Co lum n I .

C O L U M N  I C O L U M N  II

I h a v e  a 
th is  a re a

nee d  In
I feel  t h e  need  
cou ld  be met  t h r o u g h  
in s c r v l c e  t r a i n i n g

SA

I )

I 1 
I 1 

I )

S D  A .  P L A N N I N C  I N S T R U C T I O N

1 . F o r m u l a t in g  o f  i n s t ru c t i o n a l  o b je c t iv e s  in m e a s u ra b le  
t e r m s .

2. O r g a n i z i n g  In s t r u c t i o n  a r o u n d  c o u rs e  o b je c t iv e s .

3. S e le c t in g  i n s t ru c t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  an d  s t r a t e g ic s .

' I . P r e p a r i n g  w r i t t e n  lesson p l a n s .

5. D e v e l o p in g  u n i t s  of  I n s t r u c t i o n .

C O M M E N T S :

Y E S

I
NO  

1 1

I ) 
[ ) 
I 1

B .  I M P L E M E N T  I N C  I N S T R U C T I O N :

0. S e q u e n c i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  ( s t e p - b y - s t e p  I n s t r u c t i o n )  .

7. P r o v i d i n g  Im m edia te  f e e d b a c k .

0.  S u m m a r i z in g  I n s t ru c t i o n a l  u n i t s .

0 .  U t i l i z i n g  m u l t i -m e d ia  a c t i v i t i e s  to im p ro v e  i n s t r u c t i o n .

10. D e v e l o p in g  more c r e a t i v e  le c t u r e s .

11. U s i n g  s t u d e n t / p e e r  tu to r i a l  a s s is ta n c e .

12. I m p le m e n t in g  c lo s u r e :  to e s t a b l is h  a l in k  b e tw e e n
fa m i l ia r  m a te r ia l  and  the  n e w .

C O M M E N T S :



1^5

( S A )  = S t r o n g l y  A g r e e ;  ( A )  -  A g r e e ,  ( D )  = D i s a g re e ;  ( S D )  = S t r o n g l y  D is a g re e

C O LU MN I

h a v e  a nee d  in 
his a re a

SA

C O L U M N  I I

I fee l  th e  nee d  
c o u ld  be met t h r o u g h  
in s e r v ic e  t r a i n i n g

S D  C .  E V A L U A T I N G  I N S T R U C T I O N :

13. I d e n t i f y i n g  a n d  u t i l i z in g  p r i n c ip le s  of  test  c o n s t r u c t i o n .

It) .  C o n s t r u c t i n g  v a l id  and re l ia b le  tes t  items.

15. G r a d in g  on a c o n t r a c t  b as is .

1C. D i . iy n u s i i .g  s t u d e n t  re a d i n g  and  w r i t i n g  d e f ic ie n c ie s .

17. U iag n o s ir iy  s t u d e n t  m athem at ics  d e f ic ie n c ie s .

YE S NO

I
I

C O M M E N T S :

D .  S U B J E C T  M A T T E R  ( C O N T E N T ) :

| ) I ) ( ) 1 )  18. U n d e r s t a n d i n g  ed u c a t io n a l  o b je c t iv e s  o f  a n d  d e v e lo p in g  | 1 I 1
the  c u r r i c u l u m  of  y o u r  d i s c ip l in e .

I J I ) I I  [ )  19 . D e t e r m i n in g  c o n te n t  to be  t a u g h t .  [ ) I 1

I I  ( 1 1 1  M  20.  K e e p in g  a b r e a s t  in  y o u r  s u b je c t  m a t t e r .  1 1  1 1

1 )  [ ) 1 ) 1 ) 21 .  D e v e l o p in g  r e s o u rc e  m a t e r ia ls  fo r  y o u r  c o u rs e s .  1 1 I 1

C O M M E N T S :

E .  I N S T R U C T I O N A L  M A N A G E M E N T :

I J 1 1  I I  1 )  22 .  M o t i v a t i n g  a n d  r e i n f o r c i n g  s t u d e n t s .  I 1 I 1

I I  1 1  1 1  1 1  23.  E l im in a t in g  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  s t u d e n t  c lassroom b e h a v i o r s .  1 ) I )

1 1 1 J I ) 1 1  29. D ia g n o s in g  l e a r n in g  p ro b le m s  o f  d i s a d v a n t a g e d  s t u d e n t s .  I ) 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  25. C o p in g  w i t h  p rob lem s r e l a t i n g  to s t u d e n t  a t t i t u d e s ,  I 1 I 1
i n d i f f e r e n c e ,  a n d  a t t e n d a n c e .

