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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

Technical-occupational programs have multiplied rapidly
in Oklahoma's Junior Colleges during the past ten years. 1In
1965, there were only 75 technical-occupational programs
being operated in the Oklahoma State System of colleges and
universities. During the 1975-76 academic year 380 programs
were offered at 27 colleges and universities throughout the
State.

The increase in numbers of programs has been accompanied
by substantial increases in enrollments. Individuals of
various ages and backgrounds have enrolled in these programs.
It seems that the technical-occupational programs are gaining
acceptance in the eyes of students and the general public.

The public image of all vocational education may be
changing. For example, Shultz (1971) found that public
opinions toward vocational education are generally favorable,
but the general public was relatively uninformed about the
specific goals and purposes of vocational education programs.

In a somewhat related study, Darby (1976) solicited
parents' perceptions of technical-occupational programs as
opposed to a liberal arts education. He found that upper-

class parents tended to view technical-occupational programs



less favorably than middle- or lower-class parents. Darby
also concluded that further research needed to be conducted
concerning different groups' perceptions of technical-

occupational programs at the postsecondary level.
Statement of the Problem

The developmeht of expanded technical and occupational
offerings in Oklahoma junior colleges has had an impact upon
the roles or functions of these institutions. Today there
are 13 junior colleges in the Oklahoma State System of
Higher Education which have been designated as comprehensive
institutions. The three principal functions of these
institutions are to provide: wuniversity parallel programs,
technical and occupational programs, and community service
programs.

Program offerings, enrollments and the money allocated
to these programs has increased, there is however very
little information available concerning the degree of accep-
tance these functions have gained among the faculty,
administration and staff responsible for operating the
institutions.

The problem with which this study was concerned was the
lack of information concerning the views of junior college
administrators and faculty toward technical and occupational
programs. The problem was delineated by stating a series of
questions. How are postsecondary technical-occupational

programs viewed by college educators? Do administrators



view the programs differently than do faculty members? Do
the faculty members involved in teaching the technical-
occupational programs view them differently than do other
faculty members? Do educators view technical—océupational
programs as being less prestigious than other academic
‘areas? What are educators' opinions concerning the financ-
ing of technical-occupational programs? Do educators view
postsecondary technical-occupational programs as being of
equal or higher quality than university parallel programs?

These were the primary questions investigated in the study.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions
of educators from selected Oklahoma Junior Colleges toward
postsecondary technical-occupational programs. Specifically,
the perceptions of junior college administrators, junior
college university parallel faculty members, and junior
college technical-occupational faculty members toward
factors related to the prestige, cost, and quality of post-
secondary technical-occupational programs and university

parallel programs were studied.

Questions Investigated

The following questions were investigated in the study:

Question 1: 1Is there a difference among the
administrators' technical-
occupational faculty members' and
university parallel faculty members'
perceptions of the prestige of



postsecondary technical-
occupational programs and university
parallel programs? -

Question 2: 1Is there a difference among the
administrators', technical-
occupational faculty members' and
university parallel faculty members'
perceptions of the financing (cost)
of postsecondary technical-
occupational programs and university

parallel programs?

Question 3: 1Is there a difference among the
’ administrators', technical~

occupational faculty members’' and
university parallel faculty members'
perceptions of the quality of post-
secondary technical-occupational
programs and university parallel
programs?

Definitions of Terms

Several terms were defined in the study to avoid
multiple interpretations. These terms were as follows:

Junior College University Parallel Faculty: Fulltime

faculty members of the selected junior colleges whose
primary teaching assignment was in a university parallel
program.

Junior College Technical-Occupational Faculty/Program

Faculty: Fulltime faculty members of the selected junior
colleges whose primary teaching assignment wés in a
technical-~occupational program.

Junior College Administrators: Fulltime personnel of

selected junior colleges whose primary assignment is adminis-
tration but whose secondary responsibilities may be in

teaching areas. Those regarded as administrators included



the following: Presidents, Vice-Presidents, Deans, Depart-
ment Chairpersons, Program Directors and/or Coordinators,
Librarians, Counselors, and Student Personnel Officers.

Selected Junior Colleges: All junior colleges in Okla-

homa that are part of the institutions comprising the
“.Oklahoma State System of Higher Education: Carl Albert
Junior College, Cléremore Junior College, Connors State
College, Eastern Oklahoma State College, El1 Reno Junior
College, Murray State College, Northeastern Oklahoma A & M
College, Northern Oklahoma College, Oscar Rose Junior
College, Seminole Junior College, South Oklahoma City Junior
College, Western Oklahoma State College, and Tulsa Junior
College.

Technical-Occupational Program: An educational program

in at least one of the selected junior colleges that is
designed for immediate employment upon graduation or completion

University Parallel Programs: An educational program

in the selectéd junior colleges that is designed to be the

first two years of a four year degree program.
Limitations

Junior college administrators were fulltime employees
of the selected junior colleges in Oklahoma who indicated
that their primary assignment during the 1976-77 academic
year was administration.

Junior college parallel faculty members were 1imited to

those who were teaching fulltime at the selected



Oklahoma junior colleges during the spring semester of the

1976-77 academic year.

Junior college technical-occupational faculty members
were limited to those fulltime faculty members who were
teaching technical-occupational programs in the selected
‘participating Oklahoma junior colleges during the spring
semester of the 1976-77 academic year.

Measures of participants' perceptions concerning the
prestige of technical-occupational programs were limited to
the sixteen items contained in the data collection instru-
ment.

Measures of participants' perceptions concerning the
financing of technical-occupational programs were limited to
the eighteen questions contained in Section II of the data
collection instrument.

Measures of participants' perceptions concerning the
guality of technical-occupational programs were limited to
the program éreas contained in Section III of the data

collection instrument.

Need for the Study

Many factors influence the devélopment of quality
educational programs. Some of the more obvious factors are
finances, facility, and faculty. According to Divita (1968)
a less obvious but important factor is the manner in which
programs are viewed by personnel in the sponsoring institu-

tions. Positive views toward a program by those directly



responsible for program operation enhances the development
of quality.

The primary responsibility for the development of
quality technical-occupational programs rests with faculty
) and administrators. Thus, knowledge about how they view

these programs could be useful in program improvement.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

This Chapter presents a synopsis of the pertinent mate-
rial related to the investigation. However, this does not
imply that the factors included comprise an exhaustive list.

Shultz (1971) conducted a study which was concerned
with the public image of vocational and technical programs.
He sought to identify the perceptions regarding several
aspects of vocational and technical education as held by the
public in Oklahoma

Shultz concluded that the general opinions toward
vocational education programs were favorable, but the general
public was relatively uninformed about the goals and pur-
poses of vocational education programs. Schultz recommended
that it would be of value to conduct research of this type
to determine the attitude of school administrators, school
board members, parents, and students toward vocational pro-
grams.

Ballard (1973) conducted a study which was concerned
with the role and function of public junior colleges in
Oklahoma as perceived by citizens, students, faculty,
administrators, and trustees. The specific objectives of
this study were to determine the degree of differences, if

any, among the publics' perceptions of the appropriate



extent of the colleges' involvement in the various functions.

The results of this study were such that it was felt
that the perceptions of the appropriate activities and
function priorities of the institutions held by the publics
of all the colleges with the possible exception of one were
so divergent as to constitute an obstacle in the achievement
of educational excellence.

Fritze (1974) conducted a study concerning the opinions
of public junior colleges héld by public secondary school
personnel involved in advising college-bound students.

Selected conclusions and recommendations from the
Fritze study wére:

(1) Positive opinions of the junior college
held by Oklahoma high school personnel
were related to the visitation of junior
colleges where their graduates attended.
Due to this apparent positive influence,
it would appear to be a valuable practice
for Oklahoma junior college officials to
regularaly invite high school personnel
who assist students with college planning
to the campus.

(2) Positive opinions of the junior college
held by Oklahoma high school personnel
were related to regular visitation of
high schools by junior college repre-~
sentatives.

(3) Positive opinions of the junior college
held by Oklahoma high school personnel -
were related to having attended junior
colleges. Thus, it would appear to
benefit junior colleges if more high
school personnel who have attended
Jjunior colleges were assisting students
with college planning (p. 10).

In a somewhat related study, Darby (1976) solicited

parents' perceptions of technical-occupational programs as
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opposed to a liberal arts education; He found that upper-
class parents tended to view technical-occupational programs
less favorably than middle- or lower-class parents.

Based upon the results of this study the following con-
clusions and recommendations were offered:

(1) Upper dominion parents hold a lower
regard of vocational education as an
acceptable educational endeavor for
their children.

(2) Lower dominion parents hold a higher
regard of vocational education as an
acceptable educational endeavor for
their children.

(3) There was a discernible difference in
the perception of educational values
between upper dominion and lower
dominion parents.

(4) Social status does influence one's per-
ception of education, educational
programs, and what is an acceptable
level of educational attainment.

(5) Those concerned with vocational educa-
tion should further investigate the
implications of the social status
influence of educational programs.

(6) Additional studies should investigate
parental perception of vocational edu-
cation to determine if change is taking
place. Specifically, if upper dominion
parents' attitude toward vocational
education is perhaps becoming more
favorable?

(7) Vocational education should continue
to expand its total public relations
program. More effort is needed to
describe and inform the public regard-
ing the broad and diversified vocational
curricula and the expanding opportunities
for the graduate (p. 27).

The Vocational Education Amendments of (1968) are having



a very positive effect upon the image of vocational educa-

tion according to many writers. For example, Shilt (1970)

enumerated some of the image changes that are taking place

including the following:

¢)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

Vocational education has received a vote
of confidence from the United States
Congress to make a major contribution to
the social and economic welfare of the
nation through educating persons for
work.

There is a general awakening on the part
of school superintendents and principals
which recognizes the potential of
vocational education as an educational
process.

One of the most significant factors in
the changing image of vocational-
technical education can be found in the
type and amount of research being con-
ducted in the field.

New programs in vocational and career
education are being developed for
persons who have not previously
benefitted from the traditional pro-
grams of vocational education.

Guidance and counseling is taking on
new and added responsibilities as
vocational education moves toward
serving more people at all levels and
stages of development. Occupational
information is being given to pupils
in the elementary and junior high
grades, and work experience is becom-
ing an integral part of their total
education. All school personnel are
becoming more and more oriented toward
occupational education.

Vocational-technical educators have
been alert to newer teaching devices
and techniques (p. 15).

According to Shultz (1971):

Vocational education, the neglected stepchild

11
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of the educational system, has been downgraded
by the public and relegated by educators to
unmotivated students. Many parents have felt
that vocational education was good only for
someone else's children.

As pointed out by an editorial published in the Still-
water News Press (1971):

The U. S. Office of Education estimates that
half of all jobs opening up in the 1970's will
require training beyond high school but less
than a four-year degree.

Society is creating a large number of educated
incompetents because of its unrealistic demands
that a student must have a four-year degree,
charges Irving Goldstein, president of Charron-
Williams Systems, Inc., a leading network of
commercial and technical training schools in
the Southeast.

Very often when a student drops out of a four-
year college program he has a feeling of
failure and is completely lacking in direction.

By contrast, a student pursuing a vocational
education course has a sense of immediate
accomplishment, a sense of purpose. He knows
what type of career he is being prepared for.
The course of study is intense and the student
has not time for campus protesting.

Society must stop placing a stigma on young

people who don't go to college. It must stop

looking down on vocational education as non-

intellectual or noncreative. The entire

concept of vocational education needs to be

upgraded.

The National Advisory Council on Vocational Education
(1970) stressed that vocational education in the United
States suffers from a national preoccupation that everyone
must go to college. Government at all levels--~school

administrators, teachers, parents, and students--are all

guilty of the attitude that vocational education is designed
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for somebody else's children.

School Personnel and the Image of

Vocational Education

Fritze (1974) indicated that educators have decided
that superior schools are measured by the number of graduates
who later enroll in college. Educators know that parents
will support superior schools. Non-college preparatory
vocational education, when available, is operated as a
charitable, civic enterprise.

Guidance associations insist that occupational goals are
short-term goals; and too modest for high school students.
(In their view, any pursuit less than college is short-term
and all vocational education is modest, Fritze, 1974).

Administration and guidance seem hopelessly confused by
the terminology of "work experience,'" "work study," and
"cooperative work education.” Some guidance counselors mis-
represent the objectives of industrial cooperative education
to poténtial students (Workman, 1970).

