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THE ATTITUDES OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY
TOWARD ACADEMICALLY DISADVANTAGED

STUDENTS



Chapter 1
Backgroupd

More and more United Statrea citlzens are extending thelr
formal educational training bevond high school. The community college
has been sBelected by many of these individuals to provide additional
education through the fourteenth grade. Becaupe of this, the enroil-
ment at communlty collegea has {ncreased over the years and, therefore,
the community college is gaining a prominent role In the preparation
of individuals for today's society.

The inircial popularity of the community collepe waa, at least
in parc, the outcome of an zttempt to educate those persons who could
not attend a 4-year ipstlitution because of failure to be admitted or
lack of financial support. Today, persong attend the community
college for many reasona and the many different definitions of the
community college support this bellef. Garriaon (1968) defined the
community college as the people’s college:! "the two-vear romprehensive
college is a vipgorous, effective Tesponse te the needs of a pluralis-
tic, technically oriented society [ p. 3 ]." 0O'Connell's (1968)
definition of the community college was very simillar to Garrison's.

He reported that the community college was a 2-vear junlor enllege:
usually coeducational and serving a wide variety of commuting studenta
(p. 3}. Medaker {19603), 1in hia deacription of the cemmunity college,
gave a very detailed account of the i{nstitution. He deacribed Lhe
community college as a comprehensive college that is regarded as one

2



which:

{1} Offers a variery of educsaticnal programs of an academic

and an occupatienal onature, day and evening, for full-time and

patt-time students; (2) provides an oppartunity for satudents
to make up educational deficlenciesn; (3) has a liberal admis-

Alon poelicy: {47 emphasgizes a well-devaloped guldance program;

{5) perfaorme a variety of special servicea to the community,

and (6) insiste on 1ts righta to dignity on 1te own merits

without attempting to resemble s four-year college [ p. 203 ],

Medsker's (1960} definition implied chat the community college
ia open to everyone. Thie principle of admiasion to all ia known as
the "open—door" policy: i.e., any person who is a high school graduace
or wha 18 an adult ecitizen {over 1lB) 13 eligible to attend. Admiseion
to the college does net depend on intelligence, grades, rTeliglon,
race, background, or economlc clyvcumatances. However, open admissicon
does not guarantee that a person will be admitted to any or all of the pro-
grams of the college simply because the pereon expresses a desire to
enter that course or program (Monroe, 1972),

Once an inatitution dedicates itaself to rhe open-door
principle, it should develop programe suitable for the heterogencus
group of students matriculating at the ipsticution. The development
of gppropriate currfculs {8 1mporctant because the institution's pro-
gtam 18 a crucial factor in determining the direction of 1lndividual
atudent development. Kellevy and Wilbur (197D} secressed this idea when
they wrote that the inst¢itution should provide the student boedy and

ite community a wvarlety of programs aimed at the realization of the



unigque human potential in each of 1ta cirizens.

The students at the community college are dissimilar to stu-
dents at 4-year ipatitutions in aome reapects. Canavan {1962} in
comparing community college atudents with astudenta at 4-yeatr inatitu-
tions stated rhac: "The juniot college student hams a lower scholastic
aptitude than the atudent in the four-year college [ p. 513 ]1."
Difference 1in aprirude was also the focus of Possone's (1965) com-
parlson of community college studenrts and atudents at 4-year institu-
tione, Bossone repotted: "The average publiec junior college student
ia somewvhat inferieor in academic aptitude to those who enter four-year
colleges [ p. 279 ]."

Low academlc ablility ig only one characteristic of the commu-
nity college student. For example, Monroe (1972) stated:

Community college atudents are from the homes of neither the

very rich novr the very paor. They tend to come from the lower-

middle income homes, definitely much lower than the homes of
univergity studenta. Typical community college studente in
large urhan centers are the children of third-generation

Americans of European background who have become skilled

laborers, low-level supervisors, and industrial managerr, and

who have asplrationa rhae their children will become the flrst

college graduates in thelr Families [ p. 185 1.

Garrigson (1968) did not agree with Monroe (1972) when he
described the comuunity callege gtudent. Garrison reported:

The community college student ranges in ability and background

and motivation from genuinely gifted studente who, for



economle or peraonal reasons, chooses to begin his colleglate
experience at the local college, to the severely disadvan-
taged, poverty-burdened atudent for whom the tuition-free
community college offers a last chance to remedy a lifetime of
educational neglect [ p. & ].

It is the student, so disadvantaged as to be in need of devel-

opmental courses, that was the primary concern of thils study. Many

behavioral sclentists have deacribed the disadvantaged student. Some

deacribed these students on the basis of sorioceconomic Factors while

others have characterized rhe students purely on the basis of intel-

ligence and abllity. Monroe (1972) described the disadvantaged stu-

dent on the basis of sociceconomic factors as well as ability. He

stated:

The majority were either illiterate or barely literate-—-
igolared gecographically from the rest of soclatyi;--live in
ghetto neighborhoods, alienated from the mainatream of
American 1ife because of racial or ethnic discrimination--
have the pooreat echoole and a minimum of cultural advantages
in the forms of museums, recreatlional centers, libraries. The
disadvantaged atudents manifest certain behavior patcerns
which handicap them in cellege--poorly motivated and so ofren
vhere motivation exlats it tends to be unreallaric-—emoticnal
problems which undermine their self-confidence, They have
severe language haudicaps. The language of all lower-class
people has been characterized as belng reatricted in form, as

gerving to communlcate signala, and directiens and as tendency



to confine thinking teo a relatively low lewvel aof repaticive-

rteaa. They have an inability to use apstracc and deductive

teasoning effectively [ pp. 107-108 1.

The description of the disadvantaged student given by Garrison
(1968) colncided with Monroe's (1%72) deacription except Garrison went
a gtep further, eruggeating that at least half of the students at any
given puklic junior college need some eort of developmental work,
either in reading and writing or in mathematics and sclence {p. 10).

In an attempt to prepare academically dieadvantaged students
for eollege level courses, the community college offers developmental
studies. But, merely cffering developmental courses is not enough.
The teaching of the courses must be effective, It ig imporcant,
therefore, that those responsible for assigning inetructare to courses
be aware of the factors that will eptimize auch effectiveness. The
attitudes of the instructor toward studente 1s wirally important,
especlally when the student's environment and backgtound are different
from that of the instructor. Roueche (1968) indicated thsat reacher
attitudes may be theoretically and empirically relevant to student
success, It ia here that the relationship between the [faculty and the
gtudent may be a function of the attitudea and perceptions of the two
populations.

It 18 alaoc important that faculty members who participate in
the policy-making pracess of the inatirutlion understand all segments
of rhe student population including the academically disadvantaged
students. Such understanding may be aimilarly important in developing

administrative policles and procedutes for a heterogenoug student



population.

Statement of the Purpose

The purpose aof the study was to Investigate the attitudes of
the community college faculty members toward the academically disad-
vantaged students matriculating there. The study attemprted specifi-
cally to answer the following guestfons: Whar are the attitudes of
community college faculty members toward academically diasadvantaged
students? What factors or variables are related to the nature of
faculty attitudes toward academically disadvantaged students?

Theoretical Background

The theorstical background fFor the study was drawn primarily
from the social and psychological sciencea, From the theoretical base
and research studies, four hypothesized relationships were formulated
for invesrigacion.

The academically disadvantaged student often faila to gain the
suppott of community college faculty membears., According to Montroe
{1972) che community college ataff would be happy to have the disad-
vantaged student disappear from the scene (p. 109). Lack of under-
standing of academically disadvantaged atudents may be the reason that
80 many community cecllege faculty memhers dislike rhem.

Kelley and Wilbur {1970) aaid that the instructor's attitude
toward students is a function of the instructer’a phileosephy of educa-
tien. They stated: "If your philosophy attaches speclal merit to
students in the transfer program, your telatioms with terminal students
and those who teach them are likely to be affected adversely

[ p. 146 ]." FKelley and Wilbur alse noted that faculty membera, when



asked what they liked least at the community college, listed the
frustration of dealing with lower abllity studenta as the second
higheat tesponse.
Gartison {1968) described the community college faculty mem-
bet as follows:
They are from land grant colleges, & few from Ivy League
liberal arts institutions, some from professional schools,
skilled journeymen, techniclana who are engineers--once
remaved, green graduate students fresh from their meminars,
tetired milirary men seeking s second career, high acheol
teachers loaking for some pasture in higher education, and
businessmen who always wanted to teach [ p. B .
It seema that the community college has an open-doot policy not only
for its atudents, but for its faculty as well. This heterogeneous
gtaup of faculty members only compiicates the problem of teaching the
academically disadvantaged students since they have not been prepared
to teach the academically disadvantaged atudents.
Medsker and Ti{llery (1971} in describing the community college
faculty noted:
Community college staffs are composed primatrily of people in
the thirty to fifty year age bracket; the master's degree s
generally the highest degree held by most instructors; staff
members are recrulted from a wide variety cof sources, with
almost 33 1/3% of the tespoendents coming from the public
achool ayetenm, 22T moving to the junior college directly from

graduate achool, 11% entering junlor college teaching



positions in four-year institutions, 10% moving in from busi-
ness and Industry, and the remainder coming from warious other
sourcer; few junior college faculty members are from minority
ethnic groupa; the social class background of many white staff
members make it difficult for them to relate to students from
varicous ethnic groups [ p. 7 ].
Curtent dats atill seem to support these sctatdisrics, Also, from the
same study, Medaker and Tillerv concluded that community college
faculty disagreed with the stated institurional purpose of thelr
colleges, particularly the value and appropriateness of occcupational
and developmental pregrams, and that communicy college faculty felt
that students in the community college should be aAcreened more care-
fully and that the faculty did not fully endorse the concept of the
open door.

McCloskey {(1967) agreed with Medsker and Tillery (1%71) con-
cetning faculty atritudes toward students. However, McCloskey basesd
his conclusion on race. He reported:; "Negro teachere tend to see
Hegro students as fun-loving, happy cooperative, energetic, and ambi-
tious, while white teachers percefve the same students &s talkative,
lazy, fun-lowving, high strung and frivolous [ p. 44 ]." Galltieb
(19631) summarized the studiea conducted by Medsker, Tillery, and

McCloakey by stating chat "race does play some part in how teachers

react to childrenm [ p. 52 ]."
Studies hawve shown that there are differences in cpinicon of
faculty members concerning the mission and the programe offered at the

comnunity college. Madeker (1350) rveported that the reletive
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importance of the various programs as expreasad by the respondents in
his study was related to the teaching field of faculty membets
(p. 178). Hedsker found that:

Higher percentage of the teachers in the arademic group than

in the applied group in all types of rolleges rated the

tranefer function a2 being very important; that a large per-
centage of the respondents felt that it was not imporrant for
the funior callege to offer remedial high aschool level
courees; of the group reaponding, 72¥% were men, 74.3% held
graduate degrees and more than §4% of rhe group had formerly

taught in secondary or elementary schools or in both | pp, 171-

172 1.