C O M M E N T S :

F .  C O M M U N I C A T I O N S :

| ]  I 1 * ’ 1 ] 1 1  26.  U s in g  q u e s t i o n i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  to  p ro m o te  c lass d is c u s s io n .  [ ) I )

I 1 I I  I 1 I 1 27. T r a i n i n g  In hum an r e la t io n s  t e c h n iq u e s  ( g r o u p  d y n a m i c s ) .  [ ) 1 1

I I  I I  I J I )  28 .  I m p ro v in g  t e c h n i q u e s  uf  t e a c h in g  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  I 1 I I

I 1 I I  I I  I )  29. D e v e l o p in g  s e n s i t iv i t y  to nee ds  a n d  fe e l in g s  of  o t h e r s .  [ ) I |

C O M M E N T S :  _______
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( S A )  = S t r o n g l y  A g r e e ;  ( A )  = A g r e e ;  ( D )  = D i s a g re e ;  ( S D )  = S t r o n g l y  D is a g re e

C O L U M N  I

h a v e  a n e e d  In 
s area

SD

C O L U M N  I I

I feel  th e  need  
c o u ld  be met t h r o u g h  
In s e r v lc c  t r a i n i n g

YE SC .  I N S T R U C T I O N A L  S T R A T E C I E S :

30.  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the  t h e o r y  a n d  t e c h n iq u e s  of  |
a u d i o - t u t o r i a l ,  s e l f -p a c e d ,  p ro g ra m m e d  i n s t r u c t i o n .

31. I n c r e a s i n g  r e p e r t o i r e  o (  te a c h in g  m e th o d s .  i

32. O b s e r v i n g  a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  of  new in s t ru c t i o n a l  t e c h n o lo g y .  I

33 .  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the  t h e o r y  an d  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  m in i -  |
and  m ic r o - c o m p u t e r  as s is te d  i n s t r u c t i o n .

3*i. O b s e r v i n g ,  d i a g n o s in g ,  and  c r i t i q u e  of a v i d e o - t a p e  1
o f  p e e r  le a c h i n g  on a m i c r o - t e a c h in g  e x e rc is e .

35. E x p e r i e n c i n g  a s u r v e y  of  p s y c h o lo g y  of l e a r n in g  th e o r ie s  I
( X  an d  Y f a c t o r ,  M c G r e g o r ,  e t c . ) .

3G. E s t a b l i s h i n g  a s t u d y  s k i l ls  l a b o r a t o r y .  |

C O M M E N T S :

NO

P A R T  C :  I N S E R V I C E  T R A I N I N G  P R E F E R E N C E  A N D  A T T E N D A N C E

1.  Y o u r  P r e f e r e n c e  for  In s e r v i c e  T r a i n i n g :  (P lease  r a n k  o r d e r  y o u r  p r e f e r e n c e  for  in s e rv ic o  t ra in i n g
a r r a n g e m e n t s :

(1 )  = F i r s t  c h o ic e ,
( 2 )  *  Se co n d  cho ice
(3 )  = T h i r d  cho ice  
( k )  *  F o u r t h  cho ice

! ] a .  O n e - d a y  r e g io n a l  sem in ar  

I ) b .  O n e - w e e k  r e s i d e n t ia l  w o r k s h o p  

| |  c .  U n i v e r s i t y  s p o n s o re d  

I ) d .  P ro fe s s io n a l  A s s o c ia t io n  sp o n so red

2.  F a c to r s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to y o u r  I n s o r v i c e  T r a i n i n g  a t te n d a n c e :  ( P lace  | X |  in a p p r o p r i a t e  b o x ) .