It is essential that all school personnel, and coun-
selors in particular, hold an image of vocational education
which is accurate in terms of today's thrust in vocatibnal
education. However, this apparently is not always the case,
because Hoyt (1970) found the following negative perceptions
of vocational education present among counselors in all parts
of the United States:

(1) The first negative perception is one of
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vocational educators' trying to turn out
skilled technicians and craftsmen at the
secondary-school level.

(2) The second negative perception has resulted
from what was formerly the major claimed
purpose of high school vocational education--
to prepare people for gainful employment.

(3) A third negative perception has been that
vocational education has failed to offer a
sufficient variety of choice to students.

(4) A final perception held by many counselors
is that vocational education exists as
something separate and apart from "regular"
school (pp. 41-43).

In a more positive vein, Hoyt further indicated that
in spite of certain negative images held by more than a few
individual counselors, the overriding image--the hopes and
aspiration--which the guidance movement hold for vocational
education, is positive. This "ideal"” image, which is
entirely consistent with the goals and objectives of the
guidance movement itself, has nine aspects that deserve
comment, according to Hoyt. These were as follows:

(1) Vocational education should be seen as

representing a means of expanding the
spectrum of educational opportunities.

(2) Vocational education should be seen as

representing an opportunity for young

people to discover and develop the special
talents they possess.

(3) Vocational education represents one
aspect of the school which does, by its
basic mode of operation, provide for
individual differences.

(4) Vocational education represents an
opportunity to discover and reflect
purposefully on the values of a work-
oriented society.

(5) Vocational education provides
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opportunities for all students to
experience success at some level in their
educational undertakings. It is

inherent in the nature of vocational
education that no student ever fails
completely.

(6) Vocational education represents a mean-
ingful and direct contact between the
school and the world of work.

(7) Secondary-school vocational education
represents a different avenue by which
young people can explore and make
decisions regarding the need for and
desirability of postsecondary training
and education.
(8) High school vocational education repre-
sents one place where students whose
abilities are too low to profit from
training after high school can acquire
basic job skills which will enable them
to become productive workers.
(9) Vocational education represents an
opportunity for young people to explore
and develop basic job skills which
-have wide application in a variety of
occupational areas (p. 42).
| According to Hoyt (1970) it can be concluded that the
negative image of vocational education held by many
practicing counselors, as members of the public, has been
created both by the practices of vocational educators and
by the lack of clear thinking on the part of many counselors.
The true image of vocational education, expressed in terms
of its basic goals and objectives, is one which should be
viewed positively by all professional counselors if optimum
program effectiveness is to be attained.
A study conducted in Massachusetts (Massachusetts Voca-

tional Educational Research Coordinating Unit, 1969), found
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junior high school staff members to have favorable attitudes
toward vocational education with two major exceptions:
vocational education was not perceived to be a suitable
experience for scholastically able students; and the occu-
pations for which vocational students were trained were not
" as socially respectable as other employment alternatives.

The attitudes‘of junior high school staff members
toward vocational education are crucial to the development
of programs that meet the total educational needs of stu-
dents. It might be stated that junior high school staff
members differentiate between technicians and theorists and
perceive vocational education as a suitable experience for
tradesmen and technicians, but not for students with the
ability to become theorists.

Divita (1968) found that a "low status" stereotype
associated with vocational education programs and students
was felt to be a serious factor which hampered the growth of
vocational education programs. Vocational education students
were offen perceived as being sterotyped as students of low
intelligence and from low income families. It was felt that
improvement of programs and educating the public about
vocational education would do much to remove the "low
status" stereotype associated with vocational education
programs and students; however, the respondents did not feel
that county school systems were presently doing an adeQuate
job of educating the public about vocational education. It

was felt that vocational education programs made enough
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students useful members of society to justify their cost.

Punke (1968) concluded that previously, "vocational
image" reflected work involving gross muscular activity and
skills which presumeably anybody could acquire.

Punke further relates that currently the business and
industrial world look upon the earlier concepts of voca-
tional education aé essentially obsolete but perhaps»of,
historical value--for clues on how to go on from where we
are now. One obstacle to going on is the inferiority status
implied in the vocational image that seems to be embedded
in the personalities of some teachers in vocational and
industrial arts education. Perhaps such teachers thus
signify that their own learning and teaching experience has
not developed in them a broad understanding of the role which
vocational activity actually plays in a modern industrial
culture.

The business and industrial community in America seems
more alert than the educational community to the idea that
the vocational scene is changing as rapidly as the civil
rights and urbanization scene. Several aspects of the
philosophy of vocational education have not changed accord-
ingly. Does it seem realistic to infer that the prhilosophy
and implementation of vocational education can lead in the
nation's vocational development if their present rate of
advance leaves them in the trail of dust as industry and
technology race over the next hill (Punke, 1968)7?

Punke concludes that if vocational education does not
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assume leadership responsibility; it will have to be content
with the "Flunky image' of its.followership.

Childs (1970) concluded that jobs are made by industry
not by schools. Too many educators isolate themselves in
the classrooms and school shops and teach as they believe
a subject should be taught with no consideration of industry,
its changes, or ité needs for training in new techniques of
service and skill development on new unit designs. Educa-
tors too often develop a "know-it-all'" attitude and as a
result do not communicate with industry. Also, there are
those who are afraid industry will find out just how much

they do not know about the subject.
Summary

The literature reviewed seems to be divided regarding
attitudes toward vocational education. 1In general, the
public seems to view it more favorably than do those
groups, directly or indirectly connected with it. Several
sources cited positive attitudes held by the public at large
while school administrators and faculty were less positive
and guidance counselors were the least positive of all.

The very existence of such divided attitudes among
those concerned with vocational education indicates some need

for more detailed study.



CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Pre-Survey Procedures

The purpose of this study was to assess the percepfions
of educators from selected Oklahoma Junior Colleges toward
postsecondary technical-occupational programs. Specifically,
the perceptions of junior college administrators, junior
college university parallel faculty members, and junior
college technical-occupational faculty members toward
factors related to the prestige, cost, and quality of post-
secondary technical-occupational programs and university
parallel programs were studied.

This Chapter of the study contains an explanation of
the methods and procedures used in conducting the study.
Methods and procedures were divided into three areas: (1)
pre-survey procedures, (2) data collection procedures, and

(3) data analysis procedures.

Selection of Study Participants

Participants for the study were all fulltime adminis-
trators and fulltime faculty members at the thirteen
Oklahoma Junior Colleges which are members of the Oklahoma

State System of Higher Education.

19
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The numbers of fulltime university parallel faculty
members, administrators, and technical-occupational faculty
members employed by each junior college during the 1976-77
academic year as indicated by college catalogs are shown in

Table I.
| Information from item number two of the questionnaire
(see Appendix A) wés used to place each respondent into one
of fhree groups. These wereé (1) administrators, (2) univer-
sity parallel faculty members, and (3) technical-occupational
faculty members. Data relative to technical-occupational
faculty members', parallel faculty members', and adminis-
trators' job responsibilities were used to assign each
participant to one of the three groups. Those individuals
who indicated their primary assignment was administration
were placed in the administrator's group. Faculty members
whose teaching assignments were in one of the technical-
occupational programs were placed in the
technical-occupational faculty group. All other faculty

members were placed in the university parallel faculty group.

Development of the Survey Instrument

A survey instrument was developed by determining the
categories or types of information sought and then formu-
lating a number of questions under each category. A copy of
the Educational Survey is presented in Appendix A.

The areas or types of questions were classified as

follows:



RESPONSE PATTERNS OF THE ADMINISTRATORS, PARALLEL FACULTY,

TABLE 1

AND TECHNICAL-OCCUPATIONAL FACULTY FROM

THE THIRTEEN JUNIOR COLLEGES

Number of Usable Responses by Group

Number of University Technical= Number of Total Percent
Questionnaires Parallel Occupational Unusatle Number of of

Junior College #Sent * FRet, Faculty Faculty Administrators Responses Responses Retumn **
1. Corl Albert Jr. College 22 20 1" 3 6 0 20 91%
2. Claremore Jr. College 68 58 25 3 15 15 58 85%
3. Connors State College 57 42 21 13 8 0 42 74%
4. Eastern Oklahoma State Col. 86 63 26 22 15 0 63 73%
5. ElReno Jr. College 33 32 21 4 7 0 32 97%
6. Murray State College 66 38 14 15 9 0 38 58%
7. Northeastern Okla. A&M 106 71 36 18 17 0 71 67%
8. Northern Oklghoma Col. 61 42 16 19 6 1 42 69%
9. Oscar Rose Jr. College 154 87 39 21 26 1 87 56%
10, Seminole Jr. College 62 40 20 10 10 0 - 40 65%
11, South O. C. Jr. College 105 83 33 23 23 4 83 79%
12.  Western Oklahoma State Col. 39 34 19 7 8 0 34 87%
13, Tulsa Jr. College 145 83 3l 28 24 0 83 " 57%

Totals 1,004 693 312 186 174 21 693 69.0%

* Number sent was determined by the personnel listings in the college cctaloas,

** Percent of return was calculated from the total number of responses.

12
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(1) Biographical Information

(2) Section If Program Prestige

(3) Section II: Program Financing

(4) Section III: Program Quality

(5) Individual Comments

The biographical information section included level of
educational attainment, present assignment, sex, age, and
past experiences. This information was used to develop a
brief description of study respondents and to provide
categories for data analysis.

Sixteen questionnaire items were used to assess per-
ceptions of program prestige. Each participant was asked to
choose between '"technical-occupational programs' or "univer-
sity parallel programs' in response to each of the 16 items
related to prestige.

Potential respondents for this study were employees of
institutions which officially gives equal status to
"technical-occupational"” and "university parallel' programs.
It was expected that the use of a forced choice instrument
would reduce the response rate. This technique should,
however, determine whether the respondents view one program
as having more prestige than the other. If respondents
viewed the two programs equally, could not make a conscious
choice and used a random method to select responses, the
responses for any group would be approximately equally
divided between '"technical-occupational' and "university

parallel"” programs. If, however, the respondents did
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consciously choose one program over the other the responses
for any group would not necessarily be equally divided
between '"technical-occupational” and "university parallel'
programs. Any differences between the responses rates would
reflect differences in perceptions of prestige.

The sixteen items in this section of the instrument
were related to seﬁeral aspects of program prestige. Items
1 and 14 were related to ability. The two items were,
however, considered to be opposites. For example, the pro-
gram chosen as the response to item 1 "which requires more
academic ability?" is considered to be of higher prestige
than the program not chosen. (Table III) The program chosen
as the response to item 14 would, however, be considered to
be of lower prestige than the.program not chosen.

Items 2-6 were related to program outcomes. The program
chosen in response to each of these items was considered to
be of higher prestige than the program not chosen.

Items 7, 8, and 9 were items of a personal nature.
Again the program chosen in response to each of these items
was considered to be of higher prestige than the program not
chosen.

Items 10,11, and 12 were concerned with social class.
The program chosen in response to item 10 was considered to
be of lower prestige than the one not chosen. The program
chosen in response to items 11 and 12 was considered to be
of‘higher prestige than the one not chosen.

The program chosen in response to item 13 was considered



24

to be higher than the one not chosen. The program chosen in
response to item 15 was éonsidered to be of higher prestige
than the program not chosen.

Item 16 deals directly with the issue of prestige. The
program chosen in response to this item was considered to be
'of higher prestige than the one not chosen.

The'respondenfé' opinions of program costs were based
on 18 questionnaire items related to facilities, equipment,
materials, personnel, travel, per diem, and consultants.

Program finance item one was concerned with the amount
of building space needed per program.

Items two and three were concerned with program per-
sonnel requirements.

Student support services, such as transportation,
counseling, guidance, and health care were the essence of
item four.

Items five and nine were concerned with community
support and contacts within the community.

Items six and seven were concerned with special quali-
fications required for each type of program's faculty and
administration.

Item eight was concerned with the amount of non-
professional support staff needed by each type of program,
while item 10 was related to student recruiting.

Items 11, 12, 13, and 14 were concerned with the amount
of teaching materials, supplies, equipment, and library

facilities required by each type of program.
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Items 15, 16, and 17 were related to the costs of
travel and per diem for administrators, faculty, and stu-
dents.

Item 18 was a direct question concerning the type of
program which required the most money per student. The
final question was actually a summary of the previous 17
questions. The prégram chosen in response to these items
would be more expensive than the program not chosen.

A third questionnaire area, Program Quality, was unique
to each institution. A separate instrument for each
institution was developed by listing technical-occupational
and university parallel programs offered by each junior
college. |

Individual estimates of program quality were determined
by having each participants place an "H" by the three highest
quality programs and an "L" by the three lowest quality
programs at their institution. The highest~quality and
lowest-quality rankings or choices were then tabulated for
the university parallel and technical-occupational programs
at each junior college.

