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SHARROCK, WILLIAM ROGER., Members of Boards cof Trustees of North
Carolina Community Colleges: Their Selected Personal Characteristics
and Attitudes Toward Institutional Role and Governance. (1974)
Directed by: Dr. T. Joseph McCocok. Pp. 208.

The purpose of this study was to determine for the State of
North Carolina: (1) the personal characteristics of local community
college board members, (2) the attitudes of board members toward

functions of the local community college, and (3) the relationships

between personal characteristics and attitudes.,

The population potential of this study included 178 board
members serving in the State of North Carolina during the spring of
1973. A total of 152 board members, or 85.29 per cent, responded to

a questionnaire designed to obtain the necessary data.

The study revealed that in the spring of 1973, the typical
board member serving North Carolina community colleges was a white
male about 55 years old and a resident of a small town or rural area.
He had earned at least a bachelor's degree and a median family income
between $25,001 and $32,000, with almost one-half reporting a family
income of more than $32,001. He was active in a professional or
managerial occupation and reported a parental status of one to three
children. The majority of board members reported that they had resided
in the county where the college he served was located for over 30 years
and had two to three years experience on public school board;. Over

90 per cent had over three years experience on community college boards.

A majority of board members included in the study indicated
attitudes favorable to the concept of the comprehensive community college.

This included the open-door policy, provisions for a variety of programs



and an acceptance of a basic philosophy consistent with that of the
‘Community College Act. * Such programs as adult education, transfer
education, technical or semi-technical courses, remedial programs for
under educated youth and adults, counseling, testing and placement
services for all students were among those supported by a majority of

board members.

Board m=uwbers did not favor extra-curricular programs and inter-
collegiate athletics or social organizations snd fraternities in the
coomunity colleges. A majority did not support faculty or student
representation on the board nor did they feel that the faculty should

negoviste with the board for salary arrangements and working conditions.

To determine significance of the relationship between personal
characteristics and attitudes of board members, a chi-square test was
applied to 210 specific comparisons. Of these, 35 were significant
at the .05 level of significance, the standard established for accept-

ance of the hypotheses in the study.

The hypotheses were accepted for 35 relationships between personal
characteristics and attitudes of board members. The personal charact-

eristic of family income had nine significant relationships with

attitudinal statements, education had seven, experience on community

college boards and age had six each, area of residence had five, and

four were found between sex and attitudinal statzments.

An analysis of the data revealed no significant relationships
between personal characteristics and seven of the 30 attitudinal

statements.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Opportunities for community college trustees to be of service to

many thousands of people whom the institutions serve are numerous and
rewarding. Trustees -uve the opportunity to stimulate local interest
and progressive improvement of the institutions. Their influence will

long be felt.

In remarks made by Dallas Herring (Blackmcn, 1970, p. 7), Chairman
of the State Board of Education, to the trustees of the North Carolina
Community Collegs System, the opportunities, rewards and obligations
of trustee service were vividly stated in terms of his own experience.
Excerpts from these remarks follow:

The work in which you and I are engaged as citizens of
North Carolina is not in the writing, but in the making
of history today. I invite you to think of your duty as
trustees in this realistic, if somewhat lofty context,
because the impact of your efforts will change the course
of our history to the extent that you succeed with what
you have undertaken to do. Make no mistake: yours is
the greatest single opportunity facing the State . . . .

The goal of the Community College System must be as
comprehensive as the needs of our students are. If this
is not understood, then it is our duty to make it clear,
so that it will not be misunderstocd. We must support
policies which will open all of these doors to all of
the people who can walk through them with any degree of
promise to themselves and to the Ztate.

In the United States prior to the era of Thomas Jefferson, limited

formal educational opportunities were afforded the general public; formal



)

education was reserved for the rich, well born and able (Hicks, 1939,
pp. 242-43). Generally, since that time, the socio~economic founda-
tions of the American society have changed so that today many Americans
believe that universal educational opportunityis not only desirable,

but essential (Thornton, 1966, Ch. 3; Benson, 1961, pp. 22, 23).

There are numerous proposals for ameliorating current social
problems in the United States. Some would propose destruction of
American society and starting anew. Others propose suppressing those
who dissent. Rafferty (1968, p. 69), a proponent of those who would
suppress, said concerning young dissenters:

The worst of our youngsters are growing up to become
booted, sideburned, duciktailed, unwashed, leatherjacketed
slobs whose favorite sport is ravaging little girls and
stomping polio victims to death; the best of our youth
are coming into maturity for all the world like a young
person fresh from a dizzy rollercoaster ride with every-
thing blurred, nothing clear, with no positive sgtand-
ards, with everything in doubt.

Between the two extremes of social anarchy and strict maintain-
ance of the status quo appear more workable alternatives; reorienta-
tion of formal educational programs toward increased social relevancy
is one such alternative. Dewey (1916), Kirkpatrick (1962), and other
social reconstructionists advance the belief that formal education

programs have tremendous potential for social reconstruction and im-

provement.

The comprehensive public two-year junior college, according to
some authorities, is better organized than most other formal educational

institutions to realize much of this potential for socilal reconstruction



(Thornton, 1966, p. 25). Thus the junior college is better able to
meet the needs of people of the society rather than just the needs of

those who are academically oriented.

Concommitant with this growing concern for providing maximum
educational opportunities for all people has been the growth in number
of junior and community colleges. TIn 1900 there were but eight junior
colleges, all of which were private with a total enrollment of 100
students (Reynolds, 1965, p. 9). In 1971 872 junior colleges opened
doors to over 2,680,000 students (Conner, 1972, pp. 10-12). Almost
4,900,000 students are expected to enroll in 1,228 junior and community

colleges by 1980.

The problems of organizing, financing, administration, governance,
and community involvement in the operation of the junior colleges
have increased in complexity along with the astonishing rise of enroll-
ment. Recognizing, understanding, and solving these difficult problems
are essential if the Jjunior college is to realize its potential as a

viable and socially relevant educational institution.

In North Carolina, the growth of a system of comprehensive community
colleges may be traced to September, 1950, when Charles I, Carroll,
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, appointed a Community College
Committee with representatives from the legislature, state supported
senior colleges, public junior colleges, private junior colleges,
denominational junior colleges, the State Department of Public
Instruction, industry and thé public schools. At the same time he

requested the Director of the North Carolina Survey of Public Education



to make a study of the need in North Carolina for state supported
community colleges and to project a basic plan for the development

of community college services and facilities in the state.

In December, 1962, the North Carolina Board of Higher Education
and the Governor's Commission on Education Beyond High School published
a document that has had far reaching effects in the state, particularly
those recommendations which were proposals for a system of comprehensive
community colleges in a statewide system as a part of a Master Plan

for post-secondary education in the state (Hamilton, 1962).

The year of 1963 marked the enactment of Chapter 115A of the
Public School Laws of North Carolina, which implemented the recommend-
ations of the Governor's Commission on Education Beyond High School
and provided guidelines for the development of public junior community
colleges in the state. The basic sections of the act were: 1) general
provisions for state administration, 2) local administration, 3) financial
support, 4) budgeting, accounting and fiscal management, and 5) special

provisions.

The State Board of Education was designated as the supervisory
agency for all public community college districts. Further, the Act
created local boards of trustees to govern the various individual

institutions.

The importance of the local board was pointed out by Campbell and
_associates (1965, p. 164) in their statement, "The essence of all

government is decision-making; the decisions made by school boards are
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the fiber of local school govermment". It was their conclusion that
the public must concern itself with maximizing "good" decisions and

minimizing "bad" decisions.

The powers and duties of local public junior college boards were
somewhat consistent with those granted to boards serving senior public
colleges and universities in the State of North Carolina. Of particular
importance here is the traditional reliance on the concept of local
control under state auspices. The recognition of basic policy develop-
ment as the primary responsibility by local lay boards is also an

important factor.

The selection of individuals to serve on local junior and com-
munity college boards should be a matter of interest and vital concern
to those residents of the districts who are interested in higher educa-
tion. Campbell (1965, p. 175) stated that board members exercised
enormous influence through thelr discretionary powers. Through those
powers, board members bring to bear great influence on the directions

of the educational institutions they serve.

One of the problems of administration of the junior and community
college is that of establishing meaningful working relationships with
its board of trustees. Coordination must be attained between the
functions of the board and college administration. Each body must
perform the function it is legally set up to perform. Communication
between these bodies must be effective to enhance understanding and
to avoid duplication. Few studies have attempted to describe the

nature or charscteristics of trustees. Similarly, studies in related
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fields of junior college administration have shown that trustees and
Jjunior college administrators often have dissimilar opinions of the
role of the boards of trustees in the operation of the college

(Gaines, 1967, p. 23).

I. The Problem

Statement of the problem. It was the purpose of this study to

determine for North Carolina: (1) selected personal characteristics
of local community college board members, (2) the attitudes of board
members toward selected functions of the community college, and (3)
the relationships between personal characteristics and attitudes of

board members toward community college functions as determined above.

The study sought to identify and examine selected characteristics
and attitudes of members of boards of trustees of North Carolina com-
munity colleges for the academic year 1972-73. Characteristics studied
included demographic information such as sex, age, marital status,
occupations and income, and personal information such as the extent
of formal education. Attitudes studied inclu ied beliefs about role
and philosophy, research, program development, financial, administra-

tion and governance of community colleges.

II. Importance of the Problem

From 1963 to 1971 enrollment in North Carolina community colleges
increased from 1,400 to 30,380 (Conner, 1972, p. 58). There is every
reason to believe this rapid increase of community college enrollments

will continue for the next several years. According to Thornton



(1966, p. 206), increasing demands on the community college to provide
services traditionally provided by the home along with the rising
enrollment point to the growing importance and added responsibility

for this institution in the community.

As a result of the growth of the junior college, it has become
increasingly necessary to insure better coordination of Jjunior college
administrators and boards of trustees. These boards, as legally author-
ized representatives of the people, can significantly enhance the effi-
cient operations of the Jjunior college or, if proper coordination is

lacking, can seriously impede the operations.

As a part of the research process for this study, the writer met
in conference with Charles Bucher, Dean, Planning and Coordination,
Department of Community Colleges, North Carolina State Board of Education,
in August, 1971, and in March and May, 1972. On April 20, 1972, and
May 24, 1972, Clifton Blue, President, North Carolina Community College
Trustees Association, 1971-72, responded by letter to an inquiry made
by the writer. John Blackmon, Administrative Assistant to the President,
North Carolina Community Colleges, was also consulted on March lh, 1972,
and May 15, 1972. The consensus of these individuals was that a need
existed for a definitive study of the characteristics and attitudes of
board members of North Carolina community colleges. Such a study could
provide information to the Department of Community Colleges and the
local institutions which had not been available. It also appeared that
such a study could identify important information about board members

and this information could, in turn, augment board-administration
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communications which might result in more effective operation of

community colleges.

Important differences were discovered between certain perceived
functions of junior college advisory board members and intended functions,
as stated by Florida Junior College Advisory Board policies (Gaines,
1967, Ch. III). Similarly, misunderstandings were observed regarding
functions, qualifications and problems by Floride Junior College Advi-
sory Board members (Robinson, 1963). Further study was needed to
identify and understand characteristics and cpinions of trustees of
Florida Jjunior colleges in order to improve working relations of boards
and administrators (Gaines, 1967, p. 182; Robinson, 1963, pp. 179-183).
While there is no evidence that similar studies have been made in North
Carolina, it is possible the same kinds of misunderstandings exist;

thus the need for a similar study in North Carolina is implied.

The role and function of the local junior college in terms of
best meeting the needs of society are not easily determined. There
are many who enthusiastically support the concept of the comprehensive
junior college, buit others who disagree. Medsker (1960, pp. 3-4) in
discussing the functions of a junior college, pointed out that such
institutions are often the subject of criticism. These criticisms
take many forms such as many of the claimed functions of junior colleges
not being fulfilled and questioning the ability of any one institution
to meet the needs of sucih a diverse student body. Other issues, such
as local versus state financing, the open-door policy, and free educa-

tion versus tultion are typical of potential decision-making problems
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which guide the implementation of programs and services and confront

the members of local junior and community college boards.

Martorana (1962, pp. 38-39) said concerning research on boards of
trustees of higher education institutions:
The fact remains that relatively little effort has
been extended to examine analytically the actual mem-
berships of bozrds of trustees in terms of the stand-
ards expected of such membership.
Recently, as if in answer to this plea for more studies of this
type, results of replies to an eight page questionnaire fram some
5,200 trustees of 5306 institution of higher education were published
(Hartnett, 1969). This study gave a cursory view of selected personal
characteristics of these trustees. In addition, a table of the per-
centage of trustees who agreed with twenty-nine statements regarding
academic freedom and governance was presented. This study sampled 5,200
out of approximately 35,000 and no statement was made implying that the

results could be generalized to any particular state, such as North

Carolina.

In a speech to the Southeastern Regional Junior College Administra-
tive Leadership Program in August, 1964, LaVire said:

I believe that where serious frictions occur in board- '
administration relationships, it is largely encendered
because of an insulfficient grasp or understanding of
the proper role for the various participants within the
structure for decision-making we have established in
our society. (p. 17)

The writer of this paver postulates that this friction might be re-

duced if more were understcod about the personal characteristics and

attitudes of members of bozrd of trustees. Concommitantly, a more
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effective working relstionship could develop between boards and the

comminity college administration.
III. Scope of the Study

- This study investigated the members of local community college
boards in the State of North Carolina for 1972-73. At the time of the
study, there were 56 institutions under the direction of the Department
of Community Colleges. Of these, 41 were technical institutes and 15
were chartered as community colleges. Each college was authorized a
twelve member board. Thus, 180 board members comprised the potential

population of the study.
IV. Hypotheses of the Study

It was the hypotheses of this study that statisically significant
relationships would be found between certain personal characteristics
of North Carolina community college board members and selected attitudes
of the board members toward the functions and purposes of the community
colleges. The following hypotheses were tested:

1. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members under 45 years of age and those over 45 years of
age toward selected functions of the college.

2. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
the male and the female board members concerning selected functions of
the colleg=.

3. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
the white board members and the non-white board members toward selected

functions of the college.
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4. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members residing in urban areas and those residing in
rural areas concerning selected functions of the college.

5. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members with less than three years service on the board
and those with more than three years service with regard to selected
functions of the college.

6. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
board members with an education level at the bachelor's degree, or
less, and those board members with a graduate of professional degree
with regard to selected functions of the college.

7. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
board members with a family income of less than $18,000 ver year and
those with a family income of more than $18,001 per year concerning

selected functions of the college.

V. Delimitations of the Study

The study was confined to the characteristics and attitudes of the
180 board members serving fifteen existing community colleges in
North Carolina during the academic year 1972-73. It was further con-
fined to data gathered on all 180 board members by the Department of
Community Colleges, North Carolina State Board of Education and data
gathered by means of a questionnaire (Appendix B) returned by the

board members,

There are 56 institutions, 41 technical institutes and 15 community

colleges, which make up the North Carolina Department of Community
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Colleges. The decision to limit the study to the 15 colleges as being
representative of the community college system was made because the
colleges are to offer the same type programs as the technical
institutes in the system; i.e., continuing education and community
service programs, technical, and vocational programs. In addition,
the colleges offer a two-year college transfer program not offered

by the technical institutes.
VI. Limitations

There are four major limitations which are recognized in the design
of the present investigation. First, it is recognized that the use of
a questionnaire limits the depth of questions that can be asked.
Second, it is recognized that to the extent that 100 per cent of the
questionnaires were not returned, there is a possibility of bias.
However, as indicated later, there is some reason to believe that this
limitation was overcome due to the high percentage of returns from all
fifteen colleges. This possibility is recognized in the present investi-
gation since 152 of 178 board members returned the questionnaires.

(There was a vacancy on one board and one board member was deceased.)

Third, it is recognized that in the case of questionnaires there
is a possibility that the board members queried gave responses which
they deem to be appropriate in lieu of their true opinions about the
statements contained in the questionnaire. Fourth, generalizations
drawn from the investigation should be limited to the members of boards
of trustees of North Carolina community colleges for the academic year

1972-73.
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VII. Definition of Terms

Community College

Public community colleges are institutions which are supported
by public tax funds, which are controlled and operated by a board,
either elected or appoint=d by a public official or agency, and
which offer programs and courses limited to the first two years of
post-high school education including university parallel courses and
at least one of the following areas: occupational, technical, and

continuing education.

Board
The governing board for a community college is elected or appointed
under provisions of the Communi®ty College Act and consists of twelve

authorized members.

Board Member

An individual serving as a member of the board under the provisions

set, forth under the Community College Act.

Community College Act

Chapter 115A, General Statutes of North Carolina, passed by the
North Carolina CGeneral Assembly in 1963 establishes the system of

community colleges in North Carolina.

Board Policies

Board policies are policies that are written or unwritten, which are

developed by the board and provide operational and developmental
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guide~lines for the institutions. Board policies are further defined

as reflecting attitudes about the functions of the community college.

Comprehensive Community Collesze Program

This is a program offered by a community college which includes:
(1) courses in liberal arts and science and general education, (2)
adult education or continuing education courses, and (3) courses in
occupational, semi-technical or technical fields leading directly to

employment.

Conmunity College Administration

Only those administrators of the community college who have direct
personal responsibilities in an official capacity with the board of

trustees are considered in this study.

Attitudes
Attitudes include the stated or personally reported beliefs about
certain functions of the colleges according to the board members of

North Carolina community colleges.

Functions of the College

In this study, functions of the college are defined as those items
on the questionnaire pertaining to philosophy, research, program develop-
ment, financing, administration, and governance of North Carolina com-

unity colleges.

Personal Characteristics

Those items included in the questionnaire which reflect a board

member's personal characteristics are: 1) age, 2) sex, 3) race, 4) place
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of residence, 5) educational background, 6) family income, 7) marital-
parental status, 8) years of experience on community college boards,

9) years of experience on public school boards, and 10) years of
residence in the community college county. Also included is information
pertaining to present occupational status and principal occupation, which

was supplied by the Department of Community Colleges.

Urban Area

As used in the statement of the hypotheses and in the analysis
of the data, urban area is any area other than a rural area or &small

town.

In summary, it is the opinion of this writer that the degree to
which local community colleges will develop along the lines of the
legislative acts and the master plan will depend on the leadership
provided by local boards. The functions of the local institution will
be based on policies, written and unwritten, provided by the board.
Policy development and general leadership directions will depend on
how the local board perceives the functions of the local community
college. It is to the considerations of the characteristics and
attitudes of trustees of North Carolina community colleges that this

research is oriented.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

The review of research literature relating to this study is
presented in two parts:

1. Iiterature focusing on the studies of trustees and board
members serving institutions of higher education.

2. Literature pertaining to research studies focusing on board

members of Jjunior colleges.

Studies on Board Members of Institutions of Higher Education

Research focusing on the board members of higher education
institutions is still in the pioneering stage (Martorana, 1963, p. 35).
Authorities in higher education have called for more definitive studies
of members of boards of trustees to facilitate coordination between

boards and administrators (LaVire, 1964; Litton, 1964).

Keppel (1958, p. 19), in expressing concern about the lack of
research in education, emphasized the particular need for intensive
investigations of the forces that played on board members in reaching
decisions. This concern is shared by Tuttle (1958, p. 254%), who pointed
out that comparatively little research had been done in studying members
of the board, and that there is & complete lack of statistics concerning

compositions of boards and other pertinent data.
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Perhaps the most comprehensive study to date on college boards
of trustees was performed by Martorana in 1963. He traced the
historical development of boards of trustees, commented on types of
boards, examined some personal characteristics of board members, and
discussed board organizations and operations. This study was not
intended to be an in-depth analysis of boards of trustees, but a some-
what general introduction of some of the more important issues

surrounding board operations.

Finally, a statement by Martorana clearly established that little
research has been done in studying trustees or board members serving
institutions of higher education:

In view of the deep public trust placed in persons

who serve on boards of trustees, one would expect that
they as persons and groups would be the subject of

many scholarly studies. Contrary to this expectation,
relatively few definitive studies of characteristics

of boards of trustees are to be found in published
writings on higher education. This remains an area

in which research is yet in the pioneering state despite
the fact that colleges and universities have been operat-
eing for over three hundred years. (p. 15)

Studies on Junior College Board Members

In conducting a survey of literature related to this study, the
attention of the writer was called to a bibliography compiled by
John E. Rouche (1967) at the Clearinghouse for Junior College Infor-
mation. The Clearinghouse operates in cooperation with the United
States Office of Educations' ERIC (Educational Resources Information
Center), and acquires, indexes, abstracts and disseminates research

documents and research related materials in .the junior college field.
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In so doing, it has compiled a bibliography covering materials written
during 196L4-66. There is also available an earlier publication

covering the period 1918-63.