Hagen (1971), in agsessing the attitudes of community college
faculty members toward disadvantaged students, concluded that sex and
the higheat degree held were related to favarableness of attitude of
commupity college faculty toward disadvantaged studente. He found ne
relationship between the age of community college faculty membera and
their attltudes toward academicaily disadvantaged atudents.

Whitehurat {1969), in her study dealing with the professional
educaction of teachers of the dipadvantaged, concluded rhat humanistic
factory rather than demographic factors are lmportant and should be
considered when selerring teachers for the disadvantaged students.
Implicat{fons were that inatructors' attitudes toward dieadvantaged
students are based not on demographic factors, but humanistic factors.
She alao ewmphasized the imporctance of interdiasciplinary programs of

profeasional training for teachers of the dissdvantaged atudents. She
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wtote: "We are stl1l]l hoping that the gecture of in-service tralning
will remald the game teachers whe have cteated the present blocks to
the educaticn of the underprivileged into an cffective teacher of rthe
new alienated pupil [ p. 17 ].M

Leea (1976) conducted a atudy of the factnrs that eommunity
callege atudents look for in an I{nstructor. S5he conecluded chat human-
istic factors were Important to students if the students believed the
ilnstructor had good attitudes toward them.

In a study conducted by Western Worth Carclina Consotrtium
{1976}, 1t was concluded that in ordet for faculty members to have
Favorable attitudes toward all groups of students at the community
college, "high prierity must be given to the development of compre-
hensive staff developmenr programs [ p, 8 ]."

In summary, the literature indicated that there are Factors
that are felr to be related to the nature of comeunity college faculty
members' attitudes toward academically digadvantaged students. This
revlew also revealed that there 1s a need for more comprehenslve
research concerning the factors that are related to the attitudes of
community college faculty toward academically digadvanraged students.

Hypotheses

Bamed on theory and the previous reseatch which has heen cited,
hypotheses were generated, The following hypothesea were tested In
this study.

Hypothesis 1

There 19 significant difference between community college

faculty attitudes toward academically disadvantaged srudentes and
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towatd cthetr students at the Ilnetitution,

Hypothesis 2

There 18 a significant relstionship between selected demn-
graphic characteristcics of memberse of community college facultiea and
their arritudes toward academirally dissdvsntraged students in commu-
nity collegen.

Hypothesia 3

There 1a a significant relationship between the nature and/or
extent of teaching experlence and teachers' attitudes toward academi-
cally disadvantaged students In the community college.

Hypotheals &

Participaticon in academic couraes and programs of study Involv-
ing the community college or the academically disadvantaged srudent 1is
ralated to the attltudes of faculty membhere toward academically dis-
advantaged students.

Operational Defindtions

The basic terms used in this study are:

"Academically Digadvantaged Student" is any student, repard-
legg of echnic background, officlally enrclled in a communicy college
who 1a or has been enrolled in coe or more developmental coursel(s) to
remove an academic deficiency or deficiencies.

“Conmunity College" is a public institution of higher educa-
tion that offera 2 yeara of education beyond high achoal to pevaons 18-
years—-old, or older, with a wide range of intellectual abilities and
educational goala. The inatitution offers an array of courses in

liberal arts, occupatlional fields, sdult and continuing education,



13

general education, developmental education, and preprofesslonal educa-
tion at a relatively low coat to the atudent. (May be referred to as
juniar eollege or community junior college.}

"Developmental Course” 1s a noncredit courae in reading,
English or mathematics designed to prepare students for succesaful
participacion {n standard college courses. (May be refertred to as
remedial course.)

"Faculty Member" is any person teaching a minimum of 12 credit
hours per week at a community college. (May be referred to as a Full-
tine faculty menber.}

Limitationes of the Study

This study was Iimited to lostructors employved at the three
selerted community colleges at the time data were collecced.
Instructore’ attitudes were limited to those sawpled and measured by
the questionnaire. The study d1id not control for extraneous variables
that may have had an impact on faculty members' attitudes toward
academically disadvantaged studenta.

Organization of Remaindev of Study

A review of the related research and licerature will he pre-
gsented in Chapter Z, Chapter 3 will illustrate the design and pro-
cedures emploved in conducting this arudy, including explanaticns of
lnstrumentation, methodology, and data analysis. Findinge of the
atudy will he presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 will present conclu-
aiona ag drawn from the results cbtained and will offer recommenda-
tione both for administrators and faculties at community collepges

interested In advancing current thinking orn faculty attitudes toward



academically disadvantaged students.

14



Chapter 2
Review aof Literature

In reviewing the literature relsted to the study, three areas
ware explored: rthe academically disadvantaged students and their
needs; the community college faculty and the interaction between them
and the academically disadvantaged students; and the educational prep-
aration of the community college faculty. Because of the limited
amount of regearch directed specifically to academically disadvantaged
students, much of the literature cited involved the soclally or cul-
tutrally disadvantaged student. In such instances, inferences were made
applicable to the academically dipadvantaged student hecause, most
often, those students who have been claasified as disadvantaged,
whether soclally, culturally or economlically, have academjc defiecjen-
cles and may, in many instancee, be conaldered academically Aisadwvan-
taged.

In trying to understand the academically disadvantaged student,
one must attempt to understand hie academic needs. It has heen noted
that disadvantaged atudenta do lack specific academic akille. Cohn
(19A6), in his atudy of the language of lower-class students, empha-
sized the limitation of the academically disadvantaged student. Cohn
aummarized that all too often, academically disadvantaged atudents do
not succeed in the present day public schoel culture because of
severe language handicaps and in general are unahle to wae much that
the school teaches {p. 328).

15
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Carson and Rabin {1965) were more speclific in identifying
major handicaps of academlically disadvantaged students. From their
atudy, 1t was plnpointed that academically disadvantaged students lack
verbat comprehension as well as verbal communication (p. 356).

It seemed that the avithmetic ekills of academically dissdvan-
taged students are also 1n need of 1mprevement. HRut, according to
Montague {196A) the educational deficlencies of academlcally disadvan-
taged srudents cannot be corrected completely by merely offering
developmental courses. Ir appeared that the cultural deprivation of
these students {s the primary reason for thelr deficlencies. The
Implicationa of the study were best summarized by the statement: A
child from any circumstance who has been deprived of a substantial
portion of the variety of stimull which he is marturationally capable of
responding to is likely to be deficient in both the formal and conm-
tentual equipment required for learning [ p. 363 1.7

Controversy has developed as to the needs of academically dis-
advantaged arudents. Thie controversy centers around whather ar not
developmental education is the proper solutrion to the problems of
academically diaadvantaged students. Medsker and Tillery (1971) felt
that: "Self-identity, motivatlon, and idicsyncratic barriere teo learn-
lng come closer to the real problems of the undereducated than the
need for remedial work [ p. B3 ]." Roueche (1968) agreed with Medsker
and Tillery in his deacription of the academically disadvantsged stu-
dent. He implied that the neade of theae students are the reault of
lack of motivation and lack of confidence with accompanying emotional

dizturbances.
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But, on the othet hand, writers such as Brawer {1971} realized
the need for developmental education as well as the responsibility of
the ilpstructor ae being held accountable For the success of the aca-
demmically disadvantaged. Brawer stated:

Today's prosgpective teacher la aware thart he will face a dif-

ferent breed of atudents than his older counterparca face. If

he konows anvthing at all about the community college, he knows
that many of his eventual students will fit better intc so-
called remedial courses than the more conventional college
transfer sequences. And 1f he is especially seneitive and
conscioug of hls tole as teacher, he may even know that he is
as much responsible for his students' learning as are the

students rthemselves [ p. 3 T.

Niemi (1976) felt that something other than, or in addition
to, developmental work may be needed tc improve the conditien of the
academically disadvantaged student. He suggested that soclety and
educational institutfona must assess the need of the culturally dif-
ferent groups. More apecifically, Niemi{ wrote: "Artention must be
given to their characteristics, socio-econcmic (education, income,
ragidence) and sorclo-peychological factors (low self-esteem, lack of
self-confidence, problema of communication [ p. & ]."

It appeared that psychologlcal deficlences may affect academic
performance, Combs (1965) supported thia belief when he reported:

The individual's aelf is the center of his werld, the part of

otlgin af all behavior. What he believea about hinself

affects every aspect of his life. We now know that many
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academis deficiencles can be traced to unfortunate concepts of

self [ p. 14 1.

Implications were that the academically disadvantaged students
lack motivation and a desire to achieve. However, Hall (1969) dins-
agreed wicth cthese implications when he clted: "Results of the
McClelland Test of N-achievement did not lend support to the thesis
that junior college atudents from lower SES (socic-economic status)
backgrounds experience less academic success because they lack the
desire to achieve [ p. 61 1." But, still che academically disadvan-
taged students atrtending the community college are not the ctypical
college students. Evidence has ghown that these students have varyving
problems and needs. In order to cope with these students, certain
characteristics are necessary for the community college faculty.

An important or necessary characteriatic needed by the commu-
nity cellege faculty is acceptance of the purpase of the institucion,
A great deal of concern has been expressed ahout whether community
college teachers are really in harmony with the avowed purpose of their
inatitutiona. Medsker and Tillery (1971} stresaed this when they
stated: "An understanding of the misglon and scope of the community
college and of how atudents with varyi{ng motivational, interest and
abilitry pattern learn le essential [ p. 9B ]." This characteristic
18 even more important if the faculty member teaches developmental
courses For academically disadvantaged studenta. Unlesa the faculty
understands and acrepts the purpese of the community college, they may
not understand and accept the academically disadvantaged students

matriculating there.
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Gleazer (1967) also expressed the {mportance of the acceptance

of the purpoae of the community college by 1ts faculty. He strated:

At the heart of suceceasful junior college teaching lies
facuity underaranding and acceptance of the diverse purpose of
an open door type of educational institution. Lacking this,

the junior college teacher frequently experiences frustration

and discouragement with his position, which produces, quite

naturally, a resultant negative effect on the quality and

impact of his teaching. Because bhis perceptions and atrirudes

will inevitably exert a major influence on the courese of these

inetitutions and their educaticnal effectiveness [ p.