The final section of the questionnaire was a space for
making subjective comments and observations about the pre-

vious sections.

Questionnaire Validity

The content validity of the questionnaire was estab-

lished by the consensual or jury method. Copies of the
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questionnaire were distributed to all five members of the
Doctoral Committee. Each member was asked to détermine
whether the questions being asked would, in fact, solicit
the kind of information needed in the study. Committee

) suggestions and changes in format or items were incorporated

in the final instrument.
Survey Procedures

The following procedures were followed in conducting
the mail survey.

Surveys were mailed to the presidents of the partici-
pating colleges. These presidents, in turn, gave the
materials to their chief academic officers for distribution
and collection.

The data presented in Table I show that a total of 693
responses were received yielding a response rate of 69.0
percent. However, 21 of the responses were unusable, and
this lowered the actual response rate to 672 or 66.93 per-
cent. The highest percent of returns was received from El
Reno Junior College (97%), while the lowest percent of
returns was from Oscar Rose and Tulsa Junior Colleges, 56

percent and 57 percent respectively.
Data Analysis Procedures

Quantitative values were assigned to the participants'
responses and entered on cards for further processing. A

copy of the card format and the raw data are presented in
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Appendix C.

Statistical Analysis

Next the response to each '"prestige" and "cost" item
of the questionnaire were analyzed by generating frequency
counts for several categories. These categories and the

groups within each category are shown as follows:

a. Highest Degree Earned
i. Doctorate
ii. Masters
iii. Educational Specialist
iv. Bachelor's
v. Associate
vi. Certificate or "Other"

b. Institutional Assignment
i. Technical-Occupational Faculty
ii. University Parallel Faculty
iii. Administrator

c. Age
i. 20-30
ii. 31-40
iii. 41-50
iv. 51-60
v. Over 61
d. Sex
i. Male

ii. Female
e. Professional Experience
i. College experience in teaching, research,
administration, or a related academic staff
position:
At this institution
The chi square statistic was used to test for differ-
ences among or between groups in each category. This test
is most appropriate for nominal level data.

The statistical package for the social sciences current-

ly operational at the Oklahoma State University computer
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center was used to generate frequency counts and chi square
analysis.

Frequency counts of the progréms listed as being of
"highest'" and "lowest' quality by position were generated.
The chi square statistic was used to test for differences

‘among the three groups.



CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptionsl
of educators from selected Oklahoma Junior Colleges toward
postsecondary technical-occupational programs. Specifi-
cally, the perceptions of junior college administrators,
junior college university parallel faculty members, and
junior college technical-occupational faculty members toward
factors related to the prestige, cost, and quality of post-
secondary technical-occupational programs and university
parallel programs were studied.

In this study, 672 administrators, technical-
occupational facuity members, and university parallel faculty

members from 13 junior colleges in Oklahoma responded to a

Program Survey Questionnaire in an attempt to determine if

there were any differences among the administrators’ (N=
174), parallel faculty members' (N=312), and technical-
occupational faculty members' (N=186) perceptions of the
prestige, financing, and quality of postsecondary technical-
occupational programs and university parallel programs.
Three general questions were studied in comparing the three
- groups' responses to three questionnaire areas. Secondary

comparisons were also made among the three groups' (1)

29
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educational levels, (2) ages, and (3) gender. Participants'

comments were also presented and analyzed.
This Chapter contains the results of investigating all

research questions as well as secondary findings.
Biographical Information

The participants' educational level, sex, age, and
professional experience are presented in Table II. These
data show that the administrators had the highest level of
education, parallel faculty members had the second highest
educational level, and technical-occupational faculty members
had the least amount of education.

There was a difference among the percentages of males
and females in the three groups. There were more males
among the administrators than among the two faculty groups.

Ages of the three groups of participants were different.
Administrators were older than either of the faculty groups
and the university parallel faculty members were older than
the technical-occupational faculty members.

Parallel faculty members reported the greatest amount
of experience at the institution.‘ Administrators reported
exactly six years average experience, while technical-
occupational faculty members showed an average of less than

five and one-~-half years experience.
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TABLE 11

SUMMARY OF BIOGRAPHICAL DATA AS REPORTED BY ADMINISTRATORS, PARALLEL
FACULTY MEMBERS, AND TECHNICAL-OCCUPATIONAL FACULTY MEMBERS

Technical-
Occupational Parallel
faculty faculty
members members Administrators
(N = 188) (N = 312) (N = 174)
.Doctorate 3 33 41
Master’s Degree 128 257 112
Education Specialist 3 1 3
EDUCATION Bachelor's Degree 44 19 13
LEVEL Associate Degree 2 1 2
Certificate or Other 4 1 3
Non-respondents 2 0 0
Totals 186 312 - 174
Males 56% 63% .71%
.SEX Females 38% 33% 25%
Non=-respondents 6% 4% 4%
Totals 100% 100% 100%
X = 37.54 X = 38.37 X =39.96
AGE
= 8.17 S =10.12 S= 9.22
X = 5.437 X = 6.502 X = 6.000
YEARS AT PRESENT
INSTITUTION $=10.221 - S =.9.173 S = 8.347
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A Comparison of the Three Groups' Per-
ceptions of the Prestige of
Postsecondary Technical-

Occupational Programs

The responses to each questionnaire item were analyzed
by calculating the frequencies and percentages. The chi
square statistic was used to test for differences among the
three groups. The results of these analyses are shown in
Table III.

All three groups felt that the university parallel
programs required more academic ability. Percentages of
each group choosing the university parallel programs ranged
from a low of 81.6 percent for the technical-occupational
faculty members to a high of 98 percent for the upiversity
parallel faculty members. |

All three groups felt that university parallel programs
would yield a better general education. DPercentages of the
three groups expressing this opinion were technical-
occupational faculty members, 81.6 percent; university
parallel faculty members, 94.5 percent; and administrators,
91.8 percent.

There were differences of opinion among the three groups
as to which type of program led to a better occupation.
Over sixty percent (62.2%) of the technical-occupational
faculty members preferred the technical-occupational pro-

grams, while 74.3 percent of the university parallel faculty



TABLE 1t

A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONSES MADE 83Y TECHNICAL FACULTY MEMBERS,
PARALLEL FACULTY MEMBERS, AND ADMINISTRATORS
TO EACH QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM .
[—— =

Technical Faculty | Parallel Faculty Administrotors
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM , , . {iN = 186) (N =312) (= 174)
Technical | Parallel | Technical |Parallal | Technical | Paral lel

Significance
)(2 Leval

1, tequires more acodemic abllity? 18.4 8l.é 2.0 | 98.0 ?

3 | 90.7 | 40.45(p <0007
2. gives o better gensral education? 18.4 81.6 5.5 | 94.8 8.2 9l.8 22,20 | p « .00}
3, leods te & better occupotion? 62,2 37.8 25.7 74.3 41,2 58.8 62,48 | p < 0001
4, leads to more job opportunities? 68.3 Ly 43.8 | 56.2 58.6 4.4 28,03 | p < 000!
S. leods te more {ob sotisfaction? 68.7 ) ] 23.2 | 76.8 42.1 57.9 ?4.35 | p < 0001
4, leods 10 mora job odvancement ? 47.0 52,0 18.0 | 82,0 18,5 81,5 55.60 | p <« 000!
7. would you advise for your son? 51.4 48.6 11,5 | 88,5 27,2 72.8 68.45{p < 000!
8. would you odvise for your daughter? 49,7 50.3 8.9 (2R} 23.2 7.8 99.80 | p « 0N}
9. would you prefer? 48.6 51.4 5.4 94.6 20,0 80.0 125.93{p < 0001
10, s better for shudents In the working closs? 9.7 6.3 76,2 23.8 80.2 19.8 23.15(p <« .0001
11, s batter for students In middle closs? 60.6 9.4 25.2 | 724.8 47.2 52.0 59.53 | p < 000!
12, s better for students In wealthy closs? 23.4 76.6 4.9 | 95.1 13.5 84.5 .25 p < 0001
13, 1s beiter for most students 7 71,5 28.5 28,2 | n.8 47,4 52.4 83.64 | p < 000
14, ls batter for students with limited abillty? 88.3 1A% 4 92.3 7.7 92.0 8.0 2.45|p » .05
15, do you feel Is more Important? 61.0 | 29.0| 163 | 03.7 [ 5.6 | adua || 97.43]5 % 000r—
16, do you feel is most prestigions? 12,4 87.6 2.7 | 97.3 4.2 9s5.8 19.96 | p « ,000}

WHICH TYPE Of EDUCATION PROGRAM
REQUIRES , .

1. more bullding spoce  per program? 87.9 12,1

84.8 15,2 90.6 9.4 3.43|p > ,05
2, more faculty per 100 students? 88.6 1.4 84.8 15.2 0.4 9.4 3.761p » ,05
3. more odminlstrative personnel ? ) 49.7 50.3 45.7 | 54.3 49.4 50.6 0.93{p> .05 . °
4. more student support services? 61,5 38.5 45.2 54.8 48.2 51.8 12,20 P05
5. community suppart? 84.5 15.5 69.0 31,0 79.6 20.4 16,29 p < 001 !
6. more special qualifications for foculty? 76,5 23.5 46,2 53.8 67.1 32,9 47,391 P « 0200 i
7. more special qualifications for odmini ? 53.0 47.0 29.9 | 70.1 51.5 48.5 32,62 p < 0008 _ g
8. more nonprafassional support staff? 49.8 30.2 68,2 3.8 68,1 .9 0.57({p > .08 —a—
9. more contacls in the ity ? 89.6 10.4 79.8 | 20.2 84.0 16,0 7.97{P < .05 i
10.  more student recruiting? 82.5 17.5 60,1 | 39,9 72,2 27.8 27,31 P 2,000l e
11, more spacialized squipment? 95.7 4.3 91.6 8.4 94,1 5.9 3.17| P> .05 :
12, more tupervised laboratory work? 93.4 6.8 82.6 17.4 86.5 13.5 11,40 p <",01 ",
13, more teaching materials/supplies? 89.6 10.4 78.6 | 21,4 82.7 17,3 9.41| P < ,01 i
14, more library focilities? 21,9 78,1 5.0 | 95.0 10,7 89.3 32.56| P < 0000 __;
15, more ttavel by odminisiraton? 54,5 45.3 49,7 | 503 58.0 42,0 3.10ip> .05 _
16, more travel by faculty? 68.3 3.5 50.7 | 49.3 60.4 9.4 15.00|'p ¢ 001 ~Y
17, more program related travel by the student? 77.0 23,0 72,2 | 27,8 83.6 16.4, 7,72 p ¢ .05

74.5 | 25.5 84,6 15,4

18, more money per student? 80.3 19,7 .
:====l==

6.94| p ¢ 08
s

|
|

*The total number of respondents for ssch group Is sthown in the column headings. Eoch ;npondcm did net
however reipond to each questionnaire ltem. The numbers shown in the columns are percentages of tha
b ding te the rerpactive ltems, The lowes? percent of respornes (72, 1%) wos mode te

$ F81p 9
prestige ftem 110,

€€
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members and 58.8 percent of the administrators felt that

university parallel programs would lead to better occupation.

As far as job opportunities, most of the technical-
occupational faculty members (68.3%) and administrators
(56.6%) felt that technical-occupational programs would
"'yield more job opportunities. However, most of the univer-
sity parallel facuity members (56.2%) felt that university
parallel programs would lead to more job opportunities.

Job satisfaction was the next area of consideration.
Most of the university parallel faculty members (76.8%) and
administrators (57.9%) felt that university parallel programs
would lead to more job satisfaction than technical-
occupational programs, but more than two-thirds (68.7%) of
the technical-occupational faculty members felt that
technical-occupational programs would yield the most job
satisfaction. The majority of all three groups agreed that
university parallel programs would lead to more job advance-
ment than technical-occupational programs. Of the
technical~occupational faculty members, 53 percent held this
opinion, while 82 percent of the university parallel faculty
members and 81.5 percent of the administrators were in
agreement.

The next three questionnaire areas were concerned with
the respondents' program preferences for their children and
themselves. Interestingly enough, the majority of all three
groups preferred university parallel programs for their

daughters (technical-occupational faculty members, 50.3
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percent; university parallel faculty members 91:1 percent;
and administrators, 76.8 percent). On the other hand, a
majority of the technical-occupational faculty members pre-
ferred technical-occupational programs for their sons
(51.4%), but 88.5 percent university parallel faculty members
'and 72.8 percent of the administrators preferred university
parallel programs for their sons. All three groups felt

that the technical-occupational programs were more advisable
for their sons than for their daughters.