Rouche pointed out that in the period 1918-63, 608 dissertations
were reported that had relevance to the junior college. In contrast,
the three year peridd, 1964-66, included 214 reported titles, supporting
the view that the junior college is becoming the subject of more inten-

sive research at the graduate level.

A survey of the two bibliographles and subsequent studies by the
Association of Junior Colleges (1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971) and a
search of the literature by ERIC in October, 1973, revealed
a serious lack of research pertaining specifically to the study of
Junior college boards and board members. The dearth of research in
this area is regarded as serious because of the vital role played by
board members throughout the educational history of America, particularly
as it relates to the decision-making process employed by boards of

education in public schools and public higher education.

A survey of research studies found six investigations which
focused on areas related to this study. Sapper (1966, p. 9-17) reported
that the lack of research on board members was even more critical in
the junior college field than in higher education in general. Sapper
studied the personal and attitudinal characteristics of trustees
serving California's sixty-five junior colleges. He based his study on
responses to a questionnaire. The research design included a population

of 357 board members, of whom 248 responded to the questionnaire.
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The return of approximately 70 per cent was regarded by Sapper as
satisfactory. The study involved personal, soclal, and economic
characteristics as reported by the trustees, about which Sapper offered
the following summary to describe the typical California junior college
trustee:

This individual is a male between forty and fifty years

of age; he has graduated from college with at least a
baccalaureate degree; he is white, he is married, and he
is the parent of at least two children. Furthermore,

the typical California community college trustee is an
active member of various voluntary associations, including
a Protestant church; he is registered a Republlican; and

he receives an annual income of between $15,000 and
$20,000, which ne earns by pursuing a professional or
managerial career. (p. 16)

Sapper's study also included a summary of the attitudes reported
by board members of the California public Jjunior colleges towards
certain issues facing these two-year institutions. The following
report was offered concerning attitudinal characteristics describing
the typical California trustee:

This individual desires that the local Junior college
serve substantially more full-time students than it now
serves, that the "open-door" remain open, that the "no
tuition" policies for resident students be continued,
and that the present system of statewide coordination
for public junior colleges become centralized. The
typical California public junior college trustee also
reports discatisfaction with the present identity of
the two-year college, a commitment to improve services
for non-transfer students, a desire to improve guidance
and counseling services, and the wish to champion all
five of the junior college functions outlined in Calif-
ornia's Master Plan, especially the task of general
education.. The typical governing board member expects
many impcrtant changes for the students who attend
Junior college, particularly in the area of general
education and occupational skills. He perceives the
selection of a chief administrator for the district

as one of his most important tasks as a trustee, and
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relies heavily on the recommendations of this administrator
for solutions to district problems. Furthermore, the
typical California public junior college trustee is gen-
erally satisfied with the present community college program
in his own district. (pp. 14k-145)
A study by Hartnett (1969, p. 1) of the Educational Testing Service
attempted to arrive at conclusions about attitudes and activities of
members of boards of trustees for institutions of higher education,
including junior and community colleges. Hartnett received replies
from 5,200 board members of 536 institutions; his research instrument
was an eight page questionnaire. On the bases of his findings Hartnett
said:
College and university trustees in general (are) a
group of middle-aged Republican businessmen of a
moderate-conservative cast, reluctant to accept prin-
ciples of academic freedom, opposed to giving students
and faculty a role in campus decisions, and poorly
read in the field of higher education.

Hartnett concluded by saying that characteristics and attitudes of

trustees differ significantly as functions of institutional type.

Also, he sald that private colleges will have more trustees than a

public college with similar enrollment.

Barnett (196L) also used a questionnaire to obtain responses
from junior college trustees. The population study included 1,007
board members in the state of Texas. Approximately 48 per cent or
L87 board members responded. Barnett collected data on a limited
number of personal characteristics such as age, sex and occupation,
as well as attitudes towards certain facets of junior college education.
The issues involvedvin the study were not closely related to those
studied by Sapper, nor were they related to those included in this in-

vestigation.
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A study of the trustees of the Kansas public community colleges
by Parker (1970, pp. 58-70) was somewhat similar to that of Barnett.
Parker conducted his study by sending a questionnaire to the 11l trustees
serving during the 1968-69 academic year. Eighty-four usable forms,

T4 per cent, were returned. He summarized his study by reporting

that:

The typical Kansas community college-~junior college
trustee is a male, in his late forties (previous studies
of college trustees have shown a third over sixty),
married, with three children, and financially success-

- ful (more than half nave earned at least the baccalaureate
degree). He is engazed in one of four occupational
classifications: professional (44 per cent), Managerial-
executive-governmentzl (21 per cent), and farming
(14 per cent).

Two studies were concerned with advisory boards and were
specifically those of the Florida system of junior colleges. Gaines
(1967) examined the functioning of advisory boards of Florida junior
colleges and in his study reviewed the development of the legal pattern
of local control of the junior college in that state. He also studied
advisory committee functioning as indicated by questionnaires completed

by junior college presidents and board members and the key characteris-

tics of advisory committee membership and involvement.

Gaines concluded that there is a wide variation in the func-
tioning of local junior college advisory committees in Florida (p. 120).
Significant differences were noted between advisory boards in such
matters as frequency and type of meetings, matters discussed at the
meetings, guests attending advisory board meetings, and advisory

board involvement in administrative decision making (p. 135).
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A second study concerning Florida junior college advisory
boards was that of Robinson (1963). The purpose of this study was
to examine board members and presidents as to their functions, qualifi-
cations and problems relative to the public junior college. Robinson
used a questionnaire-interview method to obtain perceptions and attitudes
of the population included in the study. This was done by having each
respondent select from a number of choices (varying from nine to
twelve) the three judged to be of major importance and the three to
be of least importance. Robinson concluded by saying:

Misunderstanding exists regarding functions, gualifications
and problems of groups legally charged with the operations
of Florida Jjunior colleges; this was found to be especially
true of perception of problems. Further study is needed

to more fully understand the dichotomies of perception
which exists among these groups. (p. 115)

Ebbesen (1969, pp. 85-88) conducted an investigation of personal
characteristics and attitudes towards a junior college's functions of
Tllinois junior college board members, The typical board member was a
white male about fifty years of age, a resident of a small town or
rural area, a Republican, a Protestant, and active in community service

activities. The majority of board members reported a college degree

and a median family income of between $18,000 and $25,000.

A majority of the Illinois board members indicated attitudes
favorable to the concept of the comprehensive junior college. This
included the open-door policy, provisions for comprehensive programs
and acceptance of a basic philosophy consistent with that of the
Illinois Junior College Act. Such programs as adult education,

transfer education, technical or semi-technical education courses, two-



23

\

year associate dégree programs, programs for under-educated youth and
adults, testing programs and guidance services for students were among
those functions supported by the majority of board members. There was
no attempt to determine differences between personal characteristics

and attitudes of the board members.

In summary, it is a concern to the writer that despite the reality
that higher education plays such an important role in the total educa-
tional structure in the United States, that so little has been written
about those ultimately responsible for the philosophy and operational
policies of local higher education institutions. A review of the studies
of board members of higher education institutions seems to indicate that
such studies are few in number and only deal with the board type, some
personal characteristics of board members, and board organization and
operations. They have not tended to present in-depth analysis of the

boards or of the more important issues surrounding board operations.

A survey of studies specifically dealing with board members of
Junior and community colleges alsoreveals a dearth of research in this
area. The growth of the number of community colleges and the enrollments
in these colleges during the past three decades have apparently spurred
the increase in research pertaining to many aspects of community college
education. However, research pertaining to those who determine policy
and set the educational tone for the.local institutions, the boards and
board members, continues to be neglected. Very few of the total number
of research studies have dealt with the characteristics of the board
members and even fewer with their attitudes toward functions of the

colleges or the boards.



24

CHAPTER IIT
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study was undertaken to focus on the characteristics and
attitudes of North Carolina community college board members. It was
designed to determine if, in fact, a relationship existed between board
members' personal characteristics and their attitudes towards selected
functions of the community college. Evidence to support or refute this

relationship was souzght in the following rescarch design.,

I. Selection of Population

Board members of the 15 community colleges in the state of
North Carolina constituted the population for this study. All board
members included in the study were serving in that capacity in the
state of North Carolina in the 1972-73 academic year. Sampling pro-
cedures were not used since the entire population served as the base

for this investigation.

II. Sources of Research Data

Records of the Department of Community Colleges, North Carolina
State Board of Education, were used to collect data regarding the
identification of the chairman of each board, the occupation of each

board member, and the address of each board member.



A questionnaire was utilized to solicit factual information
regarding the personal characteristics and attitudes of members of
North Carolina community college boards of trustees. The character-
istics section of the questionnaire was developed by combining elements
from questionnaires developed by Hunter (1963), Jennings (1964), and
Kimbrough (1964). The attitudes section combined elements of gquestion-
naires developed by Gilliland (1967) and Ebbssen (1969) and suggestions
by Charles Bucher, Dean, Planning and Coordination, and Reid Parrot,
Vice President for Administrative Affairs, North Carolina Department

of Community Colleges.

Section One of a closed questionnaire was developed to obtain
selected personal characteristics of community college board members,
The board members were asked to provide information on family income,
place of residence and other personal characteristics. Responses
were in the form of a check-list required for one of several categories

under each of the personal characteristics included in the study.

Section Two of ‘a closed questionnaire was developed to obtain
the attitudes of board members towards selected functions of the
community college. Specifically, the questionnaire4was designed to
obtain attitudes regarding the role and philosophy, research, program
development, financing, and administration and governance of the college.
Each board member was asked to indicate the degree to which he agreed
or disagreed with thirty statements focusing on selected functions of

community colleges.
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The statements developed for Section Two of the questionnaire
were designed to reflect a strong position on issues involved. It was
felt that strong statements might make more meaningful the use of

extreme responses such as "strongly disagree" or "strongly agree'".

The design of the rating scale is in accordance with Sax (1968)
who discussed the method of summated ratings as introduced by Likert.
Basically, statements were developed which reflected a position for
or against a particular issue. After each statement, board members
were asked to check one of five alternative answers: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) no opinion, (4) agree, (5) strongly agree.
A numerical weight of 1 through 5 was arbitrarily given to the alter-
native answers. This technique made it possible to convert responses

to numerical data for use in making comparisions.

It is apparent that one can not include in the questionnaire all
of the alternative ways which informed board members might view the
functions of a community college, nor all of the personal character-
istics possible. Therefore, some degree of selectivity was necessary
in choosing general areas of functions and characteristics to be used
in the study. The items used were selected after consultation, during
the summer, 1972, with certain members of the staff of the President,
Department of Community Colleges; the Director of Statistical Services,
Dean for Plamning and Coordination, Vice President for Administrative
Affairs, and the Administrative Assistant to the President., All of
these made helpful suggestions, particularly pertaining to the question-

naire, and gave their support and encouragement. A list of all board
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members, with addresses and occupation was also provided by John

Blackman, Administrative Assistant to the President.

IIT. Procedures

The following were mailed to each local community college board
member in the state of North Carolina:
1. A letter of explanation from the writer. A copy
of the letter is included in Appendix A.
2. A -closed questionnaire. A copy of the questionnaire
is included in Appendix B.

3. A stamped, self-addressed return envelope.

The questionnaire mailed to each board member was openly coded
to facilitate forwarding a second set of materials to those who failed
to respond to the first mailing. Board members were assured that
individuals and individual community colleges would not be identified

or associlated with the study by name in any way.

A follow-up letter and a second questionnaire was mailed to
those who failed to respond to the first mailing. A copy of the letter

is included in Appendix C.

All returned questionnaires were screened and throughly examined
for completeness. The information from the questionnaire was then

punched on data processing cards.
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A preliminary data report was obtained from an area technical
school in Augusta, Georgia, where the cards developed in the previous
step were processed. This material provided a frequency distribution
report according to the sub-groups of personal characteristics involved
in the study. One of the purposes stated for this study was to
determine the personal characteristics of local comunity college

board members in the state of North Carolina.

The data processing cards were used to obtain information in
final form through the use of a COBOL program and a UNIVAC computer.
The following infbrmation was obtained through this procedure: (1) a
summary of the entire population indicating frequency for each of the
thirty attitudinal statements included in the investigation, and (2) a
report for each of the attitudinal statements showing the frequency
and per cent of responses for each of the personal characteristics and

sub-groups included in the stuly.

IV. Treatment of the Data

Central to the investigation is the problem of whether a
significant relationship existed between personal characteristics and
board members' attitudes towards functions of community colleges. For

the purposes of this study an hypotheses was selected.

To determine acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses, responses
of seven personal characteristic sub-groups to each of the thirty
attitudinal statements about the functions of the community college

were subjected to a chi-square (X°) test. The chi-square test provided



29

a satisfactory method of comparing the observed responses in a particular

category with the expected responses based on the hypotheses.

The basic chi-square formula for testing agreement between

observed and expected frequencies is:

X2=§ (0 —E)?

E

in which

lo
]

the observed or obtained frequencies in various categories.
E = the corresponding frequencies expected under some hypothesis.
The difference between each observed and each expected frequency

is squared and divided by the expected or theoretical frequency. The

sum of the quotients 1s chi-square.

Since the computation of the cases only allowed one degree of
freedom, it was necessary to add Yates Correction for Continuity to

the basic chi-square formula. The formula then became:

X2=Z (lo —&| -.5)2

E

By subtracting .5 from the absolute difference between O and E

the difference is reduced.

Frequency distribution tables were developed from the basic data
tables which are included in Appendix D of the study report. The
expressed attitudes of personal characteristics sub-groups toward each
attitudinal statement were tabulated. In tabulating the data two
categories, "Disagreement" and "Agreement" were used. In so doing,
"Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree" were combined in a single category of

"Disagree". "Strongly Agree" and "Agree" were combined in a single
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category of "Agree". Since the mid-point of the five-point scale is

in effect a neutral or uncertain position 1t was not included in the

computation of the chi-square values.

Using "sex" as an example, cell A consists of the numb;r of male
board members who disagree with a given attitudinal statement. Cell B
consists of the number of male members who agree with the statement.
Cell C consists of the number of female board members who disagree
with the statement, while cell D consists of female board members who

agree with the statement.

Disagree  Agrece

A{B
Males Males Males
disagree agree
C D
Females Females Females
disagree agree

The data developed in the previous step were used to compute
chi-square values of each of the seven sets of personal characteristic-
attitudinal statements. The data thus processed were presented in the
form of chi-square tables indicating for each of the thirty statements
whether the differences between observed and expected frequencies were

significant.

Having completed the chi-square values for the data discussed
in the previous step it was possible to determine whether the differ-
ences noted among the various sub-groups were statistically significant.

For the purpose of this study the value of chi-square at the .05 level
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of significance was accepted as the standard for accepting the hypotheses.

The analysis of the data is presented in Chapter IV of the

dissertation.

In summary, in order to determine the personal characteristics
and attitudes of board members towards selected functions of the com-
munity college, a two-part questionnaire was mailed to the board
members of North Carolina community colleges during the 1972-73
academic year. Having obtained these data, it was possible to deter-
mine if relationships of differences existed between personal charact-
eristics and attitudes toward selected functions of community colleges.
Responses of board members were analyzed by means of a chi-square test
to determine if a significant difference existed between observed and
expected responses. A detailed analysis of the data is presented in

Chapters 4, 5 and 6.



CHAPTER IV
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF BOARD MEMBERS

On Part 1 of a questionnaire sent to each community college board
member in North Carolina, the board member was asked to provide infor-
mation about his personal characteristics. The following is a

discussion of those personal characteristics as presented in Table 1

of this study.

Age. Board member responses to the guestionnaire established that
one was 34 years of age or under, 15 were in the 35 -~ 44 age bracket,
56 in the 45 - 54 age group, 50 in the 55 -~ 64 age group and 25 were
65 years of age or older. The data shows that over 70 per cent of the
board members were in the 45 - 64 year age group, a placement that

would include the majority of parents of community college students.

The median age of local community college board members responding

to the questionnaire was 54 - 55 years.

Sex. Of the 147 board members responding to the questionnaire,
137 were male and 10 were female, showing that 93.19 per cent of the

board members were men and 6.80 per cent were women.

32



TABIE 1 33
Personal Characteristics of Local Community
College Board Members
Characteristic Total Cases Per Cent
Age:
3% or under 1 00.68
35 - Lk 5 10.00
45 - 54 56 38.09
55 - 6k 50 34,01
65 or over 25 17.00
147
Sex:
Male 137 93.19
Female 10 06.80
i
Race:
White 143 97.27
Black L 02.72
Other 0 00.00
147
Place of residence:
Rural 59 40.13
Urban Lo 27.21
Suburban 41 27.89
Large city 7 okL.76
157
Bducational background:
Less than high school diploma 3 02.04
High school diploma 19 12.92
College attendance, no degree 32 21.76
Bachelor's degree 57 38.77
Master's degree 19 12.92
Doctoral degree 10 06.80
Other 7 ok.76
1h7
Childhood residence, population:
Less than 5,000 83 56.48
5,001 to 25,000 46 31.29
25,001 to 100,000 9 06.12
More than 100,000 9 06.12
1L7
Residence in community college county,
number of years:
0 -5 1 00.68
6 - 10 8 05.44
11 - 15 2 01.36
16 - 20 3 02.04
21 - 25 1k 09.52
26 - 30 19 13.55
More than 30 100 68.02

147



+ TABLE 1 (continued)

3L

Characteristic Total Cases Per Cent
Approximate family income:
Less than $10,000 5 03.h47
$10,001 - $18,000 22 15.27
$18,001 - $25,000 30 20.83
$25,001 - $32,000 21 14.58
More than $32,001 66 45.83
jpnn
Marital - parental status:
Not married 1 00.68
Married, no children 15 10.20
1 - 3 children 96 65.30
4 or more children 35 28.80
1L
Experience on public school boards: '
None 2 01.36
1 year or less 5 03.40
2 - 3 years 85 57.82
More than 3 years 55 37.41
e .
Experience on community college boards:
1 year or less 6 oh4,08
2 - 3 years 5 03.40
More than 3 years 136 92.51
1k7
Present Occupational Status:
Active 139 9k.55
Retired 8 05.44
147
Principal Occupation:
Professional, Technical Personnel 69 46,93
Farmers, Farm Managers 8 05,4k
Manager, Offical, Proprietor 6L 43,53
Clerical, Sales and Kindred Workers 2 01.36
Craftsman, Foreman, and Kindred Workers 1 00.68
Operatives and Kindred Workers 0 00.00
Service Workers (Excluding household) 0 00.00
Housewives 3 02.0L
157
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The typical community college board member included in the study

was a male.

Race. Responses to the questionnaire in this study indicated that
143 board members (97.27 per cent) were white and 4 board members
(2.72 per cent) were Black. Insofar as the personal characteristic
of race was concerned, the typical North Carolina community college

board member was white.

Place of residence. According to board member responses in this

study, 59 individuals (40.13 per cent) were residents of a rural area,
40 board members (27.21 per cent) resided in an urban area of 2,500

or more population, while 41 persons (27.89 per cent) lived in suburban
areas. A total of 7 board members (4.76 per cent) reported a

residence in a large city of 50,000 or more population.

These data indicated that the typical North Carolina community
college board member included in this study resided in a rural area or
an area of less than 50,000 population. He was least likely to reside

in a large city.

Educatioral background. Responses to the questionnaire estab-

lished that board members included in this study have attained the
following formal education. Three board members reported less than a
high school diploma while 19 others have a high school diploma (12.92
per cent). College attendance with no degree was reported by 32 board
members (21.76 per cent), and a bachelor's degree was earned by 57

persons (38.77 per cent). Graduate degrees earned by board members were



reported as 19 with a master's degree and 10 with a doctoral degree,

a total of 19.72 per cent. Seven (L.76 per cent)reported other

degrees which were found to be the Jurisprudence'Doctor, awarded after
the LL.B. degree was earned. Nine of the ten persons with the doctoral

degree were in the field of medicine.