Even though community college faculety members frequently

disagree with the atated institutional purponse of the college,

they

are Falrly similar in demographice {Brawer, 1974}. According to

Eckert and Stecklein (1959):

Mogt of these junlor college tearhers were men and thelr

148 1,

medien age (43) 1s quite typical for college teachere chrough-
out the country. Significancly more of the junior college
atafFf had puraued thelr barcalaureate and advanced atudies at
publicly supported colleges and universities [ pp. 83-85 1.

Medsker and Tillery (1971) were In accotrdance with Eckert and

Stecklein {1959} ineofar am the demographic characteristics of cormu-

nity college faculty members, but differ on other iesues. For

instance, Medsker {1960) wrote: "It 1s often said that the junior

college ataff 1s highly dedicated. The presumption is that people

teach in a juniar college because they prefer to work at that level
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and pubgscribe to the goals and structure of this type of inscitution

[ p. 170 ]." Eckerr and Sreckleiln, in explaining why pecple choose to
teach 1n the community college, were in opposition with Medsker. They
reported that the majority of the respondents in their study were
teaching 1in the community college because a position was ava{lable and
that the salary was sacisfactory {(p. 86).

Just as faculrty members' reasons for teaching in the community
college differ, so do thelr atritudes roward the academically disad-
vantaged student. Oppelt {1967) tried to explain the reason why
faculty members feel ax they do about students. He wrote:

Instructors may have been taught to reach srudents 1in the

course of beinpg socialized or may have develaped artitudes

through personal contact. There is reason to belleve chat
inexperienced persons may adopt the attitudes typlcal of the
environment in which they acqulre thelr first exparience

[ pp. 22-23. 1.

Many times the firat experience, whether good, bad or indifferent,
dominates all others and is manifested in the person’s feellngs.

Eckert and Stecklein (1959) suggested that communicy college
faculty members tend te be an upwardly mobile group. These faculty
members may ldentify themselves with groups cutside the college and
their atcitudea may be affected accordingly. Medsker (1960} called
this phenomenon the "reference group theory." In describing this
thecory he atated:

A person may not be identlifled primarily with the ocecupational,

goclal, or econamic pgroup of which he 18 a membet. Instead,
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he may readily adhere to rhe viewa of another group, presum-

ahly a group to which he aspires to belong or one with which

he wishes to be {dentified in his own mind or in the minds of

others. More parcicularly, the attitudes of junior college

teachers may reflect the educational values or attitudes of

teachers in four-year colleges and universiriea [ p. 173 ].
McCloakey (1967) agreed with Medsker concerning communlty collepe
faculty members' atritudes. She alas grated: '"Moar teschers are too
immerged in middle-clage outlooks to teach disadvantaged children
successfully [ p, 42 |7

If community colleges have faculty members who are engrossed
primarily with middle-clasa values and are hasing their attitudes
solely on these values, they may be depriving the academically disad-
vantaged student of a successaful academic experience. Schenz {1954)
queationed the success of community colleges {n really helping the
acadenircally disadvantaged student when he stated that the community
calleges are atcempting to meet the needs of the academically disad-
vantaged student, but there remains a serfous guestion regarding the
succeaes the community colleges are having {n thelr endeavors (p. 22).

Knoell (1970) was also concerned with the success community
colleges ate having in meeting the needs of the academically dilasadvan-
taged studenta. He reported that 1t is the schools and collegea which
are atill failling these vouthe {p, 125).

It appeared that the academically disadvantaged studente are
gpecial individuals with varying personal and academic problems,

According to Tead (1964} :
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The confreoncation of all these problems and the effort to deal
with them call for the possession of certain values and traits
of character. There should be a positive fondness for young
persona and a concern for thelr growth [ p. 272 ],
Because academically disadvancaged students have sc many problems, it
ig important that community college faculty members posgess certailn
pereonal characteristics that will enable them to adjust and expand
their middle-class values to the point where they recognize the lack
of inclualveness throughout soclety.

Bossone {1965) viewed sympathy as one of the petrsonal charac-
ter{stics needed by comumunity college faculty members. He alsc
explained the =mignificance of faculty memhers poesessing this quality,
but denied that many of then actually posaess the trait. Bossone
wrote: "Having a sympathetic attitude toward Junicr college students
implies first, that the teacher has an understanding of thefr typical
traits—the majority of them have a very limited upderstanding of
these students [ p. 279 ]."

Engel (1976) suggested that aenslcivity is an lmporgant and
vital personal characterlstic of community college teachers. lle
wtote: "In erder for a teacher to Introduce hia subject as pertinenc,
he muat be asenaitive not anly to the characteristice of hies students
as a group but, 1lnasmuch as it is poseible, to their Individusl
abllities and needs [ p. 4 }." This sensitivity to individual student
needs 18 even more important if the students are academically disad-
vantaged. Rosen (1971) explained: "1t seems thar a teacher who under-

atands the nature of hie atudente' differences and can underscand the
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cavgation of a student’s learning problems will be more motivated to
reach out to that student than the teacher who lacks understanding

[ p. 2 ]1." Being able to uynderstand individual differences will offer
an enviromnment conducive ro learning for boeth the student and the
teacher,

Lack of faculty upderstanding may be the reason soc many disad-
vantaged students are not successful, academically. Rosen (1971) goes
an to explain why faculty memberg may not understand and accept the
academically disadvantaged student. Re wrnte: "A student whose coler,
cuatoms and experiences are different from his teacher's may have dif-
ficulty in presenting an acceptable image [ p. 1 |."

Jablonsky (1972} described the personal character of the good
teacher of the academically dieadvantaged. He stated: "Bhe is charis-
matlc, compassionste, Intelligent, emotionally mature, hard working,
highly crearive, and knowledgeable, She has high expectations for
achievement by her studenta and demands of herself and them rhat these
expectations be fulfilled | p. 3 }." .Jablonsky seemed to believe that
compassion was the moat vital of those trailts needed by faculties
involved with academically disadvantaged students. He explained how
this trait 1s developed:

Far many teachers this compasslon springa from thelr own child-

hoad or life experiences which have expoeed them to poverty,

injuatice, fear, and frustration. Having outwardly overcome
these handicapa, or at least, having learned how to live with
them, equipe these teachera with the radar needed to hear and

interpret the signals they get from the tensions and
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unhapplness of thelr students. Thelr life experiences help

the teacher to know how teo lead children toward trellef from,

or resclution nf, the causes of their deep unhappliness where-

ever possihle within the context of their life space [ pp. 17-

18 1.

Miemi (1976) felt thart something more than actitudes of com-
passion and understanding {5 needed by faculty members at the commu-
nity college. He stated: "Foremost among these attitudes {s empathy
with students, which geoes beyond undarstanding to identify with thelr
hopes and fears, patience with thelr problems, and respect for their
value syatems [ p. B |."

Undersranding the academlcally disadvantaged students aswell
as having cnpathy for them should cauvse community college faculty
members to have favorable attitudes toward these students. But, 8o
often community college farulty members have negative attitudes toward
the dimadvantaged. Hoffman and Welter (1972) suggested reasons for
unfavorable attitudes toward academically disadvantaged estudents held
by community college faculty membera. They wrote:

Stercotypes and misconceptions about the disadvantaged people

are held by prospective teachers and 1f thelr steteotypes and

misconceptions can he overcome, many of these prospective
teachera will be eager to teach 1o schoels serving the disad-
vantaged community [ p. vii ].

These miaconcepticne and stereetypes held by faculty members
can deter meaningful atudent-teacher ralationshipe which are i{mportant

in the learning process. According to a study conducted ar the
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University of Hawaii {1970}, Honolulu, Hawatii, student teacher rela-—
tlonshlps may determine the academic success or fallure of cthe digad-
vantaged student. T[Ff the teacher, based on misconceptions and
sterentypas, has a negative attitude toward the students, he may feel
that the student does not want to learn and cannot learn and, there-
fore, 1s taking up time and effort thar could he used by others who are
more motivated and may cause fallure For the aAtudent.

Lack of interest and negatlve attitudes toward the students by
the teacher may be perceived by the atudent causing Indifferent behav-
ioral patterns toward the teacher, especially 1f the student has
doubts about himeelf. Therefotre, student self-concept, teacher
atritudes and expectations of the academically disadvantaged atudentc
mugt be coneidered. The importance of student self-concept and
teacher axpectation and 1ts silgnificance to student-teacher relation-
ghips was explained by Brown and Renz (1973). "If the gelf-concept
could be improved, then peer acceptance, teacher approval, behaviors
perceived by the school as napacceptable and academic progress could
be improved [ p. 467 ]." FRosenthal and Jacobsan {1968) apreed with
Brown and Renz concerning student self-concept. They explained the
significance of this concept and teachers' expectation of the student
when they surmised that teacher's expectations play a big parrt in a
atudent's senme of worthiness and in his hope to succeed.

Aceording to Adams (1974), success la dependent upon student-—
teachet relatlonahips. He wrote:

Success can only be achieved after interaction and discusaion

with studenta in order to modify atandard lessona where
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necessdary, Such interaccilon also helps ensure that each stu-

dent understands the pertinent relatlonshipa between the

lesson and hie own life, as well as the teacher's interest in

him { p. & 1.

From rhe literature, it peems that 2 vast majority of the
academically disadvantaged studente has not been succeasful In pursuing
an education in the communlty college. According to a study conducted
by the Washington 5tate Board for Community Colleges:

It hae become obwious Erom the high drop-out rate alone, which

often approaches 20 percent for disadvantaged students com-

pared with 30 percent atcrition rate for other students, that
comuunity colleges are not succesafully meeting the educa-
tional and career needs of disadvantaged students [ p. 195 ).

As long as faculty members continue to fall to understand the
academically disadvantaged students, these students may well continue
to fail., Scheltr (1973} suggeated how to correct the mlsconceptions
and atersotypes held by community college farulry concerning the
academically disadvantaged students. He wrote:

It is imperative that attirudinal changes become the pinmacle

for effecrive preparation of teachers serving culturally dif-

ferent populations. Acceptance, respect, compasslon, under-
standing and empathy are foremost attributea (atcitudinal)
with pedagoglcal skills representlng secondary actributes

I p. B 1.

The community college should not be blamed, exclusively, for

the failure of the academically disadvantaged students. Society in
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general has accounted for some of the failure of meeting the needs of

the academicsally disadvantaged students. More aspecifically, Goldberg

(1963) pinpeointed a basic discrepancy in the educatienal system in

preparing teachers for the community college and the academically

disadvantaged students. 5She stated:

Few university teacher educatlon progtams have adjuated their
professional courses or field experiences to prepare new
teachers to cope with the specific learning, cultural, soclo-
logical, behavioral and professional situations unique to
specific minority populations. Consequently, many new teachers
dealing with the culrurally different have not recelved ade-
quate or teslistic teacher preparation in hreaking down
atereotyped thionking, in developing an apprecliation of the
resourcefulness of a culturally different sociecy [ p. 5 .