A majority of all three groups chose university parallel
programs as their personal preference. The highest per-
centage was with the university parallel faculty members
(94.6%), while 80 percent of the administrators and 51.4
percent of the technical-occupational faculty members pre-
ferred the university programs.

The next questionnaire area was concerned with type of
educational program and socioeconomic level. All three
groups felt that technical-occupational programs were better
for working class tudents. Percentages for each group were
as follows: technical-occupational faculty members, 93.7
percent; university parallel faculty members, 76.2 percent;
and administrators, 72 .8 percent.

Prestige question number thirteen was actually a summary
of the three previous items. Nearly seventy-two percent
(71.8%) of the university parallel faculty members and 52.4
percent of the administrators felt that university parallel

programs were better than technical-occupational programs
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for most students. However; 71.5 percent of the technical-
occupational faculty members felt that technical-occupational
programs were better for most students and only 28.5 percent
felt that university parallel programs were better for most
students.

The majority of all three groups felt that technical-
occupational progréms were better for students of limited
ability. Percentages of each group favoring the technical-
occupational programs were as follows:
technical-occupational faculty members, 88.3 percent;
university parallel faculty members, 92.3 percent; and
administrators, 92 percent.

Participants were asked to compare the overall impor-
tance of technical-occupational and university parallel
programs. A majority of the university parallel faculty
members (83.7%) and administrators (64.4%) felt that
university parallel programs were more important. On the
other hand, only 39 percent of the technical-occupational
faculty members felt that the university parallel programs
were more important than the technical-occupational programs.

The final prestige question required participants to
choose the’type of program which they felt was more presti-
gious. All three groups overwhelmingly selected the
university parallel programs as the most prestigious. Per-
centages of each group selecting the university parallel
programs were as follows: technical-occupational faculty

members, 87.6 percent; university parallel faculty members,
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97.3 percent; and administrators, 95.8 percent.

The chi square results presented in Table III show that
there were differences among the three groups' responses in
all cases except one. There was no difference among the
thrée groups' responses concerning the type bf program which
| is best for students of limited ability. All groups felt
that technical-occupational programs were better for students
of limited ability. |

Although the three groups' responses to all other
prestige questions were different, responses to some
questions showed more diversity than others. For example,

80 percent of the administrators and 94.6 percent of the
university parallel faculty members chose university parallel
programs as their personal preference, while only 51.4 per-
cent of the technical-occupational faculty members indicated
a personal preference for university parallel programs over
technical-occupational programs. This item reflected the
greatest discrepancy of opinion among the three groups.

The area which showed the second greatest amount of
diversity among ratings was coﬁcerned with the type of pro-
gram most advisable for the respondents' daughters. Over
ninety percent (91.1%) of the university parallel faculty
members felt that university parallel programs were more
advisable for their daughters, and 76.8 percent of the
administrators were in agreement with the university parallel
faculty preferences. On the other hand, only 50.3 percent

of the technical-occupational faculty members indicated that
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university parallel programs were more advisable for their
daughters than technical-occupational programs.

The subtleties of the program preferences indicated by
the three groups' for their siblings and themselves are
limitless. However, there are two which need further
' explanation.

First, prograﬁ preferences showed that all three groups
felt that technical-occupational programs were more advis-—
able for their sons than for their daughters. There is no
logical explanation for this discrepancy, but may be the
result of having more and higher quality technical-
occupational program available for male participants.
Another possible explanation would be that employment in
skills areas does not afford as many job opportunities or
advancement opportunities for females as males.

The second discrepancy which should be cited was
differences among program preferences for their children and
program preferences as advisable for themselves. The
majority of all three groups felt that university parallel
programs would be more advisable for them than technical-
occupational programs. While there was only a slight
majority of the technical—occupational faculty members who
preferred the university parallel programs over technical-
occupational programs (51.4%), the critical analyst must
wonder if technical-occupational faculty members are
thoroughly convinced of the merit and long-term effective-

ness of postsecondary technical-occupational programs.



Another observation which should be made is that
faculty members, both technical-occupational and university
parallel, may prefer university parallel programs because
they feel that job opportunities afforded by the technical-
occupational programs are not as important as having a
general education.

One section of the questionnaire was reserved for
participants' comments concerning program prestige. These
comments may be summarized as follows.

Nearly all of the 216 comments on Section I were dir-
ected toward the participants' inability and/or willingness
to respond to the questiohnaire items 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, and
12.

(5) Which type of education program leads to
more job satisfaction?

(7) Which type of education program would
you advise for your son?

(8) Which type of education program would
you advise for your daughter?

(10) Which type of education program is
better for working class students?

(11) Which type of education program is
better for middle class students?

(12) Which type of education program is
better for wealthy class students?

39
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A Comparison of the Three Groups'
Perceptions of the Costs of
Postsecondary Technical-

Occupational Programs

The analysis of perceptions of program costs was accom-—
plished by comparing the frequencies and percentages
calculated for each group. A chi square statistic was used
to test for differences among the three groups' responses.
Results of these analyses are presented in the second part
of Table III.

A majority of all three groups felt that technical-
occupational programs required more building space per
program than university parallel programs. Of the technical-
occupational faculty members, 87.9 percent felt that |
technical-occupational programs required more building space
than university parallel programs, while 84.8 percent of the
university parallel faculty members and 90.6 percent of the
administrators shared the same opinion.

Along the same line, 88.6 percent of the technical-
occupational faculty members, 84.8 percent of the ﬁniversity
parallel faculty-members, -and--90.6 pereent-of--the-adminis-—
trators felt that technical-occupational programs required
more faculty per 100 students than university parallel pro-
grams. This is probably because of the small classes
usually associated with technical-occupational programs.

Somewhat of a paradox was noted on the next
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questionnaire item. The majority of all three groups
indicated that university parallel programs required more
administrative personnel than technical-occupational pro-
grams even though technical-occupational programs required
more faculty per 100 students. This question may have been
- interpreted in two different ways which could cause some
discrepancy. Techhical—occupational programs may require
fewer administrative personnel simply because there are
fewer technical-occupational programs than university
parallel programs. A second interpretation could be that
the technical-occupational programs require fewer adminis-
trative personnel per 100 students than university parallel
programs. Percentages of all three groups who saw more
administrative personnel for university parallel programs
than technical-occupational programs were slightly above 50
percent. DPercentages for the three groups were as follows:
technical-occupational faculty members, 50.3 percent;
university parallel faculty members, 54.3 percent; and
administrators, 50.6 percent.

Participants were asked to indicate which type program
they felt required more student support services. Over
sixty percent (61.5%) of the technical-occupational faculty
members felt that technical-occupational programs required
more student personnel services than university parallel
programs. On the other hand, 54.8 percent of the university
parallel faculty members and 61.8 percent of the adminis-~

trators felt that university parallel programs required more
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student personnel services than technical-occupational
programs.

The next area to be considered was that of community
support. An overwhelming majority of all three groups felt
that technical-occupational programs required more community
4support than university parallel programs. The highest
percentage (84.5%)‘was noted for the technical-occupational
faculty members, while 79.6 percent of the administrators
and 69 percent of the university parallel faculty members
shared the same opinion.

Participants were asked to indicate which type of
program they felt would require more special qualifications
for faculty members. Over three-fourths (76.5%) of the
technical-occupational faculty members and over two-thirds

(67.1%) of the administrators felt that technical-
occupational programs required more special faculty
qualifications than university parallel programs. However,
slightly more than one-half (53.8%) of the university
parallel faculty members felt that university parallel
programs required more special qualifications for faculty
members than technical-occupational programs.

A similar question was asked concerning the type of
program which required more special qualifications for
administrators. In this case, there was a tendency toward
the university parallel programs, but opinions were about
equally divided for both the technical-occupational faculty

members and the administrators. Fifty-three percent (53%)
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of the technical-occupational faculty members and 51.5 per-
cent of the administrators felt that technical-occupational
programs required more special qualifications for adminis-
trators than university parallel programs. At the same time,
70.1 percent of the university parallel faculty members felt
‘that university parallel programs required moré special
qualifications for administrators than technical-occupational
proérams.

Another area of program expense is classified as non-
professional support staff. The three groups were asked to
indicate the type of program they felt required more non-
professional support staff. Approximately two-thirds of all
three groups felt that technical-occupational programs
required more nonprofessional support staff than university
parallel programs. Of the technical-occupational faculty
members, 69.8 percent selected technical-occupational
programs, while 68.2 percent of the university parallel
faculty members and 66.1 percent of the administrators were
of the same opinion.

The next questionnaire area was concerned with the
number of community con?acts. This is essential to all
technical-occupational programs because of the information
sought in needs assessments; consultation, equipment and
training materials furnished by business and industry; and
the training and employment opportunities offered by local
businesses. The majority of all three groups agreed that

technical-occupational programs required more community
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contacts than university parallel programs. Percentages of
the three groups who expressed this opinion were as follows:
technical-~occupational faculty members, 89.6 percent;
university parallel faculty members, 79.8 percent; and
administrators, 84 percent.

Student recruiting can be an area of additional program
expense, especiall& if faculty and student travel is
involved. Participants were asked to indicate the type of
program which they felt required more étudent recruiting.
All three groups felt that technical-occupational programs
required more student recruiting. Over eighty percent
(82.5%) of the technical-occupational faculty members, 60.1
percent of the university parallel faculty members, and
72 .2 percent of the administrators felt that technical-
occupational programs required more student recruiting than
university parallel programs. Percentages reported by the
university parallel faculty were lower than those reported
by technical-occupational faculty members and administrators.

Specialized equipment was the next area rated by the
three groups of participants. Over ninety percent of all
.three groups felt that technical-occupational programs
required more specialized equipment than university parallel
programs. The highest group percentage was reported for
technical-occupational faculty members (95.7%). This was
compared to 94.1 percent of the administrators and 91.6
percent of the university parallel faculty members. These

results came as no surprise, because specialized equipment
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program requiring more specialized equipment. All three
groups indicated that technical-occupational programs
required more specialized equipment than university parallel
programs.

Participants were asked to indicate the type of program
.which they felt required more library facilities. Undoubt-
edly, library facilities are assocliated with university
parallel programs more than technical-occupational programs,
because 78.1 percent of the technical-occupational faculty
members, 95 percent of the university parallel faculty -
members, and 89.3 percent of the administrators indicated
that university parallel programs require more library
facilities than technical-occupational programs.

The next three questionnaire items were concerned with
the amount of administrator, faculty, and student travel
associated with each type of program. A majority of the
technical-occupational faculty members (54.5%) and adminis-
trators (58%) felt thét technical-occupational programs
required more administrator travel than university parallel
programs. However, only 50.3 percent of the university
parallel faculty members shared the same opinion.

Differences in opinion concerning the program which
required more faculty travel were much more pronounced. A
majority of all three groups felt that the technical-
occupational programs required more faculty travel than
university parallel programs. Over two-thirds (68.5%) of

the technical-occupational faculty members, 50.7 percent
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of the university parallel faculty members; and 60.4 percent
of the administrators felt that technical-occupational
programs required more faculty travel than university
parallel programs. Additional faculty travel could be a
source of program expense.

A majority ofrall three groups felt that student travel
was more a part of technical-occupational programs than
university parallel programs. Seventy-seven percent (77%)
of the technical-occupational faculty members, 72.2 percent
of the university parallel faculty members, and 83.6 percent
of the administrators felt that technical-occupational
programs required more student travel than university
parallel programs.

The issue of staff and student travel may be summarized
by saying that in most cases, technical-occupational faculty
members, university parallel faculty members, and adminis-
trators felt that technical-occupational programs required
more administrative, faculty, and student travel than
university parallel programs.

The final program costs question was intended to deter-
mine directly the three groups' opinions as to which type
of program was considered most expensive. The overwhelming
majority of all three groups agreed that technical-
occupational programs were more expensive than university
parallel programs. The percentages of each group who
selected the technical-occupational programs as being more

expensive were as follows: technical-occupational faculty
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members, 80.3 percent; university parallel faculty members,
74 .5 percent; and administrators, 84.6 percent. These
results came as no surprise when the results of the previous
seventeen questionnaire items were summarized. All three
groups agreed that technical-occupational programs required:
" (1) more building space per program, (2) more faculty per
100 students, (3) ﬁore student support services, (4) more
nonprofessional support staff, (5) more student recruiting,
(6) more contacts in the community, (7) more specialized
equipment, (8) more supervised laboratory work, (9) more
teaching materials and supplies, (10) more faculty travel,
and (11) more student travel than university parallel pro-
grams. All these areas require at least some monetary support
and some are quite expensive. This would account for the
final conclusion by most participants that technical-
occupational programs are more expensive than university
parallel programs.

