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The purpose of this study was to develop information

and understanding concerning the use of instructional

resources, including library materials, by community junior

college vocational-technical instructors.

The study sought to determine whether the kinds and

amounts of instructional resources used by vocational-

technical instructors in their courses were related to

their: (a) level of formal education, (b) number of

courses in Higher Education completed, (c) years of teach-

ing experience, and (d) teaching status (full or part-

time). Further, the study sought to determine whether the

attitudes toward use or non-use of the library were related

to such instructor characteristics.

Data for this study were obtained through the use of

three self-reporting survey questionnaires designed by the

researcher.

The first questionnaire contained a check list of

twenty-one kinds of instructional resources identified as

widely used by vocational-technical instructors. Respon-

dents to the questionnaire indicated the number of courses



in which each kind of resource was used on a scale ranging

from "none of my courses" to "six courses." The question-

naire also contained eighteen statements designed to

determine the amount of use of library printed materials

only.

A second questionnaire, which was completed by respon-

dents identified as library users, contained eleven

attitudinal statements which reflected their reasons for

using the library.

A third questionnaire, which was completed by respon-

dents identified as non-library users, contained twelve

attitudinal statements which reflected their reasons for

not using the library.

The full and part-time vocational-technical instructors

of Tarrant County Junior College, South Campus, who held

teaching assignments during the investigation period,

constituted the population of the study.

The questionnaires were administered during the spring

semester of 1976. Analyses were made of the kinds and

amounts of instructional resources used, according to the

classifications of instructors, and the attitudinal factors

associated with the use and non-use of the library accord-

ing to the classifications of instructors.

The analyses of the data revealed that vocational-

technical instructors at Tarrant County Junior College



utilized a wide variety of instructional resources in their

courses. Instructional resources used in at least 50 per

cent of vocational-technical courses were: audio-visual

materials, 88 per cent; departmental books, 73 per cent;

personally owned books, 72 per cent; manufacturers'

literature other than service manuals, 63 per cent;

information from notes of previously taken courses, 63

per cent; departmentally prepared syllabi, 58 per cent;

personally owned journals, 56 per cent; self-prepared

syllabi, 53 per cent; manufacturers' service manuals, 52

per cent; and association publications, 50 per cent.

Library owned printed materials were used as instruc-

tional resources considerably less than personal or depart-

mental printed materials. Less than one-third of the

instructors required library assignments in their courses

and less than one-third figured library assignments in

their final grades. The reason most cited by non-library

users, 88 per cent, was "my courses predominately involve

skill development, materials must be readily accessible to

the classroom, laboratory or shop."

Additional analyses of the data revealed little rela-

tionship between the use of instructional resources and

instructor characteristics cited in this study. There was

also little relationship between instructor attitudes to-

ward use or non-use of the library and such characteristics.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The public community junior college movement has become

a dynamic force in American higher education within recent

decades. It has been estimated that by the end of the

1970's the majority of high school graduates will enroll for

their first college years in public community junior colleges

and that by 1980 three-fourths of all college freshmen will

be enrolled in a community college (4). This phenomenal

growth may be attributed to the "open door" admissions policy

observed by many of the community colleges. Another reason

may be the variety of curricular offerings which have been

developed and which presently include general education

courses leading to a two-year degree, college parallel

courses, and vocational-technical courses for one-year and

two-year degree programs. The development and relationships

of such programs (and particularly those in the vocational

area) are necessarily of concern to the present study on the

use of instructional resources by the vocational-technical

faculty.

In one sense, occupational or vocational education is

as old as man himself. The modern concept of vocational

education, however, implies organized instruction in an

1
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institutional setting designed to train persons for partic-

ular vocations. The antecedents of such vocational educa-

tion in America may be traced from the settling of the first

permanent colonies; however, it did not figure prominently

in the course offerings of American junior colleges until

after World War II. Indeed, in earlier periods, junior col-

leges long prided themselves as institutions "offering two

years of instruction of strictly collegiate grade," (5, p. 3)

and only slowly did junior college educators begin to ques-

tion the narrower goal of merely training students to enter

the university. Eells wrote in 1931:

The junior college must offer something more
than a simple university preparatory course if it
is to live up to its true destiny. The develop-
ment of the terminal function is an essential
corollary of the success of the popularizing
function (5, p. 289).

While some two year colleges chose to retain the original

philosophy, many others adopted a dual curriculum--voca-

tional education and academic. By the end of World War II,

as Thornton notes, vocational education "was an established

part of the junior college concept"(12, p. 46). A third

dimension of post-secondary education was also added with

the development of special instructional programs designed

for the adults of the community, hence the term community

junior college. As Thornton observes:

The changes in post high school education
brought by the war emphasized a third element of
responsibility, service to the adults of the com-
munity, and so the period after 1945 has seen the
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development of the operative definition of the
community junior college (12, p. 46).

Of these principal types of programs and functions,

vocational education, often referred to also as vocational-

technical education, has played an increasingly important

role in the development of the community junior college

during the past forty years. As Cohen states, in consider-

ing the three community junior colleges functions--

vocational, transfer, and general education, the "vocational

receives the most attention from administrators . . . and is

the outstanding characteristic of the community college in

its role of higher education" (3, p. 137). The relative im-

portance of vocational-technical education may also be noted

in recent estimates that "at least half and perhaps 70 per

cent of the junior college freshmen will never matriculate

as juniors in a baccalaureate degree program" and that "over

50 per cent of junior college students will eventually find

their life careers in fields for which a two-year program

of semi-professional and technical-vocational education is

the optimal preparation" (8, p. 264).

The diversity of the students and the broad range of

curricular programs in the vocational-technical and other

areas present a formidable challenge to the community junior

college library.

Its students will be citizens from the com-
munity seeking enrichment courses or retraining for
a job or increasing present job skills. The librar-
ians will serve the students who may transfer to a
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university after two years of study. They will
serve the students who are vocationally inclined
and seeking education as a means to a better
financial end (2, p. 73).

To provide conventional library services for such diverse

students is difficult at best. The library has the addi-

tional responsibility, however, of becoming an integral part

of the instructional programs of the college. Specifically,

the "Guidelines for Two-Year College Learning Resources Pro-

grams" states that, *because of its direct relationship to

the instructional and institutional objectives" the learning

resources program (library and instructional media services)

must "provide leadership and assistance in the development

of instructional systems which employ effective and efficient

means of accomplishing these objectives" (7, p. 2).

In considering this responsibility, three factors must

be noted: (1) that classroom instruction has traditionally

been primarily the domain of the instructor, (2) that a

wide variety of resources is available for instructional

development, and (3) that library materials comprise only

one of these resources 'which instructors may choose to

utilize or not to utilize. The effectiveness of the library

program is thus determined to a large degree by the extent

of instructor utilization of library materials. Indeed, as

Reynolds has observed,

The chief incentive students have to use the
library is derived from the teaching staff. Teachers
with a strong recognition of the value of the library
will be more likely to transmit this attitude to the
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student than the teacher who does not recognize
value (10, P. 179).

If the library is to fulfill its instructional function,

attention must be given accordingly to the role of faculty

utilization of library materials in their program and to

the factors that influence this utilization. As Wheeler

notes,

Recent investigations demonstrate that basic library
attitudes and skills stem directly from the class-
room, i.e., the instructor's attitude and skill in
integrating library use with coursework are the
most important means of fostering library usage
(15, p. 13).

In recent years, several investigators have considered

the relationship between the community junior college

faculty and the nature of library use. These studies have

concentrated, however, on the academic rather than the voca-

tional-technical segment of the colleges, as will be dis-

cussed subsequently, and the need remains for a separate

investigation concerned principally with the relationship

between the library and the vocational-technical segment of

the community junior college.

Setting of the Present Study

The setting of the present study is Tarrant County Jun-

ior College, South Campus (hereafter cited as TCJC), located

in Fort Worth, Texas. The Learning Resources program con-

sists of two agencies. Library Services (hereafter cited as

the library) is basically responsible for services involving
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print materials, and Instructional Media Services is respon-

sible for services involving non-print materials.

The campus serves a large metropolitan population and

is typical of the many community junior colleges with in-

creasing enrollments in vocational-technical programs. At

least 55 per cent of the students at TCJC take at least one

vocational-technical course each semester. The college offers

the following two-year vocational programs leading to the

Associate in Applied Science degree: Accounting, Automotive,

Data Processing, Dietetic Technician, Drafting and Design

Technology, Electronic Technology, Fire Protection Technol-

ogy, Mid-Management, Mechanical Technology, Nursing, Office

Careers, Recreation Program Leader, Refrigeration and Air-

Conditioning Technology. In addition to the two-year pro-

grams there are one-year Certificate of Completion programs

in the following areas: Appliance Service and Repair, Fire

Protection Technology, General Clerical, Management, Radio

and Television Repair Program, Refrigeration and Air-

Conditioning (11, pp. 129-190).

Many of the teachers of these courses are recruited

directly from business and industry rather than universities,

and while they are typically well qualified in their subject

specialty, they may have received little or no formal pre-

paration for college classroom instruction. As Veen observes

in his study of post-secondary vocational-technical education,



7

Except in vocational agriculture and home
economics there is a noticeable lack of teacher
preparation and in-service training programs and
also difficulty in recruiting well-educated indi-
viduals with competence in a relevant occupational
skill (13, p. 151).

Although the proportion of vocational-technical instructors

who go on to take college courses and even advanced degrees

is increasing, there still are many who have only completed

high school. These instructors vary also in the amount of

their formal teaching experience.

It is generally agreed that mastery of subject specialty

is but one of the requirements of a competent vocational-

technical instructor (6, p. 28). Other instructional compe-

tencies are also needed, including (1) the command of a

range of instructional techniques and familiarity with var-

ious media, (2) the ability to communicate effectively with

students and colleagues, and (3) the skill to cope with

widely varying educational capacities and interests of stu-

dents. Such competencies have been rated equally important

as depth of knowledge in an instructional field (6, p. 28).

Vocational-technical instructors at Tarrant County

Junior College typically exhibit most such competencies,

and tend to employ a variety of instructional techniques

and to use a variety of instructional resources, including

traditional library-type materials (books, periodicals,

pamphlets) as well as non-traditional library-type materials

(manufacturers' literature, specialized manuals). There
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appear to be four principal groupings according to the

patterns of utilizing resources:

(1) instructors who utilize essentially one instruc-

tional resource, e.g., a textbook;

(2) instructors who utilize several instructional re-

sources but not library type materials, e.g.,

manufacturers' literature, specialized manuals;

(3) instructors who utilize several instructional

resources including traditional library type mate-

rials housed in the library, e.g., books

periodicals;

(4) instructors who utilize several instructional

resources including traditional library type mate-

rials but not those housed in the library, e.g.,

books, periodicals.

A number of possible hypotheses may be identified con-

cerning the Tarrant County Junior College vocational-technical

faculty and such patterns of use of library materials as

instructional resources:

(1) vocational-technical instructors will use library

materials containing appropriate information for

skill development when these materials are readily

accessible to the classroom, laboratory or shop;

(2) vocational-technical instructors with more formal

education will use more instructional resources,

including library materials, than those with less
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formal education. Vocational-technical instructors

with more courses in higher education, and more

teaching experience will use more instructional

resources, including library materials, than those

with less courses and less experience.

(3) vocational-technical instructors will use library

materials according to their attitude toward the

role of the importance of the library in their

instructional program;

(4) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel that vocational

students are not sufficiently motivated to com-

plete library assignments;

(5) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel that vocational-

technical students cannot read adequately;

(6) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel that vocational-

technical students do not have time to complete

assignments in the library;

(7) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel that vocational-

technical students do not know how to use the

library effectively;

(8) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel their classes are
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too large and they cannot devote enough time to

administering library assignments;

(9) vocational-technical instructors will use non-

library resources if they feel the collection

is inadequate.

Purpose of the Present Study

There has been only limited research regarding the afore-

mentioned assumptions. Waddle found in his study of Washing-

ton State community colleges that of the thirty-one

instructors

who did not involve the library in their instruction
. . . eight were in the vocational-technical area
and the instructors were teaching skill subjects such
as welding or typing. In the main the evidence of
this study shows that courses involving skill develop-
ment tended not to need the library (14, p. 217)

Allen found a somewhat different pattern of library use by

vocational-technical instructors in three Illinois community

colleges, with 79 per cent of the instructors surveyed

stating that they felt library utilization by their students

was necessary for success in the courses they were teaching.

At least 62 per cent indicated that they required their stu-

dents to use the library (1, pp. 53-55). Hostrop studied

the utilization of the College of the Desert library by

students and the degree in which faculty incorporated library

materials in the classroom. He found that of the seven

divisions studied, the Engineering and Technology division
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ranked last in library usage by students. At the time of

his study, however, the vocational-technical program was

just being developed (9, p. 76).

The results of such studies necessarily provide an

incomplete picture of the relationship between the voca-

tional-technical faculty and their use of the library as an

instructional resource, and Waddle has noted the need for

further investigation.

The key element in library use is the
faculty. What its members think about the library,
how they expect it to be used, and what affects
their decision provide a basis for understanding
the library role and directs efforts toward
improvement (14, p. 76).

Therefore, the purpose of the present study is to

develop additional information and improved understanding con-

cerning (1) the kinds and amounts of instructional resources

employed by vocational-technical faculty (including the

extent to which library type materials are used), and (2)

the principal characteristics of the faculty related to this

use. Such information and understanding should be of value

in analyzing and evaluating the role of the library in the

community college instructional program.

The present study seeks specifically (1) to analyze

vocational-technical faculty members according to the kinds

and levels of instructional resources used (e.g., those

who used primarily one kind of instructional resource, those

who used several kinds of instructional resources but not
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library type materials, those who utilized several instruc-

tional resources including library type materials housed in

the library, those who used several kinds of instructional

resources including library type materials not housed in

the library), and (2) to identify principal attitudinal

factors associated with the use or non-use of library mate-

rials housed in the library.

Hypothesis

The general hypothesis of the present study may be

stated as follows:

The kinds and amounts of instructional resources

(library type materials included) used by vocational-

technical instructors and their attitudes toward student use

of the library are related to the level of formal education

completed by the instructors, their years of teaching expe-

rience, the courses they have taken in Higher Education,

and their teaching status as full or part-time instructors.

In addressing this general hypothesis, the following

specific related or secondary hypotheses were tested:

1. When instructors are grouped or classified by

(a) highest degree earned; (b) number. of college

credit courses taken in Higher Education; (c)

length of time taught; and (d) teaching status,

they will differ significantly in their use of the

following kinds and amounts of instructional

resources
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1. textbook, manual or guide

2. information notes from previous courses

taken

3. information notes from courses presently

being taken

4. personally prepared syllabus

5. departmentally prepared syllabus

6. manufacturers' service manuals

7. manufacturers' literature other than

service manuals

8. government publications

9. association bulletins

10. programmed or individualized materials

11. personally owned books

12. personally owned journals

13. departmental books

14. departmental journals

15. audio-visual materials

16. field trips

17. student on-the-job training

18. student interviews of practitioners or

employers in the field

19. practitioners or employers in the field

as speakers in class

20. students' attendance at association

meetings

21. library printed materials
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2. When instructors are grouped or classified by

(a) highest degree earned; (b) number of college

credit courses taken in Higher Education; (c)

length of time taught; and (d) teaching status,

they will differ significantly in their use of the

following types of library assignments

1. reserve readings

2. assigned readings

3. short papers

4. comprehensive readings

5. journal articles

3. When instructors are grouped or classified by

(a) highest degree earned; (b) number of college

credit courses taken in Higher Education, (c)

length of time taught; and (d) teaching status,

they will differ significantly in their response

to the following factors relating to the impor-

tance of the library

1. requirement of library assignments as

part of the instructors teaching program

2. necessity of library use by students in

order to achieve success in courses

3. inclusion of library assignments in final

grades of students

4. usefulness of the library for further

information on a particular subject being

taught
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5. usefulness of journals and literature in

keeping up with technical advances after

graduation

6. ability to teach courses without the

library

4. When instructors are grouped or classified by

(a) highest degree earned; (b) number of college

credit courses taken in higher education; (c)

length of time taught; and (d) teaching status,

they will differ significantly in their use of

books checked out of the library for

1. professional updating

2. materials for courses presently taking

3. recreational reading

4. information in courses presently taking

5. When instructors are grouped or classified by

(a) highest degree earned; (b) number of college

credit courses taken in higher education; (c)

length of time taught; and (d) teaching status,

they will differ significantly in their attitudinal

responses to the following factors

1. suitability of class size for administer-

ing library assignments

2. adequacy of the library collection for

student's needs



3. usefulness of library materials in help-

ing students keep abreast of new develop-

ments in the field

4. usefulness of library materials in help-

ing students broaden their overall

education

5. need of students to learn to use the

library as part of their education

6. instructors' use of the library as a

model for students to emulate

7. usefulness of library assignments such

as term or research papers in helping

students to develop critical thinking

8. usefulness of library materials to

extending course content

9. usefulness of library materials in help-

ing students make better grades

10. need for students to read more than text-

book assignments

11. usefulness of library materials in pre-

paring for continuing education later

on the job

12. students' motivation to complete library

assignments

13. students' ability to read well enough

to complete library assignments

16
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14. importance of materials being readily

accessible to the classroom, lab or

shop for courses involving skill

development

15. courses requirement of library materials

16. students' time to complete library

assignments

17. instructors' impression of libraries

resulting from personal experiences

18. excessive amount of material to be

covered in courses precludes use of

library materials

19. students' knowledge of how to use the

library for library assignments

20. students' sense of feeling comfortable

or "at home" in the library

21. adequacy of instructors' knowledge of

library services and of how to use the

library as a basis for advising students

in the library use and making library

assignments.

Definition of Terms

Vocational-Technical Instructors.--Instructors of tech-

nical programs (of whatever lengths) leading to associate

degrees or certificates and of other occupationally



18

oriented programs designed to train students for skilled

employment. (The terms vocational-technical education,

vocational education, occupational education, and career

education are generally considered as interchangeable.)

Factors Related to Instructors' Attitudes and Use of

Instructional Resources.--The four principal factors

considered in the present study are: level of formal educa-

tion (as measured by degrees and number of credit hours

completed), amount of teaching experience (as reported in

years by individual instructors), amount of college course

work in education (as reported in credit hours by individual

instructors), and teaching status (full or part-time classi-

fication (as ascertained from institutional records).

Instructional Resources.--Any materials or devices used

for instructional purposes in conjunction with organized

class instruction; books, periodicals, audio-visual mate-

rials, etc., and including manufacturers' literature (any

instructional materials distributed by manufacturers and

acquired by vocational-technical instructors for classroom

instruction). The kinds of such materials considered in the

present study are enumerated in the preceeding statement of

hypotheses (p. 13).

Organization of the Study

The background of the problem addressed by the present

study is reviewed in further detail, together with
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principal issues and related literature, in Chapter II. The

methods and procedures employed in conducting the study are

presented in Chapter III. In Chapter IV, the findings are

analyzed. The major conclusions reached in the study and

recommendations for further study are given in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF TEE LITERATURE RELATING TO THE BACKGROUND
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This chapter contains a review of the literature con-

cerned with the development of junior colleges to community

junior colleges, and the issues and problems of community

junior colleges. Among the issues and problems discussed

are the level of instruction prevalent in community junior

colleges, the preparation and training of community junior

college instructors, the use of instructional resources by

community junior college instructors, and the use of the

library as an instructional resource.

The Development of the Junior College

In the early years of their development, junior colleges

were defined as institutions "offering two years of instruc-

tion of strictly collegiate grade." The curriculum included

"those courses usually offered in the first two years of the

four-year colleges; in which case the courses must be iden-

tical in scope and thoroughness with corresponding courses

in the standard four-year college" (7, p. xvii).

The impetus for creating the first junior college came

primarily from two influences, the university and .the high

school. In 1892 William Rainey Harper, president of the

22
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University of Chicago, called for a separation of the uni-

versity into two distinct divisions of instruction. The

"Academic College" would include the freshman and sophomore

years and the "University College" would embrace only the

upper years. Four years later Harper labeled these divisions

"Junior College" and "Senior College." Other states, includ-

ing California, Missouri, Minnesota, and Texas experimented

with such divisions.

Thus in the early beginning of the junior
college the major impetus was from the university.
The importance of this influence is perhaps best
summed up thus: the greatest growth of the junior
college took place in those states where the
leadership of the university was favorable and
dynamic. . . . It is no exaggeration to call the
experimentation of the university with lower-
division units the earliest example of the junior
college (24, p. 76).

Several years before Harper's recommendation to divide

the university into a junior and senior college, other

university leaders were exploring the idea of a two-year

college as an adjunct to the high school. "They envisioned

the shifting of the first two years of college study from

the university campus to the high school, thus separating

the freshman and sophomore years from the rest of the uni-

versity program" (6, p. 24). Blocker noted that the begin-

nings of the early two-year colleges actually resulted from

this upward extending of the high school. "At the turn of

the century, the upward extension of the high school began

in Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. Missouri and Minnesota
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established public junior colleges in 1915, Kansas and

Oklahoma in 1919, Arizona and Iowa in 1920, and Texas in

1921. These early colleges were true extensions of secon-

dary education; they were housed in high school buildings,

had closely articulated curriculum, and shared faculty and

administration staffs" (6, p. 25). Bogue stated that "the

greatest significance historically must be attached to the

extension of education from the bottom upward rather than

from the top downward" (7, p. 85).

Regardless of their origins, it is generally agreed

that the instruction of these early junior colleges tended

to duplicate the first two years of the university. Koos

maintained, however, that the instruction should be "as

good or better than that on the same level in other higher

institutions," (45, p. 319) and he later observed that "not

only do graduates of accredited junior colleges compare

favorably in scholarship with those who have done their work

in a standard university, but the new unit is well on its

way to a recognition by universities and colleges for work

done by its students" (45, p. 99).

As has been noted, the offering of instruction to the

adult population in the 1940's marked the evolution from

junior college to community college. Interest in adult

education, however, was not strictly limited to this period.

As early as 1927, Thomas stated that,
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Recognition must be given to the interests and
potential requirements of those who could not
otherwise be served by an institution offering
collegiate instruction. With the growing interest
in the adult education movement there is opening
a field for the junior college which has far
reaching possibilities (72, p. 63).

The junior college, by providing instruction to this hereto-

fore unreached population became a "community" college.

Enrollment of special and adult students in junior
colleges in the nation increased from approximately
21,000 in 1936 to more than 400,000 in 1957. Al-
though it is unlikely that many junior colleges
were originally established as adult agencies, the
idea of having a local college provide adult pro-
grams has undoubtedly been a factor in its estab-
lished and general popularity (52, p. 19).

The recognition and desire to meet the educational needs

of all individuals in the community led to the expansion of

the basic functions of this new institution. It would, of

course, continue to offer the first two years of collegiate

instruction, that is, university parallel courses for those

students who desired to continue their formal education.

There would also be a two-year general education program

"designed to afford young people more effective preparation

for the responsibilities that they share in common as citi-

zens in a free society" (74, p. 65).

In addition there would be vocational and tech-
nical training for all students who did not
desire to advance to upper division collegiate
studies. Finally, the community college empha-
sized the role of guidance and counseling for
such a diverse curriculum and the range of
students it served (7, p. 76).
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The "community" aspect of junior colleges was actually

used as far back as 1927 when Thomas suggested offering

certain types of "community service courses" which could be

adapted to the special needs of the community (72, p. 63).

By 1960, however, institutions in ten stated adopted the

name "community college." From 1960 to 1969, the number of

two-year colleges using the name "community college" in-

creased from 117 to 244 (46, p. 37). In order to describe

the comprehensiveness of their programs some two-year col-

leges have adopted the name "community junior" college.

Some characteristics and trends that have led to the growth

and expansion of the community junior colleges are

1. The assumption by the junior college of "major
responsibility for preparing students for upper
division work at universities and other senior
institutions."