Y E S  NO

a .  S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  summer
b .  S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  e v e n in g  h o u rs .
C. S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  w e e k e n d s
d .  U n i v e r s i t y  c r e d i t  g r a n t e d
e .  I n s o r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  c r e d i t  g r a n t e d  by y o u r  i n s t i t u t io n
f .  R e lea sed  time by y o u r  e m p lo y e r
g .  E x p e n s e s  r e i m b u r s e d  by e m p lo y e r



1*7

anstncj  U o m m u n i

419 N. CAPITOl AVI., %Ol 40C10 
lANSlNG, MICHIGAN 4*901

* « r v i n f  lh a  
• I  M c th ig o n

September 8, 1983 

Dear Dr. Rubin:

Am currently a Ph.D candidate in Business Education at Michigan State 

University and will ooon conduct a pilot study in the 29 Michigan public 

community colleges. Purpose of the study: To determine the perceiveu 

instructional needs of accounting, data processing, and economics faculty, 

and to correlate vurious demographic variables associated with needs per­

ception. The findings could serve as an empirical base for inservice 

training, such as workshops or seminars. The findings might well provide 

implications for preeervice programs, recruiting and staffing policies, 
and evaluation of existing programs.

While undertaking the review of literature, your name frequently appears 

under the descriptor inservice training and/or staff (faculty) development. 

Would you consider evaluating or refereeing the 36-item needs assessment 

questionnaire after its pilot testing7 If your answer is yes; 1 will pro­

vide .information concerning the eight taxonomy models used to establish 

the teacher proficiencies on the needs assessment. If your answer is no;

I fully understand how we are all pressed for time.

Thank you.

*54 n r r r o l  \ f  .

Leonard C. Peterson 
Associate Professor, Economics
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S t rv .n p  I h f  H v o r l  
•  f  M ic h .p o *

November 21, 1983

J C a  us ing C o m m u n i t y  Co l l ege

419 n .  o m e n  avp. ,  i o x  40010
U N S I N G ,  MICHIGAN 41901

Dear Fellow Professor: ,

The enclosed questionnaire seeks information concerning accounting, deta 
processing, and economics education in the 29 Michigan public community 
colleges. The results of the questionnaire will be analyzed as a Ph.D. 
dissertation in Business Education at Michigan State University.

Public community colleges have been the fastest growing institutions in 
higher education in Michigan. However, no descriptive or analytical study 
exists concerning accounting, data processing, and economics instruction in 
our state's public two-year colleges.

Major purposes of the study:

1. To compile a fact-finding status study,
2. To determine the perceived instructional needs of Michigan 

public community college accounting, data processing, and 
economics faculty through a needs assessment questionnaire, 
and,

3. To correlate various demographic variables with needs perception.

The findings, reflecting your professional concerns, could serve as an empir­
ical base for inservice training such as workshops or seminars. The findings 
might provide implications for preservice programs, recruiting and staffing 
policies, and evaluation of existing programs.

The questionnaire should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. You may 
be assured of complete confidentiality. This questionnaire has been pilot- 
tested and validated by a panel of experts. Your participation in this 
study is deeply appreciated and should be helpful in providing the necessary 
information and direction for inservice education.

Thank you for your time.

Please check here if you wish a 
copy of the resulting tabulation.
I U

Sincerely,

Leonard G, Peterson 
Associate Professor, F.conomics 
Lansing Community College 
(517) 483-1606

Enclosure
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P A R T  I :  D E M O G R A P H I C  D A T A

I N S T R U C T O R  I N F O R M A T I O N :  In  o r d e r  lo p r o p e r l y  e v a lu a t e  y o u r  re s p o n s o s ,  I I  i t  n e c e s s a r y  to c o l lo c l  i n fo rm a t io n
r e g a r d i n g  y o u r  b a c k g r o u n d ,  y o u r  p r o f e s s io n a l  e x p e r ie n c e ,  a n d  i n fo rm a t io n  c o n c e r n in g  y o u r  i n s t i t u t i o n .  Please  
complete  ati ( (u e t l io n a  th a t  a p p ly  lo y o u  by  p la c in g  a c h e c k  ( /J  or  ( X |  in tho a p p r o p r i a t e  box  o r  l in e .  P lease (il l  in 
I terns 1 a n d  2.