Most of the 235 comments on Section II were directed
toward the lack of response patterns. The two specific
comments made most often were (1) there needed to be at
least a 5-point continuum for responses and (2) one response
needed to be "not sﬁre or no opinion."

The few comments which were related to the content of
the questionnaire generally conceded that technical-
occupational programs were more expensive than university
parallel programs because of the extra equipment and

facilities needed for technical-occupational programs.
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A Comparison of the Three Groups Per-
ceptions of the Quality of
Postsecondary Technical-

Occupational Programs

The third research question was concerned with the
quality of postsecondary technical-occupational programs as
compared to university parallellprograms. Respondents from
each participating junior college were asked to indicate the
three programs which they considered to be the highest
quality at their institutions and the three programs
which they considered to be the lowest quality.

This resulted in six rankings made by each participant.
Rankings were then categorized as technical-occupational
programs or university parallel programs. Comparisons of
the number and percent of lowest-quality and highest-quality
program ratings associated with the technical-occupational
and university parallel programs are presented in Tables IV
and V.

The results presented in Table IV show that a majority
(57.6 percent of the total) of the lowest-quality program
ratings were associated with the university parallel programs.
Over forty percent (44.5%) of the technical-occupational
faculty members lowest-quality program ratings, 53.6 percent
of the university parallel faculty members' lowest-quality
program ratings, and 59.6 percent of the administrators’

lowest-quality program ratings were associated with



TABLE 1V

THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF LOWEST-QUALITY PROGRAM
RATINGS ASSOCIATED WITH TECHNICAL-OCCUPATIONAL
AND UNIVERSITY PARALLEL PROGRAMS

Lowest-Quality Program Lowest-Quality Program
Ratings Made of Technical- Ratings Made of University

Occupational Programs Parallel Programs

Number Percent Number Percent
Technical-Occupational Faculty 272 54,5 227 45.5
University Parallel Faculty 309 3.4 541 63.6
Administrators 195 40.4 288 59.6

TOTALS . . . 776 42.4 1,056 57.6

X2 = 43.93; df=2; p <.001

TABLE V

THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF HIGHEST-QUALITY PROGRAM
RATINGS ASSOCIATED WITH UNIVERS!TY PARALLEL AND
TECHNICAL-OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS

Highest-Quality Program Highest-Quality Program
Ratings Made of Technical- Ratings Made of University
Occupational Programs Parallel Programs
Number Percent Number Percent
Technical~Occupational Faculty 381 71.6 151 28.4
University Parallel Faculty 207 23.2 684 76.8
Administrators 243 50.4 239 49.6
TOTALS . .. 831 43.6 1,074 56.4

x2 =330.02; df=2; p <.001

49
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university parallel programs,

The results presented in Table V show that 43.6 percent
of the highest-quality program ratings were associated with
technical-occupational programs, while 56.4 percent of the
highest~quality program ratings were associated with the
‘ university parallel programs. The greatest percent of
highest-quality pfogram ratings was made by the university
parallel faculty members of university parallel programs
(76.8%). On the other hand, technical-occupational faculty
members highest-quality program ratings were associated with
technical-occupational programs 71.6 percent of the time.
Administrators' highest-quality program ratings were
slightly more frequent with the technical-occupational pro-
grams (50.4%), but the 49.6 percent of highest-quality
program ratings associated with university parallel programs
was not lower.

It should be noted that a comparison of the data pre-
sented in Tables IV and V will show that a majority of the
lowest-quality program ratings and highest-quality program
ratings were both associated with the university parallel
programs.

Approximately nine percent of the participants did not
respond to Section III of the questionnaire. The most
common reasons given for non-response were as follows: (1)
participants had no way of judging the quality of the pro-
grams and (2) participants refused to acknowledge that some

programs were of lower quality than others.
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Many other comments (N=84) were too vague and esoteric
to be of any value to the study. Most of these comments
were an attempt to explain the philosophy and long-range

goals of the junior college.
Additional Analyses

In addition to the comparison of_ratings made by
participants from three occupational groups within each
junior college, comparisons were made on other variables
believed to be related to the perception of postsecondary
technical-occupational programs. Comparisons were made among
responses made by participants from three levels of educa—
tional training, both sexes, and four age categories.

These data are summarized in Table VI, VII, and VIII. While
the results of these comparisons were interesting, it should
be noted that the additional comparisons simply resulted in
a verification of findings presented in Table III. This

was because of the duplication of comparison categories.

For example, original comparisons were made among technical-
occupational faculty members, university parallel faculty
members, and administrators. Secondary comparisons were
made among participants who had doctorates, masters degrees,
and bachelors degrees. The second categories proved to be
almost a duplication of the first in that most doctorates

were administrators, most of the masters degree people were

university -parallel faculty members, -and most of the bachelor

degree people were technical-occupational faculty members.



TABLE VI

A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONSE PERCENTAGES MADE BY PARTICIPANTS
FROM THREE EDUCATIONAL LEVELS TO EACH QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

*The tetel number of respondents for each group is shewn In the columa headings. Each respondent cLIid not, howevar,

respond 10 each questionnalre Item, The numbers shown In the

of the

"

ore p

the respective Items, The lowsst percent of resporses (93.5%) wos mode to pu.'n-gc Trem number 10, -

te

Doctorate Moaster's Bachelor’'s -
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL (N=82) (N =491) (N =75) Significance
Technlcal Parallel | Technical Parallel | Technical Parolle 2 Lovel
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM . , )

Ve requires more acodemic ability? 10.1¢ 89.9* 7.7 92.3* | 10.8* 89.2*|| 118l p » .05

2. gives o batter general education? 7.3 92.7 8.8 91.2 17.3 82,7 6,08 T

3, leods to a better occupation? 37,2 62.8 .7 3.3 59.2 40,8 13.25{ p « .01

4. leods 1o more job opportunities? 60,3 9.7 49.6 50.4 74.6 25.4 17171 p < .001

5. leods ta more job satisfaction? 4.4 $5.48 3%.5 83,5 65.8 32 | 22,70 p < L0001

6. leods to more job odvoncement ? 20,5 79.5 25.1 74.9 37.5 62.5 638 p < 05 °

7. would you odvise for your son? 23.4 76,6 23.8 76.2 47.0 53.0 16,381 p « .00}

8. would you odvise for your doughter? 20,3 79.7 21,7 78.3 40,9 59.1 12,40 p < O}

9. would you prefer? 13.9 84,1 8.9 8.1 40.0 60.0 19.07| p « 001
10, s better for students in the working clos? 78.7 21,3 82.2 17.8 88.2 1.8 2.23|p » .05
He s better for students In middle closs? 3.7 65.3 7.9 62.1 68,1 L9 24,09 [ p " .000|':
12, s batter for students In weolthy closs? 13.2 85,8 n,e 88.1 15.9 84.1 0.93{p » .05
13, 15 better for most students ? 47.4 52,6 41,9 58,1 66,7 33,3 || 15,01 |"p7TE 00T
14, s better for students with limited obiliry? 18] 1,5 91.6 8.4 90.1 9.9 0.89{p » .05
15, do you feel Is more Important? 25.3 747 30,2 69.8 63.9 .1 || H4p < L0007
16, do you fesl is most prestigious? 6.3 93.8 4.2 5.8 | 12,7 873 || 0.67)p <« .05
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM
REQUIRES , . .

1,  more building ipace  per program? 90.1 9.9 87.9 12,1 79.2 20,8 5.03|p *» .05

2, more foculty per 100 students ? 90.2 9.8 87.0 13.0 8s.5 13,5 0.722(p * .05

J.  mare odminisirative pensonnel? 48,1 si.9 50.5 49.5 30.0 70,0 jj 10,30 P « .01

4. more student support services? 47.4 52.6 5.7 48.3 47.9 52,1 0.74]p > .05

5. community support ? 80.2 19.8 75.4 24,4 76,1 23.9 0.90 (P > .05

6. more special qualificatiors for faculty? 45.8 34.2 56.0 44.0 79.2 20,8 15,191 p < .00

7. more spacial qualifications for odminlsirotors? 45.3 54.7 40.0 40.0 45.2 54.8 1L3typ > 05

8, more nonprofessional support staff? 67.9 3z.1 70.2 29.8 54.3 45.7 7.08{ P < .05 ,

9. more contachs in the community ? 79.7 20,3 8.5 16.5 86,3 1.7 r20f(p » ,08
10,  more student recrulting? 70.5 29,5 70.5 29.5 45.8 .2 0.89|p » .05
11, more specialized equipment? 95.1 4.9 92.8 7.2 95.9 4.1 1.41{p » ,05
12,  more suparvised laborotory work? 88.8 1.3 88.6 13.4 86.1 13.9 0.32]p » ,05
13, mora teaching materials/supplies? 80.0 20.0 83.7 16.3 80.8 19.2 0.90(p 2> .05
14,  more librory facilities? 13.4 88.6 9.0 $0.9 21.9 78.1 10,96 ['F <701
15, more travel by cdministrators? 51,3 48.7 56,2 43,8 39.4 60.6 7.8l p <« 05 |
16,  more trovel by faculty? 49.4 50.6 60.3 39.7 56.9 43,1 3.39{p » 05
17, more programerelated travel by the student? 78,5 21,5 77.3 22,7 67,1 ~-32.9 3.701p > .05
18, more money per student? 88.9 1", 793 20,7 67.1 2.9 11.04 "g T‘.OT’H

— ——— = — el

(A



A COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGES OF MALES' AND FEMALES'
RESPONSES TO EACH QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

TABLE VH

MALES
(N = 423) Significance ’
Technical Parallel Level
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION
PROGRAM . . .
1. requires more academic ability? 8.6* 91.4* 7.6* 0.07 > .05
2. gives a better general education? 10.5 89.5 9.3 o.n > .05
3. leads to a better occupation? 42.0 58.0 37.3 1.08 > .05
4. leads to more job opportunities? 56.8 43.2 51.4 1.38 > .05
5. leads to more job satisfaction? 43.1 56.9 37.7 1.40 >
6. leads to more job advancement? 26.5 73.5 24.9 0.1 >
7. would you advise for your son? 29.8 70.2 20.5 5.52 %%///Z
8. would you advise for your daughter?| 26.3 73.7 19.0 3.57
9. would you prefer? 24,1 75.9 15.5 5.52 % B,
10. better for students in working class? | 81.4 18.6 84.1 0.48 p > .05
11. better for students in middle class? 42.2 57.8 40.6 0.08 p > .05
12. better for students in wealthy class? | 14.3 85.7 2.0 2.92 p > .05
13. is better for most students? 50.1 49.9 38.6 6.69 - B
14, better for students with limited
ability? 90.0 10.0 93.2 1.35 > .05
15. do you feel is more important? 36.2 63.8 30.8 > .05
16. do you feel is most prestigious? 7.2 92.8 3.4 > .05
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION
PROGRAM REQUIRES . . .
1. more building space * per program? 88.9 i1 p > .05
2. more faculty per 100 students? 87.8 12.2 p > .05
. 3. more administrative personnel ? 46.3 53.7 p > .05
4. more student support services? 46.8 53.2 p > .05
5. community support? 74.6 25.4 p > .05
6. more special qualifications for
faculty? 61.3 38.7 p > .05
7. more special qualifications for
administrators ? 45.3 54.8 63.2 p > .05
8. more nonprofessional support staff? 67.7 32.3 34.0 p > .05
9. more contacts in the community ? 83.4 16.6 16.7 p > .05
10. more student recruiting? 68.0 32.0 30.4 p > .05
11, more specialized equipment? 94.7 5.3 8.6 p > .05
12. more supervised laboratory work? 86.2 13.8 12.9 p > .05
13. more teaching materials/supplies? 82.5 17.5 17.6 p > .05
14, more library facilities? 9.9 90.1 86.5 p > .05
15. more travel by administrators? 51.6 48.4 48.8 p > .05
16. more travel by faculty? 56.3 43.7 42.3 p > .05
17. more program-related travel by the
student? 79.0 21.0 30.3
18. more money per student? 7 17.3 30.7

*The total number of respondents for each group is shown in the column headings. Each
respondent did not, however, respond to each questionnaire item. The numbers shown
in the columns are percentages of the numbers responding to the respective items. The
lowest percent of responses (91.7%) was made to prestige item number 10.