2. The assumption by the junior college of "major
responsibility for technical-vocational
education."

3. "A definite trend toward the comprehensive junior
college which includes in a single institution
preparation for employment and education for
transfer."

4. The open door admission policy of the junior
college.

5. A recognition by junior college educators of the
importance of guidance both as a responsibility
and a goal.

6. The community aspect of the junior college (38,
pp. 37-40).
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It was this goal of "better teaching" that led many to

herald the "community junior college" as the answer to mass

higher education for the nation.

Instruction in the Community Junior College

During the late 1950's and 1960's the community junior

college appeared to fulfill its commitment to the belief

that "nearly all men are educable" (74, p. 37).

The junior college will, in effect, be the
agency for helping the United States resolve the

goal of being the first nation in the history of
the world to provide a higher education for all
of its people. Such an achievement may well mean
that for the first time leaders and followers will
be able to communicate with each other intellec-
tually enough to forestall violent uprisings (69,
p. 91).

The community junior college was to be an institution

whose sole mission was to teach.

The uniqueness of the teaching function of the
junior college makes it imperative to develop
its own instructional programs and procedures.
The traditional programs and procedures of col-
leges and universities on the one hand, and of
high ideals on the other are not adequate to
meet the unique problems of the junior college
(75, p. 526).

The university was chided as being concerned more with re-

search and publication than teaching:

The defined tasks of the university faculty member
include teaching, but that act is essentially sub-
ordinate to several of his other functions; the
main purpose of the junior college instructor, on
the other hand, is to teach . . . . The junior
college is first and last, a teaching institution
(15, p. 21).
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Classroom teaching is the primary responsibility
of the junior college instructor, in contrast to
a responsibility between research and teaching
for the university professor (28, p. 3).

It has been pointed out . . . that the chief func-
tion of the junior college instructor is always
his teaching, whereas, the university faculty
member is expected to concentrate on research and
publication in addition to teaching (74, p. 40).

Because the university concentrated on "educating the super-

ior 10 per cent" (70, p. 6) and was more interested in

research and publication, some educators predicted that,

if present trends continue, the great univer-
sities, both public and private will soon be
institutions in which the major emphasis will be on
graduate programs and research (30, p. 381).

Perhaps the strongest criticism of the university as

compared with the community junior college occurred in the

journal Change.

How does the (community college) compare with
the multiversity? The community college is uniquely
dedicated to teaching; the multiversity because of
its domination by its graduate and professional
faculties, is frequently involved in narrow speciali-
zation and status-oriented faculty research and
consulting at the expense of teaching. The community
college educates inexpensively; the multiversity
squeezes the job of teaching freshmen and sophomores
-- turning them over to teaching assistants, jamming
hundreds of students into classes--the better to pay
the superprofessors high salaries and fund their
small graduate classes and their exceedingly expen-
sive research (21, p. 34).

A somewhat smug attitude often prevailed among many

community junior colleges resulting from an almost mission-

ary zeal to educate the diverse student body which an open-

door admission policy produced. Because of its homogeneous
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student body, the university could assume that students

were "motivated to engage in abstract intellectual activities

and related academic exercises." Not all junior college

students began their work with this motivation. The uni-

versity could assume that students had "a background of

training and competence in linguistic, quantitative and con-

ceptual tools required for advanced academic work." Not all

junior college students had such a background. The univer-

sity assumed that "the attitudes, habits and values of the

student" were "already largely in harmony with the require-

ments of the educational program so that college teaching

can be focused almost exclusively on knowledge and skills."

The junior college, however, faced the task of helping many

of its students develop these requisite qualities. Finally

the university could assume that its students' "out-of-class

environment" could be "depended on to reinforce and to

extend the learning stimulated in the classroom." Because

of the open door admissions policy of community junior

colleges "it is safe to assume that some of the students

are not in an out-of-the-class environment which reinforces

and extends the learning stimulated in the classroom"

(75, p. 526)

Amid the lofty pronouncements, community junior college

educators began noting the gulf between stated goals and

actual practice.
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Junior college educators like to speak of
"excellence" of their institutions and of the
fact that they are performing tasks different
from those undertaken at the university. They
say they "teach" as well as, or better than in-
structors at the four-year institutions . .

But their view of excellence is still tied to
the university model (14, p. 153).

Preparation and Training of Community
Junior College Instructors

Various factors were cited for the reported failure of

the community junior college to achieve its potential. Among

these was the training and preparation of the instructors.

The community college is simply not living up
to its claim as an institution that offers excel-
lence in teaching. The distinction between its
stated goals and actual practice of the community
is, in great part, due to the faculty's lack of
information and training. What might have been a
relatively minor problem is evolving into one of
a more serious nature (56, p. 214).

O'Bannion reported that the typical community junior

college faculty member is a thirty-one to fifty year old

middle-class white male whose previous work experience has

been in the public schools or in business and industry. He

has a master's degree in his subject area. His course work

has been at four-year institutions and has seldom included

the study of the community junior college.

[Because of his education and experience many
of these instructors are steeped in traditional
academic processes and prefer to work in four-
year colleges and universities. Many do not
support basic tenets of community junior college
philosophy, and may have great distaste for a
significant proportion of students who attend
these institutions . . . graduate education as
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it presently exists does not help alleviate
these concerns. Indeed, as presently constructed,
graduate education probably fosters attitudes
that are the "antithesis" of the "good" commun-
ity junior college instructor (55, p. 73).

Medsker and Twilley identified particular elements

necessary for preparation of faculty:

the history of the two-year college and its
place in higher education; modern learning theory,
including the uses and limits of educational
evaluation, testing, and measurements; the char-
acteristics and values of the diverse student
population at today's junior colleges, and oppor-
tunity for supervised teaching an internship at a
two year college; a knowledge of modern media and
new techniques of instruction (52, p. 99).

While university preparation is the generally accepted

pattern for academic teachers in the two-year college, there

is no clear cut agreement as to what constitutes acceptable

training for the vocational-technical teacher. Some feel

that previous work experience is more valuable than formal

education.

Most vocational instructors will have background
of extensive work experience and on the job
training. They will have little need for a
"regular" academic post baccalaureate, MA or PhD
program. But what they will need are refresher
and background courses germaine to their spe-
cialties; and some real help, preferably not from
formal courses in pedogogy, in how to teach (26,
p. 444)

Reynolds feels that while it is desirable to have vocational-

technical teachers with academic preparation and trade

experience "in those instances in which no person can be

found who possesses both qualifications, higher priority is
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given to successful trade experience" (59, p. 38). Wenrich

echoes this somewhat antipedogogical stance.

In the comprehensive high school or community
college where most teachers have baccalaureate or
higher degrees the vocational teacher without a
degree is sometimes at a disadvantage. But why
should he be? He has other qualifications which are
more important in his role. . . . If a choice must
be made between occupational competence and compe-
tence in teaching, we would take the former and help
the teacher develop the latter skills as soon as
possible (78, p. 284).

Others feel that, while it is certainly necessary to be a

subject specialist, vocational-technical instructors must

have the academic preparation associated with the classroom,

that such competencies may be as important as skill

competency.

To design and direct appropriate educational
experiences, the teacher must have a thorough know-
ledge of educational psychology and the theories of
learning. He must have a knowledge of the instruc-
tional value of various forms of educational media
and be capable of using a wide- variety of such
items in the environmental resources, audio-visual
materials, teaching machines, electronic retrieval
devices and other materials of a similar value (53,
p. 196).

Not only does collegiate preparation introduce the voca-

tional-technical instructor to principles, techniques and

methods of teaching, the prospective instructor often has

the opportunity to practice theory either in an internship

program or practice teaching program. As Doty notes,

. . . both pre-service and inservice teachers need
to be introduced to teaching skills and have the
opportunity to practice them. Teaching may be an
art, but most persons forget that good artists
practice intimating brush strokes of "old masters"
for years before they develop their own style (19,
p. 324).
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The goals of vocational-technical education and their

relationship to instructor preparation and qualifications

are directly related,as Leighbody states, "If the goal is

simply to train each student for an entry job then the

emphasis in teacher qualifications will be upon occupational

health or depth in such a program" (49, 136). Most voca-

tional-technical programs in community junior colleges aim

for broader goals: "occupational health, versatility, adapt-

ability, and learning how-to-learn. Consequently

teacher's occupational skills will become subordinate to his

possession of a broad and balanced education? (49, p. 136).

According to the literature, then, college preparation

for vocational-technical instructors is necessary in addi-

tion to industrial experience. There is, however, a

dichotomy of opinion among community junior college educators.

Some question the value of conventional university education

programs for academic teachers, suggesting that such pro-

grams lead to attitudes and teaching techniques that are

incompatible with the goals of the community junior college.

Others deem such programs beneficial, if not necessary for

vocational-technical instructors.

Directly related to the controversy over the prepara-

tion and qualifications of instructors in the community

junior college are the appropriate teaching methods and

techniques necessary to achieve the goals of the college.
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Instructional Procedures of Community
Junior College Instructors

Probably the most damaging criticism of the community

junior college is the failure to implement on a broad basis

innovative teaching techniques utilizing a variety of

instructional resources to accommodate their diverse stu-

dent body.

The ability of the community junior college
to accommodate a diverse set of student needs and
a wide range of age groups has not yet been
demonstrated on a nationwide basis. Curriculum
content and instructional procedures are clearly
oriented to the more able and above-average
students . . . (10, p. 86).

Business concludes that ". . . once considered to be the

vanguard of innovative instruction in higher education,

community junior colleges are in danger of slipping behind

their four-year counterparts . . ." (10, p. 86). Because

of the failure to institute "innovative instruction"

attrition rates at community colleges are alarming. Roueche

states that "the typical urban community college reports

annual student dropout rates of more than 50 percent. As

many as 75 percent of low achieving students withdraw dur-

ing their first year" (63, p. 11). Among the causes for

such dropout rates were . . . "excessive reliance on the

lecture method; prescribed amounts of materials to be covered

in a given period; primarily in textbooks . . ." (63, p. 15).

To satisfactorily meet the assignments, com-
munity colleges must utilize a variety of resources.
There is no panacea, no one combination of methods
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and media that will facilitate learning in all
subjects. The lecture method may work for some
students in some subjects, but it is not effec-
tive for large numbers of students enrolled in
many courses (29, p. 94).

Jordan criticizes the "conventional lecture and recitation

method":

The instructor is "reaching" or is engaged in
dialog with only a few students. The restricted
parameters of lecture and recitation favor indoc-
trination rather than liberation. Instead, a wide
variety of educational techniques should be employed
to maximize educational effectiveness for each
individual student according to his personality and
needs (41, p. 40).

Community junior college teachers are urged to become

accountable to the individual student, "not to a meaningless

number of students in a class. As teachers attempt this

type, it is readily apparent that the traditional 'lecture'

method does not work with all students primarily because

each student learns at a different rate" (12, p. 6).

Yet despite the establishment of open-door-admission

policies which produce a student body of wide-ranging learn-

ing abilities and experiences, despite the articles, books,

meetings, conventions, workshops, and research reports that

point to the fact that these students must be presented with

an equally wide range of instructional techniques and re-

sources, there is mounting evidence that community junior

colleges rely on the conventional university teaching model.

In his article, "Credentials for Junior College

Teachers," Cohen states that
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. . . it is paradoxical that an institution
which purports to offer educational opportunity
to all who come through the open-door is beset
with instructional practices so unfocused,
they serve as major factors contributing to
dropout rates which often approximate 30 percent
per semester . . ." (13, p. 97).

Among the most commonly abused practices is the lecture.

Roueche feels that most teachers in community colleges "rely

heavily on the lecture method of instruction even though

modern technology provides more effective techniques" (63,

p. 19).

In his survey of innovative practices of ninety-five

junior colleges in fourteen states, Johnson found that "in

no sense has the junior college yet achieved a position of

recognized leadership in innovations and experimentation in

teaching" (39, p. 76). Reynolds notes "chances are good,

in a faculty of a substantial number that there will always

be a cadre of conservatives who have no interest whatever

in intellectual improvements brought about by more efficient

use of instructional media, those of comparably recent

development" (59, p. 77). It is indeed ironic that "new

media are less likely to be introduced in the junior college

than they are at any other level of education and the lecture-

textbook get it or don't syndrome persists as it does in

many four year colleges and universities" (64, p. 716).

The persistence of the lecture-textbook method of

instruction is explained by Palinchak in his examination of
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the three major sources of community college teachers and

their teaching methods:

(1) teachers directly recruited from the secondary
schools immediately upgrade the extent and depth
of their own knowledge, lecture more often, adopt
"college level" textbooks and shift from a
"methods" to "subject matter" emphasis . . .

(2) The second largest source of teachers is charac-
terized as "grad students" who try teaching as
a career . . . these teachers prefer lecture-
textbook styles and have difficulty condensing
their field of knowledge and reducing it to an
effective communicable form . .

(3) the third major source of community college
teachers is the "pros" who after prior posi-
tions in four year colleges and universities
decide to try two-year college teaching. They
experience the least trouble in adjusting to
course content and student's ability, though
much use of lecture and textbook technique is
retained from prior experiences (56, p. 219).

Vocational-technical instructors are not exempt from

criticism. An array of instructional resources are avail-

able to the vocational-technical instructor who wants to

break away from the traditional lecture-textbook method of

instruction.

Manuals are suitable for group or individual
use. They usually are more adaptable than a text-
book as they are shorter, more activity-oriented
and often cover a specific subject. . . . Library
research, small groups discussion and inviting
guest speakers into the classes are useful tech-
niques. Field trips will enable students to see
what actually happens in career areas that interest
them (11, p. 48).

Walker points out the use of library materials as

instructional resources for the vocational-technical
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teacher. "In many cases, periodicals and reprints from

today's publications replace the staid slow-to-revise and

cumbersome editions of textbooks. Libraries of reserve

materials are in classrooms and laboratories" (77, p. 38).

Vocational-technical teachers are encouraged to

utilize speakers from business and industry such as those

serving on the institution's own vocational-technical

advisory board.

By and large, these are the men on the
industry's "firing line." They are valuable
resource speakers because they are familiar
with the problems of education as well as the
problems of industry (60, p. 31).

Yet, in his survey of "innovative practices" of junior col-

lege instructors Johnson found that

Among the practices identified in the report,
few are in the fields of technical-vocational
education . . . this represents an area of national
need. Costs are high--at times prohibitively--and
innovations are needed. Here is a field of par-
ticular opportunity for the junior college (37, p. 14).

Some ten years later Bushnell wrote:

While considerable attention has been given
to designing individualized procedures for junior
college students of varying ability levels and
learning styles, the full impact of such procedures
on occupational education programs has yet to be
felt (10, p. 105).

The study by Kelley and Wilbur of 118 "specialists" from

twenty-two community colleges tends to corroborate Bushnell's

conclusion. Of the nineteen specialists listed as Technical-

Vocational, Kelley and Wilbur found that
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Laboratory and textbooks were given the highest
rating by the specialists. Following closely
were lecture, student performance, discussion
and objective and written exams. Of less value
and next in order come audio-visual aids, field
trips, conference, observation, independent-study,
team teaching, oral exams and programmed learning.
Television averaged last (47, p. 76).

Overall ratings on a 4, 3, 2, 1 scale of instructional

techniques by academic and vocational-technical faculty are

listed by order: lecture, discussion and textbook (3.3),

lab and student performance (3.2), audio-visual and objec-

tive exams (3.0), essay exams (2.9), independent study and

conference (2.7), observation (2.5), field trips (2.4),

oral exams (2.1), programmed learning (1.8), team teaching

(1.7), and television teaching (1.6) (47, p. 85).

In a study by Fiedler and Gillo, ratings of teaching

performance were obtained from the college presidents and

deans of instruction from sixteen colleges. Each division

was ranked from best to poorest in providing an effective

educational program. The divisions' rated teaching per-

formance was correlated with the teaching style of the

division as indicated by a study of faculty members'

responses regarding their use of various teaching materials.

Teaching style was defined as "the instructor's estimate of

the approximate proportion of information which the student

obtains from various sources in his typical course. These

sources were book assignments, journal articles, guest

lectures, own lectures, audio-visual materials, equipment,
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and such other means as role playing and demonstration."

Academic and vocational-technical teachers participated in

the study. The authors concluded that

. . . the degree to which the average faculty
member relies on his own lectures for communi-
cating course materials to his students was
positively related with rated divisional per-
formance, while reliance on audio-visual
materials and "other means" was negatively
related. In other words, the divisions which
rely predominately on the more traditional teach-
ing modes rather than on various aids and less
orthodox methods appear to perform best (23, p. 676).

Park surveyed the instructional resources used by 238

teachers in three selected junior colleges which he labeled

"Urban," "Suburban," and "Rural." The instructional re-

sources were textbooks, periodicals, guest lecturers,

television, films, tapes, and supplemental books. Basing

his conclusions on the responses of teachers, Park stated

that

Many of the subjects have a traditional approach
to teaching; only a few indicated a willingness
to depart from what has probably been their
method since they begun their teaching career.
For example: textbooks or written material for
supplemental reading are still the most desired
instructional media. The lecture, both formal
and informal, is favored by half of the subjects;
only 20 of 238 subjects would rather use the
multimedia method of instruction (57, p. 26).

Romine's study of twenty-nine community colleges in

fifteen states involving 2,058 students and 325 faculty

members is one of the most revealing in that it compares

faculty attitudes with student attitudes. Romine compiled
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a list of seventy attributes as perceived by students and

faculty as necessary for effective instructional climate.

Those ranked highest by students are listed below. It is

interesting to contrast the ranking of the attributes by

the two groups, particularly between the attribute ranked

number 4 by students and 23 by faculty.

Students Faculty

1 1 Instructors are sincerely interested
in students and respect them as
individuals

2 5 Instructors know how to teach as well
as what to teach

3 7 Instructors know their field of
specialization very well

4 23 Library and other materials are
provided in sufficient qualities
and are readily available

5 2 Instructors are well prepared for
their classes

Students also perceived "a well-balanced variety of instruc-

tional techniques as used by instructors including such

things as audio-visual aids, case studies, field trips, and

resource personnel" as more important than faculty did,

ranking it 15 to faculty's 20. Another interesting point

is that students ranked the importance of the library higher

than such attributes as "courses are credible," "meaningful,"

"instructors are enthusiastic" (62, p. 48).

Purdy credits the reluctance of community junior college

teachers to use instructional resources, particularly those
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housed in a central media center, to their concept of teach-

ing. They hesitate to send students to a media center to

use a slide-tape program or a computer programmed lesson.

To them, this is not teaching, because they cannot see or

know intuitively what happens to the students in those

locations (58, p. 9).

Gaff feels that the difficulty may be traced back to

the "knee-jerk" reaction of many faculty members who dis-

miss any idea that emanates from media centers; they feel

"disdain" for technological aids (25, p. 73).

Regardless of the reasons, the previous studies and

reports reveal a community junior college faculty priding

itself on innovations, yet clinging steadfastly to con-

ventional teaching methods even in the face of "alarming"

attrition rates, side by side with the lofty belief that

"nearly all men are educable."

The questions that arise then are, What influences

teachers to use or not use innovative techniques with

a variety of instructional resources so necessary with a

diverse student body? Do teachers with advanced degrees

use more resources in their instructional program? Will

teachers who have taken formal college courses in the

philosophy of junior colleges, learning resources, teaching

techniques, etc., prefer to emulate the "university

model"? How do these factors affect their use of the

library as an instructional resource?
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Use of the Library As an Instructional Resource

When dedicating the new library building on a college

campus, invariably a speaker will refer to the library as

the "heart of the college." If the college is dedicated

to instruction, then it must follow that the library, as

its heart must provide the lifeblood to the instructional

program of the college. The library must be an integral

part of the teaching inside and out of the classroom.

With the library recognized as an essential part
of the instructional program and with the library
as the resource center of instructional resources
of all types, the stage is set for using the
library as a vital force in improving teaching
and in strengthening the general education program
(40, p. 127).

Historically, libraries in colleges and universities

were not always seen as a "vital force in the general edu-

cation program." Dougherty states that

. . . it has been almost a hundred years since
the academic library acquired its present role
in the instructional and research process in
higher education . . . . While collection build-
ing has long been the primary function of the
library, university administrators were also in-
voking such phrases as the "heart of the university"
to mask the reality of benign neglect (20, p. vii).

Actually in many of the early college libraries,

. . . there was no effort to make books avail-
able to students, rather it seemed books were
protected from the students. This protective
attitude continued throughout the nineteenth cen-
tury, and as late as the 1850's, some college
libraries were open only one hour every two weeks,
others one hour twice a week and a few one hour a
day (27, p. 20)



44

While the library had formerly served as a "passive

storage center of book treasures and archives . . . the new

scholarship brought changes which began to give substance

to the grand phrases about the library" (20, p. vii).

In the early years of the twentieth century the library

appeared to fulfill its role as an essential part of the

instructional program, at least in the eyes of some librar-

ians. In 1929, W. W. Bishop, the librarian at the University

of Michigan, was so convinced of the importance of the in-

structional role of the library that he declared, "Instruc-

tion merely through textbooks is generally obsolete,

particularly in those branches that are of more modern

growth" (4, p. 254). Bishop drew this conclusion by compar-

ing the use of the library for teaching humanities and

social sciences with the laboratory in teaching scientific

courses.

Danton, in 1937, observed "the gradual and now almost

complete displacement of the textbook method of teaching by

the collateral-reading method. So long as courses were

taught with the aid of a simple textbook . . . the function

of the library remained negligible" (18, p. 379). While

educators realized that a "dozen to fifty textbooks were

better than one . . . the library began to play a prominent

and indispensable role" (18, p. 379).

This early view of the role of the library as an in-

structional resource was not limited to four-year colleges
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and universities. In describing the curriculum of the

junior college in 1927, Thomas discussed the importance of

the library and reference facilities.

The first requisite for a course of genuinely
collegiate character is the combination of in-
structional and reference facilities adequate for
scholarly and scientific work. . . . Only in this
way can students be worthily prepared either for
upper division study of a satisfactorily quality
or for an attack upon life problems in the thought-
manner which should characterize the college-
trained student (72, p. 62).

Coulter, in a 1931 article entitled "The Function of

the Junior College Library," maintained that the very first

function of a junior college library is one of teaching.

Noting the change of instruction from the classroom to the

library, she stated that

Information gained in lecture and assigned read-
ings is of less value to the student than the
information that he discovers for himself. Accep-
tance of this premise leads to the inevitable
conclusion that the library is to become the
general laboratory of the college (17, p. 481).

In that same year, Eells' book, The Junior College, affirmed

that

. . . to do real college teaching according to
present methods, a well stacked library, closely
related to the subjects of instruction, is
indispensible. It should be the throbbing heart
of the junior college as well as of the university
(27, p. 443).

In 1935, Bishop stated that "the junior college library

is more than a merely convenient expansion of the high school

library. It is of course concerned with teaching . - - (5,

P . 457).
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In the minds of these authors the library was firmly

rooted and played an important part in college teaching.

To them, it was indeed the "heart of the college." The

textbook method of instruction was bordering on obsolescence.

Lecture and assigned readings were inferior to independent

study. Subsequent studies and writings, however, were to

severely undermine this view.

In 1937 the Association of American Colleges, concerned

"that the college library needed to be coordinated with the

educational and recreational programs of the college,"

organized a study known as The Library Project (8, p. i).

Branscomb, with a grant from the Carnegie Corporation, con-

ducted the study of twelve college libraries. The outcome

of the project was the pioneer volume, Teaching With Books.

Branscomb's conclusions greatly altered the view that col-

lege libraries were extensively used for independent study

as an alternative to lecture and assigned readings. The

investigation "revealed the existence of a large percentage

of undergraduates who make such a slight use of the college

library that they would scarcely miss it if it ceased to

exist" (8, p. 39). He further noted,

. . . since undergraduate use of the library is
predominantly for curricula purposes . . . it
seems evident that college faculties are making
only a very limited use of the library in their
teaching work. In a number of colleges there
seem to be better libraries than are needed
0.. . that in spite of all its growth the library
has not been fully integrated into the major pro-
gram of the college (8, p. 37).
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Whether or not the Branscomb study provided the impetus,

librarians began to examine their actual role in the college

program. By 1942 Barksdale stated that "the effectiveness

of the small college library is generally incommensurate

with its importance, largely because of the lack of whole-

hearted cooperation between academic faculty and library

staff" (3, p. 145). The lack of cooperation between the

library and faculty would quite naturally hamper any instruc-

tional role the library hoped to play.