I .  NAML UP F A C U L T Y  MLM13EK ( O p t i o n a l )

2.  D E P A R T M E N T

J. L e n d e r :  , | | Ma le  I I Female

‘i .  A g e :  | | U n d e r  25 y e a r s  | |

I I 20 lo JO y e a rs  I | 

1 ] 31 to 35 y e a rs  1 |

5 , F a c u l t y  S t a t u s :  | ] F u l l - n i n e  F a c u l i y  M em ber

I I P a r t - t i m e  F a c u l t y  Mem ber  

1 1 O l h c r

31/ lo  MO y e a rs  

Ml lo  M5 y e a rs  

MO lo 50 y e a rs

| I 51 lo 55 y e a r s  

[ I 50 lo 00 y e a rs  

1 | O v e r  GO y e a r s

0 .  M o|or  T e a c h in g  D is c ip l in e :  ( | A c c o u n t i n g  | | D a ta  P ro c e s s in g ( ( Economics

7. C o m m u n i ty  C o l lege  T c a c F u n g  E x p e r i e n c e :  ( I n c l u d e  b o th  full -  a n d  p a r t - t i m e  e x p e r i e n c e ) :

1 ) 0 - 3  y e a r s  | | 0 -11  y o a rs 1 ) 1 0 -19  y e a rs

1 | M- 7 y e a r s  | | 17-15 y e a rs 1 I O v e r  20 y e a rs

II,  In  W h ich  D i s c i p l i n e i s )  Do Yo u  H o ld  the Fo l lo w in g  D e g rees?

( 0 ) B A / B S  | | A c c o u n t i n g  | | Economics 1 I Social  Sc ience

1 1 B u s in e s s  | ) E d u ca t io n I | O l h o r

1 ) D a ta  P ro c e s s in g

( b )  M A / M S / M D A  ( ) A c c o u n t i n g  ( | Economics I | Social  Scionco

1 | B u s in e s s  I ] E d u c a t io n 1 I O l h o r

I I D a ta  P ro c e s s in g

l c )  P h . D .  [ ) A c c o u n t i n g  | | Economics 1 | Social Scionco

| ) B u s in e s s  1 ) E d u c a t io n 1 ) O th e r

I | D a ta  P ro c e s s in g

9. Y e a r s  of  A l t o n d i n g  H i g h e r  E d u c a t io n :

| 1 9 to 5 y o a r s  | ) 8 to 9 y e a rs | | O v e r  12 y o a rs

| ]  G to 7 y e a r s  1 1 10 lo I I  y e a rs

1U. P re v io u s  F u l l - T i m e  E m p lo y m e n t  in B u s i n e s s / I n d u s t r y !  1 | Y E S  | ] NO

It  Y E S ,  how m any y e a rs ?  | ) Less  t h a n  3 y e a r s  i I 0 to 9 y e a r s

1 | 7 lo 5 y e a r s  1 1 O v e r  10 y e a rs



150

I I .  H a ve  y o u  com ple ted  a Formal  T e a c h e r  T r a i n i n g  P ro g ra m  w h ic h  w ou ld  in c lu d e  s t u d e n t  t e a c h in g  (or  
c e r t i f i c a t io n ,  a s u p e r v is e d  le a c h i n g  i n t e r n s h i p ,  teach in g  a s s is ta n ts h i p .  o r  t e a c h in g  p r a c t i c u m !

1 I V E S NO

12. Have y o u  A t t e n d e d  an  In s e r v i c e  T r a i n i n g  or Pro fess iona l  D e v e lo p m e n t  f’ r o g r j m  in the pas t  f iv e  y e a rs  
re la te d  to y o u r  t e a c h in g !

YE S NO

I f  y o u r  a n s w e r  Is Y E S .  p lease  p lace  on [ X | in the a p p r o p r i a t e  box or  b ox es  c o n c e r n in g  y o u r  two MO S T  
R E C E N T  in s e r v ic e  t r a in i n g  e x p e r ie n c e s :

C o m m un ity  C o l le g e  sp o n so red

Pro fess iona l  A s so c ia t io n  s p o n s o re d !

U n i v e r s i t y  C r e d i t  g r a n t e d ’

Summer W o r k s h o p !

S u b je c t  M a t t e r  f a c u l t y  in v o l v e d  in 
the s e lec t io n  of t r a i n i n g  to p ic s !

EXPERIENCE I 

YES NO

EXPERIENCE 2 

YES NO

I N S T I T U T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N :  P lease  fi l l  in Hem  1 a n d  p lace  an  I X 1 in  the  a p p r o p r i a t e  box in I tem s  2, a n d  3.