TABLE VI

A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONSE PERCENTAGES MADE BY
FOUR AGE GROUPS TO EACH QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

AGE GRrOUPS

WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION 20-30 31-i0 ©o 4150 L 5160
PROGRAM. , , . : (N = 116) (N = 298) {N = 159) (N = 79) significonce
tech, para, | tech, | para, tech, | pora. | tech, | pora. )(2 lovel
1. requires more acodamic obility? 11,3%) 88.7°] 7.7 92.3% 5.9 94,04 11.5%| e8,5%( 3.75 p_» .05
2. glves a belter generol education? 8.1 | 819 | 24,6 75.4 11,51 88.5| 11,1 | 88.9 |[15.79 | p T <. .0¥
3. leods to o better occupotion? 46,0 | 54,0 | 41.5| 58,5 | 35.3| 644.7| 36,0 | 64.0 || 3.93 P » .05
4. leods to more job opportunities? 59.6 | 40,4 | 50.2| 49.8 | 55.3| 44.7| 57.8 | 42,2 |l 3,75|p » .05
5, leods to more job satlsfaction? 44.0 | 560 | 39.0) 61,0 | 43,8 56.4) 40.7 | 593 || 129 p » .05
6, leods fo more job advancement? 27,4 | 72,6 | 27.3| 72.7 | 26,3 73.7| 21,3 | 78.7 15[ p » 05
7. would you odvise for your son? 32,1 67.9 25,1 74.9 26,4 73.6| 27,0 73.0 193 p » .05
8. would you odvlise for your deughter? 2.4 | 726 2.2 76,8 24.8 75.21 22,5 1 77.5 [ 0.60 [ p » OS5
9 would you prefer? . 24,8 75.2 21,8 78.4 22,1 77,9 15.4 84.6 2,77 p » .05
10, Is better for students In the working class? 84,1 15.9 | 83,0].172.0| 80.0] 20.0] 82,1 17.9 ]| 0.86 1 p » ,08
11, Is batter for students In middle closs? 42,7 | 57,3 1 42.0) s7,0| 237, 62,9| 39,3 | 40,7 1591 p » 405
12, Is batter for students in wealthy closs? 15,5 | 64,5 | 12,3 7.7 9.0 90.9| 15,1 | 84,9 |[ 2.94] p » .05
13, s better for most students? 48,1 51.9 | 46.5 53.5 43,9 56.1| 43.0 57.0 0.7 p » .05
14, s better for students with limired ability? 92.0 8.0 | 91,9 8.1 1 88.6] 11.4{ 90,9 9.1 147 (p » .05
15,  do you ledl is more Imporiont? 41,1 58,9 | 29.9 70.1 35,6 64,4 36,1 63.9 | 4.7 p » .05
16, do you fes! is most prestiglous ? 9.0 | 9.0 4.8 93.4 60| 94.0] 5.7 | 94,3 |1 2.80|p , .08
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM
REQUIRES , . .
1. more bullding space  per progrom? 8s.5 13.5 | 87,2 12.8 | 87.6 12.4| 88.7 13,3 {{0.08]p » .05
2, more faculty per 100 gludents? 84.0 14,0 | 85.4 4.4 $0.3 9.7{ 89.0 .o || 241 p » .05
3. more odminfstrative personnsl? 48,7 | 51,3 | 48,81 51.2| 44.5| 55.5( 47,2 | s52.8 || 0.7 p > .05
4. more student support services 7 53.6 | 46,4 | 49.0) 51.0 | 50.3| 49.7| 50,7 | 48.3 || 0.75| p » .05
5. community support? 79.1 20,9 73.3 26,7 78.9 210 77 22,7 2,49 p » .05
6. more speciol qualifications for faculty ? 69.4 30.4 57.91 42,1 62,0 38.0) 53.4 46,6 |l 6.70| p » .OS
7. more special quolifications for edministretors ? 46.8 53.2 39.0] é1.0 43,5 56.5] 43.3 56.7 .27 p » .05
8, more nonprofessional support stalf? 68,1 31,9 | é8.0 32.0 | 66.7 33.3] 71.8 28.4 0641 p » .0S
9. more contacts in the community? 89.3 10,7 | 81.2 18.8 84.8 15.2] 82,8 17.2 4061 p > .05
10,  more student recruiting? 60.2 | 39.8 1 72,81 27.4| 75.5) 24.5| 62.1 | 37.9 |[10.80 [ pT ¢ .05
11, more speciolized equipment? 96.5 .5 | 92.0 8.0 | 94,2 5.81 92,1 7.9 {l 2.98[ p 75 .05
12, more wpervised laboratory work? 88.5 1.5 84.8 15.2 90.3 9.7| 83.0 7.0 .93 p » 08
13, more teaching malerials/supplies? 83,0 17.0 8.5 18.5 87.4 12,61 77.3 22,7 || 4.42]p » .03
14, more librory focilities? . 12,3 | 87,7 | 12.2] 87.8 11,07 89.0f 7.9 | 92,1 1,37 p » .05
15.  more travel by odminlstratons 7 48.6 S1.4 | 41.8) 48.2 57.8| 42.2| 54.0 | 46,0 || 2,40 p > 05
16, more travel by foculty? 58.9 | 41.4 56.0| 44,0 | 60.8 39.2| 58,0 | 42,0 || 0.97| p » .OS
17, more program related travel by the student? 80.2 19.8 73.2 26,8 76.4 23.6] 8.8 18.2 3.88) p » 05
18,  more monay per student? 76,4 | 2.4 | 78.0) 22,01 77.8] 22,2| 85.2 | .8 || 2,89 p > .03
—_——
*The total number of respondents for each group Is shown In the column headings. Each respondent did not, h ory
d te sach questionnaire Itam, The numbers shown in the columns are J the numb ding re !

. ges of
the respactive items, The lowest percent of responses (73.9%) wes mede t.';mnlg. item number 10,

4G
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Thus, the results of comparisons made along educational
level were almost identical to those found when job positions
were considered.

It should be further noted that the age‘categories were
somewhat replicates of the occupational categories. For
.instance, the older participants were usually administrators;
middle-aged groups were more likely to be university
parallel faculty members, and the yéungest participants were
most likely to be technical-occupational faculty members.
Because of this.duplication of categories, very little infor-
mation was gained by the additional analysis by age
categories.

The comparisons of males' and females' responses was
not very informative because most of the administrators were
male while the females were either university parallel
faculty members or technical-occupational faculty members.
Again, the duplication of categories resulted in the loss of
information caused by grouping participants into the two
gender categories.

The additional analyses were informative and helped to
further explain some of the results of the study, but
because they were secondary questions in the study and
because they only tend to substantiate the results obtained
from the primary analyses, the results derived from making
the secondary comparisons are presented in summary form and

not in the detailed manner associated with Table III.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to compare the percep-
tions of three groups of educators toward postsecondary
technical-occupational programs. Specifically, the
investigator compared the perceptions of junior college
administrators, junior college university parallel faculty
members, and junior college technical-occupational faculty
members toward the prestige, financial support, and quality
of postsecondary technical—occupatibnal programs and
university parallel programs.

Data for the study was collected by a three part ques-
tionnaire which was mailed to two hundred twenty-six (N=226)
administrators, five hundred seventy-six (N=576) parallel
faculty members, and two hundred forty-four (N=244)
technical-occupational faculty members in thirteen (N=13)
Oklahoma junior colleges. The survey questionnaire was
designed to collect the three groups' opinioﬁsrconcerning
the prestige, financing, and quality of technical-
occupational programs, university parallel programs, as well
as selected biographical information.

Six hundred seventy-two (N=672) administrators,
technical-oécupational faculty members, and parallel faculty

members responded to the Program Survey Questionnaire.
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Summary of Findings Related to

Question i

A majority of all three occupational groups (technical-

occupational faculty, university parallel faculty, and

. administrators) indicated that university parallel programs

require more academic ability, lead to more job advancement,
are more advisable for their daughters, are preferred per-
sonally, are better for wealthy class students, and are
generally more prestigious than technical-occupational
programs.

On the other hand, a majority of all three occupational
groups indicated that technical-occupational programs are
better for working class students and students of limited
ability. On the other eight items the three groups' per-

ceptions were mixed.

Summary of Findings Related to

Question g

A majority of all three occupational groups indicated
that university parallel programs require more administrative
personnel and more library facilities than technical-
occupational programs.

On the other hand, a majority of all three occupational
groups indicated that technical-occupational programs
required more building space, more faculty, more administrat-

ive personnel, more student support services, more community
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support; more community contacts; more student recruiting,
more specialized equipment, more supervised laboratory work,
more teaching materials and/or supplies, more administrative
travel, more faculty travel, more‘student,travel, and more

money per student than university parallel programs.

Summary of Findings Related to

Queéfion 3

There were differences among the three groups' highest-
quality and lowest-quality program ratings. A majority of
the programs rated as lowest-quality by technical-
occupational faculty members were technica1¥occupational
programs. A majority of the programs rated as lowest-
quality by university parallel faculty and administrators
were university parallel programs.

A majority of the programs rated as highest-quality by
technical—occupational and university parallel faculty members
were university parallel programs. The ratings of highest-
quality programs by administrators were approximately equally
divided between university parallel and technical-

occupational programs.

Conclusions

Three research questions were posed in this study. In
this section, the data relative to these questions are
summarized and conclusions drawn.

The first research question investigated in the study
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was:

Question 1: 1Is there a difference among the
administrators', technical-
occupational faculty members' and
university parallel faculty members'

~perceptions of the prestige of

postsecondary technical-
occupational programs and university
parallel programs?

Results of the chi square analysis, presented in Table
I1I, show that statistically significant differences (p <
.0001) were noted among the three groups' responses on 15 of
the 16 prestige questions.

Participants' responses to the prestige items were
further analyzed in order to more fully address the question
posed. The three occupational groups' program preferences
are summarized in Table IX. In Table IX, an "X" appears
under the type of program preferred by each occupational
group. In those instances where no definite preference was
shown a double asterisk (**) appears under both programs.

The results presented in Table IX show that the
technical~occupational faculty members gave higher prestige
ratings to technical-occupational programs on six items,
higher ratings to university parallel programs on seven
items, and rated the two programs of equal prestige on three
items., The university parallel faculty members gave higher
prestige ratings to university parallel programs on all 16
prestige items. The administrators gave higher prestige

ratings to university parallel programs on 15 items and

the administrators rated the programs of equal prestige on



TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM PREFERENCES AS REPORTED BY THE THREE
OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS ON EACH PRESTIGE QUESTION

Program Choices by Group
T-0O Faculty U-P Faculty Administrators
Technical Parallel | Technical Parallel !Technical Paraliel
Questionnaire Item Number Programs Programs | Programs Programs ! Programs Programs
WHICH TYPE OF PROGRAM. . .
1. requires more academic ability ? X X X
2. gives a better general education? X X : X
3. lecds to a better occupation? X X X
4. leads to more job opportunities ? X X X
5. leads to more job satisfaction? X X X
6. leads to more job advancement ? X X X
7. would you advise for your son? hid X X
8. would you advise for your daughter? bl X ¢ X
9. would you prefer? b X ? X
10. is better for working class students? X X X
11. is better for middle class students? X X { X
12. is better for wealthy class students? X X : X
13. is better for most students? Xv X ;1 hd
14, is better for students of limited abil. ? X X ; X
15, do you feel is more important? X X X
16. do you feel is more prestigious? X X X
TOTALS . . 6 7 0 16 0 15

*Decisions regarding programs viewed as having higher prestige were based on the majority of
respondents selecting the item alternative which favored technical-occupational or university
parallel programs. (See Table Hl for response data)

**The two types of programs were judged to be of equal prestige on items which differed less
than five percentage points in the responses. (See Table HI)
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one item.

It is concluded that all three occupational groups view
university parallel programs as having higher prestige than
technical~occupational programs.

The second research question investigated in the study
was:

Question 2: is there a difference among the

administrators', technical-
occupational faculty members' and
university parallel faculty members'
perceptions of the cost of post-
secondary technical-occupational
programs and university parallel
programs? :

Results of the chi square analysis, presented in Table
I1I, show that statistically significant differences (p <
+0001) were noted among the three groups' responses on 12 of
the 18 finance questions.

Participants' responses to the finance items were
further analyzed in order to more fully address the second
research question posed. The three occupational groups'
program preferences are summarized in Table X. In Table X,
an "X" appears under the type of program preferred by each
occupational group. In those instances where no definite
preference was shown a double asterisk (**) appears under
both programs.