There existed, however, other factors which affected

the situation. Shores cited the prevailing quality of li-

brary assignments used by faculty which tended to force the

library into becoming a mere storehouse of text and reserve

materials.

Across the nation, in college after college the
most characteristic library assignments are still
inclusive pages in text or reserve books . . . it
is this rut of text and reserve overdependence and
the almost wholesale neglect of a vast and raised
collection of library materials that has been
largely responsible for library use in under-
graduate institutions (68, p. 164).

The librarian who sincerely believed in the educational

benefits of discovery through independent study deplored

this "rut of text and reserve overdependence." Perhaps this

attitude could best be summarized by John Harvey when he

wrote in 1962 as Dean of the Graduate School of Library

Science and Director of Libraries of Drexel Institute of

Technology,
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The instructor whose students can accomplish
no more than "learning through the textbook" ap-
parently is uninspiring or gullible, and certainly
teaching his students a bare minimum. They might
learn much more if the text were thrown away,
their curiosity aroused and independent reading
begun (32, p. 444).

Knapp, who conducted one of the most comprehensive

studies on student use of the college library, observed,

"College instructors, however much value they set upon

problem solving skill as an objective of liberal arts edu-

cation, do not think of the library as an instrument to be

used in solution of problems" (44, p. 833).

Scherer echoed this feeling when after surveying over

800 college faculty members he concluded that "the consensus

was that but little of the educational potential of the

library is being used in the liberal arts college" (66,

p. 129). It was a grand day for libraries in the 1930's

when librarians, Lcontent in the feeling that the library

was truly the heart of the college] . . . , could declare

that, "instruction merely through text books is generally

obsolete." It was a sadder day when librarians realized

some thirty years later that

. . . the college library is not yet the heart of
the college, the classrooms and textbooks are.
Though it has been one of our most important
goals, we have made little progress in replac-
ing the textbook method of teaching with methods
requiring use of more varied materials (33,
p. 513).

In most of the writings discussing the role of the

community junior college library the authors describe a
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situation very similar to that of the four-year college.

Mapp wrote that teachers in the community college

. . . all too frequently view the library as a
"never-never land" to be approached only in
extreme emergency. In turn, librarians feel
that they cannot properly share in the overall
aims of the college but must confine their
activities within the library domain (51, p. 404).

Concluding a tour of some twenty-eight junior college

libraries in 1962 Harvey found,

. . . it is reasonably apparent for most of the
junior college libraries I saw, that neither
faculty nor the administration understood how
to use this tool. These libraries weren't
operating anywhere near their porential and no
one seemed particularly unhappy about it (32,
p. 447).

Later studies of community college libraries tended to con-

firm this observation.

In the book, The Community College Library written in

1965, Wheeler described the results of her study involving

over one hundred community college libraries. She con-

cluded that "the majority of community college instructors

make little or no effort, aside from requesting books to be

placed on reserve, to integrate library use and course work,

and that special efforts by the faculty to encourage general

reading are negligible" (79, p. 78). Two years later, a

study by Waddle concerning the role of the library in com-

munity colleges led him to report that "the existing role

of the library in the community college is less than its

potential. . . . The conspicuous point was the lack of
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faculty library interaction on an educational level" (76,

p. 244). Hostrop found that the "teacher-oriented instruc-

tor" at the College of the Desert was "less successful

in--or perhaps less desirous of--impelling students toward

use of the library on a broad basis than his 'research-

published' colleague in senior institutions" (35, p. 166).

Allen surveyed the faculty and students in three col-

leges in Illinois during the first semester academic year

of 1969-1970. His findings appear to characterize the role

of the library in the community junior college at the end

of the 1970's.

Only further research will determine what
elements in a library program are decisive in
learning; however even at this time one fact is
already clear: the potential of the two-year
college library is not being exploited and
until the circumstances are changed, higher
education will be weaker (1, p. 35).

The twentieth century concept of the college library

fulfilling an important role in the instructional program

of either two-year or four-year institutions is not sus-

tained by the literature. A more reliable determinant of

the library's role is the attitude and use of the library

by faculty.

Faculty Attitudes Toward the Library
as an Instructional Source

There are few studies that have placed a major emphasis

on researching faculty attitudes toward the library and

what affects them. Most have concentrated on student use
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of the library and the contributing factors. Librarians

seemed to have concerned themselves with the results rather

than the causes. As Hostrop notes,

. . . attention must be turned away from looking
at the characteristics of students which impel
them to use the library. Rather, attention must
be turned toward the educational philosophy, the
curriculum, the courses, the classes, and most
important of all the individual instructor and
his teaching as potential fronts of true
motivation (35, p. 166).

It is somewhat curious that extensive research on this most

important determinant of the library's role has been neg-

lected. Librarians have certainly recognized the importance

of a cooperative relationship between faculty and library.

Scott notes in his article, "The Library's Place in the

Junior College,"

. . . the faculty is the mainstream of the
college instructional program and if the instruc-
tion is to be successful, it is imperative that
faculty give vitality and diversity to their
instructional efforts. In addition to being a
coefficient to the teaching process and activity,
the library should perform for the faculty cer-
tain functions (67, p. 185).

These functions involve a cooperative effort between

the library and faculty in acquiring materials which will

aid in the preparation for classes. Cooperation, however,

is a two-way venture. Librarians may offer their services,

but faculty members may choose not to use them. Hurt

described the "gulf between the college classroom and the

library." On one side of this gulf stands the classroom
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instructor who introduces and outlines the fields of know-

ledge, assigns and suggests reading materials. On the

opposite side is the librarian supplying the reading mate-

rials which enable the student to enlarge upon his class-

room experience. Ideally these two agencies would closely

cooperate in a common goal of "stimulating and encouraging

the students' intellectual growth, but in actual practice,

the instructor and the librarian have few contacts and

little cooperation" (36, p. 379).

Since the faculty member can choose to cooperate or

not, it is imperative that he have a favorable attitude to-

ward the library if the student is to experience the true

benefits of its services. The individual teacher must feel

that student use of the library is necessary for achieving

success in his instructional program. The question that

arises is--just how important is faculty attitude toward

the library and its effect on student use?

One of the earliest and most often cited studies is

McDearmid's "Conditions Affecting Use of the College

Library," published in 1932 in Library Quarterly. McDearmid

analyzed the circulation records of seven college libraries

in the North Central area of the United States. In order

to relate instruction to students' reading, McDearmid

divided the titles borrowed into two categories: curricular

and extracurricular. Extracurricular reading was defined

as reading which clearly did not pertain to'any of the
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courses that were taken. Based on this classification,

McDiarmid found that 91 per cent of all titles borrowed

were curricular. He noted that

. . although this does not mean that 91 per
cent of the reading is "required" it shows that
most student reading is at least course inspired.
And since instructors so largely influence the
reading that students do, it is important to dis-
cover the nature of such influence and how it
varies among the departments (50, p. 65).

McDiarmid found that library use was consistently high in

two groups of departments, the humanities and social

sciences, with the natural sciences ranking low. McDiarmid

did not analyze the various reasons that the titles were

borrowed, that is, assigned readings, term papers or reports,

or independent study for a class. The paucity of titles

borrowed that were classified as extra curricular led him to

report that

. . . responsibility for the encouragement of
general reading in most colleges comes to the
librarian by default. Even instructors in
English are too preoccupied with specific
titles and types of reading to stimulate gen-
eral reading extensively even though they insist
on its importance for most students (50, p. 75).

In the book Teaching with Books Branscomb underscored

the importance of faculty attitudes toward the library and

its inclusion in their instructional program.

Although much can be done to encourage and in-
crease student reading by making books easily
accessible and by other means, it is plain that
the fundamental question in this connection is
the character of the instructional work of the



54

college. . . . The library will be used heavily
only where books become the major instruments by
which the educational program is carried on (8,
p. 81).

Perhaps the most in-depth study on the interrelation-

ship of college teaching and the library was conducted by

Knapp at Knox College in 1954. Specifically Knapp sought

to discover

1. What is the extent of the library's contribution

to the program?

2. What is the nature of the library's contribution

to the program?

3. What factors limit the library's contribution to

the instructional program?

4. What should the library contribute to the educa-

tional program?

By analyzing circulation records, by faculty interviews, and

by reviewing the general course objectives, Knapp found that

94 per cent of the books were for course purposes, that the

Knox study "reaffirms the earlier studies in finding that

college students' use of the library is almost exclusively

stimulated by the demands of courses. It is clear, in other

words, that the library contributes to the program of the

college almost entirely by contributing to course work" (43,

p. 17). In an article written in 1958, Knapp stated that

"the library contributed qualitatively to any appreciable

degree to only a third or a fourth of the classes offered"
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(44, p. 829). She maintained that the only decisive factor

in determining whether a given course will be dependent

upon the library is the instructor's attitude. "Where the

instructor expected and planned for student use of the

library, it occurred. Where he did not, it did not occur"

(44, p. 829).

Scherer's study in 1960 of the "Faculty-Librarian

Relationship in Selected Liberal Arts Colleges" led him to

report that

. . . student use of the library is determined
almost entirely by faculty attitudes and demands.
Hence if full use is to be made of library re-
sources by college students, faculty members
must be avid library users, expect their students
to use the library, and plan assignments in such a
manner that library use is essential. The alterna-
tive is a continuation of lip service to the
library as an educational essential, but little use
of the potential value represented by the library
on the college campus (66, p. 136).

Dougherty reported the results of 970 faculty members

of Syracuse University in the book, Improving Access to

Library Resources. He found that even though many teachers

stated that the use of the library was important, it was

the type of assignment which determined the library's

role.

Although 63 percent of the subjects interviewed
at SU reported that the library played an impor-
tant role in at least one of the courses they
taught, the investigators concluded that the
library is serving only a peripheral role in the
teaching programs of those interviewed. The con-
tribution of the library seemed to be limited to
serving as a depository of reserve readings (20,
p. 84).
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These and the previous studies covering the role of the

library tend to lead to one inevitable conclusion. Librar-

ians may observe with just pride the acquisition of the most

appropriate materials for the college program. They may

extol the educational benefits of integrating the library

with classroom instruction. Administrators may verbally

embrace the library, depicting it as the very heart of the

college, but in actuality, utilization of the library to any

great extent stems from one element, the attitude of the

faculty. The faculty must see that use of the library is

as essential to real teaching as is any other instructional

technique. The integration of library and classroom instruc-

tion must go beyond lecture and assigned reading.

The weakness of the "lecture and assigned reading"
method of instruction is its failure to develop
intuitive and independent thinking. The students
grow so accustomed to "spoon-feeding" that they
never seek nourishment for themselves (36, p. 379).

Too many times the student plods down a narrow
hallway--taking what the textbook says. Through
other books in the library related to his subject
he can broaden his viewpoint and thresh his own
ideas rather than rely on readymade judgements
present in the text (61, p. 390).

While most librarians acknowledge the importance of a

favorable attitude of the faculty toward use of the library,

few have ventured to suggest reasons which contribute to

the prevailing faculty attitude of their institution. Leet,

however, offers at least one explanation, "the preparation

of the college instructor. The emphasis on research mate-

rials and research methods has made a good specialist out of
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him but a poor general educator" (48, p. 102). Rzasa

found in a study at Purdue that "the main interests of the

faculty for using the library facilities were to do re-

search for a publishable paper and to read for self im-

provement" (65, p. 407).

Another reason for a faculty member's attitude is

communication, or rather the lack of communication, between

him and the library. Nelson reported in his study of

faculty awareness and attitudes regarding library reference

services at six colleges, "that the average faculty member

who responded to the questionnaire was aware of only 50

per cent of the reference services available to him from

his college" (54, p. 268).

Probably the most important factor in the determination

of the individual faculty member's attitude is his own

educational experiences. That is, was he educated in a

college or university that did not stress the use of the

library beyond reserve books and assigned readings?

If faculty attitude plays such a dominating role in

the use of the library by students in the university, one

may ask if the same situation prevails in the community

junior college. In the book, The Comprehensive Junior

College Curriculum, Reynolds states,

. . . if the library is to succeed in helping
all students -to develop a dependency on it,
success depends on encouragement given by
faculty members. The chief incentive students
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have to use the library is derived from the
teaching staff. Teachers with a strong recog-
nition of value of the library will be more
likely to transmit this attitude to the student
than the teacher who does not recognize the
value (59, p. 23).

Waddle confirmed this view in his study of Washington

community colleges by stating that

. . . the key element in library use is the
faculty. What its members think about the
library, how they expect it to be used, and
what affects their decisions provide a basis
for understanding the role and direct efforts
toward improvement. Most of the faculty mem-
bers in the community colleges of this study
think that the students should use the library
extensively, and that the class presentation
and textbook are insufficient in themselves.
All but 13 percent have assignments involving
the library, and most utilize more than one type
of assignments (76, p. 250).

Lee's paper, "The Changing Role of the Library on the

Junior College Campus--A Case Study at Mt. San Jacinto

College," surveyed "traditional" teachers, that is, those

using traditional methods of instruction and "multimedia"

teachers, those incorporating various forms of instructional

media in their instruction. Seventy-five per cent of the

traditional teachers had regular assignments in the library,

with the most typical assignment being the research paper

or oral report. Both groups agreed, however, that in order

to motivate students to use the library and media facilities,

"the instructor must give specific assignments" (47, p. 23).

Thomason's study of student attitudes toward and

utilization of media facilities in public junior colleges
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in Texas lends credence to this observation as she found

that "63 percent of the students felt that a teacher's

suggestion or assignment was their major reason for using

the library" (73, p. 150).

Correspondingly, Allen reported in his book, Use of

Community College Libraries, that 62 per cent of the faculty

at three Illinois community colleges required their students

to use the library (2, p. 107).

During the 1966-67 academic year, Hostrop conducted

a study of seven two-year colleges. His research revealed

that it was the term paper which impelled students to use

the library. "It is noteworthy that of the 347 different

courses offered only 17 were responsible for generating

20 or more withdrawals . . ." (34, p. 103).

In a later study by Hostrop at College of the Desert

in California he reported that, "nearly 90 percent of all

graded classes offered at College of the Desert were found

to be library independent; that is the use of library

materials was not notably or extremely important in deter-

mining final grades" (35, p. 165). In courses that were

judged to be library dependent "the area of greatest con-

gruence among instructors and students was that term papers

constituted the assignment most notable or extremely demand-

ing of library usage" (35, p. 165).

In 1965 Cohen surveyed the presidents and deans in

seventy-four California public junior colleges. Among the
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"needs and problems" identified by the respondents were

1. The wide discrepancy among academic depart-

ments in making library assignments and in stimu-

lating library use.

2. The lack of current materials in all areas.

3. Ineffective methods for finding information on

given topics.

4. The failure to relate students' use of the library

to their course work (16, p. 20).

When asked for suggestions and improvements, respon-

dents generally agreed that "it is possible to strengthen

instruction through better use of library facilities, and

some suggested that more assignments should be given to

attract students to the library for purposes other than

ready texts" (16, p. 21).

From these studies it is apparent that academic com-

munity junior college faculty members bear a startling

resemblance to their university counterparts. Their in-

fluence in impelling students to use the library is cer-

tainly as important as in the university. The great

majority of student use of the library is course stimulated.

Community college academic faculty, however, seem to be as

remiss in integrating library use into their classroom pro-

gram as the university faculty.

While there are no comprehensive studies in the litera-

ture which sustain or refute this view of the library by
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vocational technical faculty, one study by Bruner and Lee

found that business teachers at a major university "failed

to fully exploit the library resources" and that 90 per cent

of the senior business students at a major university rated

their knowledge of the business library as poor or very poor,

70 per cent could not name an index or abstract they had

recently used and only 5 per cent knew of the Business

Periodicals Index. The authors concluded

. . . to the extent that the business student
is inadequately prepared to effectively use the
business library, the business faculty can be
justifiably criticized. If such a condition
exists, and we believe it does, it would follow
that the business students experience with the
library generally constitutes a limited and in-
significant part of his education (9, p. 297).

Waddle in his study of Washington community colleges

stated that "the vocational-technical areas of instruction

represent an unprobed aspect of the library's roles, but

the initial view would indicate little traditional library

involvement since the stress is on learning and developing

a skill" (76, p. 63).

Some authors have attempted to explain the lack of

library involvement by vocational-technical instructors.

Spalsbury feels that vocational technical students are

traditionally non-library users, but would use library type

materials if they were located near vocational-technical

facilities.

For many students the learning centers have
been a revelation. Vocational students for the
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most part are not great users of these facilities.
They are often turned off by traditional teaching.
They have trouble expressing themselves and be-
cause they lack these skills they do not use the
library. But these same students who formerly
would never have entered a library to read or use
any of the reference materials are using the
satellite libraries (71, p. 36).

Williams and Turner offer another reason which might

explain the reluctance of vocational-technical teachers to

use the library.

The reading and comprehension problems faced
by technical instructors working with a wide range
of students . . . can be almost insurmountable.
These students are not necessarily handicapped
learners strictly defined, but they need help.
They may be adults whose study skills are rusting,
dropouts who have never learned to cope with
written materials or recent high school graduates
with limited reading abilities (80, p. 52).

Finally, Harris touches on what might be the greatest deter-

rent to library use by vocational-technical faculty and

students, "the icy atmosphere so often found in college

libraries" (31, p. 56).

Library materials, whether housed in the library or in

departmental libraries or teachers' offices near the shops

and laboratories, can be valuable instructional resources

for vocational-technical teachers. It, therefore, behooves

community college librarians to study the heretofore

unstudied reasons for their use or non-use of such materials.

The literature only hints at reasons for non-use: vocational-

technical students' inability to read, their inability to

express themselves, and the unwelcoming atmosphere of the
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library. Perhaps these are the main reasons. Perhaps,

however, vocational-technical teachers share the same

characteristics as their academic counterparts: disregard

for the importance of the library and emphasis on lecture-

textbook instruction. Perhaps also their programs, as

Waddle noted, involve the learning and developing of a

skill, and traditional library services are not needed.

Summary

This chapter has traced the development of the two-

year college from the junior college of the 1920's to

the modern day comprehensive community junior college.

Articles and studies have been cited which identified

the most prevalent issues or problems of the community

junior college. A problem pertinent to this study was the

failure of the community junior colleges to implement on a

broad basis innovative teaching techniques which employ a

variety of instructional techniques.

Most of the articles and studies cited in the chapter

were primarily directed toward the academic segment of the

community junior college. The vocational-technical segment

is, for the most part, an unstudied element. Many questions

thus far remain unanswered. Do vocational-technical in-

structors share with their academic counterparts a general

disdain for instructional resources? How do they use the

college library and what are the reasons which impel them
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to use or not use it? Because the community junior college

library is charged with the mission of becoming an integral

part of the education process such questions as these should

not remain unanswered if the library is to fulfill its

mission.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purposes of this study were (1) to analyze the use

of instructional resources (including library printed mate-

rials) by vocational-technical instructors, and (2) to

identify principal attitudinal factors associated with the

use or non-use of library materials. This chapter describes

the population studied and the methods and procedures used

in collecting and analyzing data. Data for the study we-re

collected during the spring semester of 1976, and the basic

analyses were completed during the summer semester of 1976.

The Population

The full-time and part-time vocational-technical instruc-

tors of Tarrant County Junior College, South Campus, Fort

Worth, Texas, constituted the population of the study. This

population included fifty-six full-time and eighty-two part-

time instructors who (1) were designated as members of the

vocational-technical faculty in the records of the Dean of

Instruction, (2) held teaching assignments during the spring

semester, 1976, and (3) held no administrative position as

defined by the college Policies and Procedures Manual.

The vocational-technical faculty of this campus is

organized under the following divisions:
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(1) Division of Applied Science and Mathematics,

which includes the departments of

(a) Engineering Technology, with the electronics,

drafting, mechanical technology, and radio-

television repair programs; (b) Industrial

Technology with automotive, appliance service

and repair, air conditioning and refrigera-

tion, and service station attendant programs,

and the Fire Protection Department.

(2) Division of Business, which includes the depart-

ments of

(a) Data Processing; (b) Mid-Management; and

(c) Office Occupations.

(3) Division of Science and Health, which includes

the departments of

(a) Home Economics, with the dietetic technology

and home economics program; and (b) Nursing.

Instruments

A search of the literature revealed no standardized

survey instruments suitable for the present study. It did

prove feasible, however, in constructing the three instru-

ments employed in the study to use selected items from

questionnaires as developed and reported by Allen (1971),

Hostrop (1968), and Waddle (1967). (For complete biblio-

graphic citations see previous references on page 20.)
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The first of these instruments was a self-reporting

survey questionnaire (see Appendices) designed to collect

data on the kinds and amounts of instructional resources

used by the vocational-technical instructors. An introduc-

tory section called for descriptive data about the

respondent: (1) course load, (2) teaching status, (3) length

of time taught, (4) highest educational level completed, and

(5) the number of college education courses completed.

A second section of the questionnaire called for re-

sponses to the kinds and amounts of instructional resources

used. Amount of use was determined by the respondent

indicating the number of courses in which each kind of

resource was used on a scale varying from "none of my

courses" to "six courses." Six courses constituted the

maximum load for a full-time instructor.

The questionnaire covered twenty-one different kinds of

resources. An initial check-list of the kinds of instruc-

tional resources already known to be widely used was first

developed. Division and department chairmen were then

asked to review the check-list and to identify any addi-

tional instructional resources used. Each kind of resource

thus identified in the check-list was incorporated in a

questionnaire statement calling for instructors to indicate

the number of courses in which the resource was used. Among

the kinds of instructional resources included were library

printed materials. Questionnaire statements regarding the
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kinds of library printed materials used were developed

from similar statements in the Allen, Hostrop, and Waddle

studies.

A third section of this first questionnaire was in-

cluded for completion only by those instructors who indi-

cated use of library printed materials as an instructional

resource. It called for responses concerning the types of

library assighments made by instructors and the importance

of the library to their teaching.

In order to identify principal attitudinal factors

associated with the use or non-use of library printed

materials, two additional survey questionnaires were

designed.

Attitudinal studies involving the use or non-use of

library materials by faculty and students have been con-

ducted and reported in the literature. A check-list of

such attitudinal factors from the Allen, Hostrop, and

Waddle studies was developed for this study. Also included

in the check-list were factors concerning certain assump-

tions (as cited in Chapter I, p. 8) relating to reasons for

the use or non-use of library printed materials by voca-

tional-technical faculty. Division and department chairmen

were then asked to review the factors and to identify any

additional factors they felt to be relevant. Questionnaire

statements were next devised for the factors, and separate
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questionnaires were designed for those factors concerned

with library use and those concerned with non-use.

The three questionnaires thus constructed were then

submitted to a panel of five librarians from community

junior colleges similar in size and curriculum. These

librarians were requested to identify any additional kinds

of instructional resources and attitudinal factors not

included in the questionnaires that might be relevant to

the study. They were also requested to evaluate the ques-

tionnaire statements for their suitability in eliciting the

desired data. Their recommendations, together with those

of the researcher's doctoral committee, were incorporated

in the final versions of the questionnaires.

All questionnaires were then pre-tested by administer-

ing them to the Tarrant County Junior College Northeast

Campus vocational-technical instructors. Their responses

indicated that the instruments would produce the desired

data necessary to conduct the study.

Questionnaire Administration

The list of vocational-technical instructors obtained

from the records of the Dean of Instruction was separated

into full-time and part-time instructors. Each instructor

was numerically coded on the list, and the number codes were

assigned to the questionnaires. No names were used on the

questionnaires in order to preserve anonymity.