Smith, Cohen, and Pearl {(196%)} explained the Importance of

preparing teachers to cope with the academically disadvantaged atu-

denta.

They wrote;

Proper education of the teacher will lead him to examine his
own human prejudices generally and specifically, his racial
prejudices, and it will discipline him in the techniquea of
handling problems of interperacnal relations that arise from

racial prejudices in bis studente and their parents [ p. 20 ].

Engel (1976} suggested that along with prepararion in one's discipline,

prospective faculty members of the comprehensive community college

should hecome acquainred with the history and philosophy of United

States higher educatlon and specifically with the place and purpose
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of the comprehensive communliy college within that setting.

In addition to teing acquainted with the hiatery and philosoc-
phy of the communlty college, othetr recommendationg have been sug-
gested for adequate preraracion of community college faculty. Smith,
Cohen, and Pearl (1969} asugpested: "Early involvement with culturally
different children, wyouth, and adults must be an important element in
teacher preparation for beginning teachers enrolled in agencles and
inatitutions designed tc meet the needs of the culturally different
[ p. 30 1."

Rosen (1971), 1z his program to train instructors for che
community college, listed several recommendationa. It was implied
that all of the recommendarions were vital, but he acemed to hawve
stressed the training program of prospective teachers. He recommended
that the participants be equipped with a knowledge and understanding
of, and senaicivity to, tke more galient characteristics of the disad-
vantaged college student.

Other writers have recommended {n-service education for
teachere of the academically disadvantaged atudents in the community
college. Butler (1974) conducted an {n-service program for teachers
af the academically dissdvantaged student. The slgniflcance of the
atudy was revealed when Butler reported: "Measured changes Iin selerted
teacher perception were found to be in a pasitive directlon, a major
change being that teachers seemed to attach greater value to the Impor-
tance af educarion for theltr students after the project than before
1t [ p. 1],

Brawer (1974) agreed with Butler {1974) cancerning the
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ef fectiveness of In-service programs at the community college. She
felt that these programs can offer asaistance to the new Instructor as
weell as the old incumbent. 5She eloquently explailned the significance
of the in-setvice pragrama for both ald and new Inatructors at the
comnunity college when she stated:

No 1individual can be trained te be a functioning human being,

but he can be encouraged to develop to express himeelf openly

to be aware of both self and others. He cap become more
sensitive to different types of studente. These are the ear-
marks of a real teacher [ pp. 11-12 ].

The real significance of In-service training 1s to involve the
entire faculty at the community college and not just those faculry
members who reach the academically disadvantaged students. This was
evident in a study done by Miller and Strickland (1972} where occupa-
tional education teachere participated in an in-service institute for
teachers of the academically disadvantaged. Aceording to Miller and
Strickland, the group of orcupational teachers Indicated their belief
that teachers of general education had little knowledge of the needs
of academically diasadvantaged studenta and that there was spparently
an overall lack of enthuafasm by both faculty and administration for
ptogtams fFor the disadvantaged. To {improve this situation, Miller
and Strickland recommended: "Future local andfor state workshops,
conferences, Institutes, etc. for teachere of the dfaadvantaged should
involve mote teachets of general education, school counselots, parents,
representatives of industry and etudents as active participants

[ p. 26 ]."
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In addition to in-service training for community college
faculey, the literature revealed that proapective community college
faculty members during their formal educational preparatjon should be
exposed to real-life experlences with the disadvantaged, and offered
courges an tegching the academically disadvantaged Lo an attempt to
develop favorable attitudes toward thig segment of the community
college clientele. In a study conducted by Mortensen and Netusil
{1976), 1t was concluded that after taking teacher edurarion courses
on teaching the academically disadvantaged student, only those atudents
who warked with people became less prejudiced in general.
Implications were that the same results may be accomplished 1f the
petsons were not only mincrities, but academically disadvantaged. 1In
conclugfon of thelr atudy, Mortensen and Hetusil reparted:

fesults indicated that practicum experiences of atudent

teachers should 1include interaction with children not of the

dominant culture 1f the teachers are to avold looking down on
them or expecting them to fail. This ia particularly impor-
tant because children often live up or dewn to the expecta-
tiona of thelr teachers [ p. 1 ].

84ikea and Cog (19753) atressed the 1lmpertance of working
intimately with the academically disadvantaged students and the
benefit of the knowledge gained from doing so. They stated: "It was
generally agreed that such knowledge would alleviate most of the type
of problems causing teachera the greatest disttess ip the classrcom
and the most violent disruptions in the schools [ p. 3 1."

The educational preparation for the communicy college faculty
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that includes practical experience with the academically disadvantaged
was degeribed 1n a study conducted at Connors State College (1872),
Warner, Olkahoma, The study concluded that training {practical expe-
rience) emphasized the development of knowledge, attitudes and
methods, and skills direcred toward artirude and assoclated behavioral
change of the participants.

Whirehurst (1969) emphasized the role of the soclal and
behavioral scilences in the educatlonal training for teachers of the
disadvantaged. If an Iinstructor 1s sc trained, he will be:

In rtouech with the world {n which his puplls must function as

gelf-sufficient citizens; he will be aware of various Family

structures from which the studencs come; he will be aware of
how ethnic group membership shapes the atudent's image of him-
self; and he will krnow that language is closeely tled to the
iife one leads [ v. 10 ].

Summat

A review of the literature led to the conclusions that the
problems of the academically disadvantaged students are multifaceted.
It appeared these atudents do not underatand themselwes and it {a,
therefore, difficult for faculty nembers to understand the complexity
of all of their underlying probleme. Lack of underatanding makes it
very difficult for faculty members to asseas adequately the student's
needs,

The literature also revealed thar community colleges are not
successfully meeting the needs of the academically disadvantaged seg-

ment of its student population. With proper educational preparatilon
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of the community college Ffaculty, some of the problema that confront
the academically disadvantaged and their relationship with the faculry
may be improved. The initjal steps to improving the relationship
between the academically disadvantaged student and the community
college faculty are understanding the studenta and knowledge of the
atudent’s environment. If these things are accomplished, 1t is
believed thar the attitudes of community college faculty toward the
gcademically disadvantaged Atudents will moeve In a mare favorable

direccion.



Chapter 13
Design of the Study
Chapter 3 presents a profile of the sample selected to patrti-
cipate In this study, identifies rthe instrument used to rtest the
hypotheses and the analytical methods applied to the data pathered.

Instrumentation

Parrt [ of the instrument was used to collect demogpraphic and
professional Informarionm on the sublects. The gecond parc of the
instrument was a l{st of descriptive characteristics of disadvantaged
atudents.

Faculty Perreption Scale-Faculty

Date Sheet

The instrument was & lD-{tem data sheet which requested per-
scnal information from each faculty member responding. The inatru-
ment surveyed individual subjects according to sex, age, degree, Tace,
work experience 1o business, teaching experfence, teaching load,
whether or not he/she had taken a course in the study of the community
college ot the disadvantaged student. The subjects were also arked 1if
they had ever taught a developmental c¢ourse. These characteristics
wete the independent variashles and were partitioned according to
current soclological nomenclature (see Appendix A).

Faculty Perception Scale-

Parr 1L

This pottlon of the instrument was a liasc of descriprive

33
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phrases developed through an investigation of the literature on dissd-
vantaged atudenta and the community collepe and 1ts studenta. The
scale was not inclusive of all the descriptions of disadvantaged stu-
dents, but gave a general overview of descriprors of rhoee students as
eeen by warious authors. For example, Garrison {1968) and HMonroe
{1972} reported that the disadvantaped student attends inferior schools
and is poorly prepared In secondary schecl. Morgaer (1970) and Honree
described the diaadvantaged student as belng functionally illiterate
with severe language handicaps.

After reviewing the literature, the liat of descriptots was
evaluated by the writer with profesegionales in Educatlon at the College
of William and Mary, Williamsturg, Virginia. Only those lcems that
were felt to be unambiguous were retained for use in the atudy., For
documentation of the 1tems in the srale, see Appendix B, The items
were grouped into rategories for ease of documentation. Socme of the
lcems were not documented For lack of direct references in the litera-
ture; however, In reviewing the literature, generalirations were
implied. The scale had both face and content valldity (Kerlinger,
1973) bamed on the fact that the items were taken from the lirerature
denoting that the items were representative of the views on the char-
acterietics of disadvantaged students.

The Faculty Perception Scale was used to assess the community
college faculty members' attitudes toward academically disadvantaged
community college students when compared with other students matricu-
lating at the college. Faculty members were asked cto {udge whether or

not the deacriptive statements were more true of academically
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disadvantaged gtudents than of other students at the cellege. A third
regponse was provided to indicate that there was no conslstent or
obeervable difference bhetween the two groups (sese Appendix A},

Sample of the Study

The mample population for this study included full-time
faculty members from three community colleges of the Virginia
Community College System! John Tyler Community College, Chester;
Tidewater Community Collepe, Portsmouth; and J. Sargeant Reynolds
Community College, Richmond. The three instritutions are under the
direct adminlstrative rontrel of the State Board for Communicy
Collegea and the lacal board for esach cellege. Each college has a
pregident. Tildewater and J. Sargeant Reynoclds Community Colleges are
multicampus inetitutjons, In addicdon to the preaident, these twa
colleges have a4 Full-time administrater, a provest, at eack location.

A stratified random sample of 200 full-t{me faculty members at the
three selected institutiona was used in the study. The number of faculty
members selected from each {nstitution was proportiomal to the total
number of faculty members, Table 1 shows the number of faculty members
aelected from each {natftution baged on an overall sample slze of 200.

Each institution provided a liet of the full-time faculry
memhersa. A preascribed randomization procedure, using the computer
services at the College of William and Mary, was completed to ldentify
the sublects to participate in the study. The names of the subjecta
were reported to the administration at each inaritucion only to inform
them of thosge involved in the study. The administratian at each

callege made 8 general plea to its faculty requesting cooperation from



Table 1

Selection of the Humber of Full-Time

Faculty Membera from Three

a
Community Ceolleges

£l

Total
full-time Percent

faculty of Sample
College (1977-197B) cetal alze
John Tyler 77 15 o
Tidewater 215 &2 B4
J. Sargeant Reynolds 224 43 Bb
Toetal 516 100 200

N = 200
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those faculty members pelected to participate 1n the study.