The results presented in Table X show that the
technical—qccupational faculty members gave higher cost
ratings to technical-occupational programs on sixteen items,

higher cost ratings to university parallel programs on only

one item, and rated the two programs equally expensive on



TABLE X

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM PREFERENCES AS REPORTED BY THE THREE
OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS ON EACH FINANCE QUESTION
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Program Choices by Group
T-O Faculty U-P Faculty Administrators
Technical Parallel  Technical Parallel ~ Technical Parallel

Questionnaire Item Number Programs Programs  Pregrams Programs : Programs Programs

WHICH TYPE OF PROGRAM ., . . :

1. more building space per program ? X ‘ X X

2. more faculty per 100 students? X i X X

3. more administrative personnel ? bl X *

4. more student support services? X X bl ‘
5. more community support? X ; X X

6. more special faculty qualifications? X , X X

7. more special administration qual. ? X X bl

8. more nonprofessional support staff ? X X X

9. more contacts in the community? X X X
10. more student recruiting? X X X
11. more specialized equipment? X X X
12. more supervised laboratory work ? X X X
13. more teaching materials/supplies? X : X X
14, more library facilities? X X X
15. more travel by administrators ? X * X
16. more travel by faculty ? X . ** X
17. more program related travel by i

students ? X ! X X
18. more money per student? X ‘ X ; X
TOTALS . . . 16 13 3 i 1

*Decisions regarding the type of program as being the more expensive were based on the majority of

respondents selecting the item alternative which favored technical-occupational or university

parallel programs. (See Table lli for response data)

**The two types of programs were judged to be equally expensive on items which showed less than
five percentage points between the two groups' responses. (See Table 1)
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one item. The university parallel faculty members gave
higher cost ratings to technical-occupational program on
thirteen cost items, higher cost ratings to university
parallel programs on three items, and rated the two programs
equally expensive on two items. The administrators gave
'higher cost ratings to technical-occupational programs on

14 items, higher cést ratings to university parallel programs
on only one item, and rated the two programs equally expen-
sive on three items.

It is concluded that all three occupational groups view
technical-occupational programs as being more expensive than
university parallel programs.

The third research question investigated in the study
was:

Question 3: 1Is there a difference among the

administrators', technical-
occupational faculty members' and
university parallel faculty members'
perceptions of the quality of post-
secondary technical-occupational
programs and university parallel
programs?

Results of the chi square analyses showed that differ-
ences were noted among the three groups' highest-quality
program ratings and lowest-quality program ratings. Partici-
pants' lowest-quality and highest-quality program ratings
are summarized in Tables IV and V. These results show that
the technical-occupational faculty members indicated that
lowest~quality programs were in the technical-occupational

field, while university parallel faculty members and

administrators indicated that the lowest-quality programs
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were in the university parallel area;

Technical-occupational faculty members felt that
technical-occupational programs were of higher quality than
university parallel programs most of the time.

University parallel faculty members felt that university
.parallel programs were of higher quality than technical-
occupational programs in most instances. Administrators
showed ho definite difference in their highest-quality
program ratings.

It is concluded that the three occupational groups have
different perceptions of the quality of the educational

programs.
Recommendations

It is recommended that further studies be conducted
similar to the present study but with an expanded population
of administrators, university parallel faculty members, and
technical-occupational faculty members. Administrators and
faculty members could be included from Oklahoma's four-year
colleges and universities as well as such institutions in
other states. Results of such a study would give some
indication of the image and acceptance of postsecondary
technical-occupational programs on a nation-wide basis.

The results of this study indicated that there was a
general lack of understanding or a misunderstanding about the
goals of postsecondary technical-occupational programs among

university parallel faculty members and administrators.
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Perhaps orientation seminars and/or workshops should_be
conducted for the administration and faculty in colleges
and universities where postsecondary technical-occupational
programs are being conducted. These seminars could help
explain the goals of technicél—occupétional programs and act

as a means of improving the program's image and acceptance.
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WESTERN. CKLAHOMA STATE COLLEGE

Educational Survey
1976-77

Please fill in all spaces‘below which most accurately describe your status
and complete this questionnaire.-

1., Highest Degree Earned (respond by showing year degree earned):

a. Doctorate C. Educ,. Specialist e. Associate
b. Master's d. Bachelor's f. Certificate or
‘ Other

2. Please indicate your primaxy assignment with the college:
a., Teaching area

(Please Print Name of Teaching Area)

b. Administration

3. Sex: Male . Female
4. Age: 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Over 61
5. Professional Experience:
a. College experience in teaching, research, adminlstra- Amount
tion, or a related academic staff position: Of Experience

(No, of Years)

At thiS inStitutiCn @t O %o 000 000 too eSO OSSS
At other institutions in Oklahoma cceecces
At other institutions outside Oklahoma ...

——— -

b. Elementary or secondary school teaching or administra=-
tive experience ® e 0O SO SO OO0 e PaIsONE PSSO PSNOOSPISEOIOSSEDNGE

¢. Nonteaching experience in business or industry rela-

tive to your area of specializztion eeececesccescesce

AFTER COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE,
PLEASE RETURN TO YOUR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON:

A Questionnaire by Robext V. Keck
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Uix.LLLonS:  Please indicate your oplnlion comparing the advantages and
requirements of postsecondary technical-occupatioral programs and the uni-
versity parallel programs by placing a X check mark in each space under
the appropriate column,

SECTION I PRESTIGE

WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM . . . Technical University
. : ' Occupational Parallel
. Programs Programs
1, requires more academic ability? - () ()
2. gives a better general education? () (>
3. leads to a better occupation? () (>
4., leads to more job opportunities? () ()
5. leads to more job satisfaction? () ()
6. leads to more job advancement? () ()
7. would you advise for your son? () ()
8. would you advise for your daughter? () ()
9. would you prefer? () (>
10. 1is better for students in the working class? () ()
11, 1is better for students in middle class? () ¢
12, is better for students in wealthy class? ) ()
13, is better for most students? ' () (>
14. 1is better for students with limited ability? () ¢y
15, do you feel is more important? () (>
16. do you feel is most prestigious? () ()
SECTION II FINANCE
WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION PROGRAM REQUIRES , . .
1. more building space? per program? () ()
2. more faculty per 100 students? () ()
3. more administrative personnel?  , .. . ... .... () ()
4., more student support services? () ()
5. comunity support? () ()
6. more special qualifications for faculty? () ()
7. more special qualifications for administrators? () ()
8. more nonprofessional support staff? () ()
9. more contacts in the community? () ()
10. more student recruiting? () ()
11, more specialized equipment? ) ()
12, more supervised laboratory work? ¢ ()
13. more teaching materials/supplies? () ()
14, more library facilties? () ()
15. more travel by administrators? (5 ()
16. more travel by faculty? (D) )
17. more program-related travel by the student? ) ()
18. more money per student? () (D)
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SECTICN III QUALITY

DIRECTIONS: The list of progfams shown below comprises the approved and
accredited programs offered by your institution. Read the list carefully.
Based upon your personal opinion:

1. Place an (H) by the three (3) highest quality
programs offered by your institution.
2. Place an (L) by the three (3) lowest quality
programs offered by your institution.
PROGRAMS
____Accounting Physical Education
____Agri-Business Pre-Professional
Airport Management _____Psychology
Art ' __Secretarial Administration
Aviation’ Social Studies
' _Biology Speech & Drama v
Business Administration Fire Fighting Technology
Business Economics Child Care Administration
Business Education Construction Technology

____Commercial Art-
____Cooperative Business

Corrections

Drafting & Deéign

—..__English
__ . Yoreign Language

|

_Elementary Education

General Physical Sciences

General Science

|

General Studies

|

Humanities

Journalism .

Mathematics

Law Enforcement

__Medical Secretary
__Mid-Management

Music



Review your responses in Sections I, II, and III. If you would like to
‘corments relative to your responses, please do so in this space.
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SECTION I RESPONSES

SECTION II RESPONSES

SECTION III RESPONSES
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500 Education Building
State Capitol Complex
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Enclosed is a brief questionnaire which is being used to

collect data for a study. It has been designed to obtain
the opinions of all full-time technical-occupational fac-
ulty, all full~time university parallel faculty, and all

full-time administrators at each college.

The intent of the items in this survey is to obtain your
point of view or opinion as to the prestige, finance, and.
quality of all education programs on your campus.

Please do not place your name on this document, The infor-
mation requested will be published only in the form of
statistical summaries,

Your cooperatidn in this survey is deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

Rckert V. Keck
Technical Education
Officer

RVK/p

Enclosure
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Information

Card Column(s)

Range of values

3'
4.
S.
6.

8.

9.
10.
1.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.

Type of position

Highest degree earned

Type of position

Gender

Age

Years of experience ot this institution
Years of experience at other institutions
Years of experience at other institutions out
of state

Years of teaching experience

Years of non-teaching experience
Institution

(Blank)

Responses to 16 prestige questions
Responses to 18 finance questions

Three highest quality programs

Three lowest quality programs

(Blank)

10-11
12-13
14-15
16=17
18-20
21-36
37-54
55-60
61-66
67-80

1-3
1-6
1-3
1-2
1-4
01-27
01-25

01-25
01-30
01-40
01-13
1-2
1-2
01-65
01-65

Figure 1: Card format used to enter coded data.
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APPENDIX D

TECHNICAL~OCCUPATIONAL AND UNIVERSITY
PARALLEL PROGRAMS OFFERED BY
THE PARTICIPATING
JUNIOR COLLEGES
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Yechnica!-Occupotionat and University Parallel Programe Offered by Westarn Oklahoma State Collega

Accounting . _Physical Education
Agri-Business Pre-Professional

Airport Management Psychology

Art Secretarial Administration
Aviation Social Studies

Biology . Spcech & Drama .
Business Administration Fire Fighting Technology
Business Economics Child Care Administration
Business Education Construction Technology

Commercial Art .
Cooperative Business
Corrections
Drafting & Design
Elementary Education
English
Foreign Language
General Physical Sciences
General Science
General Studies
Humanities
Journalism
Law Enforcement
Mathematics
Medical Secretary
Mid-Management
Music

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

f T P e O
i Technical-Occupational and University Parallel Programs Offered by Oscar Rose Junior College

Accounting- " _Medical Laboratory Technology
Aeronautical Technology Mid Management
Air Traffic Control Mgt. Music
Art Nursing Transfer
Biological Sciences Office Administration
Business Physical Education
Business Administration Phiysical Science
Court Reporting Pre Dentistry
Data Processing Pre Engineering
Dental Hygiene Pre Midicine
Dietetic Technclogy : Pre Pharmacy
- _.Drama . __Psychology

Early Childhood Guidance Radiologic Technology
Education Real Estate/Insurance

i Electromechanical Tech, - Respiratory Therapy
Electronics Technology Secretarial Admin,-General
English ) - Secretarial Admin.-Legal
Engineering Mechanics Tech, Secretarial Admin,-Medical
Environmental Sciences Soclal Secrvices-Corrections
Fluids Technology Social Science
Foreign Language Speach
Home Economics Native American Studies
Industrial Drafting & Des. Secretarial Administration
Journalism General Clerical
Legal Assistant Banking & Finance
Logistics Mid Management Ristologic Technology

Mathematics s Dental Laboratory Technology

1)

1
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Tachaical-Occupational and Univenity Poralle! Programs Offored by Northern Oklohoma College

Accounting Associate
Agri-Business
Agri-Production
Agriculture
Art
Biological Sciences-Zoology
Business Administration
Business Records
Chemistry
Community Mental Health
Data Processing ’
Drafting-Design Technology .
Electro-Certificate
Electronics Technology
Elementary Education
Pre-Engineering
English
Fashion Merchandise
General Business
General Engineering Technology
General Industrial Technology
General Studies - Arts
General Studies - Science
Home Economics
Physical Education H, Pe, & R
Industrial Arts - Art
‘Industrial Arts - Craphic Art
Industrial Arts - Metals

L

]

L]

|

1

Journalism

Technical-Occupational and University Paralle! Programs Offered by Northeastern Oklahoma A&M College

Accounting
Agriculture
Air Conditioning/Refrigeration
Art
Auto Technology
Aviation
Biology Sciences
Buginess Administration
Physical Sciences
Child Care
Computer Science
Construction
Criminal Justice
Drafting & Design B
Drama & Theatre
Education/Elementary
Education/Sccondary
. Electromechanical Technology
Electronics Technology
- Engineering-Pre
o English
Fashion Trades
Forestry
Geology
Home Econumics
Hone Economics=-Vocational
liotel Motel Management