77

During the first weeks of March, 1976, the first

questionnaire concerning the use of instructional resources

was placed in the campus mail box of each instructor. In-

cluded with the questionnaire was a cover letter explaining

the purpose of the study and giving instructions for complet-

ing the questionnaire. A letter from the Dean of Instruction

endorsing the study was also enclosed in the questionnaire

packet.

Completed first questionnaires were returned to the

library through campus mail. The second set of question-

naires was sent to the respondents, also through campus

mail. Follow-up letters were sent if no response from

either mailing was received in one week.

Each respondent who completed the first questionnaire

was sent a second questionnaire which provided a check-list

of attitudinal statements regarding the use or non-use of

the library. Respondents were asked to select from the

list those statements which best explained their reasons

for using or not using the library. Two versions of the

second questionnaire were used, one designed for those

factors associated with library use and one designed for

those factors associated with non-use.

An acceptable response was received from both surveys.

Fifty-four of the full-time instructors, or 96 per cent,

completed both questionnaires, as did 64 or 78 per cent of

the part-time instructors.
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Analysis of the Data

Completed questionnaires were collected, revised, and

submitted to the TCJC computer center for key-punching of

responses. Tabular summaries and analyses were then pre-

pared by the computer. Analyses were made of the kinds and

amounts of instructional resources used and the attitudinal

factors associated with use or non-use of the library,

according to the instructors' (1) highest level of formal

education completed, (2) amount of courses completed in

higher education, (3) length of time taught, and (4) teach-

ing status.

The hypotheses were tested for significance by the

chi square method of comparison. This method was chosen

for use because the collected data were developed princi-

pally by the comparison proportions. Chi square values were

computed using the procedures and formula described by

Ferguson for the "application of chi square in testing the

significance of the difference between proportions" (1,

p. 186). Computed chi square values were compared with the

critical values of chi square for ascribing significance.

The level of significance selected for acceptance or rejec-

tion of the hypotheses was set at .05.

Summary

The purposes of this study were to (1) analyze the

use of instructional resources (including library printed
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materials) by vocational-technical instructors and (2)

to identify principal attitudinal factors associated with

the use or non-use of library materials. Three question-

naires were developed for collecting data (see Appendices).

Data concerning the use of resources were analyzed according

to classifications of instructors by (1) highest educa-

tional level completed; (2) number of college education

courses completed; (3) length of time taught; and (4)

teaching status. The chi square method of comparison was

used to determine if the differences in response to the

questionnaires were significant.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter presents the analyses of data in the

following order: (1) an overview of questionnaire responses

for the total population and (2) analyses of the responses

by: (a) highest educational level completed; (b) number of

courses completed in education; (c) length of time taught;

and (d) teaching status.

Overview of Questionnaire Responses

Highest Educational Level Completed

In analyzing the instructors according to their high-

est educational level completed, it was found that of the

125 instructors, 76 (or 61 per cent) were below the master's

degree level. The largest group included instructors with

the bachelor's degree, 34 per cent. Only 18 per cent had

gone beyond the master's degree, and 13 per cent had com-

pleted only high school. (See Table I.)
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TABLE I

INSTRUCTORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO HIGHEST
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL COMPLETED

Highest M.
Degree H.S. A.A. B.A. M.A. + Ph.D. Total
Earned* 24

Number of 16 18 43 26 17 5 125
Instruc tors

Per Cent 13 14 34 21 14 4 100

*H.S., High School; A.A., Associate Degree in Arts;
B.A., Bachelor's Degree; M.A., Master's Degree; M + 24,
Master's Degree plus 24 hours; Ph.D., Doctor of Philosophy
Degree.

Number of Courses Completed in
Higher Education

When instructors were classified according to the

number of courses they had completed in Higher Education,

forty-seven (or 37 per cent) indicated that they had taken

no courses. Almost an equal number, however, had taken

fifteen or more hours, and 63 per cent had taken at least

three hours. Of the 61 per cent who had completed at least

the bachelor's degree, the majority evidently concentrated

primarily on a subject specialty other than education.

(See Table II.)
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TABLE II

INSTRUCTORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER
OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATI ON

Number of Courses 15 or More
Taken in Higher 0 Hours 3-12 Hours Hours Total
Education

Number of 47 37 41 25Instructors

Per Cent 37 30 33 100

Length of Time Taught

As shown in 'Table III, a fairly large per cent of

instructors were not new to the teaching profession.

Thirty-six per cent had taught six or more years. Approxi-

mately one-fourth, however, had taught only one year, and

for most of these TCJC was their first teaching position.

TABLE III

INSTRUCTORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO LENGTH
OF TIME TAUGHT

Length of Time 1 2-5 6 or More Total
Taught Year Years Years Total

Number of 3347 47 125Instructors

Per Cent 26 38 36 100
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Teaching Status

There were fifty-four full-time instructors teaching,

up to six courses per semester and seventy part-time

instructors teaching two to three courses per semester.

(See Table IV.)

TABLE IV

INSTRUCTORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO TEACHING
STATUS (FULL-TIME PART-TIME)

Status Full-Time Part-Time Total

Number of 54 70 124
Instructors

Per Cent 43 57 100

Use of Instructional Resources of All Kinds

Of the 281 vocational-technical courses taught during

the period covered by the study, audio-visual materials

were used in 247 courses or 88 per cent. Audio-visual mate-

rials were described in the questionnaire as including

"films, filmstrips, slides, cassettes, video tapes, etc.,

but not micro texts." This relatively high level of use

of audio-visual materials contrasts with levels of use

reported by some observers for community junior college

instructors in general. Such high use by vocational-

technical instructors, however, would agree with the facts

(1) that for many of the vocational-technical courses no
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adequate textbook exists, and (2) that many of the courses

were originally designed as multi-mediated programs.

Table V lists the different kinds of instructional resources

ranked according to their level of use by all instructors in

the population.

As a group, the instructors used a wide range of re-

sources in their courses, including traditional library

printed materials or materials that could be acquired in a

library. Printed materials were used in at least 50 per

cent of the courses. For these courses, the printed mate-

rials included departmental books, 73 per cent; personally

owned books, 72 per cent; manufacturers' literature other

than service manuals, 63 per cent; personal journals, 56

per cent; manufacturers' service manuals, 52 per cent; and

association publications, 50 per cent. However, the library,

which either contained the same materials or could have ac-

quired them, was used in only 37 per cent of the courses.

Instructors made relatively little use of what might

be described as "outside" or "off-campus" resources. These

included: practitioners to speak to classes, 29 per cent;

field trips, 25 per cent; student on-the-job training, 24

per cent; students attending association meetings, 16 per

cent; and student interviews of practitioners in the field,

13 per cent.

Textbooks ranked eighteenth in the list of twenty-one

resources and were used in only 18 per cent of the courses.
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The heavier use of personal and departmental journals (in

56 per cent and 33 per cent of the courses respectively) is

in marked contrast to the limited use of textbooks. (See

Table V.)

Use of Library Materials Only

Table VI presents further data on the relatively limited

use of library printed materials. Of the 125 instructors

surveyed in the study, only thirty-two or 25 per cent

responded affirmatively to the question, "Do you usually

require library assignments as part of your teaching program

in introductory courses?" Thirty-six or 28 per cent

responded affirmatively for "advanced courses." Almost the

same number of instructors felt that the "use of the library

by your students is necessary for their achieving success in

the courses you are teaching." (See Table VII.)

TABLE VI

RESPONSES BY TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU USUALLY

REQUIRE LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS AS PART
OF YOUR TEACHING PROGRAM?"

Introductory Courses Advanced Courses
Number of Per Cent Number of

Instructors Instructor Per Cent

Yes 32 25 36 28

No 93 75 89 72

Total 125 100 125 100
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TABLE VII

RESPONSES OF THE TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT USE

OF THE LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS IS NECESSARY
FOR THEIR ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN THE COURSES

YOU ARE TEACHING?"

Introductory Courses Advanced Courses

No. of PrCn No. of PrCn
Instructors Per Cent Instructors Per Cent

Yes 32 25 40 32

No 93 75 85 68

Total 125 100 125 100

A lesser number of instructors (19 per cent in intro-

ductory courses and 22 per cent in advanced courses)

actually considered library assignments in their final course

grades. (See Table VIII.)

TABLE VIII

RESPONSES OF THE TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE QUESTION, "DO LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS

FIGURE IN THE FINAL GRADE THAT
YOU GIVE STUDENTS?"

[Introductory Courses Advanced Courses

No. of Per Cent No. of Per Cent
Instructors Instructors

Yes 24 19 28 22

No 101 81 97 78

Total 125 100 125 100
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When questioned as to the actual assignments that were

made, only 8 per cent of the instructors reported using

"comprehensive readings." (Comprehensive readings are

defined as in-depth, research readings.) Twelve per cent

used reserve readings, 12 per cent assigned readings, and

17 per cent short papers. "Journal articles," however, were

used far more extensively, 36 per cent, again underscoring

the importance of journals to the vocational-technical

educator. (See Table IX.)

TABLE IX

RESPONSES OF THE TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE QUESTION, "INDICATE THE TYPE OF

LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS THAT YOU MAKE."

Assignment Yes Per Cent No Per Cent Total

Journal articles 44 36 81 64 125

Short papers 21 17 104 83 125

Reserve readings 16 12 109 78 125

Assigned readings 15 12 110 78 125

Comprehensive 9 8 116 92 125
readings_ I

Although the instructors as a group made relatively

limited use of the library, 82 per cent of them affirmed

that their students should use the library collection for

further information in their courses as shown in Table X.

Additionally, over 90 per cent stated that they urged their
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TABLE X

RESPONSES OF THE TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE QUESTIONS ON LIBRARY USE

Question "Yes Per Cent No Per Cent Total

1. Do you encourage stu-
dents to use the
library collection? 103 82 22 18 125

2. Do you urge students
to keep up with tech-
nical advances
through the use of
journals? 115 92 10 8 125

3. Do you feel that you
could effectively
teach your courses
without library? 54 44 71 56 125

students to keep up with technical advances through the

journal articles. At the same time, however, 44 per cent of

the instructors indicated that they could teach their courses

just as effectively without the college library.

Responses regarding personal use of library books by the

instructors indicated that the greatest use was for informa-

tion needed for courses being taught, 40 per cent, followed

by professional upgrading, 38 per cent. Less use, 25 per

cent, was made for "materials for courses you are taking,"

and only 13 per cent for "recreational reading." (See

Table XI.)
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TABLE XI

RESPONSES BY THE TOTAL POPULATION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL
INSTRUCTORS TO THE STATEMENT, "FOR WHAT REASONS
HAVE YOU CHECKED OUT BOOKS FROM THE LIBRARY?"

Yes Per Cent No Per Cent Total

1. Information for
courses you are
teaching 49 40 76 60 125

2. Professional up-
dating 47 38 78 62 125

3. Information for
courses you are
presently taking 32 25 93 75 125

4. Recreational reading 16j13 109 87 125

Attitudinal Statements Associated with Instructors'

Use of the Library

When the fifty-nine instructors who completed the ques-

tionnaire concerned with use of the library were asked to

identify statements which best described their attitudes to-

ward library use, all (100 per cent) were agreed that

"students need to learn to use the college library as part

of their college education." They felt almost as strongly

that "students should read more than textbook assignments"

(98 per cent) and that "use of library materials helps my

students broaden their overall education" (94 per cent). As

shown in Table XII, all but two of the attitudinal statements

received over 70 per cent endorsement. The two exceptions
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were: "I use the library and therefore feel that my stu-

dents should use it" (58 per cent); and "the library col-

lection is adequate for my students' needs" (49 per cent).

(See Table XII.)

Attitudinal Statements Associated with
Non-Use of Library

Of the fifty-seven instructors who indicated that they

did not use library printed materials as an instructional

resource, the statement most often cited was "my courses

predominately involve skill development, majerials must be

readily accessible to the classroom laboratory or shop."

The predominance of this attitude agrees with the previously

noted extensive use of personal and departmental books and

journals as opposed to use of library owned materials. Al-

most 70 per cent further indicated that their courses "do

not require the use of library materials."

Most of these instructors indicated that their non-use

of library materials as an instructional resource was not

associated with student characteristics, that is: student

time available to complete library assignments, student

ability to use the library, student lack of motivation, stu-

dent ability to read, or student's not feeling "at home" in

the library.

Also to be noted is that instructor attitudes in this

regard were not associated to any appreciable extent with

their own knowledge of library use or their previous experi-

ences with libraries. (See Table XIII.)
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TABLE XIII

RESPONSES TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH
NON-USE OF THE LIBRARY BY INSTRUCTORS

CLASSIFIED AS NON-LIBRARY USERS

Question Yes Per Cent No Per Cent Total

1. My courses predominant-
ly involve skill devel-
opment, materials must
be accessible to class-
room, lab or shop 48 84 9 16 57*

2. My courses do not re-
quire use of library
materials 39 68 18 32 57

3. My courses have too
much to cover 20 35 37 64 57

4. My students do not have
time to complete
assignments 17 30 40 70 57

5. The library collection
is inadequate 15 26 42 74 57

6. The majority of my
students can not use the
library adequately 12 21 45 79 57

7. My students are not
motivated sufficiently
to complete library
assignments 11 19 46 71 57

8. My students can not
read well enough to
complete library
assignments 8 14 49 86 57

9. My students do not feel
comfortable or "at
home" in the library 61 11 51 89 57
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TABLE XIII--Continued

Question Yes Per Cent No PerCent Total

10. I do not feel I know
enough about the
library and therefore
can not make assign-
ments in the library 4 8 53 82 57

11. My own experiences
with libraries have
left me with a bad
impression of libraries 3 5 54 95 57

12. My classes are too
large, I can not ad-
minister library
assignments 2 4 55 96 57

*The actual number of instructors who indicated non-use
of the library on the first questionnaire was 62. Five did
not complete the second questionnaire.

Analysis of Data According to the Highest
Educational Level Completed

The present section analyzes the relationship of (1)

the use of instructional resources and of (2) the attitudes

of instructors toward library use to (3) the highest educa-

tional level completed by instructors.

Use of Instructional Resources of All Kinds

The following method was employed in establishing the

amount of use of an instructional resource. First, the

total number of courses taught by the instructors in each

classification was computed. This figure thus represented

the total number of courses in which an instructional



97

resource could have been used by the instructors in each

classification. The relative use of each kind of resource

was then determined by dividing the total number of courses

taught (or maximum possible use factor) into the total number

of courses in which the instructor reported the actual use

of each kind of resource. Table XIV (see pages 98, 99)

summarizes the findings in this regard. It also shows the

chi square value obtained in testing for significant differ-

ences in the use of each kind of resource by instructors

when classified by their highest educational level.

In the following discussion, for each classification of

instructor, note is taken of the kinds of instructional

resources used the most and the least. A comparison is also

made with the population as a whole.

As shown in Table XIV, the instructors who had completed

only high school recorded the highest use among all instruc-

tors for (a) practitioners or employers to speak to classes

and (b) library printed materials. This group recorded the

lowest use of departmental books and shared in the lowest

use of textbooks, manuals or guides, and student interviews

of practitioners in the field.

While instructors who had completed only high school

generally agreed with the total population's pattern of use

of instructional resources (see Table V, p. 86), they

differed sharply in the use of one resource, departmental
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books. The total population used this resource in 73 per

cent of the courses taught, whereas this group recorded

51 per cent use.

The next classification, instructors with the associate

degree, displayed the most erratic pattern of use of instruc-

tional resources of all groupings. They recorded the highest

use of six instructional resources and the lowest in eight.

The highest use was of audio-visual materials, departmental

books, departmentally prepared syllabi, manufacturers'

service manuals, programmed or individualized materials, and

information notes from courses presently taking. Their low-

est use was of personally owned journals, self prepared

syllabi, association journals, departmental journals, practi-

tioners or employers to speak to classes, government

publications, field trips, and student interviews of practi-

tioners in the field.

This group also differed from the total population in

the use of several instructional resources: manufacturers'

literature other than service manuals, 89 per cent (total

population, 64 per cent); information notes of previously

taken courses, 96 per cent (total population, 63 per cent);

departmentally prepared syllabi, 83 per cent (total popula-

tion, 59 per cent); personally owned journals, 33 per cent

(total population, 56 per cent); programmed or individual-

ized materials, 72 per cent (total population, 46 per cent).
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The third classification, instructors who had completed

the bachelor's degree, recorded the highest use of only one

instructional resource, student on-the-job training. They

did not record the lowest use in any of the instructional

resources. They also did not differ to any great extent

from the pattern of responses of the total population.

The fourth classification, instructors with the master's

degree, did not record the highest use of any instructional

resource. They did, however, have the lowest use of manufac-

turers' literature other than service manuals, information

notes from courses previously taken, and departmental jour-

nals. They differed sharply from the responses of the total

population in the use of two instructional resources: infor-

mation notes of previously taken courses, 40 per cent (total

population, 63 per cent) and departmentally prepared syllabi,

34 per cent (total population, 59 per cent).

The fifth classification, instructors with the master's

degree plus 24 hours, recorded the highest use of self

prepared syllabi. They recorded the lowest use of manufac-

turers' service manuals, library printed materials, and

student on-the-job training. They did not differ appre-

ciably from the responses of the total population in the use

of any of the instructional resources.

The sixth classification, instructors with the doctor-

ate, recorded the highest use of more instructional resources,

nine, than any other classification. It should be noted,
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however, that there were only five in this classification

who accounted for nine courses. The highest use was of

personally owned books, manufacturers' literature other than

service manuals, information notes from courses previously

taken, personally owned journals, association publications,

government publications, field trips, student attendance at

association meetings, and student interviews of practi-

tioners in the field.

This group recorded the lowest use of audio-visual

materials, departmentally prepared syllabi, programmed or

individualized materials, textbooks, manual or guides, and

information from courses presently taking.

They differed sharply from the total population in the

use of audio-visual materials, 56 per cent (total popula-

tion, 86 per cent); manufacturers' literature other than

service manuals, 100 per cent (total population, 64 per

cent); information from notes of previously taken courses,

100 per cent (total population, 63 per cent); department-

ally prepared syllabi, 33 per cent (total population, 59

per cent); personally owned periodicals, 78 per cent (total

population, 51 per cent); programmed or individualized mate-

rials, 22 per cent (total population, 46 per cent); depart-

mental journals, 56 per cent (total population, 33 per cent);

government publications, 89 per cent (total population, 28

per cent); student interviews, 44 per cent (total popula-

tion, 13 per cent).
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The null hypothesis for this portion of the study

posited that when instructors are classified according to

their highest educational level completed, there would be

no significant difference in their use of the instructional

resources surveyed in this study. As shown in Table XIV,

this hypothesis was rejected in all cases except one, as

the computed chi square exceeded the critical value for

accepting the null hypothesis at the .05 level of signifi-

cance. The exception was field trips. (Succeeding

hypotheses will be tested and reported by comparing the

computed chi square value to the critical value for accep-

tance at the .05 level of significance.)

Use of Library Materials Only

While only 25 per cent of all of the instructors re-

quired library assignments as part of their teaching program

in introductory courses, almost one half, 47 per cent, of

the instructors with the master's degree plus 24 hours

responded affirmatively to the question regarding library

assignments. Fifty-three per cent of this same group

required library assignments in their advanced courses.

Instructors with the associate degree recorded the lowest

affirmative response to the question regarding advanced

courses. The null hypothesis concerning such use (i.e.,

no significant difference in such use by educational level
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of instructors) was rejected at the .05 level of signifi-

cance as shown in Table XV.

TABLE XV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF THE INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED TO THE

QUESTION, "DO YOU USUALLY REQUIRE LIBRARY
ASSIGNMENTS AS PART OF YOUR

TEACHING PROGRAM?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+24 D Total X2
Number of Instructors TW W18 3 27 17 5 125 Value

Introductory courses 19% 17% 30% 27% 47% 20% 25% 31.77
Advanced courses 19% 11% 30% 31% 53% 20% 28% 53.84

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

Instructors who had completed only high school led the

other groups in indicating that use of the library by their

students was necessary for achieving success in their intro-

ductory courses. Paradoxically, instructors with the asso-

ciate degree, who were thus only one level above the high

school group, recorded the lowest affirmative response to

this question. For advanced courses instructors with the

bachelor's degree recorded the highest affirmative responses,

and those with the associate degree recorded the lowest.

The null hypothesis concerning such use was rejected at the

.05 level of significance as shown in Table XVI.

When instructors were questioned as to their use of

library assignments in figuring the final grade in intro-

ductory courses and advanced courses, those with bachelor's
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TABLE XVI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED TO THE

QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT USE OF THE
LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS IS NECESSARY

FOR THEIR ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN THE
COURSES YOU ARE TEACHING?"

Level of Education H.S. 1 A B M M+24 D Total X2
Number of Instructors 16 1 3 17 5 125 Value

Introductory courses 38% 11% 26%j35% 18% 20% 26% 29.02
Advanced courses 31%17% %35% 29% 2% 32% 18.84

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

degree recorded the highest affirmative response to the ques-

tion, and again, no doctorates responded affirmatively. The

null hypothesis concerning such use was rejected at the .05

level of significance as shown in Table XVII.

TABLE XVII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE

QUESTION, "DO LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS FIGURE IN
THE FINAL GRADE THAT YOU GIVE STUDENTS?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M 'M+24 D Total X2
Number of Instructors- 16'8 3 2W 17 5 125 Value

Introductory courses 13% 17% 26% 19% 18% 0% 19% 28.82

Advanced courses 19% 1%227% 29% 0% 22% 41.98

(uriuical value for accepting the
the .05 level of significance with 5 df

nuil hypothesis
is 11.07.)

at

As previously noted for the population as a whole ,

"journal articles" were the most frequent type of library
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assignment made by the instructors in this study. Almost

one half, 47 per cent of the instructors with master's degree

plus 24 hours used journal articles as a library assignment.

The lowest use was recorded by instructors with the associate

degree, 11 per cent. The master's degree plus 24 hours group

also used "short papers" and "assigned readings" more than

the other groups. "Reserve readings" were used most by

instructors with the bachelor's and those with the master's

degree. The null hypothesis concerning such use was rejected

at the .05 level of significance as shown in Table XVIII.

TABLE XVIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE STATEMENT,

"INDICATE THE TYPE OF LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS
THAT YOU MAKE."

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+24 D Total X
Number of Instructors 16 '18 43 26 17 5 125 Value
Reserve readings 6% 6% 19% 19% 12% 0% 12% 44.83
Assigned readings 13% 0% 7% 19% 24% 20% 12% 34.13
Short papers 13% 17% 19% 19% 24% 0% 18% 26.60

Comprehensive read-
ings 13% 6% 14% 4% 0% 0% 8% 32.63

Journal articles 25% 11% 4o%146% 47% 20% 36% 51.79
(Critical value for accep ing the null hypothesis at

the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

There was little difference among the instructors when

asked if they encouraged students to use the library for

further information on subjects they were teaching.

The null hypothesis concerning this question was not
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re jected at the .05 level of significance as shown in

Table XIX.

TABLE XIX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE QUESTION,

"DO YOU ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO USE THE LIBRARY
COLLECTION FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON

A PARTICULAR SUBJECT YOU
ARE TEACHING?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+24 D Total XT
Number of Instruct ors s_ 7 " 73 26 17 5 125 Value

Instruc tors i
Responding Yes 88% 831I 81%85%176%80%1 822% 5.93

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

There also was relatively little difference in the

responses of the instructors when they were asked if they

urged students to use the library to keep up with technical

advances in their field after they had graduated. Statis-

tically, however, the null hypothesis concerning this

question was rejected at the .05 level of significance as

shown in Table XX.