Data Colleckion Procedurea

The proposal for the study was presented to rthe Reaearch and
Information Commirtee, Council of Presidents, of the Virginila
Comuunity College Bystem for approval to conduct the study. The
committes consisted of Five community college presidents who review
proposale and declde wherher or not a given study may be condocted
within the community college syetem {mee Appendix C).

After approval of the study by the commirtee, the investigator
contacted the presldent of each inesrlturion selected ta explain the
atudy. Fach president was asked to designate a person within the
institution to asalst {n the distributlon and collection of the ques-
tlonpaires.

The questlonnalres were coded to represent the subject's name
and college, thus making it possible to determine rheose who had
returned the 1inastrument. The quéstionnaires with cover letters (see
Appendix D)) were delivered to the person designated at each of the
three instituriona and then sent to the randomly selected faculty
members.

Arrangements were made to have the questionnalres returned to
the designared administrator at each college where they were collected,
After a periocd of Z-weeks, the investigator checked with the adminis-
tratory at each instituvtion on the number of questionnaires that had
been returned. Fellow-up queationnairea were aent to all three Iinsti-
tutions and all questionnalres were collected after allowing encother

week for follow-up questionnaires to be returned (see Appendix E).
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A 75% response (¥ = 200) from faculty memhers at the three
calleges waa attained, After gereening 150 guestionnaires, 133 (89%)
were deemed usable for the study. There were 17 questionnalres
re{ected beczuse of {ncomplete responees.

Data &nalxgis

The items in patrt 1 af the Faculty Perception Scale were the
independent varlablea, The dependent variables were the 1tems in part
I1 of the acale. Data were tabulated to determine acores for beth
independent and dependent variables, respectively,

Independent Variables

The totals for the 10 {ndependent variables zre shown in
Takle 2. Of the sample., 7% were teported as males and 58 ae femalen.

The ages of the respondents were ae follows: 76 were between
the ages of 26 and 35, 38 were bhetween 3 and 45, and 19 were bebtween
the ages of 46 and 55.

Felative to the highest degree held, ! had no degree, 8 had
hachelors, 93 had mastere, and 13 had advance certificares. Only 18
had doctoral degrees.

0f the respondents 111 reported themselves as White. There
were 22 respondents who were classlffed as minorities: 21 Blacks and
1 person of Spanish descent.

Belative to the number of years of work experience in business,
32 of the reepondents had nc experience, 14 had less than 1 year; 31
had more than 1 year, but lese than & years; 18 had 4 or more, but
lese than 7 years. There were 38 respondents that had 7 or more years

of experience 1ln buaineas.
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Surmary of the Responses of the Faculry
DPata Sheet: Faculty Perception

fcale--Part I

39

Number Per-
Independent Variables {H = 133) cent
Sex
Male 75 56
Femele 58 L
Age In years
26 ro 35 7E& 57
36 to 45 3B 29
46 ta 55 19 14
Higheat degree held
None 1 1
Bachelor 8 [
Maater %3 710
Advanced Certificate 13 1¢
Doctoral 18 14
Race
White 111 83
Minorities 22 17

Your teaching load consiats primarily of courses

deglgned for students in
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Numbe t Per-
Independent Varlables (N = 133) cent
Transfer programe 56 42
Terminal progtrame 58 &4
Developmental programs 19 14
Years of work experfesnce in business or industry
None 32 24
Lews than 1 14 11
More than 1 but less than &4 31 23
4 or more byt less than 7 18 14
? or more ja 29
Year of full-time teaching experience at each
level
Elesmentcary 4 3
Secondary (grades 7 through 12) 41 il
Community college 59 44
4-year institution 26 20
Have you ever taken a course in which a atudy
of the community college was the primary
focus?
Tes 54 41
Ho 79 59



Table 2 {continued}

&1

Number Per=
Independent Yarlables (N =133 cent
Have you ever particlpated in a course,
workshop, or Lln-service training in
which & study of disadvantaged students
was the primary focus?
Yes 58 he,
Ne 75 56
Have you ever taught a developmental course?
Yeg 49 37
Ko a4 63
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0f the subjects, 3 had Just begun teaching, 4 had taught at
the elementary level, 41 at the secondary level, 59 at the community
college level. There were 66 that had teaching experlence at 4-year
institutions,

0f the pample, 56 taught transfer courses, 58 terminal
courses. Only 19 taught developmental courses.

When the aublects were asked Lf they had ever taken a coutse

in which the study of the community collepe was the primary focus, 54

anawered "yes." There were 79 that answered ''mo" to the question.

The respondents were asked 1f they had ever participated 1n a
course, wotkahop, or 1in-service training in which the study of the

disadvantaged student was the primary focus. Of the respondents, 58

] n

answered "yes," while 75 answered '"'no.
wWhen the subjects were asked 1f they had ever taught a dewvelap-
mental course, 49 answered "yes." Thetre were B4 of the subjects that

stated they had not taught & developmental coutese.

Dependent Variables

The Faculty Perception Scale-—Part Il ylelded the dependent
variahle acores. Those scores are prepented in Chapter 4. Data were
analyzed by item groupingae. The 70 dependent varlahles were grouped
into 9 subgroups. There wete 7 items ldentified with subeultural
traies {1, 6, 1%, 2B, 42, 44%, 45). There were 22 items considered
stereotyped characterfaries (2, &4, 10, 14, 18, 19, 20, 22, 24, 25, 35,
36, 37, 4D, 54, 56, 58, 59, 62, &5, 6b, 68). There were 15 items
grouped as middle-claas traits (3, 7, 9, 12, 26, 27, 29, 38, 47, 48,

50, %3, 5%, AO, Al). There ware 6 1tems evaluated as motivational
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rrales (5, 11, 52, 63, &7, 69}, There were 200 1temsa grouped and
analyzed as unlversal human chatacteristics (8, 13, 1A, 17, 21, 23,
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 39, 41, 43, 46, 49, 51, 57, 64, 70). ©Each 1item
within the subgroup afforded one of three responses. If column one
vere checked, the {tem was thought to he true of academically disad-
vantaged studenta; If column twe were checked, the ltem was felt to be
true of pther students at community colleges; 1f column three were
checked for an 1tem, it meant that there was no difference between the
two groups Iin relation to the statement.

Statiastical Analvses Employed

For purpcases of dats analysis, the questionnaire was scored
according to the 5 subgroups. For each 1ltem In the gubgroup, there
were three possihle anawets ot three dietinct varlables. For example,
for each item the reeearcher asked the respondent 1f the 1tem was most
descriptive of the academically disadvantaged student, the nonacademi-
cally disadvantaged students or whether there was npo difference.
However, there was a constrailnt in that the respondent could choose
only one anawer. Fach subgroup was designated as descriptive of the
student group ("disadvantaged" or "other") receiving the highest
number of checks for the items included in that subproup. An example
iam shown in Figure 1. This process was completed for each subgroup on
all of the respondents (133). A paired t test was performed for each
subgroup to determine mignificant differences bhetween the mean scores
for thome respondenta who thought the items in the aubgroup best
deacribed the academically disadvantaged student and those wheo thought

the items were descriptive of nconacademically disadvantaged studenta.
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Disadvantaged Uther Mo
Variakle Student Student Difference
vl X
V& X
V15 X
ViB X
V42 _ X
Vid X
V45 X
Toeral 3 P 2z

Figure 1.

Subcultural Trairs {seven ltems)
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Then, a one-way analyela of variance was completed to determine If
slgnificant differences existed among the demopraphic variables and

the way in which the respondents answered the items in the subgroups.



Chapter 4
Findings

Thia chapter presents the satatisetical findings attained
through the Implementation of the research desipgn described in Chapter
3. Specifis findings pertalning to the four hypotheses outlined in
Chapter 1 ate tabulated with pertinent diacusslon and analysis.

Ae degeribed in Chapter 3, the dependent variables were grouped
into 5 subgroups {(subcultural, sterectyped, middle-class, motivational
and universal-human traicts)} and the t test was computed for each sub-
group to determine significant differences between the mean scores for
thaose respondents who thought the items 1n the subgroup described the
academically disadventaged studencs and those who thought the items
were descriotive of nonacademically disadvantaged atudenta. Table 3
showe r values for the paired dependent wvariables and related descrip-
rive statistics. Significant t values were revealed in data measuring
the mean acores on all 9 sgubgroupa (see Table 3. Therefore, 1t is
concluded that the difference in the means did not happen by rhance,
but that there 18 a true difference between the two populations for
each of the 5 aubgroups.

The gize and direction of the differences in responses within
aubgroups were significant. For example: the total group of respon-
dente indicated rhat the types of undesirable behavior that predomi-
nated in the items of "“subculture"” aubgroup was significanrly more

deacriptive of the disadvantaged than af the other students. The same
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Paired t Scores for the Five Subvariables

of the Faculty Perception Scale

47

Mean

Academ-

ically
Depandent disad- Cther Degreas Proba-
variable vantaged stu-~ 13 of biliLy
tralte studenta dencts value freedom level
Subcultural 0.8561 0,2481 4,49 132 0.000*
Sterectyped 6.74064 O, 7669 15,42 132 0, 000*
Middle~-class 1,0000 6,0075 -13,64 132 0,000%*
Motivational 2.7293 0,4887 -22.36 132 0.000*
Universal-Human 3.3%985% 13,9023 - 2,23 132 0.025%

*p significant at the .03 leval
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type of reactiocn was obtsined for the "stereotype" aubgroup, indicat-
ing thar the disadvantaged were viewed as having low ability, unde-
sirable personal habits and unfortunate cultural patterns by a majority
of the trespondents.

Conaistent with this pattern, the demirable typea of student
behavior described by the items in the "middle class traits”™ subgroup
were perceived by the regpondents as deacriprive of the other
students. On the other hand, responses to items 1n che "motivaticnal"
subgroup, primarily descriptive of ambitlous, upwardly striving
behavior, were Indicated as descriptive of the disadvancaged gtudent

group,

Through the utilization of the Statistical Package for the

Social Sclences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975) pro-

gram "breakdown'™ and analysis of variance, the investigator was able
to view more clearly additional deseriptive statistics in the form of
subgroup means for the selected demographic wariables (mex, age,
degree and race) and professional variablea according to the way the
respondents answered the ltems 1n the subgroups (see Table &), There
were no significant differences relative to the aelected demographic
and professional variables for thosge reapondents wheo thought the itema
in the "subcultural,”" "sterectyped,” "middle-claas,” or "universal-
human' group were degcriptive of academically disadvantaged students.
In other worda, male and female profemssora who ascribed the traits to
disadvantaged students did not differ in the degree to which they per-
celved the tralts as being unique to the disadvantaged. Thie was also

true of the other demographic and professicnal variables.