1. NAME OF Y O U R  I N S T I T U T I O N ;

2. Size of  S t u d e n t  B o d y  H e a d c o u n t  ( in c lu d e  b o t h  f u l l -  a n d  p a r t - t i m e  e n ro l lm e n t  as o f  Fall  1983)

I I 0 to 2 ,5 0 0  

I | 2 ,501  to 5 ,000  

I | 5 ,001 to 7 ,5 0 0

| | 7 ,501 to 10 ,000  

( | 10,001 to 12 ,500

| 1 12,501 to 1,5,000 

I | O v e r  15,001

3. N u m b e r  of  S t u d e n ts  P r e s e n t ly  E n ro l le d  in C o u rs e s  in y o u r  T e a c h in g  D i s c i p l i n e ’ *

| | 0 to 100 I I 301 to 900 I I 001 to 700

| | 101 to 200 I I 901 to 500 I I  701 to BOO

| ] 201 lo 300 1 I 501 to O00 I | O v e r  801



151

P A R T  I I :  N E E D S  A S S E S S M E N T  A N D  IN S E R V IC E  T R A I N I N C

D I R E C T I O N S :  Each o f  the  fo llow ing 36 s ta te m e n ts  r e p r e s e n t s  a teach in g  sk i ll  o r  com pe ten cy  e f f e c t i v e  for  com m uni ty  
colle ge te a c h in g .  B e s id e  uach s ta tem ent  c h e c k  one of  the  fo u r  pos it io ns  r e l a t i n g  to the  a e g re o  of p e r c e iv e d  needs and  
w h e t h e r  the  p e r c e iv e d  ncods cou ld  b e  met t h r o u g h  in s o r v ic e  t r a i n i n g .  T h e  four  choices  for  d e g re e  o f  p e r c e iv e d  need

(S A )  S T R O N G L Y  A C R E E :

( A )  A C R E E :

(D )  D I S A G R E E :

(S D )  S T R O N G L Y  D I S A G R E E :

I f  y o u  feel th a t  you p e r c e iv e  a ’s t r u n g ,  p ro fe s s io n a l  nee d  in th is  s ta tem ent  and  
w ould  r a n k  it f i r s t  p r i o r i t y ,  p lace an ( X j in the box u n d e r  the  le t te rs  
( S A )  in Co lum n I .

I f  y o u  feci  t h a t  the s ta tem ent  r e f le c ts  a second p r i o r i t y  nee d  in im p o r ta n c e  to 
y o u ,  p lace  an | X )  in the box u n d e r  the le t t e r  ( A )  in Co lum n I .

I f  y o u  feel t h a t  the  s ta tem ent  is i m p o r t a n t 'b u t  about  w h ich  you  a re  s u f f ic i e n t ly  
c u r r e n t ,  p lace  an t X J in the box u n d e r  the le t t e r  ( U )  in C o lum n I .

I f  you  feci  t h a t  the  s ta tem ent  is not im p o r ta n t  n o r  a p e rs o n a l  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to 
y o u r  jo b ,  p lace  an ( X j  in the  box u n d e r  (he l e t t e rs  ( S D )  in Co lum n I .

C O L U M N  1

I h av e  a n e e d  in 
th is  area

SA ’ SD  A .  P L A N N I N C  I N S T R U C T I O N  •

1. F o r m u l a t in g  in s t ru c t i o n a l  o b je c t iv e s  in m e a s u ra b le  te rm s .  

3. O r g a n i z i n g  in s t r u c t i o n  a r o u n d  cou rs e  o b je c t iv e s .

3 .  S e le c t in g  in s t ru c t i o n a l  a c t iv i t ie s  a n d  s t r a te g ie s .

4.  P r e p a r i n g  w r i t t e n  lesson p la n s .

5. D e v e l o p in g  u n i t s  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n .

C O L U M N  2

I feel th e  nee d  
c o u ld  be met t h r o u g h  

i n s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g

YES NO

C O M M E N T S :

B ,  I N S T R U C T I O N A L  S T R A T E G I E S :

6. U n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the t h e o r y  and  te c h n iq u e s  ol a u d i o - l u l u r i a l .  
s e l f - p a c e d ,  p ro g ra m m e d  i n s t r u c t i o n .