TABLE XX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE QUESTION,

"DO YOU URGE STUDENTS TO KEEP UP WITH TECHNICAL
ADVANCES IN THEIR OCCUPATION AFTER GRADUATION

THROUGH THE USE OF JOURNALS
AND LITERATURE?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+2 D Total XF
Number ofrInstructors 16 78-73 2 17 125 Value
Ins truc torsj
Responding Yes 100% 91% 88% 100% 88% 100% 92% 24.93

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)
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There was, on the other hand, a pronounced difference

of opinion among the instructors as to whether they could

teach their courses just as efficiently without the college

library. Eighty per cent of the doctorates responded

affirmatively to this question, while only 31 per cent of

the instructors with the master's degree responded affirma-

tively. The null hypothesis concerning this question was

rejected at the .05 level of significance as shown in

Table XXI.

TABLE XXI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE

QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU COULD
EFFECTIVELY TEACH YOUR COURSES
WITHOUT THE COLLEGE LIBRARY?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+24 D TotaliX
Number of Instructors F -1-73 26 17 5 125 Value

Instructors _

Responding Yes 144% 10% 47%31%1 41% 180% 44% 55.18
(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at

the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

Ironically, instructors with doctorates degree recorded

the highest use of books checked out of the library for

information for courses they were teaching, 60 per cent.

Instructors who had completed only high school used the

library more than the other groups for "professional updat-

ing" and "materials for courses you are taking." Instruc-

tors with doctorates and instructors with the associate

degree reported no use of books for recreational reading.

The null hypothesis concerning such use was rejected at the

.05 level of significance as shown in Table XXII.
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TABLE XXII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED, TO THE QUESTION,

"FOR WHAT REASONS HAVE YOU CHECKED OUT BOOKS FROM
THE LIBRARY?"

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+241D Total X2
Number of Instructors 16 1T 43 26 17 5 125 Value

Professional updating 50% 33% 44% 19% 47% 50% 38% 27.23
Materials for courses

presently taking 50% 33% 26% 12% 24% 20% 25% 42.51
Recreational reading 19% o% 14% 19% 18% 0% 16% 41.22

Information for 4%22% 44% 42% 29% 60% 39% 36.65
courses presently
teaching

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)

Attitudinal Statements Associated with Instructors' Use
of the Library

When the instructors who were identified as library

users were asked to select the attitudinal statements which

best reflected their reasons for using the library, they

unanimously responded that students need to learn to use

the college library as part of their college education.

They recorded similar agreement in their feeling that use

of the library helps students to broaden their overall

education and that students should read more than textbook

assignments.

Their greatest disagreement was in their regard for

the adequacy of the library collection. Seventy-eight per
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cent of the instructors with the masters degree plus 24 hours

felt that the collection was adequate, while only 8 per cent

of those with masters degree concurred. (Instructors with

the doctorate are not contrasted in this regard as there.was

only one respondent in this grouping.)

Instructors also tended to disagree that their classes

were small enough to administer library assignments. Affirm-

ative responses ranged from 89 per cent of those instructors

with a master's plus 24 hours to 54 per cent of those instruc-

tors with the master's degree.

With their regard and their feeling that library

materials helped students keep abreast of new developments

in the field: affirmative responses were recorded by 100 per

cent of the high school only group, the master's degree group

and the master's plus 24 hours group. However, only 57 per

cent of the instructors with the associate degree responded

affirmatively.

Seventy-five per cent of the instructors who had com-

pleted only high school felt that because they used the

library so should their students. Only 53 per cent of the

instructors with the bachelor's degree concurred with the

attitude.

While 89 per cent of the instructors with master's

plus 24 hours agreed that library materials expanded their

courses content, only 57 per cent of the associate degree

grouping concurred.
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TABLE XXIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING
LIBRARY USE BY INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED

(expressed in percentages)

Level of Education H.S. A B M!M+24 D'Total XZ

Number of Instructors 8 7 21 13 9 1159 IValue

Attitudinal Statement

1. Students need to
learn to use the
college library 100

2. Students chould
read more than
textbook assign-
ments 100

3. Use of library
materials helps
broaden students I
overall educa-
tion 100

4. Use of library
materials helps
students keep
abreast of new
developments in
their field 100

5. Use of library
materials now is
best preparation
for continuing
education later
on the job 100

6,. Library materials
expand my course
content 75

100 100

1001100

100

92

1001 911100

100

100

100

100

891 100

571 811100 100 100

71

57

81

81

100

92

781100

89,100

100

98

94

0.00

50.54

42.00

88 tl.69.37

86

81

84.36

78.88
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TABLE XXIII--Continued

Level of Education .S. A B M M+24 D Total X2

Number of Instructors 8 7 21 9 1 59 Value

7. Library assign-
ments help
students develop
critical think-
ing

8. The class is
too small to
administer
library assign-
ments

9. Use of library
materials helps
students to
make better
grades

10. I use the
library and
therefore feel
that my students
should

11. The library
collection is
adequate for my
students needs

88

88

86 f67

57 186

88 1100 1 62

75

63

71 153

43 162

77

54

70

54

8

89 100

89 1100

56 1100

56

78
-L- -_-_III_--. .

(Critical value for accepting the
the .05 level of significance with 5 df

100

0

78 48.67

76 107.29

71

58

49
-- J --

113.53

144.67

207.16

null hypothesis at
is 11.07.)

Even though instructors with the associate degree

consistently made little use of the library, 100 per cent of

the "library users" in this group agreed that use of the

library helped their students made better grades, whereas

instructors with master's degree plus 24 hours consistently



made relatively high use of the library assignments, they

recorded the lowest agreement (56 per cent) on this statement.

As shown in Table XXIII, the null hypothesis concerning

each of these attitudinal statements was rejected with one

exception, namely, the statement that "students need to learn

to use the library as part of their college education."

Attitudinal Statements Associated with Non-Use
of the Library

When the instructors who were identified as non-library

users were asked to select the attitudinal statements which

best reflected their reasons for not using the library, there

was little agreement among them in their overall selection.

At the same time, however, a definite pattern of selection

may be noted. Instructors with less education, that is,

those in the high school and associate degree categories

recorded higher affirmative responses to attitudinal state-

ments which concerned student characteristics: lack of moti-

vation, inability of students to read well enough to complete

library assignments, inability of students to use the library,

and the feeling of discomfort of students in the library.

Instructors who had completed only high school also

recorded the highest affirmative response to the following

statements: (a) the library collection is inadequate,

(b) I do not feel I know enough about library services and

how to use the library and therefore feel that I can not
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TABLE XXIV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING
NON LIBRARY USE BY INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED

Level of Education H.S. A B M M+24 D Total X2

Number of Instructors 7 10 17 13 8 2 57 Value

Attitudinal Statement

1. My courses pre-
dominantly in-
volve skill
development,
materials must be
readily access-
ible to the class-
room, lab or shop 85 90 77 85 88 100 84 26.02

2. My courses do not
require the use of
library materials 71 70 65 69 75 50 68 17.34

3. My courses have
too much to cover 57 60 30 15 38 0 35 123.81

4. My students donot
have time to com-
plete library
assignments 71 90 24 23 381 0 '30 136.40

5. The library col-
lection is
inadequate 71 30 24 8 13 50 26 129.15

6. The majority of
my students can
not use the
library
adequately 57 20 12 15 13 50 21 101.50

7. My students are
not motivated
sufficiently to
complete library
assignments 43 40 18 0 13{ 0 19 115.40

8. My students can
not read well
enough to com-
plete library
assignments 14 40 18 0 0 0 14 118.94
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TABLE XXIV--Continued

Level of Education H.S. A iB M M+24 D Total X
Number of Instructors T7 10 17 13 8 2 57 Value

9. My students do
not feel comfort-
able or "at home"
in the library 29 10 6 0 13 50 11 115.31

10. I do not feel I
know enough about
the library and
therefore can not
make assighments
in the library 57 0 6 0 0 0 8 279.17

11. My own expe-
riences with
libraries have
left me with a
bad impression
of libraries 29 0 0 0 0 50 5 201.24

12. My classes are too
large, I can not
administer library 1
assignments 29 0 0 0 0 0 4 152.36

( -- P -, -1 L 1 _ ._ --I
uritiual value for accepuing 'ypounesis

level of significance with 5 df is 11.07.)
at thne .u5

adequately advise students in library use or make assignments

in the library. This group of instructors recorded the high-

est affirmative response to the statement, "my own experiences

with libraries have left me with a bad impression of libraries."

All groups felt that the major reason for not using the

library was the inaccessibility of library materials. Opin-

ions ranged from a high of 100 per cent of the instructors

with the doctorate to a low of 77 per cent of those with the

bachelor's degree.

Concerning the statement, "My classes are too large, I

cannot administer library assignments." Only 4 per cent
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of the total population gave this response, however, these

respondents were concentrated in the high school only group,

29 per cent of whom responded affirmatively.

As shown in Table XXIV, the hypothesis concerning these

statements was rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of Data According to the Number of
Courses Completed in Higher Education

The present section analyzes the relationship of the

use of instructional resources and of the attitudes of in-

structors toward library use to the number of courses in

Higher Education completed by instructors.

Use of Instructional Resources of All Kinds

When instructors were classified according to the number

of courses completed in Higher Education (0 hours, 3-12 hours,

and 15 or more hours), their differences in the use of in-

structional resources were less pronounced than the differ-

ences associated with educational level as described in the

preceding section. As shown in Table XIV (page 98), when

instructors were classified according to their highest level

of education completed, they differed widely (in some cases

over 50 per cent) in their use of many instructional re-

sources, and close agreement was noted in the use of only

one instructional resource (field trips). When instructors

were classified by the number of courses in education com-

pleted, however, they were in closer agreement in the use

of all but seven instructional resources: personally owned
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TABLE XXV

USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS CLASSIFIED
ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED

IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Number of Course Hours 0 3-12 15 or
Completed Hours Hours More Hours

2
Number of Courses X

Taught 93 81 107 Value

Number of Courses
Instructional No. % No.% No.
Resource Used

Instructional Resources
Listed by Rank Order of
Use by Total Population

1. Audio-visual
materials

2. Departmentally
owned books

3. Personally owned
books

4. Manufacturers'
literature other
than service manuals

5. Information from
notes of previously
taken courses

6. Departmentally
prepared syllabi

7. Personally owned
journals

8. Self prepared
syllabi

9. Manufacturers'
service manual

10. Association
publications

11. Programmed or
individualized
materials

77

71

71

59

61

62

50

41

47

42

50

83

76

76

63

66

67

54

44

51

45

54

55 68 97

63 78 71

64 79 66

44 54 75

45 56

42 51

44 54

41 51

34 42

40 49

35 43

68

57

91

66

62

4.76

4.45

7.25

70 6.40

64 3.55

53 6.79

62 58 0.32

68

64

64 8.47

60 6.51

59 55 1.39

42 39 5.59

F
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TABLE XXV--Continued

Number of Course Hours 0 3-12 15 or
Completed Hours Hours More Hours

Number of Courses9X2
Taught Value

Number of Courses
Instructional No. # No. # No. 6
ResourceUsed

12. Library printed 30 32 33 42 39 1.10
materials

13. Departmentally
owned journals 25 27 27 33 37 35 1.12

14. Practitioners or
employers to
speak to classes 22 24 27 33 35 33 1.15

15. Government
publications 18 19 24130 38 36 7.32

16. Field trips 17 18 21 26 32 30 3.31

17. Student on-the-
job training 22 *24 27 18 17 6.9233 18.97

18. Textbooks, man-
uals or guides 11 12 17 20 23 21 3.66

19. Students' atten-
dance of
association
meetings 10 11 17 20 18 17 3.71

20. Information from
courses presently
taking 12 13 15119 12 11 2.86

21. Student inter-
views 718 17 21 17t 16 3.36

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance at 2 df is 5.99)

books, manufacturers' literature other than service manuals,

departmentally prepared syllabi, self prepared syllabi, manu-

facturers' service manuals, government publications, and

student on-the-job training.
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As shown in Table XXV (page 118), instructors who had

taken 0 hours recorded the highest of three instructional

resources: departmentally prepared syllabi, information

from notes of previously taken courses, and programmed or

individualized "materials. At the same time this group re-

corded the lowest use of ten instructional resources: text-

books, manuals or guides, self prepared syllabi, government

publications, association publications, departmental journals,

field trips, student interviews, practitioners or employers to

speak to classes, students' attendance at association meet-

ings,and library printed materials.

Instructors who had taken 3-12 hours recorded the high-

est use of seven instructional resources: departmentally

owned books, personally owned books, library printed mate-

rials, student on-the-job training, students' attendance at

association meetings, information from courses presently tak-

ing,and student interviews. This group recorded the lowest

use of fpur instructional resources: audio-visual materials,

manufacturers' literature other than service manuals, depart-

mentally prepared syllabi, and manufacturers' service manuals.

Instructors who had taken 15 hours or more recorded the

highest use of eleven instructional resources: audio-visual

materials, manufacturers' literature other than service man-

uals, personally owned journals, self prepared syllabi,

manufacturers' service manuals, association publications,

departmentally owned journals, practitioners to speak to
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classes, government publications, field trips, and textbooks,

manuals or guides. This group recorded the lowest use of

five instructional resources: departmentally owned books,

personally owned books, programmed or individualized mate-

rials, student on-the-job training, and information from

courses presently taking.

When compared to the pattern of use of instructional

resources by the total population, there was little differ-

ence in the pattern of use of instructional resources by in-

structors classified by the number of courses in education

completed.

The null hypothesis for this section stated that when

instructors were classified according to the number of courses

in Higher Education completed, there would be no significant

differences in their use of instructional resources. Table

XXV indicates that the hypothesis was rejected at the .05

level of significance for only seven instructional resources:

personally owned books, manufacturers' literature other than

service manuals, departmentally prepared syllabi, self pre-

pared syllabi, manufacturers' service manuals, government

publications, and student on-the-job training.

Use of Library Materials Only

As Table XXVI indicates, there was little difference

among the instructors in requiring library assignments as

part of their introductory courses. A somewhat higher

difference occurred, however, for advanced courses with 39

per cent of the instructors with 15 or more hours requiring
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library assignments in advanced courses. The null hypothesis

for introductory.courses was not rejected at the .05 level

of significance, but was rejected for the advanced courses.

TABLE XXVI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION

TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU USUALLY REQUIRE LIBRARY
ASSIGNMENTS AS PART OF YOUR TEACHING PROGRAM?"

Number of Hours 0 3-12 15 or 2Hours Hours More Hours X

Number of Instructors 47 37 41 Value

Introductory courses 21% 30% 27% 2.18

Advanced courses 26% 22% 39% 7.67
(Critical value for accepting hypothesis at .05 level

of significance with 2 df is 5.00.)

Only 17 per cent of the instructors with 0 hours of

education felt that use of the library by students was neces-

sary for success in their courses. Almost half of the

instructors with 3-12 hours agreed with this response.

Closer agreement, however, occurred in advanced courses.

Again, instructors with no hours recorded the lowest affirma-

tive response to the question. The null hypothesis was

rejected for introductory courses at the .05 level of sig-

nificance, and not rejected for advanced courses. (See

Table XXVII.)

Only 15 per cent of the instructors with 15 or more

hours of Higher Education figured library assignments in the
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TABLE XXVII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION

TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT USE OF THE
LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS IS NECESSARY FOR

THEIR ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN THE COURSES
YOU ARE TEACHING?"

0 3-12 15 or X2
Number of Hours Hours Hours More Hours Value

Number of Instructors 47 37 41

Introductory courses 17% 41% 22% 16.40
Advanced courses 28% 30% 29% 3.14

(Critica value for accepting hypotheses at
of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

.05 level

final grades of their introductory courses, while 24 per cent

for instructors with 3-12 hours used library assignments for

this purpose. As Table XXVIII shows, figures were somewhat

TABLE XXVIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION

TO THE QUESTION, "DO LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS
FIGURE IN THE FINAL GRADE THAT

YOU GIVE STUDENTS?"

Number of Hours 0 3-12 15 orX2
Hours Hours More Hours

Number of Instructors 47 37 41 Value

Introductory courses 19% 24% 15% 3.14
Advanced courses 21% 19% 27% 2.61

( v 4 - - r.e% 1 - -% %0 % 4 0 1- -- * L1- I ^ -

( ritiua value for accepting hypotneses at
of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

. 05 level

higher for advanced courses. The null hypothesis concerning

such use was not rejected for introductory courses or ad-

vanced courses.
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When instructors were asked to identify the specific

type of library assignments made, a definite pattern emerged.

As Table XXIX shows, for almost every type of assignment

instructors with 0 hours recorded the lowest use. Only 2

per cent used reserve readings, 9 per cent assigned readings,

13 per cent short papers, and 9 per cent comprehensive read-

ings. Instructors with 0 hours also used journal articles

less than other instructors. The null hypothesis was not

rejected for short papers, comprehensive readings, and

journal articles, but was rejected for reserve readings and

assigned readings. (See Table XXIX.)

TABLE XXIX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO

THE STATEMENT, "INDICATE THE TYPE OF LIBRARY
ASSIGNMENTS THAT YOU MAKE."

0 3-12 15 or
Number of Hours 031 5oHours Hours More Hours X2

Value
Number of Instructors ,47 37 41

Reserve readings 2% 19% 20% 17.35

Assigned readings 9% 8% 20% 8.20

Short papers 13% 22% 20% 2.98

Comprehensive
readings 9% 11% 5% 2.44

Journal articles 28% 41% 39% 4.25

(Critical value for accepting hypotheses at .05 level
of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)



125

The three groups of instructors did not differ greatly

in their encouragement of students to use the library col-

lection for further information on a subject. The affirma-

tive responses ranged from 74 per cent for instructors with

0 hours to 89 per cent for instructors with 3-12 hours. The

null hypothesis, however, for this question was rejected.

(See Table XXX.)

TABLE XXX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION
TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO USE

THE LIBRARY COLLECTION FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
ON A PARTICULAR SUBJECT THAT YOU

ARE TEACHING?"

Number of Hours 0 3-12 15 orHours Hours More Hours x2

Number of Instructors 47 31 41 Value

Instructors
responding YES 741 89% 85%

(Critical value for accepting hypothesis at the .05
level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

They were closer in agreement upon the importance of

students keeping up with technical advances in their occupa-

tions through journals and literature. Affirmative responses

ranged from 89 per cent for instructors with 0 hours to

98 per cent for instructors with 15 or more hours. The null

hypothesis was rejected for the question. (See Table XXXI.)
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TABLE XXXI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO

THE QUESTION, "DO YOU ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO KEEP UP
WITH TECHNICAL ADVANCES IN THEIR OCCUPATIONS AFTER

GRADUATION THROUGH THE USE OF JOURNALS AND
LITERATURE IN YOUR SUBJECT?"

Number of Hours 0 3-12 15 or
Hours Hours More Hours x2

Number of Instructors 47 37 41 Value

Instructors -
responding YES 89 89% 98% 7.34

_____________I______%______________; ______7____ 34____

(Critical value
level of significance

for accepting hypothesis
with 2 df is 5.99.)

at the .05

Considerable disagreement occurred among the instructors

when asked if they could teach their courses just as effec-

tively without the library. Fifty-one per cent of those with

15 or more hours agreed while 32 per cent of the instructors

with 3-12 hours agreed. The null hypothesis was rejected

for the question. (See Table XXXII.)

TABLE XXXII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO

THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU COULD
EFFECTIVELY, TEACH YOUR COURSES WITHOUT

THE COLLEGE LIBRARY?"

Number of Hours 0 13 15 or X2
Hours- Hours More Hours

-~ Value
Number of Instructors 47 137 41

Instructors
responding YES 47% 32% 51% 8.17

at the .05(Criuica value for accepting nypotnesls
level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)
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When instructors were asked to indicate their reasons

for checking books out of the library, there was little

difference in their responses except for one category,

recreational reading. Only 8 per cent of the instructors

with 3-12 hours responded affirmatively while almost twice

that number of instructors in the other groupings concurred.

The null hypothesis was not rejected for all categories of

library books checked out of the library. (See Table XXXIII.)

TABLE XXXIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO

THE QUESTION, "FOR WHAT REASONS HAVE YOU CHECKED
OUT BOOKS FROM THE LIBRARY?"

NumerofHors0 3-12 15 orNumber of Hours Hours Hours More5Hours X2

Number of Instructors 47 37 41 Value

Professional updating 34% 35% 46% 3.75

Materials for courses
presently taking 28% 27% 24% 0.45

Recreational reading 15% 8% 17% 3.87

Information for courses
presently taking 36% 46% 37% 2.53

(Critical value for accepting
of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

hypothesis at .05 level



128

Attitudinal Statement Associated with Instructors'
Use of the Library

When the instructors identified as library users were

asked to select the attitudinal statements which best

reflected their reason for using the library, 100 per cent

agreed that students need to learn to use the library as

part of their college education.

As Table XXXIV indicates, they recorded relatively

close agreement in only three other attitudinal statements:

(a) term papers help students develop critical thinking,

(b) the class is small enough to administer library assign-

ments, and (c) use of the library helps students make better

grades.

Instructors with 0 hours, however, appeared to have a

more positive attitude toward the library than those with

more hours. Sixty-seven per cent of the instructors felt

that the library collection was adequate for student needs,

whereas 38 per cent of the instructors with 3-12 hours con-

curred with this statement. Seventy-eight per cent of the

instructors with 0 hours stated that they used the library

and, therefore, felt that their students should use it. Only

40 per cent of the instructors with 15 or more hours agreed

with this statement.

Instructors with 0 hours recorded the lowest response

to only one statement, "Use of library materials helps my

students keep abreast of new developments in the field."
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TABLE XXXIV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO
ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING USE OF THE LIBRARY

(expressed in percentages)

Number of Hours Completed 0 3-12 15 or X
Hours Hours More Hours Value

Number of Instructors 18 21 20

1. Students need to use
library as part of their
college education 100 100 100 0.00

2. Students should read more
than textbook assignments 100 95 100 10.17

3. Use of library materials
helps broaden students
overall education 94 100 90 10.04

4. Use of library materials
helps students keep
abreast of new develop-
ments in their field 78 95 90 14.12

5. Use of library materials
now is the best prepara-
tion for continuing educa-
tion later on the job 83 95 80 10.47

6. Library materials expand
course content 183 76 85 29.81

7. Library assignments help
students develop critical
thinking 78 76 80 0.47

8. The class is small enough
to administer library
assignments 78 71 80 2.47

9. Use of library materials
helps students make
better grades 72 67 75 1.60

10. I use the library and
therefore feel my students
should 78 57 40 29.81

11. The library collection is
adequate for my students
needs 67 38 45 18.32

(Critical value for accepting hypotheses at .05 level
of significance is 5.99.)
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Instructors with 15 or more hours recorded the lowest

response to three statements: (a) use of library materials

helps my students broaden their overall education, (b) I

use the library and, therefore, feel that my students should

use it, and (c) use of library materials now is the best

preparation for continuing education later on the job.

The null hypothesis for this section of the study

stated that when instructors were classified according to

the number of courses in education completed there would be

no significant differences in their responses to attitudinal

statements regarding the use of the library. Table XXXIV

indicates that the hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level

of significance for seven of the eleven statements: (a)

students should read more than textbook assignments, (b) use

of the library helps broaden students' overall education, (c)

the use of the library helps students keep abreast of new

developments in their field, (d) use of the library now is

the best preparation for continuing education on the job,

(e) library materials expand course content, (f) personal

use of the library by instructors prompted them to require

students to use the library, and (g) the library collection

was adequate for students' needs.
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Attitudinal Statements Associated
with Non-Use of the Library

When the instructors who were identified as non-library

users were asked to select the attitudinal statements which

best reflected their reasons for not using the library,

they tended to agree that the main reason was that materials

needed to be near their classrooms, laboratories or shops.

They similarly agreed that their students did not have

time to complete library assignments, that their courses had

too much content to add library assignments, and that their

own lack of knowledge of library use and library services

made them reluctant to make library assignments.

They tended to disagree sharply, however, in their

feeling that their students were not motivated sufficiently

and could not read well enough to complete library assign-

ments. In each of these attitudinal factors, instructors

with 15 or more hours recorded the lowest response.