1]

|

L

L

|

|

language Arts

i

law Enforcement

|

Mathematics

|

Medical Laboratory Technology
Medical Secretary
Pre~Medicine

Music

|

|

Pre~Nursing
Nursing, R.N.
Pre-Pharmacy
Printing

Printing Technology

Secondary Education
Secretarial Administration

il

1

Secretarial Science

Social Science

Speech

Stenography

Wood Utilization Technology

|

|

|

Cabinet Making
Community Journalism
Computer Science
Interior Design

Mid Management

Natural Sciences

Fhysics
Residential Construction Technology

Industrial Arts - Wood Utiiization Speech, Proadcasting, Communications

Speech, Radio Broadcasting, Mid
Management

Journalism
Law-Pre
Legal Secretary
Machine Shop
farketing & Management
Medical Secretary
Medicine-Pre Professional
Music
Nurses Assistant
Nursing-Pre
Nursing/Associate Degree
Philosophy
Physical Education & Recreation
Psychology
. Ranch Management
__Secretarial Science
Social Science
Social Work
Speech

|

|

L

|

: Technical Theatre

Technology Ceneral

Veterinary Medicine~Pre

Welding -

Wildlife Management

lorticulture

Coemunity Journalism
Craphic Arts

|

|

|

|

e
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Technical-Occupationo! ond University Porallel Programs Offered by £l Reno Sunlor College

Accounting Pre-Agriculture
Accounting Technology Pre-Professional
Aviation Pre-Education
Business Pre-Enginecring
Cheownistry Pre-Law

._Conmercial Art Technology Law Enforcement
Corrections Pre~Nursing
English Psychology
Fine Arts . Secretarial Science
Geology Sociology
History . Speech
Home Economics Zoology
Industrial Technology Nursing
Journalism Marketing & Merchandising
Liberal Arts Mid Management
Mathematics Law Enforcement (A.A.S.)
Physics Medical & Dental Secretary
Physical Education Legal Secretary

Social Services-Corrections Opt.
‘Child Development

Political Science

—— U

t

. D e

Technical-Occupotional ond University Parcllel Programs Offered by Seminole Junior College

O U S -

Art Mathematics o 1

"Behavioral Science Music

" Business ) ’ Life Science

T Child Development Nursing

—_Computer Science Physical Science

:Elementary Education Political Science/Pre-Law
Health, Physical Education Pre~Engineering

T and Recreation Pre-Medical and Pre-Pharmacy
Houe Economics Secretarial Science

T Journalism Technology Social Studies

" Law Enforcement ‘ Tur f/Nursery Technology

" Liberal Arts Special Students

’_—"Language Arts and Humanities Emergency Medical Technology °

:Hid-Managemnt Accounting Technology

b

. Technicol-Occupational ond Univerity Porollel Programs Offered by South Oklohoma City Junior College

Corrections Pre-Engineering
Banking and Finance Psychology
Broadcasting Recreational Leaders
Buginess Science

Child Development Secretarfal Science

|

.Commercial Art Speech Comminication
Diversified Studies Sociology

Drafting and Design Surgical Technology
Electronics Theatre Arts

Emergency Medical Technology Visual Arts

History + Accounting Associate
literature Credit Union Management
Mathematics Drug Abuse Rehab, Counseling
Mid-Management Fagshion Merchandising
Modern Languages General Office Assistant
Music Production Technology
Nursing Radio/TV Repair
Occupational Therapy=Recreation Peal Estate

|

Political Science/Pre~law Retail Merchandising



TYechaical~Occupational and Univensity Poraltel Programs Offercd by Claremore Junior College

Busincss . . Music
Business Management & Physics
Adninistration Political Science
Child Development Pre-Nursing
Engincering Pre-Pharmacy
Art Psychology
Health; Physical Education, - Speech
& Recreation Banking & Finance
Journalism Graphics Technology
Mathematics ) Horse Ranch Management
Police Science Country Western Music
Pre Law Recreation
Pre-Medical-Dental Radio Communications
Secretarial Studies-Associate Social-Psychology
Secretarial Studies-Certificate
Socioclogy -

|

Construction and Building Mgt.
Horticulture Technology
Environmental Science
Biological -Sciences
Business Education
Chemistry

Drama

Education = Elementary
Education - Secondary
English

Food Services

History

Liberal Arts

Medical Assistant (Office)

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

Techaical-Occupations! ond University Paralle! Programs Offered by Eastera Oklohoma State College

Agriculture Education Journalism

Agronomy Mathematics

Animal Sciences & Industry Mechanical Eng. Tech. (Auto)
Art : Mechanical Eng. Tech. (Machine)
Biological Sciences Mechanical Eng. Tech, (Welding)
Building Design & Construction Mid-Management

Business Administration Music

Business Education Nursing

Physical Sciences __Forest Tech. (Parks Management)
Civil Eighway Technology Physical Education

Computer Technology . Pre-Professional

Early Childhood Care Medical Technology-Trans
Electromechanical - Nursing-Trans

Electronics ____ Psychology or Sociology
Elementary Education Ranch Operation Technology
Engineering . : Secondary Education

English -_Secretarial Training

Forestry (BS) Speech or Drama

Forest Technology (Timber) Wildlife Conservation

Nistory or Political Science Forest Tech. (Arboriculture)
Home Economics Instrunentation Technology
Industrial Chemical Technology . Agriculture Meats Technology
Industrial Drafting & Design Mechanized Agriculture Technology

Industrial Fducation

!



Technival-Occupationol aind Univensity Parelle! Programy Offered by Tulsa Junior College

Flological Sciences
Physical Sciences

. Business Administration
Pre-Pro-lealth Related
._General Studies
_ Engiveering
Art

Music

. Pre-Pro-Education
Theatre Arts
Cormunications
Mathematics
Foreign Language

Social & Behavioral Sciences
_Agri-Business
Banking/Finance
Bookkeeping
Computer Operator
Computer Programmer
Credit Union
Culinary Arts
Drafting/Design Technology

I

I

I

!

!

!

I

Electronics Technology

|

Fire Protection Technology
General Office Assistant
Health Care Supervisor
Hotel/Restaurant Management
Respiratory Therapy-Applied
Respiratory Therapy
Instrument Technology
Accountant Assoclate
_Legal Secretary-Applied
.Jegal Secretary
Labor Leadership

L

96

o s -

____Machinist Technology
Market Merchandising
Medical Laboratory-Applied

.. Medical Laboratory Tech.
Medical Assistant-Applied
Hadical Assistant

__Medical Secrctary-Applied

Medical Secretary

Medical Transcriptiounist

lMid-Management-Applied

Hid-Management

Nursery-Horticulture Tech,

Nursing-TJC Applicant

. Nursing-TJC

Physical Therapy Program
Physical Therapy Asst. Program
Police Science

Professional Real Estate

Quality Control Tech.

Residential/Commercial Const.

Radiologic Tech.-Applied

Radiologic Technology

L

|

Ll

|

|

Electro-Mechanical Technology Professional Secretary

|

Savings and Loan

Food Dist. Specialist (Supermarket) Small Business Management

Surveying
Transportation/Traffic Mgt.
Welding Technology
Bio-Medical Equip. Tech.
Programmer Analyst
Insurance d
Industrial Security
Legal Assistant
Postal Ser. Leadership Dev.
Purchasing Management
Safety Technology

|

|

|

|

|

. Technical-Occupotionol and University Parallel Programs Offered by Carl Albert Junior College

Accounting
Art
Auto Service Management
Biological Sciences
Business Education
Business Management
Commercial Art
Construction Management
Drafting
Early Childhood Care
Elementary Education
English
Health, Physical Education,
& Recreation
Heating/Air Conditioning
Home Economics
Industrial Education
Journalism
Junior Accounting
legal Secretary

L

|

L

I

Mathematics
Medical-Dental Secretary
Mid-Management
Music
Office Administration
Physical Sciences
Pre-Engineering
Pre~Law
Pre-Medical, Pre-Pharmacy,
' Pre-Veterinary
- Pre-Nursing
Professional Secretary
Psychology-Sociology
Real Estate & Insurance Option
(Mid-Management)
1 Secretarial Education
Social Sciences
Business Administration
Speech & Drama

|

|

|

|

|

|

|



Technical-Occupational and Univenity Paralle! Programs Offered by Mucray State College

Apriculture : Mechanical Technology
Agriculture Education Mectallurgical Technology

Art . Mid Management

Business Administration Nursing

Business Education . Physical Education & Coaching
Chemistry Yre~-Pharmacy

Conservation & Wildlife Mgmt. Pre-Professional

Drafting & Design Technology Pre-Veterinary Medicine
Electronics Technology Professional Secretary
Electro-Mechanical Technology . Respiratory Therapy
Engineering Science

Farm & Ranch Management Elementary Teaching

General Education Wildlife Ecology

General Technology Business Administration
History . o o Data'Processing

Home Economics Veterinary Assistant Technology
Industrial Arts Technology Construction & Building Design
Journalism Indian Studies

Mathematics : Police Science

|
|

- e ST . LTl T e e

«

Yechnical-Occupatione! and University Parollel Programs Offersd by Connors State College

Pre-Elementary Education

Agriculture
Art Education Pre~Journalism
Botany . . Pre~-Professional
Business Accounting o : Secondary Education
Business Administration Sociology
Business Education Zoology
Businegs Secretarial Waterwvay Law Enforcement
: Business/General Pre-Law
Chemical Technology Social Work
brafting-Design Technology Physical Sciences
Electronic Technology . Mid Management
Engineering Agri Business
English Bio-Sciences
History . Corrections
Home Economics Library Sciences
Law Enforcement . : - Money & Banking
Mathematics Park & Leisure Property Mgmt,
Medical ‘Secretarial . Psychology L
fedical Laboratory Technology Speech ’
Music Special Education
Physical Education Wildlife

Early Childhood Care



VITA 2
Robert V. Keck
Candidate for the Degree of

Doctor of Education

Thesis: A COMPARISON OF JUNIOR COLLEGE EDUCATOR'S
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD POSTSECONDARY TECHNICAL-
OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS

Major Field: Vocational-Téchnical and Career
Education

Biographical:

Personal Data: Born in Weleetka, Oklahoma, January
4, 1933, the son of Arley and Dollie Keck.

Education: Graduated from Weleetka High School,
Weleetka, Oklahoma, in 1952; received an Associate
Degree from Eastern Oklahoma State College in
1954; received the Bachelor of Science in Indus-
trial Education Degree from the University of
Oklahoma in 1956; received Masters of Industrial
Education Degree from the University of Oklahoma,
1957; completed requirements for the Doctor of
Education Degree at Oklahoma State University in
1978. ‘

Professional Organizations: The Council of North
Central Community Junior Colleges, American
Association of Community and Junior Colleges, The
Council for Occupational Education, The Higher
Education Alumni Council of Oklahoma, American
Vocational Association, Oklahoma Vocational
Association, American Technical Association, Oklahoma
Technical Society, Oklahoma Council of Local
Administrators, National Council of Local Adminis-
trators, Phi-Delta Kappa, Iota Lamba Sigma,

The Red Red Rose; and Oklahoma Adult and Continuing
Education Association. ,

Professional Experience: Draftsman for the Oklahoma
State Highway Department, 1954-55; Engineering
Correspondent for Linde Air Division of Union Carbon



and Carbide Corporation, 1956-57; Graduate
Assistant for the University of Oklahoma, 1957;
Assistant Professor for the University of Okla-
homa, 1957-64; Visiting Professor for Oklahoma
State University, 1964; Assistant Director of
Vocational Education for the Oklahoma City Public
Schools, 1964-66; Director of Vocational Education
for the Oklahoma City Public Schools, 1966-67;
Director of Technical Education for Eastern Okla-
homa State College, 1967-68; Dean of Instruction
for Eastern Oklahoma State College, 1968-69; Dean
of Technical Education for Eastern Oklahoma State
College, 1969-73; Consultant-Examiner for the
North Central Association of Schools and Colleges,
1972-75; Coordinator of Technical Education for
the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education,
1973 -present.

Leadership Activities: Executive Secretary, Executive
Vice-President, President and Board of Director
of the Oklahoma Technical Society; President of
the Oklahoma Council of Local Administrators;
Board of Director of the Oklahoma Vocational
Association; Secretary Plains Region American
Technical Association; Vice-President of the
Wilburton Lions Club; Chairman of Education
Committee for the Wilburton Chamber of Commerce;
Director of the Southeastern Oklahoma Boy Scouts
of America; President of Weleetka High School
Senior Class; Sponsor of the Industrial Education
Club at the University of Oklahoma; President of
the Industrial Education Club at the University
of Oklahoma.