Table &4
Descriptiona of Subgroup: Motivational Trailts

of Academically Disadvantaged Studenta
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Stan- Degreen
dard af Proba-
Independent devig=- Num- frea~ F bility
variable Mean tion ber dom ratic level
Sexn
Male 2,57 0,92 75
Female 2.93 0.88 58 1 5.168 0.0246%
Age Iin years
26 ta 35 2.63 0.98 76
36 to 45 2,74 0.89% 38
4b o 55 3.11 0.60 19 2 2.077 0,1295
Degree
Bachelor 3.13 a.83 8
Master 2,73 0.95 93
Advanced certificate 2.54 Q.B8 13
Dactoral 2.67 0.84 18 3 a,707 0.5494
Race
White 2.77 0.95 111
Minorities 2.50 0.67 22 1 1.668 (.1988

Experience in

business in years



Table 4 (continued)
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Stan- Degrees
dard of Froba-
Independent devia- HNum- free- F bility
variable Mean tion her  dom ratlo level
None 2,66 0.87 32
Lesr than 1 2.50 i.16 14
1 to & 2,14 0.97 3l
4 to 7 2,39 1.14 18
Greater than 7 3.02 0,59 3B 4 1.956 0,1052
Prior teaching experience
K to &6th grade 3.25 1.26 4
7 to 12th grade 2.594 .95 41
Community College 2,78 0.93 59
Four-year college 2.85 0.78 26 3 1.228 00,3026
Teaching load
Tranafer 2,46 1,03 56
Terminal 2,91 0.68 58
Developmental 2.95 1,02 1% 2 4.280  0.0159*
Had coutee in
Community Cocllege?l
Yes 2.78 0.88 54
No 2.70 0.94 79 1 0.254 0.6151
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Table 4 {continued}

Stan- Degrees
dard of Proba-
Independent devia- Num free- F bilicy
varlable Mean tfion ber dom ritio level
Had course i{n disad-
vantaged student?
Yes 2.81 0.89 58
Neo 2.6% .93 75 1 40.807 0,3706
Ever taught a devel-
cpmental couraed?
Yes 2.85 1,00 49
o 2.65 0.86 84 1 1.524 0,2193

*p aignificant at the .05 level
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Table 4 showa the regults obtalned on the "motivatianal

traita" aubgroup of items. Among jinatructors who thought the items 1in
the motivarional subgroup were representative of arademically disad-
vantaged students, there was a significant difference relative to the
demographic variable "sex." Male instructors were lesa likely ro
actribute motivational items to academically disadvantaged students
(F = 5,168 at .05 level).

For rhe profesaional variable "type of teaching load,” a
gipnificant difference was found among those instructore who taught
transfer, tetminal, or developmental courses. Among the Instructors
who thought the items in the motivaticenal subgroup were representative
of academically disadvantaged studente, the Instructors who taught
transfer and terminal courses were less likely to attribure the
motivarional items to academically disadvanraged studenta {see Table
4].

The Findinge in Relation to the

Hypotheses

The hypotheses generated in conducting the current research
were concerned with epecific subgroup differences in significance
among the subgroups relative to faculty attitudes toward disadvantaged
studenta. The t test was used toc compare the population means between
those instructers who thought the itema in the subgroup were descrip-
tive of academically dissadvantaged students and these whoe thought the
itema were descripcive of other students at community colleges.
Statisetical reasults showed that there were aignificant differences

between the ipnstructors who perceived the items In the subgroups as
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desctiptive of acedemically disadvantaged studente and those who per-
celwved the itetms as descriprive of other students {aee Table 3). Then
the analysls of variance was used to test the hypotheses and find out
which independent variables caused the differences shown as a result
of the t test, Tahle 4 illustrates rthe resulta of the analysis of
variance,

Hypothesis | atated that there would be a significant differ-
ence between community collepe faculty attitudes toward academically
disadvantaged students and other students at the institution.
Statiatical analysis supported the hypothesis. Results of the E test
revealed that the faculty tend to have a negative attitude toward dis-
advantaged studente. € wvalues foar each of the five groupa revealed
aignificant differences {see Table 3}.

When Instructors were asked to determine whether or not the
statements on the gquestlonnaire weve descriptive of disadvantaged
etudents or other students, they tend to attribure the negative stare-
ments to the academically disadvantaged students. The instructaors
tend to belleve that the poalicive srtatemmpnts were more true of other
atudents.

Hypothesie 2 stated that there would ke a significant relation-
ship between selected demographic characteristics of membera of com-
munity college faculties end thelr attitudes toward academically dis-
advantaged students in communiry collegesa. Statistical analyeis showed
a algnificant difference on the variable "sex" among Instructors whe

perceived the items in the "wotivational" subgroup as reprasentative

of academically disadvantaged students. Male inatructors were less
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likely to artribute "motivational”™ iteme in the subgroup as being
descriptive of academically disadvantaged acudents (F = 5.168 at .03
levell.

Bypochegis 3 atated that there would he a significant rela-
tionship between the nature andfor extent of teaching experience and
teachers' attitudes toward scademically disadvantaged students in the
commiinity college. The hypothesis war eupported by statistical
analysiz on the variable "teaching locad.” For the 1nstructors who
perceived the Ltems in the "motivatianal" subgroup as representative
of academically disadvantaged students, those instructors who taught
transfer and terminal courses were leas likely to attribute the itrems
in the mocivacional subgroup as descriptive of arcademically disadvan-
taged students (F = 4.280 ar .05 level}. See Table 4 for tabulations.

Hypotheails 4 stated that participaticon in academic courses and
programs of study involving the community ceollege or the academically
digadvantaged student 15 related to the attitudes of faculty members
toward scademiecally disadvantaged students. This hypothesis was not

supported by statistical analysis.



Chapter 3
Bummary and Implicationsa

The purpose of this study wag to inveatlgate the attitudes and
perceptions of the community college faculty members toward the aca-
demically disadvantaged atudents matriculacing there. These students
have or are taking developmental courses., A hrief summatry of the
findings for esch hypothesis ie presented in thies chapter. Also
included are conclusions drawn [rom the study and the implications.

Summary

The present invesrigarion attempted specifically to answer Lthe
following questions: What are the attitudes of communicy college
faculty membera toward zcademicslly disadvantaged atudents. What
facrors or varlahles are related to the nature of faculty attitudes
toward academically digadvantaged srudenta? The following hypotheses
were tested:

1. There ig a slgnificant difference between communlty
college faculty attitudea toward academically di{sadvantaged students
and other students at the institution.

2. There 1a a slgnificant relationship hetween selected
demographic charscteriatice of members of communlty college faculties
and thelr attitudes toward academically disadvantaged students in
community colleges,

1. There 18 a significant relationship between the nature

snd/or extent of teaching experience and teachers' attitudes rowsrd

55
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academically disadvantaged students 1in the community college.

4. Parcicipation in academic courses and programs of atudy
involving the community eonliege or the academically disadvantaged
student 1s related to the attitudea of faculty members toward academ-
1eally disadvantaged srudencs.

A stratified random sample of 200 [ull-time faculty membets at
three selected institutions was uszed in the study. There were 150
faculty members that completed and returned the Faculrty Ferception
Srale. Afrer screening the guestionnaires, 133 (89%) were deemed
vaable for the study,

The Faculty Perception Scale conslsted of two parts, Parc 1
wag the faculty dara sheet and che items were the independent varl-
ables. The dependent variables were the items 1in Part I1 of the
inatrument. For purpeses of analysis, these items were divided into
5 subgroups as follows:

1. subcultural traits--tralts that are present in the pub-
culture of disadvantaged students,

2. s8tereotyped--traits that may he attributed to members of
the disadvantaged subcultute,

j. middle-class--tralts ldentified as typical of the middle-
clase culture,

4. motlvational--traits or factors related to the attitudes
of the student toward his academic accivicies, and

5. univeresal-human--traita recognized as generally distributed
throughout the popularion.

The subcultural and stereotyped traits were couched in negative
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statements whereby the middle-class, motivational and universal rraits
were stated peositively.

A paired t test was petformed for each aubgroup to datermine
aign{ficant differences between the mean scores for thoge inastructors
who perceived the {tems In the aubgroup as descriptive of academically
di{sadvantaged atudents and those who thought the items were descrip-
tive of nondisadvantaged students, A one-way analyala of variance was
completed to determine whether significant differences exiasted among
the independent variables and the manner in which the instructore
reaponded to rthe ltems in each of the 5 subgtroups.

Conclusions

Concluafone concerning the reaearch questions of this study
are presented In this section. The significance nf the findings were
documented on the bagis of starilatieal analysis and were presented In
Chapter 4.

The first hypothesie predicted that there would bhe a aignifi-
cant difference between the attitudes of community college faculcey
toward academically disadvantaged studenta and other students at the
inarirution, The hypotheslis was tested through the use of the paired
t test. BRepults of the test revealed significant differences on the
5 subgroups {gee Table 3}.

Inatructore tend to bellave that academically disadvantaged
ctudents are unpleamant persons who poasess and exhibit behavior pat-
tetuis that are not conducive to the learning process. The attributes
that instructors perceived as being positive were congldered descrip-

tive not of the academircally disadvantaged students, but other
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students ar the college with the exceptfion of the {rems in che
"mocivational" subgroup. As a matter of facr, most of the significant
differencea in perception of the disadvantaged atudents amnng various
faculty groups centered on the extent to which these students were
motivated toward personal and educational self-improvement.

The secaond hypotheals predicted that selected demographic
variables were related te facultiy artltudes. The hyporthesia wase
tested through the use of analysis of variance. Resulte of the test
showed s aignificant difference on the variable "gex" for the
"motivational" subgroup, The findings suggeat that female instructors
petceived the 1ltems in the motivational subgroup as characteristic of
academically digadvancaged students. Therefare, 1t was concluded that
instructors' attitudes roward academically dilsadvantaged students in
regard to morivational tralts may be influenced by the sex of the
teacher. Female 1netructors tend to percelve the dipadvantaged stu-
dents more favorahly than male instructors on morivational character-
isrics.

The thitd hypotheais predicred that reaching experience was
related to faculty attitudes toward academically disadvantaged stu-
dents. Results of statistical analysis showed a significant difference
on the variahle "teaching load" for the motivatlional subgtoup and
tnetructors' attitudes toward academically disadvactaged srudente. In
this instance, teaching load is expressed In terms of the nature of
courses taught rather than the number of courses or the pumber of
atudents enrolled. The findinge auggeated that those inatructors who

tauvght develnpmental courses had a more favorable atritude coward
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academically disadvantaged students on motivational tralts than those
instructora who taught primarily transfer or terminal coursea,
Therefore, inatrtuctors who taught developmental courses percelved the
academlcally disadvantaged srudents more favorahly in regard to moti-
vational characteristica.