More instructors in this latter classification than in

the others stated that their courses did not require library

assignments, that previous experiences with libraries had

left them with bad impressions, and that their students did

not feel at home in the library.
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TABLE XXXV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
THE NUMBER OF COURSES COMPLETED IN HIGHER EDUCATION TO

ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING NON LIBRARY USE

Number of Hours Completed 0 3-12 15 or More X2
Value

Number of Instructors 18 21 20

1. My courses predomi-
nantly involve skill
development, materials
must be readily acces-
sible to the classroom,
lab or shop 83% 86% 85% 0.36

2. My courses do not
require the use of
library materials 65% 64% 75% 3.40

3. My courses have too
much to cover as it is 35% 36% 35% 0.03

4. My students do not
have time to complete
library assignments 30% 29% 30% 0.03

5. The library collection
is inadequate 17% 36% 35% 11.03

6. The majority of my
students can not use the
library adequately for
library assignments 17% 21% 25% 1.93

7. My students are not
motivated sufficiently
to complete library
assignments 22% 36% 5% 29.05

8. My students can not
read well enough to
complete library
assignments 26% 7% 5% 24.29
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TABLE XXXV--Continued

Number of Hours Completed 0 3-12 15 or More x2

Number of Instructors 18 21 20 Value

9. My students do not
feel comfortable or
"at home" in the
library 8% 7% 15% 4.22

10. I do not feel I know
enough about the
library and therefore
can not make assign-
ments in the library 8% 7% 10% 0.61

11. My own experiences
with libraries have
left me with a bad
impression of libraries 0% 7% 10% 9.85

12. My classes are too
large, I can not
administer library

assignments 4 7 0% 6.98

(Critical value for accepting null hypotheses at .05
level of significance at 2 df is 5.99.)

As shown in Table XXXV, the null hypothesis was

rejected at the .05 level of significance for five of the

twelve attitudinal statements: my students are not

motivated sufficiently to complete library assignments, my

students can not read well enough to complete library

assignments, my own experiences with libraries have left

me with bad impressions, and the library collection is

inadequate.
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Analysis of Data According to the Length
of Time Taught

The present section analyzes the relationship of (1)

the use of instructional resources and of (2) the attitude

toward library use to (3) their length of time taught by

instructors.

Use of Instructional Resources

As shown in Table XXXVI, instructors who had taught

one year or less were highly print oriented. They recorded

the highest use of departmental books, personally owned

books, manufacturers' literature other than service manuals,

departmentally prepared syllabi, personally owned journals,

manufacturers' service manuals, association publications,

programmed or individualized materials, and library printed

materials. They recorded the lowest use of self-prepared

syllabi, information notes from previously taken courses,

practitioners or employers to speak to classes, students'

attendance at association meetings, and student interviews

of practitioners in the field.

The second classification, instructors with two to

five years teaching experience recorded the highest use of

only one instructional resource, information notes of courses

presently taking. They did, however, use the following

resources less than any of the other instructors: depart-

mental books, manufacturers' literature other than service
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TABLE XXXVI

USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS GROUPED
ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT

Length of Time 1 2-5 6 or More
Taught Year Years Years

NumbTaugt Courses 64 108 109 Value

Number of Courses
Instructional Resource No % No. % No. %
Used and Per Cent of Use

1. Audio-visual
materials 54 85 91 86 96 89 .96

2. Departmentally
owned books 54}85 74 69 77 71 8.33

3. Personally owned
books 51 80 76 71 74 68 2.91

4. Manufacturers'
literature other
than service
manuals 44 69 60 56 74 68 4.93

5. Information from
notes of previously
taken courses 35 55 61 58 68 63 3.78

6. Departmentally
prepared syllabi 46 72 71 66 54 50 9.55

7. Personally owned
journals 44 69 44 41 68 62 14.86

8. Self prepared
syllabi 25 39 52 49 73 67 18.71

9. Manufacturers'
service manuals 37 58 56 52 52 48 2.01

10. Association
publications 35 55 50 47 56 51 .99

11. Programmed or
individualized
materials 35 55 54 51 47 43 2.26
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TABLE XXXVI--Continued

Length of Time 1 2-5 6 or More
Taught Year Years Years

2
Number of Courses X64 108 109

Taught Value
Number of Courses

Instructional Resource No. No. 'No.
Used and Per Cent of Use!

Library printed
materials

13. Departmentally
owned journals

14. Practitioners or
employers speak
to classes

15. Government
publications

16. Field trips

17. Student on-the-
job training

18. Textbooks, man-
uals or guides

19. Students' atten-
dance at
association
meetings

20. Information from
courses presently
taking

21. Student inter-
views

26 41 38 36

23 36 28 26

16 25 1 33 31

17 27 26 24

16 25 24 23

19 130 27 25

13 20 16 15

9 14 18

10 16 21

7 11 14

17

19

13

41 38

38 36

35 32

37 34

30 28

30 28

22 20

18 17

85 7

15 14

.37

2.18

1.57

2.59

.67

3.26

1.11

.45

6.48

.42

(.Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

manuals, personally owned journals, government publications,

field trips, and textbooks, manuals or guides.

12.
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The third classification, instructors who have taught

six or more years, were the greatest users of audio-visual

materials, information notes from courses previously taken,

self prepared syllabi, practitioners or employees to speak

to classes, government publications, field trips, and stu-

dent interviews of practitioners in the field. They were

the lowest users of personally owned books, departmentally

prepared syllabi, manufacturers' service manuals, associa-

tion publications, programmed or individualized materials,

student on-the-job training, and information notes from

courses presently taking.

None of the classifications differed to a great degree

from the responses of the total population. The largest

disagreement occurred in the use of personally owned jour-

nals and self prepared syllabi.

The null hypothesis for this section of the study

stated that when instructors were classified according to

the length of time taught, there would be no significant

differences in their use of instructional resources. As

shown in Table XXXVI, the hypothesis was rejected at the

.05 level of significance for departmental books,

departmentally prepared syllabi, personally owned journals,

self prepared syllabi, and information notes from courses

presently taking.
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Use of Library Materials Only

As shown in Table XXXVII, instructors differed markedly

in their use of library assignments in introductory courses.

Thirty-six per cent of the instructors with six or more

years teaching experience responded affirmatively to the

questions regarding library assignments while only 12 per

cent of the instructors with one year or less responded

affirmatively. There was little disagreement among the

instructors regarding the use of library assignments in

advanced courses; however, instructors with one year or less

experience recorded the lowest affirmative response to each

question. The null hypothesis concerning such use was re-

jected for introductory courses, but was not rejected for

advanced courses.

TABLE XXXVII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU

USUALLY REQUIRE LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS AS PART
OF YOUR TEACHING PROGRAM?"

Length of Time Taught Y 2-r 6 yMore 2Year Years Years X

Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Introductory courses 12% 26% 36% 15.64
Advanced courses 24%6 26% 36% 4.04

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)
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Instructors in this classification tended to agree more

closely in their feeling that use of the library by students

is necessary for success in their courses. Again, instruc-

tors with one year or less teaching experience recorded the

lowest affirmative response to the questions. The null

hypothesis was not rejected for both questions. (See

Table XXXVIII.)

TABLE XXXVIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL
THAT USE OF LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS IS NECESSARY

FOR THEIR ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN THE COURSES
YOU ARE TEACHING?"

1 2-5 6 or More 2
Length of Time Taught Year Years Years X
Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Introductory courses 18% 30% 27% 4.16

Advanced courses 27% 36% 31% 1.89

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

Only 12 per cent of the instructors with one year or

less incorporated library assignments in the final grades

of introductory courses, whereas close to twice that num-

ber of the instructors with six or more years experience

figured library assignments in their introductory courses.

For advanced courses, there was almost total agreement. As

Table XXXIX shows, the null hypothesis for these questions

was not rejected at the .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XXXIX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO LIBRARY

ASSIGNMENTS FIGURE IN THE FINAL GRADE THAT YOU
GIVE STUDENTS?"

1-5 6 or more
Length of Time Taught Y 2-r Yer2

Year Years Years X

Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Introductory courses 12% 21% 22% 4.05
Advanced courses 24% 21% 22% 0.27

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

When instructors were asked to identify the types of

library assignments made, those with more teaching experi-

ence recorded higher use in almost every category of assign-

ment. Thirty-six per cent of the total population used

journal articles for library assignments (see Table IX).

Sixty per cent of the instructors with six or more years

teaching experience used journal articles. Less than half

that number of instructors with one year or less experience

used them. A similar pattern emerged in the use of reserve

readings and assigned readings. The only close agreement

among the instructors occurred in their use of short papers

and comprehensive readings as library assignments. As shown

in Table XL, the null hypothesis was rejected at the .05

level of significance for reserve readings, assigned read-

ings, and journal articles. The hypothesis was not rejected

for short papers and comprehensive readings.
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TABLE XL

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE STATEMENT, "INDICATE

THE TYPE OF LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS
THAT YOU MAKE."

1 - -5 6or More
Length of Time Taught Y 2-r J Yr2Year Years Years X
Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Reserve readings 3% 13% 20% 13.83

Assigned readings 3% 11% 20% 14.40
Short papers 15 17/,20% 0.88
Comprehensive reading 9% 11% 4% 3*53
Journal articles 27% 28% 60% 29.81

J .,2 t I- . I ~
(uritical value for accepting the

the .05 level of significance with 2 df
null hypotheses at
is 5.99.)

As with the previous classifications, there was little

disagreement when instructors were asked if they encouraged

students to use the library collection for further informa-

tion on subjects they were teaching. Table XLI shows

TABLE XLI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU

ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO USE THE LIBRARY
COLLECTION FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

ON A PARTICULAR SUBJECT YOU
ARE TEACHING?"

1 2-5 6 Tr More
Length of Time Taught Year Years Years X

Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Instructors
responding YES 79% 85% 82% 1.22

( 0-wh4 4 4 - - - __ --- -_ 1 0__ I1-2

(uriuicai value Ior accepting the
the .05 level of significance with 2 df

null hypothesis at
is 5.99.)
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that the null hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 level

of significance.

Instructors, however, did not share a similar feeling

when asked if they urged students to use the library after

graduation in order to keep up with technical advances.

Instructors with one year or less experience recorded the

lowest affirmative response to the question. Table XLII

shows that the null hypothesis was rejected for this

question.

TABLE XLII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED.ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU URGE

STUDENTS TO KEEP UP WITH TECHNICAL ADVANCES IN
THEIR OCCUPATION AFTER GRADUATION THROUGH THE

USE OF JOURNALS AND LITERATURE?"

Length of Time Taught Year _____6_rMore X2___r 
__r'sYearsX

Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Instructors
responding YES 82% 98% 93% 16.36

(Critical value for accepting the null-hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

Instructors with one year or less experience consistently

recorded the lowest affirmative responses to questions con-

cerning the importance of library use. Yet, as Table XLIII

indicates, 39 per cent felt that they could teach their

courses just as effectively without the library, whereas 49

per cent of the instructors with two to five years experience

concurred as did 42 per cent of the instructors with six or

more years. Table XLIII shows that the null hypothesis for

the question was rejected.
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TABLE XLIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL

THAT YOU COULD EFFECTIVELY TEACH YOUR COURSES
WITHOUT THE COLLEGE LIBRARY?"

Length of Time Taught1 2-5 6 or More
Year Years Years X2

Number of Instructors 33 47 45 Value

Instructors
responding YES 39% 49% 42% 2.14

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

As Table XLIV shows, there was little disagreement among

instructors regarding their use of library books for profes-

sional updating, courses they were previously taking, and

recreational reading. They disagreed, however, in their use

of library books for information for courses they were teach-

ing. Instructors with one year or less teaching experience

TABLE XLIV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT, TO THE QUESTION, "FOR WHAT

REASONS HAVE YOU CHECKED OUT BOOKS
FROM THE LIBRARY?"

Length of Time Taught 1 2-5 6 or More
Year Years Years X2

Number of Instructors 33 1 _4745 Value

Professional updating 39% 40% 35% 0.37
Materials for courses

presently taking 30% 30% 20% 3.41
Recreational reading 12% 17% 11% 1.79
Information for courses
presently teaching [ 30% 47% 38% 6.12

(urituical value for accepting the null hypothesisthe .05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.00.)
at



recorded the lowest use of library books for this purpose.

The null hypothesis was rejected for only one category of

library use, "information for courses presently teaching."

Attitudinal Statements Associated with Instructors
Use of the Library

As shown in Table XLV, instructors who were identified

as library users agreed in their responses to seven of the

eleven attitudinal statements regarding library use. They

differed sharply, however, in their responses to four state-

ments: (1) the class is small enough to administer library

assighments, (2) the library collection is adequate for my

students' use, (3) I use the library and therefore feel that

my students should use it, and (4) use of library materials

now is the best preparation for continuing education later

on the job.

Somewhat surprisingly, instructors with more teaching

experience, that is, six or more years, recorded the lowest

affirmative response to seven of the eleven attitudinal

statements.

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of

significance for seven of the eleven attitudinal statements:

(1) the class is small enough to administer library assign-

ments, (2) the library collection is adequate for my stu-

dents' needs, (3) use of library materials helps my students

broaden their overall education, (4) I use the library and
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TABLE XLV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING
LIBRARY USE OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING

TO LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT

Length ofTime Taught YarYer- 1Yerof 3-5 I or More 2
Year YearsI Years X

Number of Instructors 15 20 24 Value

1. Students need to use the
library as part of their
college education. 100% 90% 63% 21.48

2. Students should read more
than textbook assignments- 73% 75% 69% 1.71

3. Use of library materials
helps broaden students
overall education. 100% 95% 92% 7.88

4. Use of library materials
helps students keep
abreast of new develop-
ments in their field. 87% 90% 88% 0.45

5. Use of library materials
now is best preparation
for continuing education
later on job. 100% 85% 79% 22.16

6. Library materials expand
my course content. 73% 90% 79% 9.53

7. Library assignments help
students develop critical
thinking. 80% 75% 79% 0.82

8. Class is small enough to
administer library assign-
ments. 80% 90% 63% 21.48

9. Use of library materials
helps students make
better grades. 73% 75% 69% 1.71

10. I use the library and
therefore feel that my
students should use it. 73% 60% 46% .15.15

11. The library collection is
adequate for my students
needs 47% 70% 33% 29.92

the
(Critical vaLue ior accepting the null hypotheses at

.05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)
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therefore feel that my students should use it, (5) library

materials expand my course content, (6) students should

read more than textbook assignments, and (7) use of library

materials now is the best preparation for continuing educa-

tion later on the job.

Attitudinal Statements Associated with
Non-Use of the~Library

When the instructors who were identified as non-library

users were asked to select the reasons which reflected their

reasons for not using the library, there was little agree-

ment in their responses. The only close agreement occurred

in their responses to the statement, my courses predominately

involve skill development, and materials must be readily

accessible to the classroom laboratory or shop.

As Table XLVI shows, they differed sharply in their

responses to the following attitudinal statements, (a) my

students cannot read well enough to complete library assign-

ments, (b) my courses do not require the use of library

materials, and (c) my courses have too much to cover as it

is. For each of these statements instructors with 2-5 years

teaching experience recorded the highest affirmative

response, instructors with one year or less recorded the

lowest affirmative response. Instructors with one year or

less experience, however, recorded the highest affirmative
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TABLE XLVI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME TAUGHT TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS

REGARDING NON-USE OF LIBRARY

1 3-5 6 or Morel
Length of Time Taught Year_Years Years X2
Number of Instructors 16 21 20 Value

1. My courses predominately
involve skill develop-
ment, materials must be
readily accessible to
the classroom, lab or shop

2. My courses do not require
the use of library
materials

3. My courses have too much
to cover as it is

4. My students do not have
time to complete library
assignments

5. The library collection
is inadequate

6. The majority of my stu-
dents can not use the
library adequately

7. My students are not
motivated sufficiently
to complete library
assignments

8. My students can not read
well enough to complete
library assignments

9. My students do not feel
comfortable or "at home"
in the library

10. I do not feel I know
enough about the library
and therefore feel that
I can not make assign-
ments in the library

81% 81%

50% 81%

31% 48%

38% 33%

25% 33%

13% 33%

25% 24%

13% 29%

6% 19%

19% 10%

90%

70%

25%

20%

20%

15%

1 (y

4.02

22.34

12.57

8.17

4.47

14.98

0% 35.05

5% 13.56

0% 20.69

-L R 9 Q
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TABLE XLVI--Continued

-1 3- 6 or MoreLength of Time Taught Year Years Years X
Number of Instructors 16 21 20 Value

11. My own experiences
with libraries have
left me with a bad
impression of
libraries 6%j 5% 5% 0.13

12. My classes are too
large, I can not
administer library
assignments l3 0%0% 27.18

(Critical value for accepting the hypothesis at the
.05 level of significance with 2 df is 5.99.)

response to (a) my students do not have time to complete

library assignments, and (b) my students are not sufficiently

motivated to complete library assignments. They also re-

corded the highest affirmative response to the attitudinal

statements regarding personal characteristics, their own

inability to use the library, and bad impressions of

libraries due to previous experiences.

When the instructors with one year or less teaching

experience and those with 2-5 years experience were con-

sidered collectively, a definite pattern of response to the

attitudinal statements emerged. That is, instructors in

these two categories recorded the highest affirmative

response to all attitudinal statements except one.



149

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of

significance for nine of the statements: (1) my students are

not motivated sufficiently to complete library assignments,

(2) my students can not read well enough to complete library

assignments, (3) my courses do not require the use of

library materials, (4) my classes are too large, I can not

administer library assignments, (5) my students do not have

time to complete library assignments, (6) my courses have too

much to cover as it is, (7) the majority of my students can

not use the library adequately for library assignments, (8)

my students do not feel comfortable or "at home" in the

library, (9) I do not feel I know enough about library ser-

vices and how to use the library and therefore feel that I

can not adequately advise students in library use nor make

assignments in the library.

Analysis of Data According to Teaching Status

The present section analyzes the relationship of (1)

the use of instructional resources and of (2) the attitudes

toward library use to (3) the teaching status of the

instructors.

Use of Instructional Resources

Table XLVII indicates that when the use of instructional

resources by full-time instructors was compared to that of

part-time instructors, the full-time instructors recorded

the highest use of twelve of the twenty-one resources:
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(a) manufacturers' literature other than service manuals,

(b) personally owned journals, (c) self prepared syllabi,

(d) manufacturers' service manuals, (e) association publica-

tions, (f) library printed materials, (g) departmental

journals, (h) practitioners or employers to speak to classes,

(i) field trips, (j) student on-the-job training, (k)

students attendance at association meetings, and (1) student

interviews.

Part-time instructors recorded the highest use of (a)

audio-visual materials, (b) departmental books, (c) person-

ally owned books, (d) information notes of previously taken

courses, (e) departmentally prepared syllabi, (f) programmed

or individualized materials, (g) textbooks, manuals or

guides, and (h) information from courses presently taking.

There was no difference between the two groups in their use

of government publications.

The two groups differed sharply in their use of only

two instructional resources: departmentally prepared syllabi

and self prepared syllabi. Part-time instructors used

departmentally prepared syllabi in 71 per cent of their

classes whereas full-time instructors used this resource in

48 per cent of their courses. Conversely, full-time instruc-

tors used self prepared syllabi in 68 per cent of their

courses, part-time in 39 per cent of their courses.

Neither group differed sharply in the use of any

instructional resource from that of the total population.
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TABLE XLVII

USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS GROUPED
ACCORDING TO TEACHING STATUS

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time

Number of Courses Taught 153 126 x2

Number of Courses Instruc- Value
tional Resource Used and No. % No.
Per Cent of Use

1. Audio-visual material 128 86% 111 89% 0.18

2. Departmentally owned
books 98 67% 105 84% 6.92

3. Personally owned books 99 67% 102 81% 4.39
4. Manufacturers' litera-

ture other than service
manuals 97 65% 79 64% 0.02

5. Information from notes
of previously taken
courses 90 61% 82 65% 0.19

6. Departmentally prepared
syllabi 69 48% 89 71% 10.04

7. Personally owned
journals 88 58% 68 54% 0.33

8. Self prepared syllabi 101 68% 49 39% 15.76

9. Manufacturers' service
manual 81 54% 62 49% 0.32

10. Association publications 83 56% 58 46% 1.62

11. Programmed or individ-
ualized materials 66 44% 59 47% 0.08

12. Library printed materials 68 45% 35 28% 6.20

13. Departmentally owned
journals 53 37% 34 27% 1.86

14. Practitioners or
employers speak to
classes 53 37% 31 25% 2.36

15. Government publications 44 29% 36 29% 0.00
16. Field trips 42 28% 28 22% 0.67
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TABLE XLVII--Continued

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time

Number of Courses Taught 153 126 X2

Number of Courses Instruc- I ,Value
tional Resource Used and No. % No.
Per Cent of Use

17. Student on-the-job
training 36 24% 29 23% 0.00

18. Textbooks, manuals
or guides 20 13% 29 23% 2.74

19. Students' attendance
at association
meetings 29 19% 16 13% 0.93

20. Information from
courses presently
taking 18 12% 21 17% o,.65

21. Student interviews 28 18% 8 6% 5.73
kriuical vaLue for accepting the null hypothesis

the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)
at

There was no distinguishing pattern of usage of instruc-

tional resources by either of the two groups other than a

tendency of full-time instructors to use more off-campus

resources than part-time instructors.

The null hypothesis for this portion of the study

stated that when instructors were classified according to

their teaching status, full-time or part-time, there would

be no significant differences in their use of instructional

resources surveyed in the study. Table XLVII indicates that

the hypothesis was rejected for six resources: (a) depart-

mental books, (b) personally owned books, (c) departmentally
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prepared syllabi, (d) self prepared syllabi, (e) library

printed materials, and (f) student interviews of practi-

tioners in the field.

Use of Library Printed Materials

As Table XLVIII shows, more than twice the amount of

full-time instructors required library assignments in both

introductory and advanced courses as did part-time instruc-

tors. The null hypothesis concerning such use of library

assignments was rejected at the .05 level of significance.

TABLE XLVIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU

USUALLY REQUIRE LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS AS
PART OF YOUR TEACHING PROGRAM?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X

Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Introductory courses 37% 17% 9.16

Advanced courses 43% 19% 12.37
(Critical value for accepting the null hypoth esis at

the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

There was no sharp difference between the two groups

regarding their feeling that use of the library by their

students was necessary for achieving success in their intro-

ductory courses. There was, however, a distinct difference

of opinion for advanced courses. Forty-six per cent of the

full-time instructors recorded an affirmative response to

the question, while less than half that amount of the



part-time instructors responded affirmatively. As Table XLVIX

shows, the null hypothesis concerning the question was not

rejected at the .05 level of significance for introductory

courses, but rejected for advanced courses.

TABLE XLIX

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT USE
OF THE LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS IS NECESSARY FOR

THEIR ACHIEVING SUCCESS IN THE COURSES
YOU ARE TEACHING?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X2

Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Introductory courses 31% 21% 2.10

Advanced courses 46% 21% 12.93

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with ldf is 3.84.)

A similar pattern of response was recorded for the

question, "Do library assignments figure in the final grade

that you give students?" There was general agreement in

the responses for introductory courses but sharp disagree-

ment for advanced courses. The null hypothesis for the

question was not rejected at the .05 level of significance

for introductory courses but rejected for advanced courses.

(See Table L.)

When the two groups were asked to identify the types

of library assignments they made, full-time instructors

made far more use than part-time instructors of each type
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TABLE L

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL

THAT USE OF THE LIBRARY BY YOUR STUDENTS
IS NECESSARY FOR THEIR ACHIEVING

SUCCESS IN THE COURSES YOU
ARE TEACHING?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X2

Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Introductory courses 24% 16% 1.53

Advanced courses 33% 14% 9.01

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

of assignment except one, comprehensive readings. As

Table LI shows, journal articles were used much more than the

other types of assignments. More than twice the amount of

the full-time instructors used journal articles in their

TABLE LI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE STATEMENT, "INDICATE THE TYPE

OF LIBRARY ASSIGNMENTS THAT YOU MAKE."