These data indicated that the typical North Carolina community
college board member attained at least a bachelor's degree plus addi-

tional graduate work in a degree program.

Childhood residence, population. According to board member

responses in this study, 83 individuals (56.L8 per cent) spent their
early childhood in towns of less than 5,000 population. Forty-six
(31.29 per cent) of the board members were in areas of 5,001 to 25,000
population, 9 (6.12 per cent) in cities of 25,001 to 100,000 population

and 9 (6.12 per cent) in large cities of more than 100,001 population.

These data indicate that the typical North Carolina community
college board member spent his early childhood in areas of less than

25,000 population (87 .77 per cent).

Residence in the community college county. Responses to the

questionnaire established that one board member had resided in the
county where the community college he served was located for five years
or less. Eight (5.4Y4 per cent) had lived there for 6 - 10 years, two
(1.36 per cent) for 11 - 15 years and three (2.04 per cent) for 16 - 20
years. Fourteen board members had resided in the community college

county for 21 - 25 years (9.52 per cent),19 for 26 - 30 years (13.55

36
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per cent) and 100 members had resided in the college county for more than

30 years (68.02 per cent).

The typical board member of a North Carolina community college
had resided in the county where the college he served was located for

more than 30 years.

Approximate family income. Board members responding to this per-
sonal characteristic reported that 5 individuals (3.47 per cent) had
a family income of less than $10,000, and 22 persons (15.27 per cent)
reported a figure in the $10,001 - $18,000 bracket. Board members
reporting a family income of $18,001 - $25,000 numbered 30 (20.83 per
cent), and 21 (14.58 per cent) reported a family income of $25,001 -
$22,000. Sixty-six board members reported the family income to be more

than $32,001 (45.83 per cent).

These data indicated that the typical North Carolina community
college board member had a family income of between $10,001 and

$32,000 with almost half reporting an income in excess of $32,001.

Marital-parental status. Board members’ responses in this study

showed that 1 individual (0.68 per cent) was not married, and 15 (10.20
per cent) reported that they were married, but had no children. The
category 1 - 3 children was checked by 96 board members (65.30 per cent),

with another 35 persons (28.80 per cent) reporting 4 or more children.

The typical North Carolina community college board member, as
reported in this study, had 1 - 3 children. Over 93 per cent of the

board members included in this study had children.
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Experience on public school boards. Questionnaire responses

indicated that only 2 board members (1.36 per cent) had no experience
on public school boards. Individuals reporting 1 year or less numbtered
5 (3.40 per cent) while 85 (57.82 per cent) reported 2 - 3 years of
experience. Fifty-five members (37.41 per cent) reported more than 3

years of experience.

These data indicated that the typical North Carolina community

college board member had 2 - 3 years experience on public school boards.

Experience on community college boards. Board members reported

that only 6 individuals (4.08 per cent) had 1 year or less of experience
on a community college board while 5 (3.40 per cent) indicated 2 - 3
years of experience. One hundred thirty-six persons (90.51 per cent)

reported more than 3 years of experience on community college boards.

These data indicated that the typical North Carolina community.
college board member had more than 3 years experience on community
college boards. Since the typical board member had resided in the
county of the community college he served for more than 30 years, it
seems safe to assume that the typical board member has served on the

same board for all of his experience.

Principal occupational status. The North Carolina Department of

Community Colleges provided information that 139 individuals (94.55 per

cent) were occupationally active. Individuals reported as retired were

8 in number (5.44 per cent).
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The typical board member serving North Carolina community colleges

was occupationally active.

Principal occupation. Information supplied by the Department of

Community Colleges showed that 69 individuals (46.93 per cent) were
occupied as professional, technical or kindred personnel. Farmers and
farm managers included 8 board members (5.44 per cent), and 64 persons

(43.53 per cent) were reported as manager, official or proprietor.

Two board members (1.36 per cent) were reported as clerical, sales

and kindred personnel and 3 board members (2.04 per cent) as housewives.

The typical North Carolina community college board member was
occupied as a member of the professional, technical and kindred personnel

category.

To summarize the analysis of personal characteristics;the typical
North Carolina community college board member included in this study-was
a male between 54 and 55 years of age, white and resided in'a rural area
or an area of less than 50,000 population. He spent his early childhood
in areas of less than 25,000 population and had attained at least a
bachelor's degree plus additional graduvate work in a degree program.
This typical board member had lived in the county where the college he
served was located for more than 30 years. He is married with one to
three children. He is occupationally active as a member of the pro-
fessional, technical and kindred personnel category and has a family
income of almost $30,000. He has served from two'to three years on

public school boards and reported more than three years service on

community college boards.
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CHAPTER V
ATTITUDES OF BOARD MEMBERS

Table 2 presents board member responses to the 30 statements
reflecting attitudes toward selected functions of the local community
college. Analysis of these data is based on a discussion of each
attitudinal statement in terms of responses made by the total population

involved in the study.

For the purpose of this study, "strongly disagree" and "disagree"
responses were combined to indicate the number of board members who
did not support the statement in question. "Agree" and "strongly agree"
responses were combined to indicate the number of board members who
supported the statement. A comparison between the number of board
members "disagreeing" and the number "agreeing" was made for each
statement. In developing the position that the board members, as a
group, supported or refuted a given statement, the writer chose to
use the "uncertain" or mid-point responses in terms of their potential
effect on the establishment of a group majority. This was accomdlished
by adding the number of "uncertain" responses to the smaller of the two
alternatives, "disagree" or "agree'". If this procedure failed to alter
the relationship, it was possible to establish the attitude of the
group toward the issue involved. If this procedure did alter the
relationship between "disagree" and "agree", the writer chose not

to indicate what the attitude of the group might be.



TABLE 2

Board Member Responses to Statements Reflecting Attitudes Toward Selected

Functions of the Local Community College

STRONGLY STRONGLY TOTAL TOTAL
DISACREE DISAGREE NO OPINION AGREE AGREE DISAGREE AGREE
Statement Total Per Per Per Per Per Per Per
Number Cases No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent
1 1k7 Q ,00 23 15.64 20 13.60 81 55.10 22 14,96 23 15.6L 103 70.68
2 147 12 8.16 73 L49.65 10 6.8 L 29.93 8 s5.44 8 57.82 52 35,37
3 1h7 2 1.63 43 29.25 L 2.72 71 L8.29 27 18.36 L5 30.61 98 66.66
by 147 2 1.63 8 s5.L4 6 4,20 84 s57.14 47 31.97 10 6.8 131 89.11 -
5 147 2 1.63 39 26.53 16 10.88 82 35.08 8 s5.44 41 27.89 90 61.22
6 147 0 .00 3 2.04 2 1.36 85 57.82 57 38.77 3 2.04 132 96.39
7 147 12 8.16 75 51.02 12 8.16 34 23,12 1 9,52 87 59,18 L3 32.66
8 1Lt 1 .68 3  2.04 4 2.72 85 57.82 sk 36.7h4 L 2.72 139 9h.55
9 146 0 .00 6 L4.10 5 3.42 80 s54.79 55 37.67 6 4,10 135 92.46
10 147 11  7.48 20 13.60 3 2.06 101 68.70 12 8.16 31 21.88 113 76.87
11 147 13 8.84 58 34.95 14 9,52 54 36.73 & s.bh 71 48,28 62 Lo.17
12 147 0 .00 8 5.4k 3 2.06 81 55.10 55 37.h 8 s5.44 136 92.51
13 147 15 10.20 L4t 29.33 9 6.12 60 L40.81 19 12.92 59 L0.13 79 53.7h4
ik 147 20 13.60 82 55,78 12 8.16 22 14.96 11 7.48 102 69.38 33 22.uk4
15 147 33 22.44 80 sh.h2 L 2,72 30 20.68 10 6.80 103 70.08 LYo 27.21
116 147 2  1.36 1 .68 3 2.04 78 53.06 65 U421 3 2.04 143 97.27
17 147 1 .68 2  1.36 5 3.47 95 64,62 Lk 29.93 3 2.04 139 9k.55
18 147 7 L,76 33 22.44 36 24,48 70 L7.61 1 68 Lo 27.212 71 Uu8.29
19 147 0 .00 6 4,08 20 13.60 88 59.86 33 22.4h 6 4.08 121 82.31
20 1ik7 43 29.25 75 51.02 3 2.04 20 13.60 6 L4.08 118 80.27 26 17.68
21 147 2  1.36 9 6.12 0 .00 81 55.10 55 37.41 11 7.48 136 92.51
22 147 29 19,72 75 51.02 11 7.48 25 17.00 7 L.76 104 TO.74 32 21.76
23 147 15 10.20 L9 33.33 26 11.68 50 34.01 43 29.25 64 L3.53 93 63.26

T
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

STRONGLY

STRONGLY TOTAL TOTAL
DISAGREE DISAGREE NO OPINION AGREE AGREE DISAGREE AGREE
Statement Total Per Per Per Per Per Per Per
Kumber Cases No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent No. Cent
oL 1L7 0 .00 6 L4.08 3 2.06 101 68,70 37 25.17 6 4,06 138 93.87
25 147 1 68 15 10.20 10 6.80 106 72.10 15 10.20 16 10.88 121 82.31 .
26 147 7 L.76 45 30.16 27 18.36 61 Li1.k49 7 L.76 52 35.37 68 UL6.25
o7 17 2 1.36 15 10.20 20 13.60 85 s57.82 25 17.00 17 11.56 110 T7L4.82
28 145 10 6.89 6L Lh,13 22 15.17 L1 28.27 8 5,51 T4 51.03 49 33.75
29 147 10 6.80 66 44.89 21 14,23 32 21.78 18 12.24 76 51.70 50 34.01
30 1h7 5 3.50 21 14.28 14 9,52 81 55.10 26 17.68 26 17.68 107 72.78

en
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Statement T (research). The first statement to which board members

responded reflected the position that the community college should
provide research programs to study problems associated with community

college education.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which no one strongly disagreed, 23 disagreed, 20
expressed no opinion, 81 agreed and 22 strongly agreed. Combining like
responses found that 23 board members (15.64 per cent) disagreed and
103 (70.68 per cent) agreed. If one were to include uncertain
responses in the disagree category, the number of board members

refuting the statement would be 43 (29.24 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement clearly established that
a majority of the board members included in this study supported the
view that community colleges should provide research programsto study

pawe— Ty P

problems of community college education.

Statement 2 (evaluation of instructors). The second statement to

which board members responded stated that instructors should be evaluated

on classroom teaching only. Research, writing and publishing should not

be considered.

As shown in Table 2, board members’ responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 12 strongly disagreed, 73 disagreed, 10 expressed
no opinion, Ll agreed and 8 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 85 board members (52.82 per cent) disagreed and 52 (35.37 per

cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 10 no
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opinion responses in the agreed category, the number agreeing with the

statement would be 62 (42.17 per cent).

In summary, responses of board members included in this study
indicated that the majority did not support the idea that community

college instructors should be evaluated on classroom teaching only.

Statement 3 (teaching ggpefience for administrators). The third

statement to which board members responded stated that all local
community college administrators should have had successful classroom

teaching experience.

As shown in Table 2, board members recponses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 2 strongly disagreed, 43 disagreed, 4 had no
opinion, 71 agreed and 27 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 45 (30.61 per cent) disagreed and 98 (66.66 per cent) agreed
with the statement. If one were to include the 4 uncertain responses
in the disagree category, the number of board members refuting the

statement would be 49 (39.33 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of board members included in the study agreed that administrators

shoul.d have had successful classroom teaching experience.

Statement 4 (curriculum development). The fourth statement to

which board members responded said that the instructional staff should

be extensively involved in commuuiity college curriculum development.
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As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 2 strongly agreed, 8 disagreed, 6 had no

opinion, 84 agreed and 47 strongly agreed. Combining like responses

found that 10 (6.80 per cent) disagreed and 131 (89.11 per cent) agreed.

If one were to include the 6 uncertain responses in tine disagree
category, the number of board members refuting the statement would be

16 (10.90 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a strong
majority of board members included in this study agreed that the
instructional staff should be extensively involved in community college

curriculun development.

Statement 5 (tuition charges). The fifth statement to which board

members responded stated that tuition should be paid by North Carolina

residents enrolled in non-credit courses.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 2 strongly disagreed, 39 disagreed, 16 expressed
no opinion, 82 agreed and 8 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 41 (27.89 per cent) disagreed and 90 (61.22 per cent) agreed
with the statement. If one were to include the 16 uncertain responses
in the disagree category, the number of board members refuting the

statement would be (38.77 per cent).
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In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of board members included in this study agreed that tuition should be

paid by North Carolina residents enrolled in non-credit courses.

Statement 6 (programs for under-educated students). The sixth

statement to which board members responded stated that each local
community college should provide programs for "under-educated" youth

and adults.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147 of which no one strongly disagreed, 3 disagreed, 2 were
uncertain, 85 agreed and 57 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 3 board members (2.04 per cent) disagreed and 132 board
members (89.79 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 2 uncertain responses in the disagree category, the number

of board members refuting the statement would only be 5 (3.40 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a very
strong majority of board members included in this study agreed that
local éommunity colleges should provide programs for "under-educated"

youth and adults.

Statement 7 (husband-wife combination). The seventh statement to

which board members responded stated that husband-wife combinations

should not be employed by a local community college in any capacity.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 12 strongly disagreed, 75 disagreed, 12 had no

opinion, 34 agreed and 14 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
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found that 87 board members (59.18 per cent) disagreed and 48 (32.66

per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 12
uncertain responses in the agreed category, the number of board members

supporting the statement would be 60 (40.82 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of board members included in this study disagreed with a policy of not

employing husband-wife combinations in local community colleges.

Statement 8 (two-year programs). The eighth statement to which

board members responded stated that each local community college should

provide two-year programs for semi-professional training.

As indicated in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 1 strongly disagreed, 3 disagreed, U4 had no
opinion, 85 agreed and 54 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that b4 (2.72 per cent) disagreed and 139 (94.55 per cent) agreed
with the statement. If one were to include the 4 uncertain responses
in the disagree category the number of board member responses not

supporting the statement would be 8 (5.44 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a very
strong majority of board members agreed with each local community college

providing two-year programs for semi-professional training.

Statement 9 (testing, counseling, and placement services). The

ninth statement to which board members responded stated that each local
community college should provide guidance, testing, counseling, and

placement services for all students.
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As indicated in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 146, of which no one strongly disagreed, 6 disagreed, 5 were
uncertain, 80 agreed and 55 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 6 board members (4.10 per cent) disagreed and 135 board
members (92.46 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 5 uncertain responses in the disagree category, the number

of board members refuting this statement would be 11 (7.52 per cent).

In swmary, responses to this statement established that a strong
majority of board members included in this study agreed that each local
community college should provide extensive testing, counseling and

placement services for students.

Statement 10 (policy development). The tenth statement to which

board members responded stated that the instructional staff should be

involved in the policy development of the local community college.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 11 strongly disagreed, 20 disagreed, 3 had no
opinion, 101 agreed and 12 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 31 board members (21.88 per cent) disagreed and 113 board
members (76.87 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 3 uncertain responses in the disagree category, the number

of board members refuting this statement would be 34 (23.94 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of board members included in this study agreed that the instructional
staff should be involved in the policy development of the local community

college.
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Statement 11 (extra-curricular programs). The eleventh statement

to which board members responded stated that each local community college
should provide extensive extra-curricular programs, including inter-

collegiate athletics.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses numbgred 147, of which
13 strongly disagreed, 55 disagreed, 1L were uncertain, 54 agreed and 8
strongly agreed. Combining like responses found that 71 board members
(48.28 per cent) disagreed and 62 board members (42.17 per cent) agreed
with the statement. If one were to include the 14 uncertain responses
in the agree category, the number of board members supporting thé

statement would be 76 (51.69 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement by board members included
in this study are so nearly evenly divided that it seems that as a
group they neither disagree or agree that the community college should

provide extensive extra curricular activities.

Statement 12 (moral and ethical values). The twelfth statement to

which board members responded stated that the development of socially
acceptable moral and ethical values in community college students is as
important a function of the community college as their intellectual

development.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which no one strongly disagreed, 8 disagreed, 3 had
no opinion, 81 agreed and 55 strongly agreed. Combining like responses

found that 8 board members (5.44 per cent) disagreed and 136 (92.51 per
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cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 3

uncertain responses in the disagree category, the board members refuting

the statement would only be 11 (7.50 per cent).

In sumary, responses to this statement established that the board
members included in the study very strongly agreed that the community
college should be as concerned about the development of socially
acceptable moral and ethical values in community college students as

their intellectual training.

Statement 13 (academic freedom in the classroom). The thirteenth

statement to which board members responded stated that a community
college instructor should be able to speak openly and freely about any

issue in the classroom.

As shown in Table 2, 147 board members responded to this statement,
of which 15 strongly disagreed, L4 disagreed, 9 expressed no opinion, 60
agreed and 19 strongly agreed with the statement. Combining like
responses found that 59 board members (40.13 per cent) disagreed and
79 board members (53.74 per cent) agreed. If one were to include the
9 uncertain responses in the disagree category, the number refuting

the statement would be 68 (46.25 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of the board members included in this study supported the view that
comunity college instructors should be able to speak openly and freely

about any issue in the classroom.
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Statement 1l (faculty on the board of trustees). The fourteenth

statement to which board members responded stated that the local community

college faculty should be represented on the board of trustees.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 20 strongly disagreed, 82 disagreed, 12 had no
opinion, 22 agreed and 11 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 102 board members (69.38 per cent) disagreed and 33 (22.4k4
per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 12
uncertain responses in the agree category, the number supporting the

statement would be 45 (30.60 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement clearly established that a
majority of the board members included in this study reject the view
that faculty should be represented on the local community college board

of trustees.

Statement 15 (faculty negotiations with the board). The fifteenth

statement to which board members responded stated that faculty members
should develop salary arrangements and working conditions through

negotiations with the board.

As shown in Table 2, board members® responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 33 strongly disagreed, 80 disagreed, 4 expressed
no opinion, 30 agreed and 10 strongly agreed with the statement.
Combining like responses found that 103 board members (70.08 per cent)
disagreed and 40 board members (27.21 per cent) agreed with the state-

ment. If one were to include the 4 uncertain responses in the agree

category, the number supporting the statement would be Lk (29.93 per cent).
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In summary, responses to this statement clearly established that
a majority of the board members included in this study rejected the

idea that faculty members should develop salary arrangements and working

conditions through negotiations with the board.

Statement 16 (vocational and semi-technical programs). The sixteenth

statement to which board members responded stated that each community
college should provide variable length programs to develop vocational

or semi-technical skills in areas such as welding, auto mechanics,
carpentry and cosmetology. As shown in Table 2, board members’ responses
to this statement numbered 147, of which 2 strongly disagreed, 1 disagreed,
3 were uncertain, 78 agreed and 65 strongly agreed. Combining like
responses found that 3 board members (2.04 per cent) disagreed and 143
(97.27 per cent) agreed with the statement, the largest number agreeing
with any of the statements. If one were to include the 3 uncertain
responses in the disagree category, the number of board members not

supporting the statement would only be 6 (L4.08 per cent).

In sumary, responses to this statement very clearly established
that a majority of the board members included in this study agreed that
each local college should provide programs to develop vocational or

semi-technical skills.

Statement 17 (instructor involvement in guidance services). The

seventeenth statement to which board members responded stated that
community college instructors should be involved. in providing guidance

service for students.
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As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 1 strongly disagreed, 2 disagreed, 5 had no
opinion, 99 agreed ard i} strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 3 boord members (2.04 per cent) disagreed and 139 (94.55 per
cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the uncertain
responses in the disagree category, the number of board members refuting

the statement would be only 8 (5.51 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a very
strong majority of the board members included in this study agreed that
community college instructors should be involved in providing guidance

services for students.

Statement 18 (social organizations and fraternities). The eighteenth

statement to which board members responded stated that social organiza-
tions and fraternities should be allowed to develop in North Carolina

community colleges.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 7 strongly disagreed, 33 disagreed, 36 had no
opinion, 70 agreed and 1 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 40 board members (27.21 per cent) disagreed and 71 board
members (48.29 per cent) agreed with this statement. If one were to
include the 36 uncertain responses in the disagree category, the number

of board members refuting the statement would be 76 (51.69 per cent.)