The fourth hypothesie predicted that participation in academic
courses and programs of study involving the community college or the
academically disadvantaged student is related to faculty attitudes
toward academically disadvantapged students. However, the hypothesils
was naot supported hy statistical analysis.

Tmplicatians

This srtudy revealed differences Iin faculty attitudes toward
arademically disadvantaged students on the basls of Instructors' per-
ceptions of these students. Female instructors and instructors whe
have taught developmental courses tend to have somewhat more favorable
attirudes roward academlically disadvantaged studente. Such results
may have significance for adminiacrators responeible for selecting
instructors for courses developed primarily for disadvantaged
studenes.

The reaults of this study, revealed that the attitudes of
community college faculty toward academically disadvantaged students
were generally unfavorable., 5Such attltudes may affect the relation-
ghip becween the community eollege faculty and thelr atudents. If the
student-teacher relationship is negative as a reault of instructers’
unfavoerable attltudea and perceptions of the dliaadvantaged, teaching

cannot attain oprimal effectiveneas. [f teaching effectivensea is not
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go optimized, it 15 unlikely rhat the academically disadvantaged etu-
dents will realize their fullest potential.

IIHEx"‘

The results of this satudy indicated that the varlables
and "teaching load"” (nature af courses taught) are scmewhat related to
faculty favorablenesa of attitudes toward academfrally disadvancaged
studente. Except for the results reported by this study and those of
Hagen (1971), who alse found that the sex of the instructor wae related
to favorableness of attitude toward academically disadvantaged aru-
dents, there do not seem to be demographic or professional variables
that can he 1dentified consistently as contributors to faculry atti-
tudes toward the disadvantaged. This may be a result of inadequate
investigation of all potentially affective variables or of inadequate
techniques for determinlng thelr effect., Either or both of these
posgibilities may have been applicable to the results of thia atudy.

Some of the most Interesting implications of this study may
be drawn from some of the factors that proved not to be statlerically
algnificant. For example, neither knowledge of thea characteristics of
the disadvantaged student, as might be expected to result from success-
ful completlion of a course designed for thie purpose, or experience 1n
dealing with such students, as would result from acrcumulaced years of
teaching in A community college, seewed to significantly eEfect faculty
attitudes toward these students. Since other research has estahlished
that attitudes can be wmodified by the proper procedures, 1t may be
that if more wvalid faculty attitudes concetning the educaticnally and
culturally disadventaged setudent 1s indeed wital to optimal guality of

teaching, rhen serious coneideration of programs designed to produce
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auch changea in petception might be introduced as a part of the
faculty development preogram. In any case, the resulcs of this study
could certainly be Interpreted as supporting the conclusions of
Whitehurse {1969) and octhers cited Lpn the review of literature, that
it ie the humaniarie factor, rather than demographic factore, thatr
conttrlbutes to the effectiveness of faculty in deallng with disadvan-
taged students.

Inraumm&ry, there 1s a need for additlional research concerning
the education of the arademically disadvantaged segment of the student
population. The conclusions of this study did not reveal a great
deal about the causal factors related to the negative faculty attitudes
toward academically disadvantaged students, but certalnly reestzablished
the Ffact that they exist. Although teachers' petceptions of disadvan-
taged students are significant, they certainly do not explain all of
the educational problems encountered by these students, and further
ptudy {5 certainly needed In thils area as well. 5Studies concerning
disadvantaged students’ environment and theilr learning capability may

aleo prove to he beneficial.
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43, Steal —_—
4. ¥alurn wpp primarily naterintieefc —
4T, Appropriate srudents for comanity
£i-tiegm (el jleps matdvinl) -
AB. Anxicon k0 pleaws ; —
4%, Introveried -
I0. Cenial i
31. Oplniei-:ied .
Bi. Arpended dutirior Acheols .
33, _Hawe definiim crreer poain
M. Ponctionally trtir o ate e e——]
35. ¥ilue edurprlon [or vpward mobiltty .
4. Tarente diyoe.od _or peparatcs P I -
B FOUng 1 1 e chances i A
58. Fu' and dinrempactinl L —
39, Dfalien arwisirg i -

a0, tlli'ﬂ: (LB L Ly

1. WYave spproprisse caresr josln

1. Coma from Le.sa with only cna
—_——parent

#1. Fotivated o fmprove mrass af
wiahnana

b, Likely £a avald ynpleciant tanha

3. Aterrilng coilege to avold ful)-
tirne &ploprene

#k. Actendinmg colirpge to qualtiy for
¥utérana honeflen .

4Y, Earn ethelr teachern’ respecc - _

5. Lo,d mrd brinterous

§%:.  Trowd of schisyamence

J0; Jeliy snd gosd pesursd
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Pacumentation of Ttema I the Fasulty Perreptjon “rals

For ansa of dagygentiatlen the Lltems Ln the fuculby percepilon

ecrle wars grouped Ihta cRtAgOriae:

(1) Bducntlon and Learnlhg

Capnullity, 17} [remonnllitly ond Llasposiilen, and L3) bnvitopmertal,
Eccuoalcal and Cueltural Tralits,

EFducation and Learnlng Capability

Item en Scnle

Low in intelllzanca

RFlbljepr iohy
Canavan, Juaeph ', "Canpensatlen and Preo-
Blesm of Junior Collepe Teacnies,w lu-iep
Caltlrxe Trumial, ¥ol. 32 (May, 1o6f), G20F
L.

Boasome, Richard M., "Understandlros Junler

Covleme SGtugdenta,” Jourmal o7 ' ter 4=
urciton, Yal, S (Mey, vUBTF, . = s

"Rava lapgungs 1 wndicapa

Tuncticnelly illiterais

Fyeran, Gopdan o,
Arnt L
N

The filFtliw
- p— —L
ST AN sy oty . oo
a0 wan FAR gl

AL T T - <.
TeTleg Yontiny rrudrars lao., 1970,

— 4 L

Herree, Chmrler,  I'refile J
Gr.otsce,  San Prancliges

"he Me=m gt
jul il e

e
BT LRI TT EoF B FU

Ferfurn well la cluns

Bulfficlenily intallirent
for adegquate pecfarnsnce
o rcllegw

Able to mast learning
requlrearate of claan
witk requopable wRounk
of mtudy

*Husbuation ol Trainleg Frocross for Com-
thurity Callere Ydiycatora of Acadecically
Dijrived Studenvs,” Hawall Univers=;ty,
Horglulu, Scheel of Saclal work, ED STaCz4,
1970,

Madubwer, Leland L, and Nule Tillary,

hraaking of the focrpm Larrdsara.  Naow - g -

HelTwonlia puak vosmpagy The., 147°,

Morgan, Garden It, [as clted atove)

Cs;able of abrtriet or
geduciive reacvcnling

Mcrgan, Gordon b,

Falus educallan for up=
ward mobllity

Monroa, Cherlen mnd Qardon ir, Korgan

Dislikn atudying
and reading

Morgan, derden T,
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ITten om Semle

Eave ubprasxlistlic foals
Eave dafinltm caresr gonla

Eo¥é Lpprapripte carerr gomle

70

Elhllnﬂrnrhx

Moenros, Charlea and Gorden Motgan

(aw previgunly cited)

Ait.wliae golinge to avold
full~tlaw saployosnt

calisTe %Yo rualify
v'm Laneflta

Atterding
for vetar:

Horgman, Lordon D,
{mm citad]

ﬂ;-d aptclal counssling

Q'Cenpsll, Thomam E. Carmuntity
CoYherm, Unlvearairy of JlliZoin
Frina, t9uB,

rnur]{ propared lo secondary
pehoo

Attendad Infearior schoola

Garriman, Morer, Tesch'nz i7 a
Junter C-13-x=, Warhinllion, -.C.
dnerican suu-iation of Junlor
Collogea, 1944,

Fonros, Charlew (as £1led)

£fiu~ Fersonallty and Disgonltlon

Jtem ar Scale

Likely to cheat

Qoldberes, Mirlam, "jAdepiting *en-
ching Silyle ta Fupll LDilferocnces,”
A paper Jalivered at Tearner'ws
College Conf=rence on Masdvaptaged
Egéidrcn, Columbla Unlverulsy, Juiy

Morgan, Gardon b, {as clted]

Devalcyp good relaticoskips with
thale Jnatpuctara

Earn thalr tapchers* respect

Fergan, Gordpn .

1acy with llmited Initintive

Pavid, "Teackisg and
The ¥Yiewe o Yezro and
Sarialnsy &f
rale Jodl, 345%-

Seiltlieb,
Studentna:
white Teachers,”

Flucatiun., Yol. 3



Belligerant
AF¥ mntl-g¢atoblishment

Esdant parsuns 1n suthority

Colltisl, Lavid (ms oitad}

Morgan, Gordon Lan clesd}

—

Eavé wmoticnml prouleaon

Nesd peychlatric help

KHiemi, John &, *Frogramm for Cul-
turally Lifferent Adultn; The ro=
teotindl of Cutrénch Centgps,

EP 917427, 1976,

Madpker and Tillery (os cited)

Morgan, Gordon (an nited)

Claesm vitrpdenca

Forsnn, Corden {as cited]

Conr :lintioun ptudents

Golltiet, Tavwid {..n itea)

—_

Cricionl tendency
Stenl
Tand to gamble 1llwgally

"Urta, Olemdv, utagel
1967,

tllnor.
D D15X. 0,

MeClorxny,
Pugplla,t

Morgan, Gerden (na glied)

8trory success orlentntion

Froud of mchiev-ment

McCloekey, Zllnor fas gited)

Marsan, Gordeon {(Aan cit=d}

Janlong of thedr frieny

HeCreary, Yusenre  "lHome Fanlblye
Characrterinatica of Nisadvaniamcre:
Learnera sl Thedp 1 wplicatione 7o
Eduratlci:,” Sap rrodeiscs: Uhandifro
Publimhing Ca., 1ubb, Vhe Tlartiy, o teer |
Learnng, #d., by SteRtan s, welaler,

Salf-confident Madaker, Leland L, The Jumio= Mallapes;
Pregredan and Trampsri, hew . .cn:  ACe
Trnw—lill Puvk LU, anc., 1960,
-_ﬂtit pened Tewl, Ordway. “Characiar o7 the Collegn

Tooacher,® Journal o7 1" heo
Yol., 35 (May Gd), #8%=Cr. .-

Shusation,
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72

Traparerantal

Eoclally oulure

Likely to vondaliam or
defnce collrge Troperty
Morgan, Gordon (am clted}
Yalues are materiallatic

Bude and dlareapectiul

Anrzice- to plamse

Likely 1o savold unpleacant Tacka

Opinforalad
Introvaried Rlermoryr, Frank, “Tha Culfure
of e Undrpprivlissnedr A liew
Geninl Logk,* 520 iraaclaco: Chondler
a Fabliothipg Cn,, 1966, Tha >l=ad-
Loud ar? Lolatercud wantnondl Tearner, od, BF oiiTen

Jolly apd Zood rAatured W, dwouier,

111, Environmentml, Zeonealoa)l and Culturel Tralts

Farants arc divorced cor sepacatad

Come from hooes wlth ouniy one Haviglhuorat, Mtobert J,. T"who Are
Paronk lthe Suelilly MandvantaredT™

New York: UNG Infurnatlon Cord.,
Huve inbrllectually daficiend 1973, The “nart 10w I s Avantared,
paranta ) ad, by nlri_I:-ugleLr-l.