7. I n c r e a s i n g  r e p e r t o i r e  o f  l e a c h in g  m ethods.

8 . O b s e r v i n g  a d e m o n s tra t io n  of new in s t ru c t iu n . i l  t e c h n o lo g y .

9.  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the t h e o r y  a n d  ap p l ic a t io n  of i m m -  and  m ic ro ­
c o m p u te r  as s is te d  i n s t r u c t i o n .

10. O b s e r v i n g  a n d  d ia g n u s in y  a v i d e o - t a p e  of p e e r  te a c h in g  on a 
m ic r o - t e a c h in g  e x e rc is e .

11 . E x p e r i e n c i n g  a s u r v e y  of p s y c h o lo g y  of l e a r n in g  theor ies  
( P w y e l ,  B loom, M o y e r .  S k i n n e r ,  e t c . )

12. E s ta b l i s h i n g  a s t u d y  sk i lls  l a b o r a t o r y .
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(S A )  = S T R O N G L Y  A G R E E :  ( A )  = A C R F .E : I D )  - D l S A C R L t : (S D )  - S T R O N G L Y  D I S A G K b t

C O L U M N  1

I hove  a need In 
this arcs

SA SD C .  E V A L U A T I N G  I N S T R U C T I O N .

13. I d e n t i f y i n g  j n d  u t i l i z in g  p r in c ip le s  ul test  co n s tru e  l i u n . 

1M. C o n s t ru c t i n g  vo l id  end  re l iab le  lest  items.

IS .  C r a d m g  on a c o n t ra c t  b as is .

TG. D ia g n o s in g  s t u d e n t  re a d in g  and  w r i t in g  d e f ic ie n c ie s .

17. D ia g n o s in g  s t u d e n t  mathematics  clef it  »enc ies .

CO LU M N 7

I feel the need  
could  be met th ro u g h  

insci vice training

YCS NO

C O M M E N T S :

D .  S U D J E C T  M A T T E R  ( C O N T E N T ) :

| ) ( ) ( j ( ) 18. U n d e r s t a n d i n g  c d j c o t i o n j l  o b je c t iv e s  of  and  d e v e lo p in g  the I ) I I
c u r r i c u lu m  of  y o u r  d is c ip l in e .

( |  ( |  | ) ( j 19. D e te r m i n in g  co n ten t  to be t j u g h t .  ( J I J

1 |  | ) ( ) | J 20. K e ep in g  a b r e a s t  in y u u r  sub jec t  m a t te r .  [ | | ]•

| |  | |  | J { J 21. D e v e lo p in g  re s o u rc e  m .t le r ia ls  for y o u r  co u rs es .  I I  | I

C O M M E N T S :

I I  M 
I I  I I  
I I  I I  
I I  I I

I I 
1 I 
I I 
I I

I I 
I I 
I I

I N S T R U C T I O N A L  M A N A C E M E N T ;

M o t iv a t in g  and  r e t n f u rc in y  s t u d e n ts .  [ [ | |

E l im in a t in g  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  s tu d e n t  clussruom b e h a v io rs .  | I I I

D ia g n o s in g  le a r n in g  prob lem s of d i s a d v a n ta g e d  s t u d e n ts .  [ I I I

C o p in g  w i t h  p rob lem s r e la t in g  to s tu d e n t  a t t i t u d e s ,  in d i f f e r e n c e ,  I I  I I
an d  a t te n d a n c e .

C O M M E N T S :

F .  I M P L E M E N T IN G  I N S T R U C T I O N :

| | 36. S e q u e n c in g  a c t iv i t ie s  I s l c p - b y - s t e p  i n s t r u c t i o n ) .

[ ] 37. P r o v id i n g  immediate  fe e d b a c k .

| ) 30. Su m m ar iz in g  in s t ru c t io n a l  u n i t s .