In sumary, resvonses to this statement by board members included

in the study were inconclusive insofar as establishing a majority



supporting or not supporting the statement in question. It should be
pointed out, also, that there were more uncertain responses, 36 (24.48

per cent), than to any of the other 29 statements.

Statement 19 (equal emphasis on programs). The nineteenth state-

ment to which board members responded stated that equal emphasis on
transfer, terminal and community services programs in the community

college is desirable.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of ﬁhich no one strongly disagreed, 6 disagreed, 20
were uncertain, 88 agreed and 33 strongly agreed. Combining like
responses found that 6 board members (4.08 per cent) disagreed while
121 board members (82.31 per cent) agreed with this statement. If one
were to include the 20 uncertain responses in the disagreed category,

the number refuting the statement would be 26 (17.68 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a marked
majority of board members included in this study agreed with the state-
ment that it is desirable for community colleges to give equal emphasis

to transfer, terminal and community services programs.

Statement 20 (admitting students on academic ability). The

twentieth statement to which board members responded stated that when
making decisions about admitting students to the community college

academic ability should be the primary measure.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement

numbered 147, of which 43 strongly disagreed, 75 disagreed, 3 were

5k
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uncertain, 20 agreed and 6 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 118 board members (80.27 per cent) disagreed and 26 board
members (17.68 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 3 uncertain responses in the agree category, the number

supporting the statement would be 29 (19.74 per cent).

In sumary, responses to this statement established that a marked
majority of board members included in the study did not support. the
statement that when making admissions decisions, academic ability should

be the primary measure.

Statement 21 (formal education beyond high school). The twenty-

first statement to which board members responded stated that formal
education beyond high school should be provided for anyone who is able

to benefit from it.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 2 strongly disagreed, 9 disagféed;no one was
uncertain, 81 agreed and 55 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 11 board members (7.48 per cent) disagreed and 136 board
members (92.51 per cent) agreed with the statement. This was the only

statement of the 30 where no one checked the "no opinion" option.

In summary, responses to this statement clearly indicated that the
board members included in the study very strongly supported the view
that formal education beyond high school should be provided for anyone

able to benefit from it.
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Statement 22 (student representation on the board). The twenty-

second statement to which board members responded stated that the

student body should be revpresented on the board of trustees.

As showm in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 29 strongly disagreed, 75 disagreed, 11 were
uncertain, 25 agreed and 7 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 104 board members (70.74 per cent) disagreed and 32 board
members (21.76 per cent) zgreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 11 uncertain responses in the agree category, the number

of board members supporting the statement would be 43 (29.24 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of board members included in this study did not support the view that

the student body should be represented on the board of trustees.

Statement 23 (solvinz social problems). The twenty-third state-

ment to which board members responded stated that the local community
college should attempt to solve social problems such as the problems

surrounding racial discrimination.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 15 strongly disagreed, 49 disagreed, 26 were
uncertain, 50 agreed and 43 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 43 board members (29.25 per cent) disagreed and 93 (63.26
per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 26
wncertain responses in the disagree category, 69 (40.93 per cent) did

not suppoft the statement.
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In summary, responses to this statement indicated that a majority of
board members included in the study support the view that the community
college should actively attempt to solve social problems such as the

problems surrounding racial discrimination.

Statemént g& (curricula for different ability levels). The twenty-

fourth statement to which board members responded stated that the
community college curricula should be planned for students with very

different ability levels.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which no one strongly disagreed, 6 disagreed, 3 had
no opinion, 101 agreed and 37 strongly agreed. CombininZz like responses
found that 6 board members (4.08 per cent) disagreed and 138 board
members (93.87 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 3 no opinion responses in the disagree category, the number

not supporting the statement would be 9 (6.1l per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement very clearly established
that the board members included in this study strongly supported the
view that the community college curricula should be planned for students

with very different ability levels.

Statement 25 (administering a community college). The twenty-

fifth statement to which board members responded stated that there
is a similarity between administering a community college and operating

a business or running a hospital.
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As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 1 strongly disagreed, 15 disagreed, 10 had no
opinion, 106 agreed and 15 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 16 board members (10.88 per cent) disagreed and 122 board
members (82.31 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the no opinion responses in the disagree category, the number

refuting the statement would be 26 (17.68 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement clearly established that
a marked majority of the board members included in the study supported
the statement that there is a similarity between administering a

community college and operating a business or other institution.

Statement 26 (vacations Tor instructors). The twenty-sixth state-

ment to which board members responded stated that community college
instructors should observe the same vacation schedule as the students
during the academic year. This time should not be counted against

annual leave for those on twelve month contracts.

As shown in Table 2, board members) responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 7 strongly disagreed, 45 disagreed, 27 had no
opinion, 61 agreed and 7 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 52 board members (35.37 per cent) disagreed and 68 (46.25
per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to include the 27
no opinion responses in the disagree category, the number of board

members refuting the statement would be 79 (53.73 per cent).
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In summary, responses to this statement by board members included
in the study -rere inconclusive insofar as establishing a clear majority

supporting or not supporting this statement.

Statemert 27 (sick leave for staff personnel). The twenty-seventh

statement to which board members responded stated that community college
staff personnel should be given at least the same number of days sick

leave as other state employees (10 days annually).

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 2 strongly disagreed, 15 disagreed, 20 had no
opinion, 85 agreed and 25 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 17 board members (11.65 per cent) disagreed and 110 board
members (74.82 per cent) aszreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 20 no opinion responses in the disagree category, the
number of board members not supporting the statement would be 37 (25.26

per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement established that a majority
of %She board members included in the study supported the idea that
community college personnel should be given, as a minimum, the same

amount of sick leave as other state employees.

Statement 28 (selection of faculty and staff), The twenty-eighth

statement to which board members responded stated that future faculty
and staff should be selected from among those persons specifically
trained for the community college level, rather than from those trained

in secondary or higher education.
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As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 145, of which 10 strongly disagreed, 6l disagreed, 22 had no
opinion, 41 agreed and 8 strongly agreed with the statement. Combining
like responses found that 74 board members (51.03 per cent) disagreed
and 49 board members (33.75 per cent) agreed with the statement. If
one were to include the 22 no opinion responses in the agree category,

the number supporting the statement would be 71 (48.92 per cent).

In summary, responses to this statement by board members included
in the study were inconclusive insofar as establishing a clear majority

supporting or not supporting the statement in question.

Statement 29 (increased percentage of the educational budget).

The twenty-ninth statement to which board members responded stated that
North Carolina community colleges should receive an increased percentage
of the total education budget -~ even at the expense of elementary and

secondary education,.

As shown in Table 2, the number of board member responses to this
statement numbered 147, of which 10 strongly disagreed, 66 disagreed,
21 had no opinion, 32 agreed and 18 strongly agreed. Combining like
responses found that 76 board members (51.70 per cent) disagreed and
50 board members (34.01 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one
were to include the 21 no opinion responses in the agree category, the
number of board members supporting the statement would be 71 (h48.79

per cent).
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In summary, responses of the board members included in the study
were inconclusive insofar as establishing a majority supporting or not
supporting the view that community colleges should receive an increased

percentage of the total educational budget.

Statement 30 (orientation for board members). The thirtieth state-

ment to which board members responded stated that each board member
should be expected to attend an intensive orientation pertaining to the
philosophy and goals of the community college and the responsibilities
and functions of the board of trustees and administration of the local

comnunity college.

As shown in Table 2, board member responses to this statement
numbered 147, of which 5 strongly disagreed, 21 disagreed, 1b had
no opinion, 81 agreed and 26 strongly agreed. Combining like responses
found that 26 board members (17.68 per cent) disagreed and 107 board
members (72.78 per cent) agreed with the statement. If one were to
include the 14 no opinion responses in the disagree category, the number

refuting the statement would be 40 (27.20 per cent).

In summary responses to this statement established that a marked
majority of the board members included in the study agree that each
board member should attend an intensive orientation pertaining to
philosophy and goals of the college and the responsibilities and

functions of the administration and board.

A cursory review of Table 2, which indicates board member responses

toward selected functions of the local community college, reveals that
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the board members disagreed with 6 statements, agreed with 19 statements

and. were inconclusive about 5 statements.
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CHAPTER VI
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES

As explained in Cﬁapter IIT a questionnaire was designed to ob-
tain data on personal characteristics from local community college board
members. The responses to this questionnaire provided a breakdown of
the total population according to sub-groups under each of the personal
characteristics. The board member responses to the questionnaire also
included an in@ication of the degree to which the individual member
agreed or disagreed with selected attitudinal statements about the

functions of local community colleges.

In order to determine whether a significant relatlionship existed
between personal characteristics and attitudes of board members, a chi;
square test of significance was used. The basic data used in computing
chi-square values are shown in Table A through Table DD, Appendix 5.
For analysis purposes, the response frequencies in "strongly disagree”

"agree" and

and "disagree" were combined as were the responses in
"strongly agree". Responses in the mid-point category were not included

in the determination of chi-square values for this study.

For purposes of accepting the hypotheses, the .05 level of
significance was established as the standard. This means that the
observed frequencies differed so greatly from the expected levels that
there were fewer than five chances in 100 that the differences were due

to chance.
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To help the reader to see the interactions that were significant,
Table 3 shows the chi-square values which were significant at the .01
or the .05 level. Chi-square analysis of seven of the personal

characteristics was based on their relationship to the thirty attitudinal

statemerts included in the study.

A summary of computed chi-square values is reported in Table EE,
Appendix 6, and shows that responses of board members produced a chi-
square value significant at the .0l or .05 level in 37 instances involv-
ing a personal characteristic and an attitudinal statement. One of the
instances was associated with the personal characteristic of race
where a ratio of 143 white to 4 black board members rendered the data
invalid insofar as chi-square analysis was concerned. One significant
chi—sqﬁare value was computed for statement 17; however, there were
only three answers recorded in the "disagree" cell. These two values
were dropped from further consideration in the study. Thus, a total of
35 personal characteristics yielded chi-square values significant at
the .01l and .05 level. These are shown in Table 3 and from the basis

for the following discussion.

Age. Table 3 shows that significant chi-square values were found
for the personal characteristic of age as it related to Statements 15,

18, 22, 26, 28 and 29.

Statement 15 stated that faculty members should develop salary
arrangements and working conditions through negotiations with the board.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 8.40, which is significant at the

.01 level, for the relationship between age and attitude toward this



TABLE 3

Chi-Square Values Sigﬁificant at .01l and .05 Levels for Relationships
Between Personal Characteristics and Attitudinal Statements

State- State- State~ State- State~ State-~ State- State~ State-~

ment ment ment ment ment = ment ment ment ment
Characteristics No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. L No. 5 No. 6 No. 7 No. 8 No. 9
Age - -- -- - - -- - - -
Race C - - -- - - - _~— - -
Sex - - - -~ - - - - -
Residence -- .- -- 7.75° " 22.91% - - — y.o1%
Experience, Com. Col., =~ - - - -- - - - _—

Boards

Education 10.28°% - -- -- -- -- 16.39%% - -
Income 6.43% - 6.19°  -- 6.077  -- 7.91°°  -- --

~-- Not significant; * Significant at .05 level; ** Significent at .01 level.

S9



TABLE 3 (Continued)

State-~ State- State- Agfaggi State-~ State-~ State-

State- State-

ment ment nment ment ment ment ment nment nent
Characteristics No., 10 No. 11 No. 12 No. 13 No. 14 ©No. 15 ©No. 16 ©No. 17 No. 18
Age _ -- -- -- - -- 8.L0** - -- 5.89%
Race -- - - - - - - - -
Sex -- 5.73" -- — - 5.49% -- 16.74%% .
Residence -- - 5.89% - - - - -- -
Experience, Com. Col. 18.85** - - - - - - - -
Boards
Education - 12.92**  5,11% - - — - - -
Income 9.20%* -- - 9.28%% g uu*¥ - - - 11.00%*

-~ Not Significant; * Significant at .05 level; *x Significant at .01l level.

99



TABLE 3 (Continued)

Stote-  State-  State-  OState-  State-  Stabte-  State-  State-

ment ment ment ment ment nment ment ment
Characteristics No. 19 No. 20 No. 21 No. 22 No. 23 No. 24 No. 25 No. 26
Age -- -- -- 4.08* - - -- 4.66%
Race - - - - h.65* - - -
Sex - -- - 5.94% - - - --
Residence - - ~- - - - - -
Experience, Com. Col. == L.yy* 3k, 38% 6.143% - - -- 9.16°"

Boards '

Education -- 13.80%*  s5.69% - - - 7.70%% -
Income - - -- -- - -- - --

-~ Not significant; * Significant

at .05 level;

** Significant at .0l level.

L9



TABLE 3 (Continued)

State- State- State- State-
ment ment ment nent
Characteristics No. 27 No. 28 ~ No. 29 No. 30
Age - h,66% 6,17 --
Race . -- - - --
Sex - - - -
Residence - - 5.03* -
. ' *%
Experience, Com. Col. - -- 7.93 --
Boards
Education - - - -
Income - - -= 11.81**

-~ Not significant; " Significant at .05

level; ** Significant at .01 level.

89
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statement. The significant chi-square value was due to younger board
members providing more support and older members less support than

expected under the hypothesis.

Statement 18 said that social organizations and fraternities
should be allowed to develop in North Carolina commuhity colleges.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 5.89, which is significant at the
.05 level, for the relationship between age and attitude toward this
statement. The significant chi-square value was due to younger board
members providing more support and older members less support than

expected for the statement.

Statement 22 stated that the stuient body should be represented
on the board of trustees. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 4.08,
which is significant at the .05 level, for the relationship between age
and attitude toward this statement. The significant chi-square value
was due to younger board members providing more support and older board

members providing less support for the statement.

Statement 26 stated that community college instructors should
observe the same vacation schedule as the students during the academic
year. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of L.66, which is significant
at the .05 level, for the reiationship between age and attitude toward
this statement. The significant chi-square value was due to younger
board members providing less support and older board members more support

than expected for the statement.
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Statement 28 stated that future faculty and staff should be
selected from among those persons specially trained for the community
college level. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 4.66, which is
significant at the .05 level, for the relationship between age and
attitude toward this statement. The significant chi-square value was

due to younger board members providing less support and older board

members providing more support than was expected for this statement.

Statement 29 stated that North Carolina community colleges should
receive an increased percentage of the total education budget. Table
3 shows a chi-square value of 6.17, which is significant at the .01
level, for the relationship between age and attitude toward this state-
ment. The significant chi-square value was due to younger board members
providing less support, and older board members providing more support

than was expected for the statement.

Race. Table 3 shows that significant chi-square values were found
for the perscnal characteristic of race as it related to Statement 23.
However, the ratio of 143 white to 4 black board members precluded the

use of these data in computing acceptable chi-square values.

Sex. Table 3 shows that significant chi-square values were found
for the personal characteristic of sex as it related to Statements 11,

15, 17 and 22.

Statement 11 said that each community college should provide ex-
tensive extra-curricular programs, including inter-collegiate athletics.

Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 5.73, which is significant at the
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.05 level, for the relationship between sex and attitude toward this

statement.

Statement 15 said that faculty members should develop salary
arrangements and working conditions through negotiations with the board.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 5.49, which is significant at the
.05 level, for the relationship Between sex and attitude toward this
statement. The significant chi-square value was due to male board
nembers providing less support and female members providing more

support for the statement.

Statement 17 had fewer than four board members expressing disagree-
ment, therefore the chi-square value was not deemed acceptable for

consideration.

Statement 22 said that the student body should be represented on
the board of trustees. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 5.94, which
is significant at the .05 level, for the relationship>between sex and
attitude toward this statement. The significant chi-square is due to
the male board members providing less support and the female members

providing more support for the statement.

Residence. Table 3 shows that significant chi-square values were
found for the personal characteristic of residence as related to State-~

ments 4, 9, 12, and 29,

Statement L4 said that the instructional staff should be actively
involved in community college curriculum development. Table 3 shows a

chi-square value of 7.75, which is significant at the .01l level, for the
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relationship between residence and attitude toward this statement.
The significant chi-square value was duve to rural board members pro-

viding more support for this statement than did urban board members.

Statement 9 said that each community college should provide test-
ing, counseling and placement services for all students. Table 3.
shows a chi-square value of H.él, which is significant at the .05
level, for the relationship between residence and this statement. The
chi-square value was due to rural board members providing more support

for this statement than did urban board members.

Statement 12 stated that the development of socially acceptable
moral and ethical values is as important a function of the community
college as intellectual development Table 3 shows a chi-square value
of 5.89, which is significant at the .05 level, for the relationship
between residence and attitude toward this statement. The chi-square
value was due to rural board members providing more support and urban

board members providing less support than expected for the statement.

Statement 29 stated that North Carolina community colleges should
receive an increased percentage of the educational budget. Table 3
shows a chi-square value of 5.03, which is significant at the .05
level, for the relationship between residence and attitude toward this
statement. The chi-square level was due to urban members providing
more support and rural board members providing less support than expect-

ed for the statement.
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Experience. Table 3 shows that a significant chi-square value was

found for the characteristic of experience on comnunity college boards

of trustees as it related to Statements 10, 20, 21, 22, 26 and 29.

Statement 10 said that the community college instructional staff
should be involved in policy development. Table 3 shows a chi-gquare
value of 18.85, which is significant at the .0l level, for the relation-
ship between experience and attitude toward this statement. The chi-
square value is due to board members with more than three years
experience on community college boards supporting the statement to a

greater degree than board members with three years, or less, experience.

Statement 20 said that academic ability should be the primary
measure when making decisions about admitting students to community
colleges. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 4, L4h, significant at
the .05 level, for the relationship between experience and attitude
toward this statement. The chi-square value developed because board
members with three years, or less, experien;e on community college
boards supported the statement to a greater degree than board members

with more than three years experience.

Statement 21 said that formal education beyond high school should
be provided for anyone who is able to benefit from it. Table 3 shows
a chi-square value of 14.38, which is significant at the .0l level for
the relationship between experience and attitude toward this statement.
The chi-square value was due to board members with more than three years
experience on community colleée boards being less supportive of the

statement than board members with three years, or less, of experience.
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Statement 22 said that the student body should be represented on
the board of trustees. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 6.43, which
is significant at the .0l level, for the relationship between exper-
ience and attitudes toward this statement. The chi-square value is due
to board members with three years, or less, experience on community
college boards supporting the statement to a greater degree than board

members with more than three years experience.

Statement 26 stated that community college staff should be given
at least the same number of days sick leave as state employees. Table
3 shows a chi-square value of 9.16, which is significant at the .0l
level, for the relationship between experience and attitude toward
this statement. The chi-square value was due to board members with
more than three years experience supporting the statement to a greater

degree than did board members with three years, or less, experilence.

Statement 29 said that North Carolina community colleges should
receive an increased percentage of the total education budget. Table
3 shows a chi-square value of 7.93, which is significant at the .0l
level, for the relationship between experience and attitude toward this
statement. The chi-square value was due to board members with more than
three years experience on community college boards giving more support
to the statement than did board members with three years, or less;

experience.

Education, Table 3 shows that significant chi-square values were
found for the personal characteristic of education as it is related to

Statements 1, 7, 11, 12, 20, 21 and 25.
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Statement 1 stated that community colleges should provide research
programs to study problems associated with community college education.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 10.2L4, which is significant at the
.01 level, for the relationship between education and attitude toward
this statement. The chi-square value was due to board members eduéated
at the graduate or professional degree level giving more support and

board members with the bachelors degree or less giving less support to

the statement than was expected.

Statement 7 stated that husband - wife combinations should not be
employed by local community colleges. Table 3 shows a chi-square value
of 16.39, which is significant at the .0l level, for the relationship
between education and attitude toward this statement. The chi-square
value was developed because board members éducated at the graduate or
professional degree level gave more support and board members with the
bachelor's degree or less gave less support to the statement than was

expected.,

Statement 11 stated that each community college should provide
extra-curricular programs, including inter-collegiate atheletics.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 12.92, which is significant at the
.01 level, for the relationship between education and attitude toward
this statement. The chi-square value was due to board members with an
education at the bachelor's degree level or less giving more support to
the statement than did those board members with a graduate or profes-

sional degree.
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Statement 12 said that the development of acceptable moral and
ethical values in community college students is as important as their
intellectual training. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 5.11, which
is significant at the .05 level, for the relationship between education
and attitude toward this statement. The cﬁi-square value was develqped
because board members with an education at the bachelor's degree or less
gave more support to the statement and board members with the graduate

or professional degree gave less support than expected to the statement.