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X2

Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Reserve readings 20% 7%6.17

Assigned readings 19% 7% 5.35
Short papers 22% 14% 1.66

Comprehensive readings 9% 7% 0.07

Journal articles 56% 20% _26.oo

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)
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courses as did part-time instructors. A similar pattern

occurred in the use of the other categories except compre-

hensive readings. The null hypothesis concerning the use

of each type of library assignment was rejected at the .05

level of significance except one, comprehensive readings.

When asked if they encouraged students to use the

library for further information on a particular subject

they were teaching, more of the full-time instructors, 91

per cent, responded affirmatively than part-time instruc-

tors, 77 per cent. As Table LII shows, the null hypothesis

concerning this question was rejected at the .05 level of

significance.

TABLE LII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU ENCOURAGE

STUDENTS TO USE THE LIBRARY COLLECTION FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION ON A PARTICULAR

SUBJECT YOU ARE TEACHING?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part TimeX2

Number ofInstructors_54 70 Value

Instructors responding
YES 91% 77%o 6.29

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)
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An overwhelming majority of the full-time instructors,

98 per cent, stated that they urged students to keep up

with technical advances in their occupations after gradua-

tion through the use of journals and literature, a somewhat

lesser amount, 89 per cent of the part-time instructors

encouraged students to use journals and literature to keep

up with technical advances after graduation. Table LIII

shows that the null hypothesis concerning the question

was rejected at the .05 level of significance.

TABLE LIII

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU URGE STUDENTS

TO KEEP UP WITH TECHNICAL ADVANCES IN THEIR
OCCUPATION AFTER GRADUATION THROUGH

THE USE OF JOURNALS AND
LITERATURE?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X2

Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Instructors
responding YES 98% 89% 5.27

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

There was almost no difference of opinion between full-

time and part-time instructors as to whether they could

teach their courses just as effectively without the library.

As Table LIV indicates, 44 per cent of the full-time

instructors responded affirmatively to the question as did
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TABLE LIV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "DO YOU FEEL THAT
YOU COULD EFFECTIVELY TEACH YOUR COURSES WITHOUT

THE COLLEGE LIBRARY?"

Teaching Status Full Time IPart Time
Number of Instructors 54 70 Value

Instructors
responding YES 44% 43% 0.00

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

43 per cent of the part-time instructors. The null hypothesis

concerning the question was not rejected at the .05 level of

significance.

When questioned as to their reasons for checking books

out of the library, far more full-time instructors than part-

time instructors responded affirmatively to the categories

listed in the questionnaire. As Table LV shows, 52 per cent

of the full-time instructors checked books out for profes-

sional updating while only 29 per cent of the part-time

instructors used library books for this purpose. Similarly,

52 per cent of the full-time instructors checked books out

for information for courses they were presently teaching as

compared to 30 per cent of the part-time instructors. The

null hypothesis for each category listed in Table LV was

rejected at the .05 level of significance.
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TABLE LV

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO THE QUESTION, "FOR WHAT REASONS

HAVE YOU CHECKED OUT BOOKS FROM THE LIBRARY?"

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X2

Number of Instructors 1 470 Value

Professional updating 52% 29 % 10.04

Materials for courses
presently taking 3510 o19 5.71

Recreational reading 20%9 4.03
Information for courses

presently teaching 52%30% 9.12

(Critical value for accepting the null hypothesis at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

Attitudinal Statements Associated with Instructors
Use of the Library

When the full-time and part-time instructors who were

identified as library users were asked to select the atti-

tudinal statements which best reflected their reasons for

using the library, there was little disagreement among

them in their responses. As Table LVI shows, the only

appreciable divergence occurred in the response to the

statement, "use of library materials helps my students

broaden their overall education." One-hundred per cent of

the part-time instructors concurred with this statement,

whereas 91 per cent of the full-time instructors concurred.

Part-time instructors designated as library users

appear to have a more favorable attitude toward the library
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TABLE LVI

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING

LIBRARY USE

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time 2
X

Number of Instructors 34 25 Value

1. Students need to use the
library as part of their
college education 100% 100% 0.00

2. Students should read more
than textbook assignments 97% 100% 1.35

3. Use of library materials
helps my students broaden
their overall education 91% 100% 7.45

4. Use of library materials
helps my students keep
abreast of new develop-
ments in the field 88% 88% 0.00

5. Use of library materials
now is the best prepara-
tion for continuing educa-
tion later on the job 82% 92% 3.58

6. Library materials expand
my course content 82% 80% 0.03

7. Library assignments help
students develop critical
thinking 77% 80% 0.12

8. The class is small
enough to administer
library assignments 73% 80% 1.00

9. Use of library materials
help students make better
grades 68% 76% 1.22

10. I use the library and
therefore feel that my
students should use it 53% 64% 2.06

11. The library collection is
adequate for my students'
use 44% 56% 2.42

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)
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than full-time library users as they recorded a higher

affirmative response to eight of the eleven attitudinal

statements.

The null hypothesis concerning these statements was

rejected for only one statement, "use of library materials

help students broaden their overall education."

Attitudinal Statements Associated with
Non-Use of the Library

When the full-time and part-time instructors who were

identified as non library users were asked to respond to

attitudinal statements which best reflected their reasons

for not using the library, the statement which received the

most affirmative responses was, "my courses predominately

involve skill development, materials must be readily acces-

sible to the classroom, laboratory or shop." The instructors

were not in close agreement, however, in the responses, 95

per cent of the full-time non library users concurred with

the statement as opposed to 79 per cent of the part-time

non library users. As Table LVII shows, there was close

agreement to only five of the twelve attitudinal statements

tested in the questionnaire.

Far more of the full-time than part-time instructors

indicated that their non-use of the library was associated

with student characteristics: lack of motivation, inability

to read, inability to use the library, and the feeling of

not being welcome in the library.
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TABLE LVII

ATTITUDINAL RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS GROUPED ACCORDING TO
TEACHING STATUS TO ATTITUDINAL STATEMENTS REGARDING NON

LIBRARY USE

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time X

Number of Instructors 19 38  Value

1. My courses predominately
involve skill develop-
ment, materials must be
readily accessible to
the classroom, lab or
shop 95% 79% 9.95

2. My courses do not require
the use of library mate-
rials 79% 63% 5.46

3. My courses have too much
to cover 47% 29% 6.13

4. My students do not have
time to complete library
assignments 26% 31% 0.39

5. The library collection is
inadequate 37% 21% 5.46

6. The majority of my stu-
dents can not use the
library adequately 37% 13% 14.11

7. My students are not moti-I
vated sufficiently to
complete library
assignments 21% 19% 0.03

8. My students can not read
well enough to complete
library assignments 11% 16% 0.69

9. My students do not feel
comfortable or "at home"
in the library 21% 5% 9.95

10. I do not feel I know
enough about the library
and therefore can not
make assignments in the
library 11% 1 8% 0.23I I 

I
- - -. If
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TABLE LVII--Continued

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time
ValueNumber of Instructors 19 38

11. My own experiences with
libraries have left me
with a bad impression
of libraries 11% 2% 5.27

12. My classes are too large,
I can not administer
library assignments 0% 5% 3.28

(Critical value for accepting the null hypotheses at
the .05 level of significance with 1 df is 3.84.)

More full-time than part-time instructors also indi-

cated that their non-use of the library was associated with

personal characteristics, such as past experiences with

libraries, and their own lack of knowledge regarding

libraries and library services.

The null hypothesis concerning the attitudinal state-

ments was rejected at the .05 level of significance for

seven statements: (1) my courses predominately involve

skill development, materials must be readily accessible to

the classroom, laboratory or shop, (2) my courses do not

require the use of library materials, (3) my own experiences

with libraries have left me with a bad impression of

libraries, (4) my courses have too much to cover as it is,

(5) the library collection is inadequate, (6) the majority

of my students can not use the library adequately for
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library assignments, and (7) my students do not feel com-

fortable or "at home" in the library.

Summary

This chapter has presented the analyses of data in the

following order: (1) an overview of questionnaire responses

for the total population, and (2) analyses of the responses

by: (a) highest educational level completed, (b) number of

courses completed in education, (c) length of time taught,

and (d) teaching status. The analyses included a discussion

of the responses and questionnaire statements regarding the

kinds and amounts of instructional resources used by the

instructors in each classification, their responses to atti-

tudinal statements concerning use or non-use of the library,

and the acceptance or rejection of the null hypotheses con-

cerning the responses.

Summaries of individual analyses are presented in the

following chapter.



CHAPTER V

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents a summary and discussion of the

findings, together with recommendations for further study

and practical implications of the study.

Relationship of the Findings to the Hypotheses

A principal objective of this study was to determine

whether the kinds and amounts of instructional resources

used by vocational-technical instructors were related to

their (a) education level, (b) number of courses in educa-

tion completed, (c) years of teaching experience, and

(d) teaching status (full-time or part-time).

Use of Instructional Resources of All Kinds

With regard to the first of these variables, the

analyses of the findings, as previously shown in Table XIV

(pages 98-100), indicated that when instructors were grouped

according to their highest educational level completed, they

differed significantly in their use of twenty of the twenty-

one kinds of resources surveyed in the study. However, the

relationship of this use to educational level was not uniform

or linear across the different groups of instructors except

in the case of four types of resources. As shown also in

165
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Table XIV, a positive relationship appeared to exist between

the highest level of instructor education and the use of two

types of resources: (a) student interviews of practitioners

in the field and (b) government publications. That is to

say, instructors with higher levels of education completed

thus used these resources more often than instructors with

lower levels of education. A negative relationship appeared

to exist, on the other hand, between the highest level of

education and the use of (a) library printed materials

and (b) information from courses which instructors were

presently taking. That is to say, instructors with lower

levels of education completed used the latter types of

resources more often than instructors with higher levels of

education completed. It would appear accordingly that, in

general, while instructors differed significantly in the use

of the majority of the instructional resources according to

their highest levels of education completed, there was little

uniform relationship, positive or negative, between the

amount of use of the majority of resources and the amount of

education completed, with the exception of the four types of

resources noted.

With regard to the number of courses in education

completed, as previously shown in Table XXV (pages 118-119),

instructors differed significantly in their use of only

seven of the twenty-one kinds of resources. A positive
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relationship was found in turn between the number of courses

in education completed and the use of only two of these

resources: (a) self prepared syllabi and (b) government

publications. A positive tendency was also noted for the

case of the following resources even though the instructors

did not differ significantly in their use: (a) association

publications, (b) departmental journals, (c) field trips,

and (d) textbook manuals or guides. A near significant

negative relationship was found in the case of programmed or

individualized materials. It would appear accordingly that,

in general, while instructors grouped according to the number

of courses in education completed differed significantly

in the use of one-third of the kinds of instructional

resources, there was little uniform or linear relationship,

positive or negative, between such use and the number of

courses in education completed with the exception of the

three types of resources noted.

With regard to length of time taught, as shown in

Table XXXVI (pages 135-136), instructors differed signifi-

cantly in their use of only five of the twenty-one kinds of

instructional resources. A positive relationship was found

in turn between the length of time taught and only one of

these resources, self prepared syllabi. A positive tendency

was also noted for the following resources even though the

instructors did not differ significantly in their use:
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(a) audio-visual materials, (b) information from notes of

previously taken courses, (c) practitioners to speak to

classes, and (d) students' attendance at association meet-

ings. A negative relationship was found for only one

resource, departmentally prepared syllabi. A negative ten-

dency was also found in the case of the following resources

even though instructors did not differ significantly in

their use: (a) departmental books, (b) manufacturers' ser-

vice manuals, and (c) programmed or individualized materials.

It would appear accordingly that, in general, while instruc-

tors grouped according to length of time taught differed

significantly in the use of only one-fourth of the twenty-one

kinds of instructional resources, there was little uniform

or linear relationships, positive or negative, between such

use and the length of time taught with the exception of the

two types of resources noted.

With regard to teaching status, as shown in Table XLVII

(pages 151-152), instructors differed significantly in their

use of six of the twenty-one kinds of instructional resources.

A positive relationship was found, in turn, between teaching

status and three of these resources: (a) self prepared

syllabi, (b) library printed materials, and (c) student

interviews of practitioners in the field. A positive ten-

dency was also found in the use of the following resources

even though instructors did not differ significantly in their
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use: (a) manufacturers' literature other than service

manuals, (b) personally owned journals, (c) manufacturers'

service manuals, (d) association publication, (e) depart-

mental journals, (f) practitioners to speak to classes,

(g) field trips, and (h) students' attendance at association

meetings. A negative relationship was found in the use of

three resources: (a) departmental books, (b) personally

owned books, and (c) departmentally prepared syllabi. A

negative tendency was also found in the following resources

even though instructors did not differ significantly in

their use: (a) audio-visual materials, (b) personally

owned books, (c) information from courses presently taking,

(d) programmed or individualized materials, (e) textbook

manuals or guides, and (f) information from notes of pre-

viously taken courses. It would appear accordingly that,

in general, while instructors differed significantly in the

use of only one-third of the twenty-one kinds of resources

there was little uniform or linear relationship, positive

or negative, with the exception of the six types of resources

noted.

Multivariable Analyses of the Findings

To supplement the preceeding interpretations and sum-

mary of basic findings concerning the use of instructional

resources of all kinds, the following additional analyses

were made using collapsed categories and multivariate



170

cross-tabulations of variables. For this purpose each

original variable was reduced to two groupings only: (1)

more education, the master's degree and above, less educa-

tion, the bachelor's degree and less, (2) more courses in

education, 15 or more hours, less education, less than 15

hours, (3) more experience, 6 or more years, less expe-

rience, 5 years or less, (4) full-time and part-time. The

cumulative use of all instructional resources surveyed in

the study was then computed for each grouping as shown in

the bi-variate tables LVIII to LXI.

TABLE LVIII

CUMULATIVE USE OF ALL INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO THE LEVEL OF FORMAL

EDUCATION COMPLETED

Level of Formal Education More Education Less Education
Completed ___Ed____LssE __t _

Number of instructors 49 76

Number of courses taught 121 160

Possible cumulative use of
the 21 instructional 2541 3360
resources

Actual cumulative use of the
21 instructional resources 1143 1579

Cumulative percentage of use
of instructional resources 45% 47%

(Possible cumulative use is computed by multiplying
the total number of courses taught times 21. The remaining
tables will list only the cumulative percentage of use of
instructional resources.)
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TABLE LIX

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY
GROUPED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF COURSES

HIGHER EDUCATION COMPLETED

INSTRUCTORS
IN

Courses in Higher Education More Courses Less Courses

Cumulative percentage of use
of all instructional 47% 45%
resources

TABLE LX

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience More Experience Less Experience

Cumulative percentage of
use of all instructional 45% 46%
resources

TABLE LXI

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO TEACHING STATUS

Teaching Status Full Time Part Time

Cumulative percentage of use
of all instructional 47% 45%
resources

The relationships displayed in these tables, which are

to be noted in general for their even distribution (none

differing more than two percentage points), were then further
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analyzed by the simultaneous introduction of a third vari-

able as presented in Tables LXII through LXV which follow.

TABLE LXII

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO THE LEVEL OF EDUCATI ON AND

NUMBER OF COURSES IN HIGHER
EDUCATION COMPLETED

Level of Formal Education
Completed More Education Less Education

Courses in Education More Less More Less
Completed Courses Courses Courses Courses

Cumulative percentage of
use of all instructional 40% 51% 46% 45%
resources

As shown in Table LXII, which cross-tabulates the use

of instructional resources against the education level and

the number of educational courses completed, a possible

positive effect (6 percentage points, b and d) may be noted

for education level among instructors with less courses com-

pleted. At the same time, a possible negative effect (11

percentage points, b and a) may be noted for the education

courses completed among instructors with more education.

The latter relationship would appear to be counter-intuitive,

and no satisfactory explanation would appear warranted on

the basis of the data collected. Further investigation of

this relationship may be recommended accordingly.

Table LXIII presents the cross-tabulation of use of

instructional resources against educational level and
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TABLE LXIII

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF EDUCATION AND LENGTH

OF TIME TAUGHT

Level of Formal Education More Education Less Education
CompletedML

More Less More Less
Teaching Experience Experi-Experi- Experi- Experi-

ence ence ence ence

(a) j (b) (c) (d)
Cumulative percentage of

use of all instruc- 46% 42% 43% 47%
tional resources

teaching experience. A possible positive effect may be

noted for educational level among instructors with more

experience (a and c), but only a three percentage point

difference was found in this regard. A possible negative

effect may be noted for educational level among instructors

with less experience (b and d, which again would be counter-

intuitive). Similarly, a positive effect may be noted for

experience among instructors with more education (a and c),

however, a possible negative effect may be noted for expe-

rience among instructors with less education (c and d,

again, counter-intuitive). Both kinds of negative effects

may be recommended for further study.

Table LXIV presents a cross-tabulation of the use of

instructional resources against educational level and

instructor status (full-time, part-time). The differences
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TABLE LXIV

CUMULATIVE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES BY INSTRUCTORS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF EDUCATION AND

TEACHING STATUS

Level of Formal Education More Education Less Education
Completed

Teaching Status Full Part- Full Part-
Time Time Time Time

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Cumulative percentage of

use of all instruc- 45% 43% 47% 45%
tional resources

in the percentage distribution are very slight (not more

than 2 per cent among comparable sub-groups). A positive

direction of the differences is to be noted only for the

effect of status (a and b, c and d).

Table LXV presents the cross tabulation of the use

of instructional resources against all of the preceding

variables except teaching status, which was excluded be-

cause it would have occasioned too small a number of cases

among the sub-groups to be compared.

As shown in the table, when the number of educational

courses and teaching status are held constant, possible

positive effects are to be noted for educational level among

instructors with less education courses completed but with

more experience (c and g or 44% and 35%). When educa-

tional level and teaching experience are held constant,
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positive effects are to be noted for education courses

among instructors with more experience and less education

(e and g, or 53% and 35%). Similarly, a possible positive

direction may also be noted in the case of instructors with

less experience but more education, though the difference

amounts to only 4 percentage points (b and d, or 45% and

41%).

When courses in education completed and educational

level are held constant, possible positive effects may be

noted for teaching experience among instructors with more

courses completed and less education (e and f, or 53% and

43%) and positive differences may be noted among instructors

with more education, including those with more and with less

education courses completed, but the differences amount to

only 2 to 3 percentage points.

In general, the preceding cross-tabulations may be noted

for the following: (1) that the bi-variate comparisons of

use of instructional resources with educational level, number

of courses in education completed, teaching experience, and

teaching status (each considered separately) reveal no sig-

nificant relationships (with percentage differences of only

1 to 2 points), (2) that the tri-variate comparisons of

use of instructional resources with the same analytic vari-

ables are suggestive principally of possible positive effects

only for educational level when the number of education
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courses completed is held constant (51% - 45% = 6%), (3) that

the quadri-variate comparison of the use of instructional

resources with educational level, education courses com-

pleted, and teaching experience are principally suggestive

of positive effects: (a) for educational level when teach-

ing experience and education courses are held constant

(44% - 35% = 9%), (b) for teaching experience when education

courses and education levels are held constant (53% - 35% =

18%).

Use of Library Materials Only

A second principal objective of this study was to

determine whether the use of library materials only by

vocational-technical instructors was related to the pre-

viously discussed variables. Data were gathered through

the responses of instructors to a series of eighteen ques-

tionnaire statements regarding the types of materials used

for library assignments and the importance of library use

to instructors and students.

As shown previously in Tables XV through XXII (pages

105-110), when instructors were grouped according to the

highest level of education completed, they differed sig-

nificantly in their affirmative responses to seventeen of

the eighteen questionnaire statements. However, neither

a positive nor a negative relationship was found between

the level of education and the affirmative responses to any
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of the statements. It would appear accordingly that, in

general, while instructors grouped according to highest

level of education completed differed significantly in

their affirmative responses to the majority of the eighteen

questionnaire statements regarding use of library materials

only, there was no uniform or linear relationship between

such responses and level of education.

With regard to the number of courses in education com-

pleted, as shown in Tables XXVI-XXXIII (pages 122-127),

instructors differed significantly in their affirmative

responses to seven of the eighteen questionnaire statements.

A positive relationship was found, in turn, between the num-

ber of courses completed and the affirmative responses to

one of these statements. When asked to identify the types

of library assignments made, in general, instructors with

more courses in education responded affirmatively more often

to "reserve readings" than instructors with less education.

A positive tendency was found in the response to the cate-

gory, "professional updating," when instructors were asked

to identify their reasons for using the library. They did

not differ significantly, however, in their responses to the

statement. It would appear accordingly that, in general,

while instructors differed significantly in their affirmative

responses to one-third of the eighteen questionnaire state-

ments regarding use of library materials only, there was

little uniform or linear relationships between such responses
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and the number of courses in education with the exception

of the one case noted.

With regard to the length of time taught, as shown in

Tables XXXVII-XLIV (pages 138-143), instructors differed

significantly in their affirmative responses to twelve of

the eighteen questionnaire statements regarding use of

library materials only. A positive relationship was found,

in turn, between the length of time taught and the affirma-

tive responses to four of the statements. Instructors with

more time taught responded affirmatively more often than

instructors with less time taught to (a) "Do you usually

require library assignments as part of your teaching program

in introductory courses?" (b) "I use reserve readings for

library assignments," (c) "I use assigned readings for

library assignments," and (d) "I use journal articles for

library assignments." A positive tendency was found in the

responses to the following statements even though instructors

did not differ significantly in their responses: (a) "Do

you usually require library assignments as part of your

teaching program in advanced courses?" (b) "Do library

assignments figure in the final grade that you give students

in introductory courses?" and (c) "I use short papers for

library assignments." It would appear accordingly that, in

general, while instructors differed significantly in their

responses to two-thirds of the eighteen questionnaire
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statements regarding use of library materials only, there

were positive uniform or linear relationships between only

four of the statements and length of time taught.

With regard to teaching status, as shown in Tables

XLVIII-LV (pages 153-159), instructors differed signifi-

cantly in their affirmative responses to thirteen of the

eighteen questionnaire statements regarding use of library

materials only. A positive relationship was found, in turn,

between teaching status and all thirteen of the questionnaire

statements. A positive tendency was found also between

teaching status and the remaining five statements. It would

appear accordingly that, in general, instructors differed

significantly in their affirmative responses to the majority

of the eighteen questionnaire statements regarding use of

library materials only and there was a positive uniform

relationship between teaching status and the majority of the

statements.

Attitudinal Statements Associated with
Instructors' Use of the Library

A third principal objective of this study was to deter-

mine whether the attitudes of instructors toward use of the

library were related to the variables of the study.

With regard to the educational level, as shown in

Table XXIII (pages 112-113), when instructors identified as

library users were asked to respond to a series of attitudinal
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statements which reflected their reasons for using the

library, they differed significantly in their affirmative

responses to ten of the eleven statements. However, there

were no positive or negative relationships found in the

responses to any of these statements. It would appear

accordingly that, in general, while instructors differed

significantly in their responses to the-majority of the

eleven attitudinal statements regarding use of the library,

there were no uniform or linear relationships between such

responses and level of education.

With regard to the number of courses in education com-

pleted, as shown in Table XXXIV (page 129), instructors

differed significantly in their affirmative responses to

eight of the eleven attitudinal statements regarding use of

the library. There were no positive relationships in the

responses to any of the statements. A negative relation-

ship was found in the response to one statement, "I use the

library and therefore feel my students should use it." It

appears accordingly that, in general, while instructors dif-

fered significantly in their affirmative responses to the

majority of the eleven attitudinal statements regarding use

of the library, there was little uniform or linear relation-

ship between such responses and the number of courses in

education completed.