Enjloy arsthetle activitien

Student or fawily an walfare
Young, wWhitoey M., *Foverty,

Cone from poor families Intalligenca wnd Lifa An the
Ipner CLty," Hew Torks RL3
Livs in ghutto naighborhoods Infnrhatln; Carp., 1975, Tha

Brchally Dlsadviatiend, ad, by
Earl J. Lpiatres.
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*V'E'I'l'-"
VIR A o2 2 o OmNIITY L) IGE GY ST

T4

FRLHTH BT P uTa U, P, LK D, R IR AL, VA i AR, ALy IIONIE OO | el cEey

Chobeatoer 200, 17T

He, flmielyn B SSrnwn
B2 vy banc

Proedor dary, i ginga S VUT

[erar My, Drowhe

On Oedelea 10 the Ferearch ond Indfor cDdaow Qo [ 7 the
Adwinory Cous il of Frocidoent o INOOSE revives! oo din o i
propaval aml oo Jucboer s annication gaoyret pearo b e -
oy Ulettar of Joptembe s FF, 15500,

Thee conani v o anprose ! yanr proogenal YA T hady of Alvir e

of Coerrgabdy Tl loen Facaldy Menlaasg To e

okt d

Tyler Comunlly Collope, J, Sargqeant Regragl i

Yoni

Studen

Aoanberie gLy LVieanl-

who b nrercees o god i tourh wilh Ahe proesldentn nf
the conmueri Ty ool Tengees doan it it in powr proprsal, ool Jdedin

Correnity Cerl 1o

L

Thuan Noluon O 2aunlty Collope o e Tide wamer Doemaiity Conl Tege,

IS
or. .

Vo wich you resoey sannn in opnar slady, TP yong hower Lny
cihor guoation:., pliane don'1 basitato {o contact me,

L .

/

Elres Fores. Joor
Coxord 1 1o
Bonesan et aned Reports

Jivoms A0 A cdraeng, Frasident, HEs 0 e L Mandda b

Praaba.ond, ra; A, Ticherd A0 Breed, Procidom, WAOC;

br,

Faveny e o Mo Laadhy, Foeeviden ], W

Yory e oly wour
EXl g el

Pikwards,



et D e,
JEHAR 1 L I NIRITTY LT aE Chosler, Vastitia 2OHSEY, TTetephone BOAg A GAEL

rwoomber 1, 1919

M=, Conlen iy bFroven

LA L T T
Pasier: o g, Wairpns 0 S500%

Iroar [0 . Haovonn;

Year oo nt sl Toher s Ve oo Ey Cellens hie i ude 2 Ly vour dissciiation
np Ty Tinem revicvs o ol enearae el by ting Dessing ol 9 ooeebion, Sturdend
Gervic oL oang Ploomereel e Sedtalnd ot etly, Semvdeesc . 1 oonoar et dhedr
Fenanime ot ol uranl vt pormise o o seevey Collhose Tooulty coneoming
Sk st sl P o agneien Do a oy clveanidaod st loil,

{aam wra, 00 - k-t e ey s wbr e nd woa b oo dake your 1o Lplie e oanel

> 1 |
Far. Tiake Ve 0 C e ol Pastiuctlan, doformad or youdi #ebeoo dor wdinlonimleg
e« 0o 1 oY sl apererlabs poceleinn o ooy OF wona dirgerladien whion

It 1y ocaragdotos!,

Plea= 11 gn o e T 1 oA presvide anlbblionnl o intance o o as you oo lenet
yuaboa oo,

f:iﬂ('r‘!il'ﬁ"l‘r' . ,,-f:*'?
N % o :
A A ity
L ;_f'f
]":uhl. W Tav oy A
I'reesictond
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Cor r}l._nj'l -1"‘|.r;..i1."._:

Am Bl [3pepotipsdeg Instinbinge
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[rntpime a8 Snowt g L6 sl g Che ke b Loy afdm Powre Do Sy, Susiies
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TETATTY FIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLEGE Fefs it e e
i | STATE ROUTE 175 PORTSHMOUT  VIRFA
(B64) 404 2121 237031

il L e

Movemwt ¢ B, 1972

fr.. Carolyn Redwn
#2 Iwy Lene
bPotersburyg, W1, 2343

Dear Ms. Browa:

Im regard to your Feglsd Loocallect Far ity data ab Thl water
Catmamity College, §oan hapry 1o repert that Ueo Pass, has apje owiad
your suvwew with only one slipolebian,

T will b tlad to supply you with & 13t aof all full-tiee Taruliy,
In relurn, T o reguested tnoask you Lo send ne o Tist ol Lhote
facutty ancludcd in the swevey,  Essenlially, the purpnse for dinformng
me of Lhowe foralily Being S veyed 15 o assisd you in oblaininng a Targer
FOsponsr-. Troce iy pooreyulrenont that ped show me any of ine raw dala
G Trom wymwn it was colleclcd,

Please coantact ree as to when yoo will nerd the Facully datla.

It I can Le of any addittonal assistance, pieass 1ot aw bocw

Sincoerety,
wﬁiucirrﬂyl e
. - .
or. H.d(/' /@w%ﬁ

YEH:1H
ce:  Dr. Jim Scas

CHLSAPEAKE NORFOLK Fwrtvy aped il VINGINIA BEACH

T
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1o

B2 Ivy lunno
Potoaraburpg, Yo, 23003
Jonury, 19740

Teer Feaulty Mombers:

Tema dertoral orn ' idide ol the Uo'Tope of Willier gnd Mury
condicting A stuwdy of L atfitedes of 1he faculides of crazarnicy
ealleven towurd acedericully dienvdventaged =tudsnts. T hap~ Lhal
Lhe roouitn will prove Lo be of valur to thoose atdo, pling Lo ing. wve
the oIt Liven. s of the prorrmms cvniloble te Lhese otaicuis,

My rtily hhd boen approved by the Researcl and Infopmes e
Committar of the Rdvlaory Toppci! of Precidents eof 1he Virpinla
Comrriyd iy Cudlege Bysten end by your prooident nonf Bs sdoidniatrative
Btal?. 1 wodid greatly anprecinle yourP GRfictusees smod coumese: ion
in tidg rrodewvor §37 poa will toht oA fewosiouten Tron your bny
gehgnid - Lo morpilete Lhe witacbod questicnognice. You ray o0
confor Lle Inm completlne the quert bonnaire ainte complete
sropd oy will e nditelned. D'ote Trom the individunl relurng
will be procesn  dn osuell o omehacer tust no participant or imnstituntion
will Le fdintllialidc,

After corpletiaon of the guestionnales, 7l0ene return 36 in LLe
engjoned cpvelape.  Your presideat will peccdve snoabntruct of the
ritulta of the study. Fowever, [F you would like a eubmary of tha
resultn, copletes the cwvd attoche Lo the back af LLe quosiicnroire.

Thenks for your cooprention In 1his study,

Bineerely, ) "

-1 . . - l",f;'..)._- o e
5"}??1#1"‘: . .,aJ' £
Carolyn v, lrown

CRR/lef

Frclocauy ea
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Ll

£ vy Luur
Petere - Viypmrids 27HOZ
Jarnvnry 31, U H

1wy oy Paculty Nepber:

Thl letder 1 o sprct. L plea In ra o0to 0% o pooln your
gogierctl oo 1 realize hew Lany saow s Lulo 0 couslll et Ly
My e co i AT vew apul i oeompletn andg o vetuse Wil g7 tictnpire
I i2e b e Im o thy o eveagt thew yeou do net Gave the codyiant
qu o gy Tohare es lonud saoliicr copy.

Tiooee Be foary A tlhinh yau s geoper: clon “n thilu ntudy
L0 ¥ery Joptriade, Thiukt A oadvonre For yors sonpRTovioc.

SLlaoe vy,
flaxnly R, Foeowa

Frclrgu-rn
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ABSTRACT

THE ATTITUDES CF COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY TOWARD ACADEMICALLY
DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

CAROLYN R. BROWN, Ed.D.
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA, 1978

CHAIEMAN: DONALD J. HERBMANN, Ph.D.

The purpose of this study was to investigare the attitudes and
feelings of the community college faculty members toward the academi-
cally disadvantaged students matriculating there. Accordingly, the
aim of the inveatigation was to answer two guestione: What are the
attltudes of community college faculty members toward academically
disadvantaged scudents? What factors or variables are related to the
nature of faculty attitudes toward academically disadvantaged students?

The Faculty Perception 5cale, developed by the investigator,
wag complered and returned by 133 inatructors at three communitcy
colleges in Virginia. The items on the questionnaire were divided
into five subgroups: "aubcultural," "atereotyped," '"middle-clags,"
"mctivational," and "univetrsal-human™ traits. A sum total was taken
on each subgroup according te the manner in which the Ilnstructors per-
ceived the items in the subgroup as either descriptive of academically
disadvantaged studenta or descriptive of other students at the cotmu~
nity college. Analysls of varlance and t tests were performed for
each subgroup to test for significant differences bhetween those
instructors who perceived the items in the subgroup as representative
of academically disadvantaged students or representative of nondisad-
vantaged students. Significant differences were found only cn the
notivational subgroup (those traits or factors related ro the
attitudes of the student toward hie academic activities). Female
instructors who perceived the i{tems in the motivational subgroup as
descriptive of academically disadvancaged studente scored significantly
higher than their male colleapues. A aignificant difference was also
found on the variakle teaching load (the nature of coursea taught).
Those instructors who taught developmental courses percelved the items
in the motivational subgroup as descriptive of academically disadvan-
taged students who attained a slgnificantly higher score than those
instructors who taught either tranafer or terminal couraea.
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