Statement 20 said that when making decisions about admitting students
to the conmunity éollege academic ability should be a primary measure.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 13.80,which is significant at the
0L level, for the relationship between education and attitude toward
this statement. The chi-square value was due to board members with the
bachelor's degree or less giving more support to the statement than did

those board members with a graduate or professional degree,

Statement 21 said that formal education beyond high school should
be provided for anyone who is able to benefit from it. Table 3 shows
a chi-square value of 5.69, which is significant at the .05 level, for
the relationship between education and attitude toward this statement.
The chi-square value was due to board members with an education at the
bachelor's degree level or less giving more support to the statement
and board members with a graduate or professional degree giving less

support to the statement.
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Statement 25 said that community college curricula should be plan-
ned for students with very different ability levels, Table 3 shows a
chi-square value of 7.70, which is significant at the .01 level, for
the relationship between education and attitude towardthe statement.
The chi-square value was the result of board members with a graduate

or professional degree giving more support to the statement than did

those board members with a bachelor's degree or less education.

Income. Table 3 indicates that significant chi-square values were
found for the characteristic of family income as related to Statements

1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 13, 14, 18 and 30.

Statement 1 said that community colleges should provide research
prograns to study problems associated with community college education.
Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 6.43, which is significant at the
.05 level, for the relationship between family income and this statement.
The chi-square value was due to those board members with a family income
of less than $18,000 providing more support and board members with a
family income of more than $18,001 providing less support for the

statement.

Statement 3 said that all community college administrators should
have previous successful classroom teaching experience., Table 3 shows
a chi-square value of 6.19, which is significant at the .05 level, for
the relationship between family income of more than $18,001 providing
more support than was expected and board members with a family income
of less than $18,000 providing less support than was expected for

this statement.
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Statement 5 said that the instructional staff should be involved
in community college curriculum development. Table 3 shows a chi-square
value of 6.07, which is significant at the .05 level, for the relation-
ship between family income and attitude toward this statement. The
chi-square value is due to those board members with a family income of
less than $18,000 providing more support for this statement than did

those with a family income of more than $18,001.

Statement 7 stated that husband - wife combinations should not be
employed by community colleges in any capacity. Table 3 shows a chi-
square value of 7.91, which is significant at the .05 level, for
relationships between family income and attitude toward this statement.
The chi-square value was due to those board members with a family income
of less than $18,000 supporting the statemént to a greater extent than

did those with a family income of more than $18,001.

Statement 10 said that the instructional staff should be involved
in the policy development of the local community college. Table 3
shows a chi-square value of 9.22, which is significant at the .0l level,
for the relationship between family income and attitude toward this
statement. This chi-square value developed when board members with a
family income of more than $18,001 supported the statement to a greater
extent than did those board members with a family income of less than

$1.8,000.

Statement 13 said that a community college instructor should be
able to speak openly and freely about any issue in the classroomn.

Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 9.28, significant at the 0L level,
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for the relationship between family income and attitude toward this
statement. The significant chi-square value was due to board members
with a family income of more than $18,001 giving more support to the
statement than did board members with a family income of less than

$18,000.

Statement 14 stated that the community college faculty should be
represented on the college board of trustees. Table 3 shows a chi-
square value of 7.44 level, for the relationship between family income
and attitude toward this statement. The chi-square value developed
because the board members with a family income of more than $18,001
gave more support than expected to the statement while those board
members with a family income of less than $18,000 gave less support

than expected to the statement.

Statement 18 said that social organizations and fraternities should
be allowed to develop in the North Carolina community colleges. Table 3
shows a chi-square value of 11.00, which is significant at the .0l level,
for the relationship between family income and attitude toward this
statement. This value was developed because board members with a family
income of more than $18,001 supported the statement to a greater extent

than board members with a family income of less than $18,000.

Statement 30 said that each board member should be expected to
attend an orientation pertaining to the philosophy and goals of the com-
munity college. Table 3 shows a chi-square value of 11,81, significant
at the .01 level, for the relationship between family income and attitude

toward this statement. This chi-square value was due to board members
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with a family income of more than $18,001 providing more support

and board members with a family income of less than $18,000 providing

less support than expected for this statement.

In summary, this chapter has presented an analysis of the responses
of North Carolina community college board members to a questionnaire.
The presentation focused on the relationship between personal character-
istics and the attitudinal statements. A chi-square test was used to
determine whether or not a significant relationship existed between
observed and expected responses of the seven sub-groups of personal

characteristics.

The results of this analysis have been summarized and are discussed

in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER VIT

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I. Summary

Statement of the problem. It was the purpose of this study to

determine for the State of North Carolina: (1) the selected personal
characteristics of members of local community college boards, (2) the
attitudes of these board members toward selected functions of the local
community college, and (3) the relationship between personal charact-
eristics and attitudes of board members toward community college

functions.

Statement of the hypotheses. The following hypotheses were tested:

1. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members under 45 years of age and those over 45 years of
age toward selected functions of the college.

2. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
the male and the female board members concerning selected functions of
the college.

3. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
the white board members and the non-white board members toward selected
functions of the college.

4, There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members residing in an urban area and those residing in

rural areas concerning selected functions of the college.



82

.

5. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
those board members with less than three years service on the board
and those with more than three years service with regard to selected .
functions of the college.

6. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
board members with an education level at the bachelor's degree, or less,
and those board members with a graduate or professional degree with
regard to selected functions of the college.

7. There is a significant relationship between the attitude of
board members with a family income of less than $18,000 per year and
those with a family income of more than $18,001 per year concerning

selected functions of the college.

Statement of research procedures. The population of the study

included a potential of 178 board members serving in the State of North
Carolina during the spring of 1973. A total of 152 board members
responded to a questionnaire designed to obtain information about
personal characteristics and to determine attitudes toward selected
functions of the community college. The return of 85,29 per cent of

the questionnaires was regarded as satisfactory.

As shown in Table 4, there were responses from board members
associated with all 15 of the North Carolina community colleges. There
was a vacancy on the Board of 2 colleges, giving an effective potential
population of 178. All of the board members from 2 colleges responded
to the questionnaire, 11 from 5 colleges, 10 from 4 colleges, 9 from 2

colleges, 8 from 1 college and 7 from 1 college.



Questionnaires Returned by North Carolina
Community C~llege Board Members

TABIE L
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Number of Number of

Community Board Members  Questionnaires Per Cent

College At Time of Survey Returned of Total
Caldwell 12 11 91.66
Central Piedmont 12 8 66.66
Coastal Carolina 11* 10 90.90
College of the Albemarle 12 10 83.33
Davidson County 12 11 91.66
Gaston College 12 7 58.33
Isothermal 12 11 91.66
Lenior 12 11 91.66
Rockingham 12 12 100.00

Southern Pines 12 11 91.66
Southeastern 12 7 75.00
Surry 12 10 83.33
Wayne 12 12 100.00
Western Piedmont 11*¥ 9 81.81
Totals 178 :L521 85.29

*Vacancy of the Board

¥¥Board Member Deceased

Pour questionnaires were returned after the computations had
been completed; this would make the total of returned questionnaires

156 or 87.63 per cent.
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Of the 152 returned questionnaires, 85.29 per cent of the total,
5 failed to meet a priori standards for completeness and were dropped
from analysis in the study. The responses from 147 board members, or

82.58 per cent, were included in the study.

In order to determine whether significant relationships existed
between obtained responses to each attituﬁinal statement and the number
of expected responses based on the hypotheses, a chi-square test for
significance was used. The .05 level of confidence was selected as

the limit at which the hypotheses would be accepted.

Personal Characterisites. This study revealed that in 1973 the

typical board member serving local North Carolina community colleges
was a white male about 55 years old. Typically, two out of three board
members lived in small cities or rural areas, with the remaining one
out of three residing in a large city of 50,000 or more population, or

in a suburban area near a large city.

The board member typically had earned at least a bachelor's degree
and completed additional graduate work in a degree program. The educa-
tional level was reflected in a median family income between $25,001
and $32,000, with almost one-half of the board members reporting a

family income of more than $32,001.

The typical WNorth Carolina board member was the parent of one to
three children, with over one-fourth of the board members reporting a

parental status of four or more children.

8L
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The North Carolina board member typically spent his early childhood
in towns of less than 5,000 population, with over three-fourths living
in areas of less than 25,000. He had resided in the county where the

college he served was located for over 30 years.

From an experience standpoint, the average board member had two
to three years experience on public school boards; over 90 per cent
had over three years experience on community college board. The
typical board member is still actively employed (1) as a professional

or technical person or (2) as a manager, official or propriator.

The implications of the data reflecting on personal characteristics
were perhaps most striking when one considered the role of the board
members. As a part of a 12 member group charged with the responsibility
of meeting the educational needs of a large community, the board member
may be confronted with the tasks of considering and reflecting the many

segments of society in the decision-making process.

A survey of the representation on local boards serving local
community colleges revealed that such groups as women, young adults,
non-whites, large city residents, the less educated, low-income groups
and those engaged in non-professional or non-managerial occupations were
not well represented by members of their peer groups serving on
community college boards. This is not to say that present board members
were or were not handling the situation well, but rather to point out
that a problem may exist. It was not the purpose of this study to
determine representativeness of boards serving the state's community

colleges, but there are implicatiouns for further study here.
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Board member's attitudes. The goal of public community college

education in North Carolina was to provide a comprehensive program for
residents of the local districts. To this end, the State of North
Carolina had enacted legislation and had made financial commitments
to support written policies and guidelines to encourage development

of local institutions.

To what extent the State of North Carolina will realize this goal
of comprehensiveness will depend, to a marked degree, on the basic
attitudes of board members toward the alternative functions of the
community college. It seemed reasonable to assume that board members
who regarded certain types of programs of courses as critically needed,
or relatively unimportant, would have a profound influence on the
ultimate development of the state's community colleges. This assumption
would be particularly significant when a majority of board members
serving a local institution tended to have similar attitudes toward

community college functionms.

This summary and discussion, therefore, focused on the attitudes
of board members toward the functions of local community colleges. To
accomplish this, each of the thirty attitudinal statements was arbitra-
rily placed in an appropriate category for discussion purposes. It was
recognized that many of the statements could be placed in two or more
categories, but for purposes of clarity, the placement was listed in

only one area.

1. In the area of philosophy, a majority of board members included

in this study (96.39 per cent) agreed that programs should be provided.
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for "under educated” youth and adults, that development of socially
acceptable moral and ethical standards are a function of the college
(92.51 rer cent) and formal post-secondary education should be provided.
for anyone able to benefit from it (92.51 per cent). This has implica-
tions for the future of local community colleges in North Carolina
because it helps establish a conceptual climate for program emphasis

and development.

2. In the area of program development, which is fundamental to

the concept of comprehensiveness, the responses of board members in
this study indicatéd a high degree of support for the attitudinal
statements. Such programs as transfer education, adult education,
technical or semi-technical courses, testing and counseling services,
and two-year assoclate degree programs received support from a
majority of board members. The board members indicated support for
variable length programs, including courses in the vocational or
semi-technical skills area (97.27 per cent). The same degree of
support was provided for programs to develop technical skills (94.55
per cent). The board members felt that equal emphasis should be given

transfer, terminal and community services programs (82.31 per cent).

In all cases, the board members provided substantial support for
the programs, indicating that the goal of comprehensiveness for the
state's community colleges was shared by those in a policy making role

at the local level.

3. Program areas not recelving support from board members included

in the study were those of extra-curricular programs and inter-collegiate
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athletics (42.17 per cent) and social organizations and fraternities

(48.29 per cent).

4, Research programs to study pfoblems assoclated with community
college education received support (70.68 per cent) from the board
members. It is possible that this attitude has developed because
community college education has gained some maturity in North Carolina

and problem areas have become more clearly defined.

5. In the area of finance, board members in the study indicated
support for tuition charges to be paid by North Carolina residents
enrolled in non-credit courses (61.22 per cent). An increased per-
centage of the total state education budget -- even at the expense
of elementary and secondary education received poor support from
board members (34.01 per cent). Perhaps this attitude prevailed
because a large majority (98.54 per cent) of the board members had

also served on public school boards.

6. In the area of administration and governance, board members

supported a statement that all administrators should have had success-
ful classroom teaching experience (66.55 per cent). At the same time
the board members disagreed with the suggestion that future staff

and faculty should be selected from among those specifically trained

at the community college level (33.75 per cent agreed). It is rather
difficult to rationalize the value of classroom teaching to a community
college administrator, especially when 82.31 per cent of board members
agreed that the skills needed to manage a community college are similar

to those needed to operate a hospital or run a business., It is also
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difficult to theorize why board members would not want future personnel
specifically trained for community college positions, especially when
many colleges and universities now train perscnnel for these positions.‘
It is possible that the community college's relative immaturity and
rapid expansion, coupled with the fact that most board members have
served on public school boards, has not permitted the board members to
see the community college as a specialized field of professional prep-

aration.

7. A majority of board members felt that the instructors should
be involved in curriculum development (89.11 per cent), but failed to
support evaluation of the instructional staff on teaching ability
alone (52.82 per cent disagreed) and would include such items as
research, writing and publishing. While a majority of the board
members supported the involvement of the instructional staff in
policy development in the local community college, they contradicted
themselves by failing to suppert the idea that the faculty be repre-
sented on the board of trustees (only 22.4L per cent agreed) and that
the faculty should negotiate with the board on salary arrangements and
working conditions (27.21 per cent agreed). As teacher militancy
becomes more pronounced, it is possible that these may become signifi-

cant issues in community college education.

8. 1In the area of admissions, board members in the study indicated
a high degree of support for liberalized admissions policies, Only
17.68 per cent of the board members included in the study agreed that

academic ability should be the primary measure when admitting students
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to the community college. Such an attitude tends to support the open-
door concept generally held by community colleges throughout the country
and further strengthens the comprehensiveness of the total local commu-~

nity college program.

The board members of the North Carolina community colleges were
generally'homogeneous in their responses to the attitudinal statements.
As a rule, when the group agreed or disagreed with a statement the
agreement or disagreement was by a clear majority. In only five cases
(16.66 per cent) was there not a clear delineation of agreement or

disagreement.

Significant relationships between personal characteristics and

attitudinal statements. It was not the purpose of this study to

determine cause and effect, but rather to point out relationships
existing between personal characteristics and attitudes of community
college board members. The data gathered in the study do not permit
one to state why board members might differ in their attitudes toward
selected issues in community college education. Observations were made
within the limits of the research design and applied only to board

members in the State of North Carolina included in the study.

Chi-square analysis of the relationship between personal charact-
eristics and attidudes of board menmbers revealed 35 values significant
at the .05 level. This was the standard established for acceptance
of the hypotheses in the study. Nineteen of the 35 chi-square values

were significant at the .0l level and were reported as such.
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1. The personal characteristic of age showed a significant
relstionship with six attitudinal statements. Two of the chi-square
values were significant at the .01 level and four at the .05 level.

The significant chi-square values were due to younger board members
being less supportive toward such issues as instructors observing the
same vacation schedules as students, future faculty and staff being
selected from among persons specially trained at the community college
level and that community colleges should recieve an increased percentage
of the total educational budget. Older board members were less suppor-
tive toward such issues as student body representation on the board,
social organizations and fraternities on community college campuses and
faculty members negotiating with the board for salary arrangements and

working conditions.

2. The personal characteristic of race had too few black

respondents to correctly compute chi-square values.

3. A third personal characteristic, that of sex, produced one
chi-square value significant at the .01l level and three values signif-
icant at the .05 level. The significant chi-square values were due to
female board members being more supportive toward such issues as the
community college providing extra-curricular activities, faculty nego-
tiating with the board for salary arrangements and working conditions
and student representation on community college boards. The chi-square
value at the .01l level was not accepted since fewer than four board

members disagreed with the statement.
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4, A fourth personal characteristic, that of residence, provided
five chi-square values which were significant, two at the .01 level
and three at the .05 level. The significant chi-square values at the
.01 level were due to board members residing in rural areas being less
supportive of tuition being paid by North Carolina residents for non-
credit courses and more supportive of the instructional staff involve-
ment in community college curriculum development. Board members residing
in rural areas were more supportive of providing testing, counseling
and placement services for each student, and the belief that the devel-
opment of acceptable moral and ethical values were as importent as
intellectual development. This support resulted in chi-square values
significant at the ,05 level. Rural residents were less supportive of
the statement that community colleges should receive an increased per-

centage of the total educational budget.

5. The personal characteristic of experience on community college

boards showed a significant relationship with six attitudinal statements.
Four of the chi-square values were significant at the .0l level and two

at the .05 level.

The significant chi-square values obtained for this characteristic
were due to board members with less than three years of experience on
community college board who tended to differ in their response patterns
from board members with three of more years of experience. In general,
the more experienced board members were more supportive toward such
proposals as instructional staff involvement in policy development, commu-

nity college staff being given at least the same number days sick leave
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as other state employees and community colleges receiving and increased
percentage of the total educational budget. It was interesting to note
that chi-square values for the relationship between experience and

these issues were all significant at the .0l level. The more exper-
ienced board members were less supportive of items such as academic
ability being the primary factor in making admissions decisions, formal
education beyond high school being provided for anyone able to benefit

from it and representation for the student body on boards of trustees.

6. A sixth personal characteristic, that of education, produced
seven significant chi-square values, five of which were significant
at the .0l level. The significant chi-square values were due to the
support given by board members educated at the graduate and professional
degree level for these: 1) community colleges providing research
programs, 2) husband-wife combinations should not be employed in the
same college and 3) community college curricula should be planned for
students with different ability levels. These board members gave less
support to proposals that community colleges should provide extra-
curricular programs in inter-collegiate athletics and that development
of acceptable moral and ethical values are a function of the community
college. They also gave less support to the ideas of academic ability
being the primary measure for cbllege admissions and that education
beyond high school should be provided for anyone able to benefit from
it. Board members with the bachelor's degree or less were more support-

ive of these statements.
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7. The personal characteristic of family income produced nine

chi-square valueswhich were significant, eight of these at the .0l
level, The significant chi-square values were due to board members
with a family income of $18,000 or less differing in their response
patterns from board members reporting an income of more than $18,001.
In general, board members with a family income of less than $18,000
were less supportive toward such issues as college administrators
having successful teaching experience, the instructional staff being
involved in policy development and academic freedom for instructors.
They also gave less support to the proposals of faculty representation
on the college board, the development of social fraternities and board
members attending an orientation pertaining to the philosophy and goals
of the community college. 1In contrast, this group was the most support-
ive toward such issues as colleges providing research programs on
community college education, instructional staff involvement in curric-
wla development and husband-wife combinations not being employed in

community colleges.
IT. Conclusions

The following conclusions were based on data gathered in the study

and are stated within the limitations of the research design.

Personal Characteristics

1. In regard to characteristics of the board members, they were
not totally representative of the people of the State of North Carolina,.
This conclusion appears justified in view of the fact that the population

of North Carolina was approximately 50 per cent women yet only about
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6 per cent of the members of North Carolina community college boards of
trustees were women. Likewise, according to the 1970 U. -S. Census
Report, the non-white population of North Carolina was 23.2 per cent
of the total population. This is far greater than the reported 2.73
per cent representation of non-whites on North Carclina community col-

lege boards.

In the U. S. Census Report of 1970, between 40 and 60 per cent
of the population of North Carolina had a family income in the range
of $7,000 to $9,999. The income range of over $25,000 is earned by
2 per cent of the total population of North Carolina yet 45 per cent
of the board members included in this study reported a family income
of over $32,001. Similarly, occupational categories and board members
with differentlevels of formal education were not represented relative
to the general population of the state. Nor were those in lower income

categories relatively represented.
Attitudes

2. A majority of board members included in the study indicated
attitudes favorable to the concept of the comprehensive community college.
This included the open-door policy, provisions for a variety of programs
and an acceptance of a basic philosophy consistent with that of the

Community College Act.

3. Responses of board members to various attitudinal statements
indicated that local community colleges were probably student orientated.

Board member recognitions of the need for counseling, guldance and
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placement services, plus the view that instructors should be involved in

providing guidance to students, supported this conclusion.

4, Board members demonstrated an awareness of the important role
assumed by community college instructors by supporting the involvement
of instructional staff in curriculum development and poliz;%éevelopment
and in the guidance of the student. Elimination of discriminatory

policies such as not employing husband-wife combinations reflected this

concern for instructor welfare also.