1 ] 39, U t i l i z in g  m u l t i -m e d ia  a c t iv i t ie s  to im p ro ve  i n s t ru c t io n .

| | 30. D e v e lo p in g  more c re a t i v e  le c t u r e s .

| | 31. U s in g  s t u d e n t / p e e r  tu to r ia l  a ss is tance .

| ] 33 . Im p lementir /g  c losure :  to e s ta b l is h  a l ink  b e tw een  familiar
m ater ia l  and the new .
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'..A) » S T R O N C L Y  A C R E E ; '  ( A )  = A C R E E ;

:o l u m n  1

| D )  = D I S A G R E E :

hove a need In 
nis area

( S D )  s. S T R O N C L Y  D i S A C R E E

C O L U M N  2

I feu I ihe  heed  
C o u l d  b e  m e t  t h r o u g h  

in s e rv ic e  t ra in i n g

.A A D SD C . C O M M U N I C A T I O N S : YE S NO

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 JJ. U m i k j  q u u i l i u n i n Q  pruuuUut'u:* lu prulnulu Ll.iss Uiui  u v - iu n  . 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 I 34. 7 ru in in t j  in hu rn jn  r c l u l i u n *  luchntquu:*  (c jruup U y nui ii ius ) . 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 30. I rnpruv infj lu c h n iq u u b  uf lu u c lm u j  qru t .u t iU i liuM . 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 30. Uuvclupin cj  b en snU v i ly  lu nuuJb unJ  luul inyi .  ul u lhci 1 1 1 1

C O M M E N T S ;

P A R T  I I I ;  I N S E R V I C E  T R A I N I N G  P R E F E R E N C E  A N D '  A T T E N D A N C E

Y o u r  P r e f e r e n c e  in T e r m *  of T im e  fu r  In s e r v i c e  T r u m i n g :  (P lease  r a n k  ui d e r  y u u r  p r e f e r e n c e )  ;

( l |  -  F i r s t  cho ice ( J )  -  T h u d  cho ice
(2 )  * Second cho ice  • p i )   ̂F o u r i l i  choice

I J a .  O n e - d a y  reg io n a l  sem inar

I J b .  O ne to t h r e e - d a y  sem inar

i | | t .  One* week re s i d e n t ia l  w o rk s h o p

i ] , d .  O ne  to two w eek ,  r e s i d e n t ia l  w o rk s h o p

Y o u r  P r e fe r e n c e  in T e rm s  of S p o n s o r  lo r  I n s e r v i c e  T r a i n i n g :  (P lease  r a n k  o r d e r  y o u r  p r e f e r e n c e ) ;

( 1 )  *  F i r s t  cho ice  (3 )  = T h i r d  cho ice
( 2 )  = Second cho ice

( | a .  Co m m un ity  C o l leye  sp o n so red

I ) b .  U n i v e r s i t y  s p o n s o re d

I i C. P ro fess iona l  A s so c ia t io n  sp o n so red

Fa c to rs  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to y o u r  In s e r v i c e  T r a i n i n g  a t te n d a n c e ;  (P lace  |XJ in a p p r o p r ia t e  b o * ) .

' *  Y_LS NO

( J ( j  a .  S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  summer
« i

[ j  | |  b .  S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  e v e n in g  hou rs

I I | |  c . S c h e d u le d  d u r i n g  w eekend s

< | |  1 ) d .  U n i v e r s i t y  c r e d i t  g r u n t e d

| J | |  e .  I n s e r v i c e  t r a in i n g  c r e d i t  g r a n t e d  by y u u r  i n s t i tu t io n

( |  1 ] ( .  R e leased  time by  y o u r  em ployer

| |  | j  g .  E x p e n s e s  re im b u r s e d  by em ployer

( J  | j h .  C r e d i t  to w a rd  promotio n a n d / o r  t e n u re
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<19 N. CAP1T01 AYE., 60X  <0010 
IANSING, MICHIGAN <8901

S«fv>np N*0' l  
gl M>cKiyon

January 3, 1984

Dear Fallow Professor:

Last month you received a qucstionnaivc which sought information 

concerning accounting, data processing, and economics education in the 

29 Michigan community colleges.

The purposes of the study: to compile a fact-finding status study,

to determine perceived instructional needs, and to correlate demographic 

variables with perceived needs. The findings could serve as an empirical 

base for in-service training sucli as workshops or seminars.

The returns have been gratifying (45% return rate) and the information 

revealing. Would you please complete and return the questionnaire? The 

questionnaire was sent to a fairly small number of community college faculty 

(182 in all). Hence, j.t is important that your opinions be included in 

the study if the results accurately represent the perceptions of accounting, 

data processing,, and economics faculty in Michigan.

If you did not receive the questionnaire or if it has been mislaid, 

please let me know and I will send another questionnaire.

Thank you for your time. 

rincercly,

Leonard G. Peterson
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