With regard to length of time taught, as shown in

Table XLV (page 145), instructors differed significantly in
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their affirmative responses to seven of the eleven atti-

tudinal statements regarding use of the library. There were

no positive relationships in the responses of any of these

statements. However, a negative relationship was found

between the length of time taught and the affirmative

responses to four of the statements: (a) "Students need to

learn to use the college library as part of their college

education," (b) "Use of library materials helps my students

broaden their overall education," (c) Use of library now is

the best preparation for continuing education later on the

job," and (d) "I use the library and therefore feel that my

students should use it." It appears accordingly, that in

general, instructors differed significantly in their affirma-

tive responses to the majority of the eleven attitudinal

statements regarding use of the library, there was no posi-

tive uniform relationship between such responses and length

of time taught. There was, however, a negative relation-

ship in the four cases noted.

With regard to teaching status, as shown in Table LVI

(page 160), instructors differed significantly in their

affirmative responses to only one of the eleven attitudinal

statements regarding use of the library. A negative rela-

tionship was found in this one case between teaching status

and the affirmative response to, "Use of library materials

now is the best preparation for continuing education later

on the job." It would appear accordingly that, in general,
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instructors did not differ significantly in their responses

to the majority of the eleven attitudinal statements nor

was there a positive or negative, uniform or linear, rela-

tionship between such responses and teaching status with

the exception of the one case noted.

Attitudinal Statements Associated with
Instructors' Non-Use of the Library

A fourth principal objective of this study was to deter-

mine whether the attitudes of instructors toward non-use of

the library were related to the variables of the study.

With regard to the level of education, as shown in

Table XXIV (pages 115-116), when instructors were asked to

respond to a series of questionnaire statements which re-

flected their reasons for not using the library, they

differed significantly to all eleven statements. No positive

or negative relationships were found in their responses. It

would appear accordingly that, in general, while instructors

differed significantly to all twelve attitudinal statements

regarding non-use of the library, there was no uniform or

linear relationship, positive or negative, between level of

education and such responses.

With regard to the number of courses in education com-

pleted, as shown in Table XXXV (pages 135-136), instructors

differed significantly in their affirmative responses to

five of the twelve attitudinal statements regarding non-use
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of the library. A positive relationship was f ound between

the number of courses completed and the instructors' response

to three of these statements: (a) "My students do not feel

comfortable or 'at home' in the library," (b) "I do not feel

I know enough about library services and how to use the

library to make library assignments,* and (c) "My own expe-

riences with libraries have left me with a bad impression

of libraries." A negative relationship was found between

the number of courses and the affirmative responses to one

statement, "My students can not read well enough to complete

library assignments." It would appear accordingly that, in

general, instructors differed significantly to one-half of

the twelve attitudinal statements regarding non-use of the

library, and positive and negative relationships were found

in four of these cases noted.

With regard to length of time taught, as shown in

Table XLVI (pages 147-148), instructors differed signifi-

cantly in their affirmative responses to nine of the twelve

attitudinal statements. No positive relationship was found

in their responses to any of the statements. However, a

negative relationship was found in their responses to four

of these statements: (a) "My students do not have time to

complete library assignments," (b) My students are not moti-

vated sufficiently to complete library assignments," (c) "I

do not feel I know enough about library services or how to

use the library to make assignments," and (d) "My classes
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are too large, I can not administer library assignments."

It would appear accordingly that, in general, while instruc-

tors differed significantly in their affirmative responses

to three-fourths of the twelve attitudinal statements, there

was no positive relationship between such use and the length

of time taught. A negative relationship was found in the

four cases noted.

With regard to teaching status, as shown in Table LVII

(page 162), instructors differed significantly in their

affirmative responses to seven of the twelve attitudinal

statements regarding non-use of the library. A positive

relationship was found between teaching status and the

responses to all seven statements: (a) "My courses pre-

dominately involve skill development, material must be

readily accessible to the classroom, laboratory or shop,"

(b) *My courses do not require the use of library materials,"

(c)"My own experiences with libraries have left me with a

bad impression of libraries," (d) "My courses have too much

to cover as it is," (e) "The library collection is inade-

quate," (f) "The majority of my students can not use the

library adequately for library assignments," (g) "My stu-

dents do not feel comfortable or 'at home' in the library."

It would appear accordingly that, in general, instructors

differed significantly in their affirmative responses to

more than half of the twelve attitudinal statements
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regarding non-use of the library, and a positive uniform

relationship was found between such responses and teaching

status.

Discussion of the Findings

Several critics have observed that American community

junior college instructors have been characterized 
in the

literature as a group of instructors who have failed to

implement innovative teaching techniques on a broad basis

to accommodate a diverse student body. Their "excessive

reliance on the lecture method of instruction with pre-

scribed amounts of materials to be covered in a given period,

primarily in textbooks, has contributed to alarming student

dropouts" (1, p. 15). As Roueche notes, "instructional

designs and strategies suited particularly to the unique

mission of the two-year college have not yet evolved . . .

new media are less likely to be introduced in two-year

colleges than they are in elementary or secondary schools"

(4, p. 716).

In contrast, the vocational-technical instructors sur-

veyed in this study do not conform to the image of many

community junior college instructors portrayed in the

literature. They have implemented on a broad basis an

array of instructional designs and strategies, and have not

relied excessively on the lecture-textbook method. Their

use of instructional resources is impressive. Audio-visual
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materials are extensively employed throughout the vocational-

technical programs. Printed materials, such as books,

periodicals, manufacturers' literature, and association

publications are liberally utilized as alternate or supple-

mentary learning modes. "Off-campus" resources are used

such as practitioners or employers to speak to classes, stu-

dent on-the-job training, students' attendance at association

meetings, and field trips. Overall, the vocational-technical

instructors surveyed preferred to use instructional resources

far more often than the community junior college instructors

studied in the Kelley-Wilbur study, the Fielder-Gillo study,

and the Park study. (See Chapter II.)

In studying the use of these resources, several

hypotheses and assumptions were posited. It was conjectured

that as vocational-technical instructors reached successively

higher levels of formal education, completed more courses in

education, taught longer, and obtained full-time teaching

status, they would be exposed to a variety of instructional

resources and such exposure would have a positive influence

in the use of instructional resources in the courses they

taught. Contrary to expectations, however, it was found

that with the exception of two types of resources (a)

student interviews of practitioners in the field, and (b)

government publications, there was no positive relationship

between the use of instructional resources and the level of
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education of instructors. That is, in general, instructors

with more education did not use more instructional resources

than instructors with less education.

No positive relationship was found between the kinds

and amounts of use of instructional resources and the number

of courses in education completed with the exception of two

types of resources, (a) self prepared syllabi, and (b) gov-

ernment publications, nor was a positive relationship found

between the length of time taught and the use of the resources

with the exception of one resource, self prepared syllabi.

A further unexpected finding of the study was the lack

of differences in the use of instructional resources by full-

time and part-time instructors. It was conjectured that

full-time instructors would use more instructional resources

than part-time instructors. Since its beginnings in 1967,

TCJC has held numerous workshops, conferences, and profes-

sional development meetings concerned with the development

and use of instructional resources. While attendance was

not mandatory, many full-time vocational-technical instructors

participated in the meetings. The vocational-technical

division has also held many professional development meetings

on the use of instructional resources. In the main, part-

time instructors have not regularly attended either the TCJC

sponsored meetings or the division meetings and would have

been expected to make only limited use of instructional

resources.
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Despite the lack of exposure to such meetings, confer-

ences and workshops, part-time instructors reported almost

equal use of instructional resources as the full-time

instructors. A possible factor in helping to account for

such use is the reliance of part-time instructors on depart-

mental syllabi which, in general, specify the types of

resources to be used in the various courses.

Despite the failure to establish positive relationships

between the use of the intructional resources and educa-

tional level, courses in education completed, teaching expe-

rience, and teaching status, the wide use of these resources

is still to be noted. The overall extent of such use will

presumably be applauded by community junior college educators

who feel "to accommodate all types of students, especially

those entering an 'open-door college,' there has to be more

of a system or structure in each class, than just 'read the

next chapter in the textbook'" (1, p. 6).

On the other hand, community junior college librarians

will presumably be dismayed by the findings of the relatively

limited use of library materials as an instructional resource.

Less than one-third of the instructors required library

assignments in their courses and less than one-third figured

library assignments in their final grade. Of those who

made library assignments, journal articles were the most

extensively used resource. Such limited use of library
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materials is in marked contrast with the relative high use

of library materials as reported in studies by Allen and

others as noted in Chapter II. Ironically, while most

instructors surveyed in this study made much less use of

library materials as an instructional resource than other

resources, they overwhelmingly shared the feeling that

their students should use library materials.

A number of possible hypotheses were posited in Chap-

ter I and supported in the literature which may possibly

explain the reluctance of vocational-technical instructors

to use library materials. Several of the assumptions con-

cerned certain student characteristics. It was assumed

that vocational teachers do not use library materials as an

instructional resource because their students lack suffic-

ient motivation to complete library assignments. It was

assumed that vocational-technical instructors do not use

library materials as an instructional resource because

vocational-technical students can not read well enough,

vocational-technical students can not use library materials

effectively, vocational-technical students do not feel com-

fortable or "at home" in the library, and vocational-

technical students do not have time to complete library

assignments. None of these assumptions proved valid for

vocational-technical instructors at TCJC. Only 11 per cent

of non-library users feel that their students are not com-

fortable in the library, 14 per cent feel that their students
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can not read well enough to complete library assignments,

19 per cent feel that their students lack motivation, 21 per

cent feel that their students can not use the library, and

30 per cent feel that their students do not have time to

complete library assignments.

Several other assumptions were formulated which con-

cerned certain instructor characteristics. It was assumed

that vocational-technical instructors do not use library

materials as an instructional resource because they do not

know enough about the library to make assignments and to

advise in library use. It was assumed that previous expe-

riences with libraries left vocational-technical instructors

with bad impressions of libraries. Only 5 per cent of non-

library users in this study feel that their own inability

to use the library is a reason for their non-library use

and 4 per cent feel that previous experiences with libraries

causes them not to use the library.

The reason most cited by non-library users, 88 per cent,

was "my courses predominately involve skill development,

materials must be readily accessible to the classroom,

laboratory, or shop." This response is further supported

by vocational-technical instructor's extensive use of depart-

mentally owned and personally owned books and journals, and

by their use of training literature, service manuals and

guides provided by manufacturers and companies. Most of



192

these materials are presently located in the library or

could be acquired by the library, yet the majority of

instructors preferred to use materials located in their

immediate proximity.

Implications of the Study

The evidence from this study indicates that community

junior college vocational-technical instructors need and

make liberal use of a wide variety of instructional resources,

print and non-print, if these resources are made readily

available.

Accordingly, if the community junior college library is

to function as an integral part of the instructional program

of the college, these resources must first be provided by

the library. As Fritz Veit has noted, the 1972 "Guidelines

for Two-Year College Learning Resource Programs" stress the

importance of developing a program "that concerns itself

with all learning and teaching media regardless of form,"

and which reflects a trend "that has led libraries beyond

their traditional function of repositories of books and has

carried audio-visual centers beyond their traditional func-

tions as agencies for showing films" (6, p. 168).

Many community junior college library resource programs

have become very successful in transcending these tradi-

tional functions. In a recent nationwide survey of
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twenty-seven community junior college campuses (including

TCJC), Thomson found that

Staff responsible for learning resources seemed
to have become significantly more involved in
the instructional program of community colleges
than staff in traditional libraries in four-year
colleges and universities. This factor was in
part because of the lower reading level of the
students, which increased the importance of
utilization of non-print materials in instruction

(5, p. 4).

It is important to re-emphasize that while vocational-

technical instructors in the present study used an impressive

amount of non-print materials in their courses, they also

used an equally impressive amount of print materials. The

reading level of vocational-technical students was apparently

not a major factor in their selection of instructional

resources, nor were other student characteristics. Print

materials have been and continue to be a primary source of

information for vocational-technical students. Many of these

students gained their original interest and elementary skills

through technical books and journals before they entered col-

lege. Ironically, most are thoroughly familiar with basic

library functions, that is, the location of stored materials

through a catalog (in this case, parts, tools, etc.), and

the use of books, manuals, or guides to acquire additional

knowledge or skills.

Perhaps the most significant implication of the present

study, however, is the documentation of the influence of
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geographic location of print materials in determining their

use by vocational-technical instructors. Departmental or

personal books, journals, and other print materials were

used far more extensively than similar materials housed in

the library. This is understandable when the instructional

needs of vocational-technical instructors are examined.

The academic instructor, for the most part, uses

library materials to supplement or strengthen his primary

sources of instruction, the lecture and textbook. Library

assignments such as term or research papers usually do not

require the most recent books or journals. The vocational-

technical instructor, however, very often must use library

materials as a primary source of instruction, and these

materials must be current. A journal may be the only source

for a recent technical discovery or development. This

journal, housed in the library, a block away from the teach-

ing station, guarded by a non-circulating policy, has very

little immediate value to the vocational-technical instruc-

tor. (One-half of the twenty-seven campuses in the Thomson

study, including TCJC, have closed periodical stacks.)

Many technical books and manuals serve as the latest

step-by-step guide to the assembly, maintenance or repair

of a complex machine, and they must be immediately accessible

to the instructors and students. When asked why he used

departmental and personal books rather than library books,
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one instructor in the study replied, "I cannot send my

class all the way up to the library every time they need

to know how to fix a carburetor. I need the automotive

manuals right here, right now!"

It is unfortunate that vocational-technical instructors

must rely on departmental or personal print materials.

They usually do not have sufficient funds and they are not

trained in the proper selection, acquisition, and storage

of these materials. In other words, these are legitimate

library functions.

Departmental or satellite media centers are common in

the larger, better funded community junior colleges. "Self-

instructional study stations might employ the full range of

audio-visual equipment used for classroom media presenta-

tions, plus programmed instruction materials, and various

types of self-instructional equipment such as auto tutors,

testing devices, re-record equipment and reading improvement

equipment" (5, p. 120). The provision and proximity of the

audio-visual equipment and materials in the vocational-

technical satellite centers very likely contributed to their

extensive use by TCJC vocational-technical instructors.

There is every reason to believe that library-provided

print materials housed in such centers will also enjoy

extensive use. This service is consistent with the recom-

mendations of the 1972 "Guidelines." "Materials . .
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should be located in the areas where learning takes place,

and that inventory control of all materials and equipment

should be the responsibility of the Learning Resources pro-

gram and its units" (2, p. 4).

Based on the results of this study, it appears that to

realize its instructional potential, not only must the

library provide the instructional resources which vocational-

technical instructors need, but these resources must be

located near the vocational-technical teaching stations.

Recommendations for Further Study

1. A principal purpose of this study was to develop

information concerning the kinds and amounts of instruc-

tional resources used by community junior college vocational-

technical instructors. Additional study should be under-

taken to develop information concerning the learning

effectiveness of each kind of resource.

2. The evidence from this study indicated that while

vocational-technical instructors make extensive use of

library type materials, such materials must be located near

their classrooms, laboratories, or shops. There should be

further study to determine the feasibility of separate or

departmental library collections in vocational-technical

areas.

3. While only 11 per cent of the non-library users

reported that their students did not feel comfortable or
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"at home" in the library, nationwide, this represents a

sizeable group. Further research would be helpful to

determine the causes of such feelings.

4. Twenty-one per cent of the vocational-technical

instructors felt that their students could not use the

library adequately. Research should be undertaken to

determine the level of library skills of newly enrolled

vocational-technical students and appropriate library

instructional programs should be developed.

5. This study should be replicated in its present

design in other community junior colleges of similar sizes

and curriculum to strengthen the findings.
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To The Faculty Member Addressed:

I am pleased to assist Mr. John Lolley in the gathering
of certain data relating to a dissertation study he has
undertaken at North Texas State University. I view
John's research as having value not only for his own
development, but also for our efforts to improve the
teaching and learning process. Mr. Lolley has agreed
to share the results of his study with us.

I am aware of the demand placed upon you in answering
questionnaires but I would appreciate your taking a
few minutes to respond and return it to Mr. Lolley.

Thank you for your cooperation.

M. D. McLallen
Dean of Instruction
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Dear Colleague,

As part of the requirements for the Ph. D. in Library Science
at North Texas State University, I am conducting a study of
the full and part-time vocational-technical teachers at
Tarrant County Junior College, South Campus and their use of

instructional resources in the classroom. I would truly
appreciate your participation in the study.

The first part of the study consists of a survey of the
kinds and amounts of instructional resources 'vocational-
technical teachers use to teach their courses. (For this
study I have designated instructional resources as any mate-
rials or devices used in conjunction with or instead of the
lecture, i.e. books, periodicals, programmed materials,
audio-visuals, manufacturers' manuals, manufacturers' bulle-
tins, newsletters, etc.).

The second part of the study will be a focus interview which
consists of about 12 to 14 questions. The focus interview
attempts to discover the reasons for vocational-technical
faculty's use of non-use of library materials.

This will be the first indepth research which concerns the
vocational-technical faculty of a comprehensive community
junior college and their use of instructional resources.
Please return the questionnaire as soon as possible so that
the second part of the study can be concluded. (In order
for the study to be complete you must respond to both
instruments, the questionnaire and the focus interview).
I'm sure that you will be interested in the results and I
will share them with you once the study is completed. Let
me assure that no names of individual responses will be
discussed with anyone. The report will be in percentages.

If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire or
focus interview, please call me at ext. 222 or 224. Thank
you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

John L. Lolley
Director of Library Services



202

FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE I

1, 2. Department in which you are teaching:_

3, 4. Major subject that you are teaching:

5. (1) Full time

6. Course Load:
(1) 1 course
(2) 2 courses
(3) 3 courses

(2) Part time

(4)
(5)
(6)

7. Length of time you have taught:
(1) 1 year (4)
(2) 2 years (5)
(3) 3 years (6)

8. Your
(1)
(2)
(3)

highest degree earned:
high school
2 year associate
4 year baccalaureate

(4)
(5)
(6)

4 courses
5 courses
6 courses

4 years
5 years
6 or more years __

Master's
Master's + 24 hrs.
Doctorate

9. How many college credit courses have you taken which
concerned teaching in higher education, such as:
methods or techniques of instruction, philosophy of
community junior college, curriculum development,
learning resources, administration?
(1) 0 hrs. (5) 12 hrs.

(2) 3 hrs. (6) 15 hrs.

(3) 6 hrs. (7) 18 or more hrs.

(4) 9 hrs.

This questionnaire is designed to determine the kinds and

amounts of instructional resources that you use in your
classroom teaching program. An instructional resource is

any resource or device that you use in conjunction with the

lecture in your classroom teaching. The period covered by

the questionnaire extends from the SPRING SEMESTER 1976 to

the present. Please check the following instructional
resources as they apply. (All questions from 10-30 must
have some response for the questionnaire to be valid).

10. In how many of your courses do you use a textbook,
manual or guide as the only instructional resource?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses

(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses

(4) 3 courses
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11. In how many courses do you use information from notes
of previous courses that you have taken?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

12. In how many courses do you use information from courses
that you are now taking?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

13. In how many of your courses do you
you prepared?
(1) None of my courses (5)
(2) 1 course (6)
(3) 2 courses (7)
(4) 3 courses

14. In how many of your courses do you
prepared by your department?
(1) None of my courses (5)
(2) 1 course (6)
(3) 2 courses (7)
(4) 3 courses

use a syllabus that

4 courses
5 courses
6 courses

use a syllabus

4 courses
5 courses
6 courses

15. In how many courses do you use manufacturers' service
manuals?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

16. In how many courses do you use manufacturers' litera-
ture, other than service manuals (bulletins, news-
letters, etc.)?
(1) Nope of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses

(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

17. In how many of your courses do you
publications?
(1) None of my courses (5)
(2) 1 course (6)
(3) 2 courses (7)
(4) 3 courses

use government

4 courses
5 courses
6 courses
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18. In how many of your courses do you use association
publications?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

19. In how many courses do you use programmed or individual-
ized materials?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

20. In how many courses do you use personally owned books?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

21. In how many courses do you use journals to which you
subscribe?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 3 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

22. In how many courses do you use departmental books?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

23. In how many courses do you use departmental journals?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

24. In how many courses do you use audio-visual materials
(i.e. films, film strips, slides, cassettes, video
tapes, etc., but not microtexts)?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses
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25. In how many courses do you use field trips?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses

(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

26. In how many courses do you use student on-the-job
training?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

27. In how many of your courses do you use student inter-
views of practitioners or employers in the field?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses

(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

28. In how many of your courses do you use practitioners
or employers in the field to speak to your classes?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

29. In how many courses do you have students attend
association meetings?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

30. In how many of your courses do you use TCJC Library
printed materials (journal articles, reserve books,
term papers, reading assignments)?
(1) None of my courses (5) 4 courses
(2) 1 course (6) 5 courses
(3) 2 courses (7) 6 courses
(4) 3 courses

If you indicated in question 30 that you use TCJC Library
printed materials in any of your courses, complete questions
31-41. If you did not, begin at question 42 and answer all
questions with a response.
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Do you usually require library assignments as part of your
teaching program?
31. Introductory courses YES NO

32. Advanced courses YES NO

Do you feel that use of the library by your students is
necessary for their achieving success in the courses you
are teaching?
33. Introductory courses YES NO

34. Advanced courses YES NO

Do library assignments figure in the final grade that you
give students?
35. Introductory courses YES NO

36. Advanced courses YES NO

Indicate the type of library assignments that you make.
37. Reserve readings 40. Comprehensive readings
38. Assigned readings 41. Journal articles
39. Short papers _

42. Do you encourage students to use the library collection
for further information on a particular subject that
you are teaching?
YES NO

43. Do you urge students to keep up with technical advances
in their occupations after graduation through the use
of journals and literature in your subject?
YES NO

44. Do you feel that you coule effectively teach your
courses without the college library?
YES NO

45. How many books have you recommended for purchase by
the library?
0 ___; 1-5 ___; 6-10 __; 11-15 ___; 16-20 __; 21+ ___

46. How many books have you checked out from the library
during the semester?
0 __; 1-5 ___; 6-10 ___; 11-15 __; 16-20 ___; 21+ -
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47. What reasons have you checked out books from the
library?
(1) Professional updating
(2) Materials for courses you are taking
(3) Recreational reading
(4) For information in courses that you are teach-

ing

Thank you for completing this questionnaire

Please check question numbers 10-30 to see that you have
made some response. The second part of this study, the
Focus Interview, will be sent as soon as you return this
questionnaire.
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE 2

You have indicated that you do use TCJC Library materials
as an instructional resource. Please check the reasons as
they apply.

1. The class is small enough to administer library assign-
ments.
YES NO

2. The library collection is adequate for my students' needs.
YES NO

3. Use of library materials helps my students keep abreast
of new developments in the field.
YES __ NO

4. Use of library materials helps my students broaden their
overall education.
YES NO

5. Students need to learn to use the college library as
part of their overall education.
YES NO

6. I use the library and therefore feel that my students
should use it.
YES NO

7. Library assignments such as term or research papers
help students to develop critical thinking.
YES NO

8. Library materials expand my course content.
YES NO

9. Use of library materials helps students to make better
grades.
YES NO

10. Students should read more than textbook assignments.
YES NO

11. Use of library materials now is the best preparation
for continuing education later on the job.
YES NO
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE 3

You have indicated that you do not utilize Library materials

as an instructional resource. Please check the reasons as

they apply.

1. My students are not motivated sufficiently to complete
library assignments.
YES NO

2. My students can not read well enough to complete library
assignments.
YES NO

3. My courses predominately involve skill development,
materials must be readily accessible to the classroom,
lab or shop.
YES NO

4. My courses do not require the use of library materials.
YES NO

5. My classes are too large, I can not administer library
assignments.
YES NO

6. My students do not have time to complete library
assignments.
YES NO

7. My own experiences with libraries have left me with a
bad impression of libraries.
YES NO

8. My courses have too much to cover as it is.
YES NO

9. The library collection is inadequate.
YES NO

10. The majority of my students can not use the library
adequately.for library assighments.
YES NO

11. My students do not feel comfortable or "at home" in the
library.
YES NO
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12. I do not feel I know enough about library services
and how to use the library and therefore feel that
I can not adequately advise students in library use
nor make assignments in the library.
YES NO
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