5. Responses by board members to certain attitudinal statements
indicated that some common element or elements influence the responses
of board members. Specifically, there were only 35 significant relation

differences found out of a possible 210 combinations.

Relationships between personal characterisitcs and attitudes

The hypotheses stated that a significant relationship would be
found between selected personal characteristics of board members and
their attitudes toward selected functions of the community college. A
chi-square test was applied to 210 specific comparisions. Of these,
23 were found significant at the .0l level and 12 significant at the
.05 level, The standard established for acceptance of the hypothgses

in this study was the .05 level of significants.

6. The board members with a graduate or professional degree
favored the provision of research programs in the community college
to a greater degree than was expected whereas those with less education

did not.
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The board members with an income of less than $18,000 per year
favored the provision of research programs in the community college to
a greater degree than was expected whereas those with sn income of more

than $18,001 did not.

7. The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
favored all community college administrators having previous successful
cla.ssroom teasching experience to agreater degree than was expected

whereas those with an income of less than $18,000 did not.

8. The board members residing in rural areas favored the instruc-
tional staff being actively involved in community college curriculum
development to a greater degree than was expected whereas those residing

in other areas did not.

9. The board members residing in urban areas favored tuition
being paid by North Carolina residents enrolled in non-~credit courses
to a greater degree than was expected whereas those residing in rural
areas did not.

The board members with an income of less than $18,000 per year
favored tuition being paid by North Carolina residents enrolled in non-
credit courses to a greater degree than was expected whereas those

with an income of more than $18,001 did not.

10. The board members with a graduate or professional degree
favored husband-wife combinations not being employed by local community
colleges to a greater degree than was expected whereas those with less

education did not.
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Those board members with an income of less than .$18,000 per year
favored husband-wife combinations not being employed by community
colleges to a greater degree than was expected whereas those with and

income of more than $18,001 did not.

11. The board members residing in rural areas favored each commu-
nity college providing guidance services, including testing, counseling
and placement services for all students to a greater degree than was

expected whereas those in non-rural areas did not.

12. The board members with more than three years experience on
community college boards favored the instructional staff being involved
in policy development on the local community college to a greater degree
than was expected whereas those with less than three years experience
did not.

The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
favored the instructional staff being involved in the policy development
of the local community college to a greater degree than was expected

whereas those with an income of less than $18,000 did not.

13. The board members with the bachelor's,or less, education
favored each community college providing extra-currieular activities,
including inter-collegiate athletics to a greater degree than was expec-
ted whereas those with a graduate or professional degree did not.

The male board members favored each community college providing
extra-curricwlar activities, including inter-collegiate athletics, to
a'greater degree than was expected whereas the female board members

did not.
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opment bf socially acceptable moral and ethical values as an important
function of the community college'to a greater desgee than was expected
whereas those residing in urban areas did not.

The board members educated at the bachelor's degree level, or less,
favored the development of socially acceptable moral and ethical values
as an important function of the community college to a greater degree
than was expected whereas those with a graduate or professional degree

did not.

15. The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
favored a community college instructor being able to speak openly and
freely about any issuse in the classroom to a greater degree than was

expected whereas those with an income of less than $18,000 did not.

16. The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
faovered the comunity college faculty being represented on the college
board of trustees to a greater degree than was expected whereas those

with an income of less than $18,000 did not.

17. The board members under 45 years of age favored faculty
members developing salary arrangements and working conditions through
negotiations with the board to a greater degree than was expected

whereas those over 45 years of age did not.

18. The board members under 45 years of age favored social

organizations and fraternities being allowed to develop in North
Carolina community colleges to a greater degree than was expected whereas

those over 45 years of age did not.
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The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
favored social organizations and fraternities being allowed to develop
in North Carolina community colleges to a greater degree than was

expected whereas those with an income of less than $18,000 did not.

19. The board members with three years or less experience on commu-
nity college boards favored academic ability being the primary measure
when meking admissions decisions to a greater degree than was expected
whereas those with more than three .years ecperience did not.

The board members with a bachelor's degree, or less, favored
academic ability being the primary measure when making admissions
decisions to a greater degree than was expected whereas those with the

graduate or professional degree did not.

20. The board members with three years or less experience on
community college boards favored formal education beyond high school
being provided for anyone able to benefit from it to a greater degree
than was expected whereas those with more than three years experience
did not.

The board members educated at the bachelor's degree level, or less,
favored formal education beyond high school being provided for anyone
able to benefit from it to a greater degree than was expected whereas

those with the graduate or professional degree did not.

21. The board members under 45 years of age favored the student
body being represented on the board of trustees to a greater degree

than was expected whereas those over 45 years of age did not.
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The female board members favored the student body being represented
on the board of trustees to a greater degree than was expected whereas
the male board members did not. .

The board members with more than three years experience on community
college board favored the student body being represented on the college
board of trustees to a greater degree than was expected whereas those

with less that three years experience did not.

22, The board members with a graduate or professional degree
favored the community college curricula being planned for students with
very different ability levels to a greater degree than was expected

whereas those with less education did not.

23, The board members over age 45 favored community college instruc-
tors observing the same vacation schedule as the students during the
academic year-to a greater degree than was expected whereas those under
45 years of age did not.

The board members with more than three years experience on community
college boards favored community college instructors observing the same
vacation schedule as the students during the academic year to a greater
degree than was expected whereas those with less than three years did

not.

2k, The board members over 45 years of age favored future faculty
and staff being selected from among those persons specially trained for
the community college level to a greater degree than was expected whereas

those under L5 years of age did not.
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25. The board members over 45 years of age favo?ed North Carolina
community colleges receiving an increased percentage of the total
educational budget to a greater degree than was expected whereas those
under 45 years of age did not.

The board members residing in urban areas favored North Carolina
community colleges receiving an increased percentage of the total
educational budget to a greater degree than was expected whereas those
residing in rural areas did. not.

The board members ' with more than three years experience on commu=
nity college boards favored North Carolina community colleges receiving
an increased percentage of the total educational budget to a greater
degree than was expected whereas those with less than three years

experience did not.

26. The board members with an income of more than $18,001 per year
favored each board member attending an orientation pertaining to the
philosophy and goals of the community college to a greater degree than

was expected whereas those with less income did not.

27. Since the analysis of the data reveal no significant relation-
ship between personal characteristics and the following attitudinal
statements, the hypotheses were rejected for those statements.

a. Instructors should be evaluated on classroom teaching only.
research, writing and publishing should not be considered.

b. Each community college should provide programs for "under
educated" youth and adults.

¢c. FEach community college should provide two-year programs

(associate degree types) for semi-professional training.
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d. Each community céllege should provide variable length programs
to develop vocational or semi-technical skills.

e. Equal emphasis on transfer, terminal and communify services
programs in the community college is desirable.

f. Community college curricula should be planned for students
with very different ability levels.

g. Community college staff personnel should be given at least

the same number of days sick leave as state employees.
ITITI. Recommendations

The following fecommendations for further research are made.

1. In view of the relatively limited number of studies focusing
on members of community college boards, it is recommended that this
study be replicated in other states. This would be of particular value
because of the increased emphasis on community college education
throughout the country. It is further suggested that such studies be

conducted periodically to determine trends over a period of time.

2. It is also suggested that similar research projects be
undertaken to study the governing boards of colleges and universities

and of public school systems in North Carolina and in other states.

3. It is recommended that studies be conducted to determine
how well the composition of community college boards accomplishes the

task of serving groups not represented on the board.
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4, There is a need for a concentrated study to determine means
by which North Carolina community college boards can be made more

representative of the population of North Carolina.

5. It is recommend&d that studies be conducted to determine the
probable cause of significant relationships between personal character-
istics and attitudes of community college board members. For instance,
why do board members with a family income of less than $18,000 tend
to differ in their attitudes from board members with a family income

of more than $18,001¢7

6. It is recommended that studies be conducted to determine if
common reaction patterns exist among those groups which were denied,
at the time of this study, access to a voice in community college
governance. Examples of such groups are women, non-whites, young

people, and those in lower income levels.

T. It is recommended that further analysis be made of the data
collected by this study relative to the "strongly agree" and "strongly
disagree" responses. Such a proposed study would attempt to.determine
the existence of common patterns of responses for each personal

characteristic.
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APFENDIX A

As a member of a board of trustees of a North Carolina community
college your cooperation is requested in completing a brief
questionnaire which provides information about a few personal
characteristics, and reflects your thinking about some of the
key issues facing community college education today. Individual
board members and individual community colleges will not be
identified or associated with responses to the questionnaire.

The information gathered from these questionnaires will be
used in a dissertation to be written under the supervision of
a doctoral committee at the University of North Carolina at
Greensboro.

Your promptness in returning the completed questionnaire will
be sincerely appreciated. The results of the study will be
made available to each local community college board for your
information.

Sincerely,

W. Roger Sharrock
Box Loy
Edgefield, South Carolina 29824
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APPENDIX B

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF NORTH CAROLINA 109
COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRUSTEES

Instructions: Please check the one most appropriate blank.

(01) Your Age:

1. 34 or under
2,735 - Lh

3. 45 - 54

' 55 - 64

5. 65 or over

(02) Your Sex:

1. Male
2. Female

(03) Your Race:

1. White
2. Black
3. Other

(0k) Vour Place of Residence:

1. Rural (Farm, sparsely settled, small town or village)

2. Urban area (An incorporated area of 2,500 to 50,000)
3. Suburban area (An unincorporated area of more than 2,500)
L, Large City (50,000 or more population)

(05) Your Educational Background:

1. Less than high school diploma

2. High school diploma

3. College attendance but no degree

L, Bachelor's degree

5. Master's degree

6. Doctoral degree - Type (M.D., Ph.D., etc.)
7. Other - Please specify

(06) Your Childhood:

The approxiamte population of the town or city in which you
received most of your Kindergarten through 12th grade
education was:

1. Under 5,000

5,001 to 25,000
25,001 to 100,000
Over 100,001

.

2
3
L

|

Data Processing Code
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

(07) Your number of years of residence in this community college

district:

1. 0 -5

2. 6 - 10

3. 11 - 15

' 16 - 20

5. 21 - 25

6. 26 - 30

7. More than 30

(08) Approximate Family Income:

. Less than $10,000
. $10,001 - $18,000
. $18,001 - $25,000
. $25,001 - $32,000
. More than $32,001

U Ew -

(09) Your Marital - Parental Status: .

1. Not Married

2. Married, no children
3. Married, 1 - 3 children
k, Married, 4 or more children

(10) Your years of experience on public schools boards:

1. None

2. 1l year or less

3. 2 - 3 years

L, More than 3 years

|

(11) Your years of experience on community college or technical
institute boards:

1. 1l year or less
2. 2 - 3 years
3. More than 3 years



APPENDIX B (Continued)

Instructions: Consider the overall needs
in your local community and college and
indicate the degree to which you agree
or disagree with each statement by plac-
ing a check in the appropriate box.

(01)

(02)

(03)

(Ok)

(05)

(06)

(o7)

(08)

(09)

(10)

(11)

Community colleges should provide research

5]
HEE B o
TERNE -
B3 o é.eks
mAQ = <. 0T

programs to study problems associated wit
community college education.

Instructors should be evaluated on class-

- room teaching only. Research, writing and

publishing should not be considered.

All community college administrators
should have previous successful class-
room teaching experience,

The instructional staff should be
actively involved in community college
curriculum development.

Tuition should be paid by North Carolina
residents enrolled in non-credit courses.

Bach community college should provide
programs for "under-educated" youth and
adults.

Husbhand - wife combinations should not be

Lﬂ.

employed by community colleges in any
capacity.

Each community college should provide
two-year programs (associate degree type)

for semi-professional training.

(Examples: Nursing, Engineering Techni-

cian, Police Science, etc.)

Each community college should provide

Guidance Services including testing,

counseling, and placement services for
all students.

The instructional staff should be involved

in the policy development of the local

community college.

Each community college should provide
extensive extra-curricular programs,
including inter-collegiate athletics.

111



APPENDIX B (Continued)

(12) The development of socially acceptable
moral and ethical values in community
college students is as important a func-

B
NO OPINION

AGREE

STRONGLY

DISAG
DISAGREE

tion of the community college as their L

et
—

intellectual development.

(13) A community college instructor should

be able to speak openly and freely about
any issue in the classroom.

(14) The community college facuity should be
represented on the board of trustees.

(15) Faculty members should develop salary
arrangements and working conditions

thrcugh negotiations with the board.

(16) EBach community college should provide
variable length programs to deveilop

vocational or semi-technical skills.
(Examples: welding, auto-mechanic,

carpentry, cosmetology, etc.)

(17) The community college instructors

should be involved in providing
guidance services for the students.

(18) Social organizations and fraternities

should be allowed to develop in the

North Carolina community colleges.

(19) Equal emphasis on transfer, terminal

and community services programs in the
community college is desirable.

(20) When making decisions about admitting

students to the community college aca-
demic ability should be the primary

measure.

(21) Formal education beyond high school

should be provided for anyone who is ]
able to benefit from it. Regardless

of age, interest or ability.

(22) The student body should be represented l
on the board of trustees.




(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

APPENDIX B (Continued)

The community college should actively
attempt to solve social problems such

S TRONGLY
DISAGREE
DISAGREE

NO OPINION
AGREE

113

STRONGLY
AGREE

as the problems surrounding racial
discrimination.

Community college curricula should be

planned for students with very different
ability levels,

There is a similarity between adminis-

tering a community college and operat-

ing a business or running a hospital. N
Community college’instructors should
obgserve the same vacation schedule as

the students during the academic year.
(Two weeks at Christmas, etc.) This

time should not be counted against
annual leave for those on a twelve
month contract.

Community college staff personnel should

be given at least the same number of days
sick leave as stale employees (ten days

annually).

Future faculty and staff should be selected

from among those persons specifically
trained for the community college level,

rather than those trained in secondary or
higher education.

North Carolina community colleges should

recelve an increased percentage of the
total education budget - even at the

expense of elementary and secondary
education.

Each board member should be expected to
attend an intensive orientation per-

taining to the philosophy and gouls of

the community college and the responsi-

. bilities and funetions of the board of

trustee and administration of the local
community college.
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APPENDIX C

A few days ago I mailed a questionnaire to the trustees of North
Carolina community colleges requesting your assistance in gathering
information which will be beneficial to the boards and administration
of the colleges. I have been most pleased with the number of responses
and the speed with which they have been returned. However, to be of
maximum value, the study needs the participation of as many of the
trustees as possible.

If you happen to be one of the few who has not had time to return
your questionnaire, would you take about 20 minutes from your busy
schedule to complete and return the questionnaire in the postage
paid envelope which is provided.

Personnel. of the North Carolina Department of Community Colleges
have indicated that information obtained by this study will be of
value to them. Mr, Clifton Blue, as President of the Community
College Trustees Association, has also given his support and
endorsement to the study.

I greatly appreciate your cooperation and assistance.

Very truly yours,

W. Roger Sharrock
Box 4ok .
Edgefield, South Carolina 29824



TABIE A

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Research
Programs to Study Problems Associated with Conmunity
College Education (Statement 1)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

73 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 -
35 - Lkt 15 0 .00 3  20.00 3 20.00 9 60.00 0 « .00
45 - sk 56 0 .00 9 16.07 7 12,50 33 58.92 7 12.50
55 - 64 50 0 .00 8 16.00 9 18.00 28 56.00 5 10.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 4 16.00 2 08.00 12  L48.00 7 28.00

Sex:

Male 137 0 .00 24 17.51 19 13.86 74 sh.0o1 20 14.59
Female 10 0 .00 2 20.00 1 10.00 5  50.00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 0 .00 23 16.08 20 13.98 79 55.24 21 1kh.68
Black 4 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25.00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural : 59 o} .00 9 15.25 12 20.33 30 50.84 8 13.55
Urban 4o 0 .00 10 25.00 7 17.50 25 62.50 1 02.50
Suburban 43 0 .00 5 12.19 5 12,19 26 63.411 6 14,63
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 57.14 3 42.85

61T

d XIANHddY



TABLE A (Continued)

Total Strongly Per  Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

.00

Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 00 O .00 0 .00 3 100.00 ©
High school diploma 19 0 00 1 05.26 0 .00 13 68.k2 5 26.31
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 1 03.12 7 21.87 21 65.62 3 09.37
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 17 29,82 6 10.52 29 50.87 5 08.77
Master's degree 19 0 .00 1 05.26 6 31.57 7 36.84 5 26.31
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 1 10.00 I8 40.00 3 30.00 2 20.00
Other 7 0 .00 2 28.57 1 14.28 L 57.14 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 0 .00 7 08.43 18 21.68 49 59.03 9 10.84
5,001 to 25,000 ' 46 0 .00 15 32.60 1 02.17 22 47.82 8 17.39
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 77.77 2 22,22
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 2 22.22 3 33.33 L Wy 4y o .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 O .00 1 100.00 0 .00 © .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 1 12.50 6 75.00 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 © .00 2  100.00 0 .00 O .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 2 66.66 O .00
21 - 25 1L 0 .00 &4 28.57 2 14,28 8 57.14 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 6 31.57 0 .00 8 57.890 2 10.52
More than 30 100 0 .00 17 17.00 13 13.00 54 54.00 16 16.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 100.00 O .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 O .00 Y 18.18 11 50.00 7 31.81
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 6 20.00 5 16.16 15 50.00 3 10.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 1 oLk.76 2 09.52 16 76.91 2 09.52
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 16 24,21 8 3 okL.5h

13.63 39 59.09

ott



TABLE A (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~ Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disaggree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1l 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 3  20.00 0 .00 9 60.00 3 20.00
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 10 10.41 12 12.50 59 61.45 15 15.62
4 or more children 35 0 .00 10 28.57 6 17.14% 17 L40.00 2 05.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0] .00 1 20.00 2 40.00 2 40.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 17 20.00 1k 16.47 48 56.47 6 07.05
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 5  07.27 L 05.87 32 58.18 1 25.45
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 83.33 1 16.66
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 1l 20.00 1 20.00 0 .00 3 60.00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 25 18.83 19 13.97 74 52.9% 18 13.23

LTT



TABLE B

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Instructors

Being Evaluated on Classroom Teaching Only (Statement 2)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per ©Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree (Cent
Age:

3L or under 1 0 . .00 o .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00

35 - Ly 15 3 20.00 6 31.57 1 05.26 3 20.00 2 10.52°

by - 54 56 L 07.14 26  L4,6L4 7 12,50 19 33.92 0 .00

55 - 64 50 3 08.00 22 44,00 2 ok.00 20 .40.00 2 04.00

65 or over 25 1 04.00 19  76.00 0 .00 2 08.00 0 .00
Sex:

Male 137 8 05.83 T1 51.82 9 06.56 L43 31.38 6 ok.37

Female 10 0 .00 3 30.00 1 10.00 4 L40.00 2 20.00
Race:

White 143 12 08.39 T1 49.65 10 06.99 L3 30.06 7 0L4.89

Black 4 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00 1 25.00 1 25.00

Other o} 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence: .

Rural 59 8 13.55 27 45,76 7 11.86 15 25.h2 2 03.38

Urban Lo 2 05.00 19 47.50 1 02.50 16 Lo.oo 2 05.00

Suburban 41 2 ok.87 =21 51.21 2 o4k.87 12 29.26 L 09.75

7 0 .00 6 86.71 0 .00 1  14.28 0 .00

Large City

gLt



TABLE B (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 3 100.00 0] .00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 L 21.05 11 57.89 2 10.52 2 10.52 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 1 09.37 12 37.50 L 12.50 11  43.37 11 06.52
Bachelor's degree 57 3 05.26 35 61.540 3 05.26 12 21.05 L 07.01
Master's degree 19 0 .00 8 42.10 0 .00 9 L47.36 2 10.52
Doctoral degree 10 2 20,00 2 20.00 1 10.00 5 50.00 0 .Q0
Other 7 0 00 2 28.57 0 .00 5 T1.52 00 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 8 09.63 47 50.00 6 07.22 24 28.91 3 03.61
5,001 to 25,000 L6 L 08.69 19 41.30 2 ohk.3h 16 34.78 5 10.86
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 00 9 100.00 0] .00 . 0 .00 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 3 33.33 2 22,22 Y hh.hh 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 1l 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 3 37.50 3 37.50 1 12.50 0 .00 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00
21 - 25 1k 3 21.k2 6 42,85 2 1h.28 3 21.bke 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 8 42,10 0 .00 8 L42.10 3 15.78
More than 30 100 6 06.00 53 53.00 7 07.00 31 31.00 i 0k4.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 bk 80.00 O .00 1 20.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 3 13.63 9 40.90 2 09.09 4 18.18 L 18.18
$18,001 to $25,000 30 3 10.00 16 53.33 5 16.66 4 16.66 2 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 3 k.28 9 42,85 0] .00 9 L42.85 0 .00
More than $32,001 66 3 ok.54 33 50.00 3 ok.54 26 39.39 2 03.03

61T



TABLE B (Continued)

' Total Strongly Per  Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 8 53.33 0 .00 6 40.00 1 06.00
1 - 3 children 96 8 08.33 52 54,16 5 05.20 24 25,00 7 07.29
4 or more children 35 L 11.k2 13 37.14 L 11.hk2 1k 140,00 0 .00
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00 4 80.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 6 07.05 48 56.47 7 08.23 20 23.52 4 ok.70
More than 3 years 55 6 10.90 22 40.00 3 05.45 20 36.36 Y 07.27
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 4 66.66 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 o .00 2 Lo.00 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 8 05.88 71 52.20 0 06.61 L2 30.88 6 ok.l1

0oc1



TABIE C

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Community
College Administrators Having Previous Successful

Classroom Teaching Experience (Statement 3)

Total Strongly Per

Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

34 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - L4i 15 1 06.66 3 20.00 0 .00 10 66.66 1 06.66°
45 - sk 56 0 .00 26 L6.h2 1 01.78 22 39.28 7 12.50
55 - 64 50 1 02,00 10 20.00 1 02.00 25 50.00 13 23.21
65 or over 25 o] .00 4L  16.00 2 08.00 14 56.00 5 20.00

Sex: '

Male 137 2 01.4b5 41  29.92 L 02.91 67 48.90 23 16.78
Female 10 0 .00 2 20.00 0 .00 3 30.00 4 L4o.oo

Race:

White 143 2 01.39 43 30.06 4 02.79 68 47.55 26 18.18
Black L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25.00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 1 01.69 12 20.33 2 03.38 31 52,54 13 22.03
Urban 4o 0 .00 7 17.50 0 .00 22 44,00 11 22.00
Suburban 41 i 02.43 21 52.20 2 ok.87 16 39.02 3 07.31
Large City 7 0 .00 3 42.85 0 .00 L 57.1k4 0 .00

Tet



TABLE C (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per Yo Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree C(Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Less than H. S. diploma 3 0] .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploms, 19 1 05.26 5 26.31 0 .00 6 31.57 7 36.8k4
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 1 0l.35 12 37.50 0 .00 1k  Lh3.75 5 15.62
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 16 28.07 1 0L.75 33 57.89 7 12.28
Master's degree 19 0 .00 l 21.05 0 .00 ik 73.68 1 05.26
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 3 30.00 0 .00 4 40.00 3 30.00
Other 7 0 .00 3 42.85 0 .00 0 .00 4 57.1k4
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 2 02.04 22 26,50 1 01.20 L1 49.39 |, 17-  15.66
5,001 to 25,000 46 0 .00 10 21.73 3 07.31 23 56.09 ¢ 10 21.73
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 00 4 Ll bl 0 .00 5 55.55 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 7 77.77 0 .00 2 22,22 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area: )
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 ~ 10 8 0 00 O .00 0 .00 5 62,50 3 37.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00 1  33.33 o} .00
21 - 25 _ 1k 0 .00 6 42.85 0 .00 6 L2.85 2 14.28
26 - 30 19 0 .00 5 25.31 1 05.26 8 L42.10 5 26.31
More than 30 100 2 02.00 30 30.00 3 03.00 49  L49.00 16 16.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 2 40.00 1 20.00 2 40.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 3 13.63 0 .00 16 T2.72 3 13.63
$18,001 to $25,000 30 1 03.33 12 40.00 0 .00 16 53.33 1 03.33
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 6 28.57 0 .00 9 L42.85 5 23.80
More than $32,001 66 1 01.51 20 30.30 2 03.02 27 L40.90 16 2, 2

ect



TABIE C (Continued)

Total otrongly pPer Dis-  ber No Per Per  Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 3  20.00 0 .00 9 60.00 3 20.00
1 - 3 children 96 2 02.08 29  30.00 2 02.08 L5 L6.87 18 18.75
4 or more children 35 0 .00 10 28.75 2 05.71 17 48.75 6 17.14
Experience on School Boards:
None —_ 2 0] .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 3 60.00 0 .00 2 40.00 0 .00
2 ~ 3 years 85 2 02.35 25 29.h41 0 .00 41 h2.23 17 20.00
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 15 27.27 2 03.63 28 50.90 10 18.18
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 o) .00 0 .00 4 66.66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 3  60.00 0 .00 2 ho.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 2 o1l.k7 4o 29.11 4 02.94 65 L47.79 25 18.38
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TABLE D

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Instructional
Staff Involvement in Curriculum Development (Statement U4)

Total Strongly Per

Dis~-

Per

No

Per

Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Age:

34 or under 1 o) .00 O .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 0 .00 O .00 1 06.66 8 53.33 6 40.00
L5 - 5k 56 2 03.57 3 06.35 3 06.35 32 57.14 16 28.57
55 - 6l 50 0 .00 3 06.00 2 ok, 00 29 58.00° 16 32.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 2 08,00 0 .00 1k 56.00 9 36.00
Sex:

Male 137 2 01.4%5 8 05.83 6 ok.37 79 57.66 4o 30.65
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 50.00 5 50,00
Race;

White 143 2 01.39 8 05.59 6 ok.19 80 55.94 L7 32,86
Black L 0 . .00 O .00 0 .00 4 100.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:

Rural 59 o) .00 © .00 0 .00 38 éL.hbo 21 35.59
Urban 40 0 .00 O .00 5 12.50 26 65.00 9 22.50
Suburban L1 2 ok.87 8 19.51 1 02.4k3 17 41,46 13 31.70
Large City 7 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 3 42,85 L 57 .1k
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TABLE D (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree C(Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 00 2 10.52 1 05.26 11 57.89 5 26.31
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 0 .00 3 09.37 12 43.75 17 53.12
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 3 05.26 2 03.50 38 6L4.91 1k 24,56
Master's degree 19 0 .00 3 15.78 0 .00 11 57.89 5 26.31
Doctoral degree 10 2 20.00 © .00 0 .00 5 50.00 3 30.00
Other 7 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 4 57.14 3 42.85
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 2 02.40 4 oLk.81 6 07.22 L7 56.62 2L 28.91
5,001 to 25,000 46 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 29 63.04 17 36.95
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 55.55 4 Ll Ll
Over 100,000 9 0 00 L Lh 4l o] .00 3  33.33 2 22.22
Residence 35 Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 3 37.50 o} .00 4 50.00 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
21 - 25 1L 0 .00 O .00 2 07.14 6 L42.85 6 42,85
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 8 L42.10 11 57.98
More than 30 100 2 02.00 O .00 L oLk.00 65 65.00 29 29.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 3 13.63 3 13.63 10 Ls5.45 6 27.27
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 O .00 1 03.33 17 56.66 12 40.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 3 14,28 0 .00 8 38.09 10 L7.61
More than $32,001 66 2 03.03 2 03.03 2 03.03 42 63.63 18 27.27
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TABLE D (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per  Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital ~ Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 L6.66 8 53.33 -
1 - 3 children 96 2 02.08 2 02.08 5 05.20 58 60.k1 29 30.20
4 or more children 35 0 .00 6 17.1h4 0 .00 19 54,28 10 28.57
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .Q0 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 2 40,00 © .00 3 60.00
2 -3 years 85 2 02.35 6 07.05 L ok.07 42 L49.h41 31 36.47
More than 4 years 55 0 .00 3  05.63 0 .00 Lo T72.72 13 23.62
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 50.00 3 50.00
2 - 3 years 5 2 40.00 0 .00 0 .00 3 50.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 8 05.88 6 o4.37 78 57.35 Lk 32.35
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TABLE E

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Tuition Being
Paid by North Carolina Residents Enrolled in Non-Credit

Courses (Statement 5)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

“3L or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00
35 - Lk 15 1 06.66 L 26,66 2 13.33 8 ° 53.33 0 .00’
45 - 54 56 0 .00 14 25.00 L 07.14 33 58.92 5 08.92
55 - 64 50 1 02.00 13 26.00 L 08.00 29 58.00 3 06.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 8 32.00 6 24,00 11 4k .00 0 .00

Sex:

Male 137 2 01.45 37 27.00 14 10.21 78 56.93 6 ok.37
Female 10 0 .00 2 20.00 2 20.00 4 k.00 2  20.00

Race: .

Vhite 143 2 01.39 37 25.87 16 11.18 8o 55.94 8 05.59
Black b 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00

Place of Residence:

Rural 59 2 03.38 27 45.76 9 15.25 17 28.81 4 06.77
Urban Lo 0 .00 8 20.00 5 12.50 25 62.50 2 05.00
Suburban Ty 0 .00 7 17.07 1 02.43 33 80.48 2 okL.87
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .00
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TABLE E (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 1 33.33 2 66.66 0 .00 o .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 9 47.36 0 .00 10 52.63 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 1 03.12 7 21.87 5 15.62 18 56.25 1 03.12
Bachelor's degree 52 1 01.75 18 31.87 5 08.77 29 50.87 4 07.01
Master's degree 19 0 .00 3 15.78 2 10.52 1k 73.68 0 .00
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 1 10.00 o 20.00 4L 40.00 3 30.00
Other 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 2 02.40 26 31.32 10 12.04 Lo 48.19 5 06.02
5,001 to 25,000 46 0 .00 12 26.08 6 13.04 25 54.34 3 06.52
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 9 100.00 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 9 100.00 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 2 25.00 0 .00 6 75.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 1 33.33 0 .00 o] .00 2 66.66 0 .00
21 -~ 25 1L 0 .00 L 28.57 0 .00 6 L42.85 4 28.57
26 - 30 19 0 .00 L 21.05 L 21.05 11 57.89 o} .00
More than 30 100 1 01.00 29 29.00 12 12.00 54 54,00 4 ok.oo
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 2  ho.00 3 60.00 O .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 1 Oh.5h4 7 36.81 5 18.18 9 L40.90 0 .00
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 8 26.66 0 .00 20 66.66 2 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 3 128 1 ok.76 1L 66.66 3 1h.28
More than $32,001 66 1 01.51 18 27.27 7 10.60 37 56.06 3 ok .54
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TABIE E (Continued)

Total=7Strongly

Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 1 06.66 3  20.00 2 13.33 7 U46.66 2 13.33 °
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 24 25,00 12 11.50 56 58.33 4 0k4.16
4 or more children 35 1 03.13 12  37.50 1 03.13 19 54.28 2 06.24
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 o) .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less - 5 1 20.00 0 .00 0 .00 L4 80.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 1 01.17 23 27.05 8 09.41 50 57.82 3 03.52
More than 3 years 55 0 00 16 29.09 8 1k.54h 26 Lh7.27 5 09.09
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 100.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years , 5 1 20.00 2 ho.0oo 0 .00 1 20.00 1 20.00
More than 3 years 136 1 00.73 37 27.20 16 11.76 75 55.14 7 05.1k4
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TABLE F

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Programs for
"Under Educated” Youth and Adults (Statement 6)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Age:

34 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1  100.00 0 .00

35 ~ Lk 15 0 00 1 06.66 1 06.66 7 L6.66 6 40,00

L5 - 54 56 0 .00 0 .00 1 01.78 39 69.6L 16 28.57

55 - 6L , 50 0 .00 2 oLk.00 0 .00 27 54,00 21 42,00

65 or over 25 0] .00 O .00 0 00 11 Ly 00 14 56.00
Sex:

Male . 137 0 .00 3 02.18 1 00.72 80  58.39 53 36.68

Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 1 10.00 5 50.00 4 40.00
Race:

Vhite 143 0 .00 3 02.09 2 01.39 81 56.64 57 39.86

Black 4 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 4 100.00 0 - .00

Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:

Rural 59 0 .00 0 .00 1 01.69 34 57.62 oL 40.67

Urban 40 0 .00 3 07.50 0 .00 18 45,00 19 47.40

Suburban 41 0 .00 O .00 1 02.43 30 73.10 10 2h.39

Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3  42.85 N 57.14

-
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TABIE F (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 1 33.33 2 66.66
High school diploma 19 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 8 L42.10 11 57.89
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 1 03.12 2 06.25 20 62.50 9 28.12
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 2 03.50 0 .00 36 63.15 19 33.33
Master's degree 19 0 00 O .00 0 .00 13 68.42 6 31.57
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 L40.00 6 60.00
Other 7 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3  L42.85 i 57.14
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 0 .00 0 .00 2 02.40 L6 55.42 35 42.16
5,001 to 25,000 - L6 0 .00 2 oh4.34 0 .00 26 56.52 18 39.13
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 55.55 Y L Ly
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 1 11.11 0 .00 8 88.88 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 6 75.00 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2  66.66 1 33.33
21 - 25 1L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 34.71 9 6L4.28
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 8 k2,10 11 57.89
More than 30 100 0 .00 2 02.00 2 02.00 62 62.00 34 34.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 100.00
410,001 to $18,000 22 0 00 O .00 0 .00 14 63.63 8 36.36
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 3 10.00 0 .00 17 56.66 10 33.33
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 . .00 O .00 0 .00 11 52.38 10 L7.62
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 O .00 2 03.03 L1 62.12 23 34,84

TET



TABLE F (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 10 66.66 5 33.33°
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 3 03.12 2 02.83 54 56.25 37 38.54
4 or more children 35 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 20 57.1h 15 L2,85
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 U4 80.00 1 20.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 2 02.35 1 01.17 46 sh,11 36 42,35
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 1 01.81 1 01.81 33 60.00 20 36.36
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0] .00 0 00 2 33.33 It 66.66
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00 3 60.00 1 20.00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 2  01.h47 2 o1.47 8 52.82 52 38.2
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TABLE G

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Employment of

Husband-Wife Combinations by Local Community Colleges

(Statement 7)

e ——_

Total ©Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

"3 or under 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 °
35 - Lh 15 0 .00 10 66.66 3 20.00 2 13.33 0 .00
L5 - 54 56 4 07.1% 24 L4o.85 L 07.1%4 20 35.71 L4 07.14
55 - 64 50 4 08.00 22 44,00 L 08.00 10 20.00 10 10.00
65 or over 25 4 16.00 18 72.00 1 oL4.00 2 08.00 0 .00

Sex:

Male 137 10 07.29 69 50.36 12 08.75 24 17.51 12 08.75
Female 10 2 20.00 6 60.00 o} .00 0 .00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 12 08.39 T1 hg,65 12 08.39 34 23.77 14 09.79
Black 4 0 .00 Lk 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Other 0
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 3 05.08 31 52.54 8 13.55 13 22.08 b 06.77
Urban 40 9 22.50 21 52.50 2 05.55 2 05.00 6 15.00
Suburban 41 o] .00 17 41.46 2 o4.87 18 43.90 4 09.75
Large City 7 0 .00 6 85.71 o} .00 1 1h.28 o} .00
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TABLE G (Continued)

Total Strongly Per

Dis-

Per

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00
High school diploma 19 1 05.26 12 63.15 0 .00 L 21.0L 2 10.52
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 k 12.50 22 68.75 L 12.50 1  03.12 1 03.12
Bachelor's degree 57 b4 07.01 22 38.59 3 05.26 3 40.35 5 08.77
Master's degree 19 0 .00 9 47.36 2 10.52 L 21.05 l 21.05
Doctoral degree 10 3 30.00 2 20.00 3 30.00 o .00 2 20.00
Other 7 0 .00 6 85.71 0 .00 1 1h.28 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 9 10.84 37 k.57 9 10.84 9 22.87 9 10.84
5,001 to 25,000 - L6 3 06.52 28 60.86 2 ok.34 . 9 17.39 5 10.86
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 T T7.77 0 .00 2 22.22 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 3 33.33 1 11.11 5 55.55 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 7 87.50 1 12.50 0 .00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 2 66.66
21 - 25 14 0 .00 5 35.71 2 1hk.29 L 28.57 3 21.42
26 - 30 19 2 10.52 L 21.05 O .00 11 57.98 . 2 10.52
More than 30 100 10 10.00 56 56.00 8 08.00 19 19.00 7 07.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 21 1 ok.54 16 T2.72 2 09.09 2  09.09 1 okL.shL
$18,001 to $25,000 30 1 03.33 21 70.00 3 10.00 3 10.00 2 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 3 14.28 10 L47.61 1 . 0oL4.76 3 14.28 L 19.04
More than $32,001 66 7 10.60 20 30.30 6 09.09 26 39.39 7 10.60
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TABLE G (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~ Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 2 13.33 6 L40.00 1 06.66 1 06.66 5 33.33 °
1 - 3 children 96 10 10.k1 54 s56.25 6 06.25 19 19.75 7 07.37
4 or more children 35 0 .00 15 L42.85 L 11.%2 1k 40.00 2 05.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 . 2 100.00 0 00 O .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 1 20.00 © .00 L 80.00
2 - 3 years 85 6 07.05 L4 51,76 8 09.41 22 26.89 5 05.88
More than 3 years 55 6 10.90 29 52.72 3 05.45 12 21,81 5 09.09
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 6 100.00 0 00 O .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 2 40.00 o) .00 1 20.00 O .00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 10 07.35 69 50.73 11 08.08 34 25.00 12 08.02
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TABLE H

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Associate Degree
Programs for Semi-Professional Training (Statement 8)

omrm——

No

Per

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per ~ Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 o} .00 © .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - Lh 15 0 .00 1  06.66 0 .00 8 53.33 6 40.00
45 - 54 56 1 01.78 1 01.78 3 05.35 34 60.71 17" 30.35
55 - 64 50 0 .00 1 02.00 1 02.00 30 60.00 18 36.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 12 L48.00 13 52.00

Sex: .

"Male 137 1 00.72 3 02.18 L 02.91 81 59.12 48 35.03
Female 10 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 4 L0.00 6 60.00

Race:"

White 143 1 00.69 3 02.09 by 02.79 81 56.64 54 37.76
Black Y 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 4 100.00 0 .00
Other 0
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 0 .00 2  03.38 1 01.69 36 61.01 20 33.89
Urbar Lo o} .00 0 .00 1 02.50 24 60.00 15 37.50
Suburban Iyl 0 .00 1 02.43 2 04.87 22 53.65 16 39.02
Large City 7 1 k.28 o© .00 0 .00 3 L42.85 3 42,85
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TABIE H (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3 100,00 o} .00
High school diploma 19 . 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 14 73.68 5 26.31
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 00 1 03.12 1 03.12 16 50.00 14 43,75
Bachelor's degree 57 0 00 1 01.75 1 01.75 32 56.1k4 23 40,35
Master's degree 19 0 .00 O .00 2 10.52 12 63.15 5 26.31
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 0 .00 4 Lo.00 L 40.00
Other 7 o . .00 O .00 0 .00 4 57.14 3 42,85
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 1 01.20 3 03.61 3 03.61 45 s5h.21 31 37.34
5,001 to 25,000 ' L6 0 00 © .00 1 02.17 30 65.21 15 32.60
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 00 O .00 0 .00 4 Li.uh 5 55.55
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 6 66.66 3 33.33
Residence gg Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 o} .00 O .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 6 75.00 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 © .00 2  100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 1 33.33 1 33.33 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00
21 - 25 14 0 00 O .00 0 .00 10 T71l.b2 L 28.57
26 - 30 19 0 .00 O .00 O .00 9 L47.36 10 52,62
More than 30 100 0 .00 2 02.00 2 02.00 58 58.00 38 38.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 O .00 O .00 15 68.18 7 32.81
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 O .00 ) 06.66 19 63.33 9 30.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 1 ok.76 0 .00 2 09.52 9 42.85 9 42.85
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 3 oh.54 0 .00 35 53.03 28 Lho.h42
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TABIE H (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3 20.00 12 80.00 °
1 - 3 children 96 1 01.04 2 02.08 1 oi1.04 62 64,58 30 31.25
4 or more children 35 0 .00 1 02.85 2 05.71 20 57.14 12 34.28
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00 1 20.00 3 60.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 1 01.17 3 03.52 47 55.29 35 41.17
More than 3 years 55 1 01.81 1 01.81 1 01.81 36 65.45 16 29.09
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 ,00 0 .00 L 66,66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5. 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00 2 h0.00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 1 00.73 2 0l.ht L 02.94 79 58.08 50 36.76
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TABLE I

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitudes Toward Testing, Counseling
and Placement Services for All Students (Statement 9)

——

No-

Per

Stronéf?==§§?=====

Total ©Strongly Per Dis- Per Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Ceut

Age: ‘

34 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
35 - Lh 15 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 33.33 10 66.66
45 - 54 56 0 .00 L4 07.14 3 05.35 32 57.14 17 30.35
55 - 64 50 0 .00 1 02.22 2 ok.00 32 64.00 15 26 76
65 or over 25 0 00 1 ok.00 0 .00 12 L48.00 12 49.00

Sex: |
Male 137 0 .00 6 ok4.37 5 03.64 75 60.00 51 37.22
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 60.00 4 40.00

Race:

White 143 o] .00 6 ok4.19 5 03.49 78 54,54 5L 37.76
Black L 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 3  T75.00 1 25.00
Other 0O
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 0 .00 O .00 2 03.38 31 52.54 26 Lk, 06
Urban 40 0 .00 4 10.00 1 02.50 22 55.00 13 32.50
Suburban Iy 0 .00 2 ok4.87 2 ok.87 25 60.97 12 29.26
Large City 7 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3 L2.85 L 57.1k
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TABLE I (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 1 33.33 2 66.66 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 13 68.42 6 31.57
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 0 .00 3 09.37 17 53,12 12 37.50
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 1 01.75 0 .00 30 50.63 26 45,61
Master's degree 19 0 .00 2  10.52 0 .00 12 63.15 5 26.31
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 2  20.00 1 10.00 L 40.00 3 30.00
Other 7 0 .00 1  14.28 0 .00 3 42,85 3 42.85
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 0 .00 5  06.02 3 03.61 L2 50.60 33 39.75
5,001 to 25,000 L7 0 .00 1 02.17 0 .00 31 67.39 1k 30.43
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 o} .00 2 20,22 L4 HATRR IV 3 33.33
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 L Ll 4l 5 55.55
Residence ig Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 O .00 1 100.00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 62.50 3 37.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 O .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
21 - 25 : 1k 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 50.00 7 50.00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 12 63.15 7 36.84
fore than 30 100 0 .00 4L o4.00 5 05.00 54 54,00 37 37.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00 L 80.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 0 .00 2 09.09 1k 63.63 6 27.27
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 0 .00 1 03.33 17 56.66 12 40,00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 2 09.52 0 00 9 L42.8 10 47.61
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 3 Ooh.sh 2 03.03 34 s51.51 27 40.90
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TABLE I (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per _-Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 8 53.33 7 46.66 -
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 1  01.04 3 03.12 61 63.54 31 32.29
4t or more children 35 0 .00 5 1h.28 1 02.85 12 34,28 17 48.57
Experience on School Boards:

None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 40.00 3 60.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 5 05.88 L ok.80 L1 L8.41 35 41.17
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 1 o01.81 1 01.81 36 65.45 17 30.90
Experience on Com. Col.

Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 50.00 3 50.00
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 20.00 L 80.00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 6 olh.h1 5 03.57 77 56.61 48 35.29

I

T™HT



TABLE J

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Involvement
of the Instructional Staff in Policy Development (Statement 10)

Total Strongly Pé?=7 Dis-

.

Per

No

" Per

~ Per Strongly Per

Cent

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 °
35 - Lk 15 1 06.66 2 13.32 0 .00 10 66.00 2 13.32
45 - 54 56 3 05.35 10 17.85 2 13.50 38 67.85 L 07.1k4
55 - 64 50 L 08.00 9 18.00 1 02.00 32 6L4.00 L 08.00
65 or over 25 3 12.00 1 ok.oo 0 .00 20 80.00 1 ok.00

Sex:

Male 137 10 07.29 20 14.59 3 02.18 94 68.61 10 07.29
Female 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 0] .00 6 60.00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 11 07.69 21 14.68 3 02.09 97 67.83 12 08.39
Black 4 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 100.00 0 .00
Other 0
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 3 05.08 9 15.25 3 05.08 40 67.79 L 06.77
Urban Lo 8 20.00 7 17.50 0 .00 23 57.50 2 05.00
Suburban 41 0 .00 5 12.19 0 .00 32 78.08 L 09.75
Large City 7 0 00 O .00 0 .00 5  71.42 2 28.75
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TABIE J (Continued)

Total Strongly

Per

Per

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 1 05.26 1 05.26 0 .00 17 89.h47 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 3 02.37 3 09.37 2 06.26 22 68.75 2 06.26
Bachelor's degree 57 6 10.52 16 28,07 0 .00 36 63.15 3 05.26
Master's degree 19 1 05.26 © .00 0 . .00 15 178.95 3 15.78
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 2 20.00 1 10.00 2  20.00 5 50.00
Other 7 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 6 o7.22 8 09.63 3 03.61 60 72.22 7 08.43
5,001 to 25,000 ' 46 L 08.69 11 23.91 0 .00 69 63,04 2 ok.34
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 7 T7.77 2 22.22
Over 100,000 9 1 11.11 2 22.22 0 .00 5 55.55 1 11.11
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 87.50 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
21 - 25 14 3 21.k2 5 35.61 0 .00 6 L42.85 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 17  89.h47 2 10.52
More than 30 100 7 07.00 16 16.00 3 03.00 66 66.00 9 09.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 0 .00 2 10.00 18 80.00 2 10.00
$18,001 to $25,000 30 4 13.33 6 20.00 0 .00 18 60.00 2 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 2 09.52 0 .00 17 80.95 2 09,52
More than $32,001 66 7 10.60 13 19.69 1 01.51 39 59.09 6 09.09

EHT



TABLE J (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 3 20.00 1 06.66 0 .00 10 66.66 2 13.33
1 - 3 children 96 7 07.29 14 14.28 2 02.08 68 70.83 5 05.20
4 or more children 35 ) .00 6 17.1h 1 02.85 23 65.71 5 14,28
Experience on School Boards: :
None 2 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 2 40.00 2 L40.00 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 6 07.05 14 16.47 3 03.52 53 62,35 9 10.58
More than 3 years 55 2 05.45 5 09.09 0 .00 44 8o0.00 3 05.45
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 L 66.66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 1 20.00 2 Lo,00 0 .00 0 .00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 10 07.35 19 13.97 3 02.20 96 70.58 8 05.88
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TABLE K

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Extra-Curricular
Programs and Inter-Collegiate Athletics (Statement 11)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per  No = Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under ' 1 9] .00 0 .00 0 00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - LL 15 2 13.33 2 13.33 3 20.00 5 33.33 3 20.00
4s - sh 56 8 14.28 18 32.1k4 7 12.50 19 33.92 5 08.92
55 - 64 50 3 06.00 27 54,00 3 06.00 17 34.00 0 .00
€5 or over 25 0 .00 2 48.00 1 o4k.00 12 48.00 0 .00

Sex:

“Male 137 13 09.48 57 h1.60 12 08.75 50 36.49 5 02.64
Female 10 0 .00 1 10.00 2 20.00 L4 40.00 3 30.00

Race:

White 143 13 09.09 58 40.55 14 09.79 51 35.66 8 05.59
Black , It 1 25.00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 © .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 1 01.69 24  40.67 L 06.77 25  Lo.37 2 03.38
Urban ~ Lo 2 05.00 22 55.00 3 07.50 13 32.50 0 .00
Suburban 4 10 2L.39 10 2k,39 3 07.31 14 34,14 4 09.75
Large City 7 0 .00 2 28.57 1 14.28 2 28.57 2 28.57
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TABIE K (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less thaen H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00 1  33.33 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 5 26.31 0 00 12 63.15 2 10.52
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 3 09.37 1 03.12 8 25.00 19 59.37 1 03.12
Bachelor's degree 57 6 10.52 36 63.15 3 05.26 12 21.05 0 .00
Master's degree 19 i 21.05 6 31.51 o .00 4 21,05 5 26,31
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 4 40.00 0 .00 6 60.00 0 .00
Other 7 o} 00 4 57.14 3 L2,.85 0 .00 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 8 09.63 28 33.73 6 07.28 36 43.37 5 ' 06.02
5,001 to 25,000 : 46 2 oh.34 22 h7.82 6 13.04 16  34.78 0 .00
25,001 to 100,000 9 3 33.33 3 33.33 0 .00 0 .00 3 33.33
Over 100,000 . 9 0 00 5 55.55 2 22.22 2 22,22 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 11 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 2 £5.20 O .00 0 .00 6 75.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 e .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1 33.33 1 33.33 1  33.33 0 .00
21 - 25 14 3 .28 3 14,28 0 .00 8 57.14 0 .00
26 ~ 30 19 2 10.52 6 31.57 0 .00 5 26.31 6 31.57
More than 30 100 6 06.00 45 45,00 13 13.00 3% 34.00 2 02.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 2 40.00 0 .00 3  60.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 2 09.09 7 31.81 2 09.09 9 L40.90 2 09.09
$18,001 to $25,000 30 3 10.00 12 40.00 3 10.00 10  33.33 2 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 5 23.80 3 09.52 9 42.85 4 19.04
More than $32,001 66 8 12.12 30 45.45 6 09.09 22 33.33 0 .00
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TABIE K (Continued)

S ——

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 3 20.00 7 L6.66 2 13.33 3 20.00 0 .G
1 - 3 children 96 8 08.33 36 37.50 6 06.25 Lo 41.66 6 06.25
4 or more children 35 2 05.71 15 L42.85 5 14,28 11 31.h2 2 05.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 1 20.00 0 .00 1 20.00 3 60.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 5 05.88 33 38.82 8 09.41 34 40.00 5 05.88
More than 3 years 55 7 12.72 23 41.81 5 09.09 17 30.90 3 05.45
Experience on Com., Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 66.66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 20.00 3  60.00 1 20.00 0 .00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 1 08.82 55 Lo.hh 13 09.55 50 36.76 6 oh.41

” - O
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TABLE L

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Development
of Socially Acceptable Moral and Ethical Values in Community
College Students as a Funcation of the College (Statement 12)

Total Strongly Per

Dis-  Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 o) .00 0 .00 1 100.00
35 - Lk 15 0 .00 0 .00 3 20.00 5 33.33 7  L46.66
45 -~ sy 56 0 .00 Y 07.14 0 .00 33 58.59 19 33.92
55 - 64 50 0 .00 4 08,00 0 .00 28 56.00 18 36.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 15 60.00 10 40.00

Sex: '

“Male 137 0 .00 8  05.83 1 00.7L 75 s5h.7h 53  38.68
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 2 20.00 6 60.00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 0 .00 8 05.59 3 02.09 78 54,54 5h4 37.76
Black 4 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3  75.00 1 25.00
Other
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 35 59,32 ol 40.67
Urban. 4o 0 .00 6 15.00 1 02.50 18 45.00 15 37.50
Suburban 43 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 25 60.97 16 39.03
Large City 7 0 .00 2 28.57 2 28.57 3 42.85 0 .00
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TABLE L (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree C(ent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100,00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 12 63.25 7 36.84
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 14 43.75 18 59.39
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 6 11.52 0 .00 36 63.15 15 26.31
Master's degree 19 0 .00 1 05.26 2 10.52 10 52.63 6 31.57
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 1l 10.00 1 20.00 3 30.00 5 50.00
Other 7 0 00 0 .00 0 00 3 L4285 L 57.14
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 . 83 0 .00 3 03.61 0 00 k46 55.h2 34 40.96
5,001 to 25,000 : 46 0 .00 L 08.69 0 .00 24 52.17 18 39.13
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 2 22,22 Ly Lh Ll 3 33.33
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 1 1.1 1 11.11 7 77.77 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 C .00 il 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 o) .00 0 .00 1 12.50 5 62.50 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 1 33.33 1 33.33
21 - 25 L 0 .00 2 1k4.28 0 .00 7 50.00 5 35.71
26 - 30 19 o) .00 0 .00 2 10.52 10 52.63 7 36.84
More than 30 100 0 .00 5 05.00 o) .00 55 55.00 40 40.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 60.00 2 40.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 o) .00 0 .00 0 .00 14 63.63 8 36.36
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 b 13.33 1  03.33 17 56.66 8 26.66
$25,001 to $32,000 2l 0 .00 1 0kL.76 2 09.52 13  61.90 5 £3.80
More than $32,C01 66 0 .00 3 Ok4.54 0 00 31 46,96 32 48,48

61T



TABIE L (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~ Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .Q0
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 L40.00 9 60.00 °
1 -~ 3 children 96 0 .00 6 06.25 2 02.08 57 59.37 31 32.29
L or more children 35 0 .00 1 02.85 1 02.85 18 51.42 15 42.85
Experience on School Boards:

None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 2 40,00 0 .00 0 .00 3 60.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 4 ok.70 3 03.52 45 52,94 33 38.82
More than 3 years 55 0] .00 2 03.63 0 .00 24 43,63 19 34.54
Experience on Com. Col. ‘

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 2 33.33 3  50.00 1 16.66
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3  60.00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 8 05.88 1 00.73 75 55.1k 52 38.23

0sT



Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward

- TABLE M

Academic Freedom in the Classroom (Statement 13)

Total Strongly Per

Dis-~

———

Per

No -

Per

Per

StrongliJrﬁer

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1  100.00 0 .00
35 - L 15 3 20.00 2 13.33 0 .00 2 13.33 8 53.33
L5 - s 56 8 .28 16 28.56 2 o7.ak 23 L2.07 5 08.92
55 - 6k 50 3 06,00 21 k42.00 4 08.00 16 32,00 6  12.00
65 or over 25 1 ok,00 5 20.00 1 ok.00 18 72.00 0 .00

Sex:

Male 137 13 09.48 43 31,38 9 06.56 55 Lo.1k4 17 12.40
Female 10 2 20.00 1  10.00 0 .00 5 50.00 2 10.00

Race:

White 143 15 10.48 44 30.76 9 03.49 56 39.16 19 13.28
Black L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 100.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 7 11.79 19 32.20 0 .00 25  L2,37 8  13.55
Urban L0 6 15.00 15 37.50 2 05.00 12 30.00 L 10.00
Suburban 41 1 02.43 9 21.95 3 07.31 23 56.09 5 12.19
Large City 7 1 14.28 1 14.28 3 42,85 0 .00 2 28.57
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TABLE M (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background: .
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00
High school diploma 19 " .00 6 31.57 0 .00 10 52.63 2 10.52
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 L 12,50 18 56.25 0O .00 7 21.87 3 09.37
Bachelor's degree 57 4 07.01 13 22.80 L 07.01 32 56.1k% 4 07.01
Master's degree 19 1 05.26 5 26.31 b 21.05 7 36.84 2 10.52
Doctoral degree 10 Y 40,00 1 10.00 0 .00 0 .00 5 50.00
Other 7 0 00 4 57,14 0O 00 3 k42.85 0 .00
Childhood Residence: :
Under 5,000 83 11  13.25 32 38.55 L ot.81 25 30.12 11 12.25
5,001 to 25,000 : 46 3 06.52 8 17.39 i 08.69 28 60.86 3 06.52
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 1 11.11 oo bl Ly L Ll Lh
Over 100,000 9 1 11.11 Yoo oWy by 0 .00 3  33.33 1 11.11
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 3  37.50 0 .00 4 50.00 1 12,50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1  33.33 0 .00 1 33.33 1 33.33
21 - 25 1k 0 .00 5 35.71 0 .00 9 64,28 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 9 L7.36 0 .00 5 26.31 5 26.31
More than 30 100 15 15.00 25 25.00 7 07.00 41 L1.00 12 12.00
Approximate Family Income: ‘
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 1 20.00 L 80.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 5 22,72 0 .00 16 72,72 1 ok.s5h
$18,001 to $25,000 30 3 10.00 10 33.33 4 13.33 8 16.66 5 16.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 2  09.52 3  14.28 3 14,28 9 L42.85 L 19.40
More than $32,001 66 10 15.15 25 37.85 1 01.51 21 31.81 9  13.63

est



TABLE' M (Continued)

Dig- Per

Total Strongly Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent  Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 ly 26.66 3 20.00 2 13.33. 4 26.66 2 13.33

1l - 3 children 96 7 07.29 31 32.29 5 05.20 ho  43.75 11 11.45

4 or more children 35 L 11.43 10 28.57 2 05.71 13 37.1k 6 17.1k4
Experience on School Boards:

None 2 o .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00

1 year or less 5 2 40.00 1 20.00 0 .00 1l 20.00 1 20.00

2 - 3 years 85 10 11.62 24 28.23 6 07.05 29 3h.11 16 18.82
More than 3 years 55 3 05.45 19 3kh.54 3 05.45 28 50.90 2 02.63
Experience on Com. Col.

Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 2 33.33 0 .00 2  33.33 2 33.33

2 - 3 years 5 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 .00 1 20.00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 14 10.29 41 30.15 9 06.56 55 L40.15 17 12.40

eqt



TABLE N

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude To&ard Communit& College
Faculty Representation on the Board of Trustees (Statement 14)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No - Per . Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

T34 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
35 - Lj 15 1 06.66 8 53.33 2 13.22 2 13.33 2 13.33
45 - 54 56 3 05.35 Lo T1.h2 2 03.57 10 17.85 1 01.78
55 - 6l 50 6 12.00 28 56.00 5 10.00 7  1k.00 b 08.00
65 or over 25 10 40.00 6 24.00 3 12.00 3 12.00 3 12.00

Sex:

“Male 137 18 13.13 77 56.20 12 08.75 21 15.32 9 06.56
Female 10 2 20.00 5  50.00 0 .00 1 10.00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 20 13.98 81 56.64 12 - 08.39 20 13.98 10 06.00
Black Y 0 .00 1 25.00 0 .00 2 50.00 1 25.00
Other o] 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 7 11.83 37 62.71 5 08,47 8  13.55 2 03.38
Urban Lo 7 17.50 21 52.50 1 02.50 8  15.00 5 12.50
Suburban k1 6 14.63 23 56.09 6 14.63 6 14.63 0 .00
Large City 7 0 .00 1 14.28 0 .00 2 28.57 L 57.14
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TABLE N (Continued)

Totel Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background: .
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00 1  33.33 0 .00
High school diploma 19 5 26. 31 5 26. 31 b 21.05 5 26. 31 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 Ly 12.50 21 65.62 0 .00 5 15.62 2 06.25
Bachelor's degree 57 8 ik.ob 32 56.1h4 7 12.28 6 10.52 U4 07.01
Master's degree 19 2 10.52 12 63.15 o .00 2 10.52 3 15.78
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 5 50.00 1 10.00 2 20.00 1l 10.00
Other 7 0 00 6 85.71 0 .00 1 14,28 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 12 .45 43 51.80 9  10.84 12 1bh.b5 9 08.43
5,001 to 25,000 46 8 17.39 30 65.21 1 02.17 7 15.21 0 .00
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 2 22.22 0 .00 3 33.33 L Ll hh
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 T T7.77 2 22.22 0 .00 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0] .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 2 25.00 2 25.00 4 50.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 2  66.66 0 .00 0] .00 1 33.33
21 - 25 1k 2 .28 12 85.71 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
26 - 30 19 2 10.52 4 21.05 0 .00 5 26.31 8 42.10
More than 30 100 16 16.00 59 59.00 10 10.00 13 13.00 2 02.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 1 20.00 4 80.00 0 .00 0 .00 0] .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 2 09.09 7 31..81 2 09.09 8 36.36 3 13.63
$18,001 to $25,000 30 6 20.00 17 56.66 3 10.00 4 13.33 0] .00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 2 09.52 12 57.14 0 .00 L 19.04 3 14,28
More than $32,001 66 9 13.63 39 59.09 7 10.60 6 09.09 5 07.57
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TABLE N (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1
Married, no children 15
1 - 3 children 96
4 or more children 35

Experience on School Boards:

None 2
1 year or less 5
2 - 3 years 85
More than 3 years 55
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6
2 - 3 years 5
More than 3 years 136

.00
40.00
11.45
08.57

.00
.00
L3
14,54

.00
20.00
13.97

100.00
53.33
56.25
54 .28

100.00
40.00
51.76
61.81

66.66
40.00
55.88

oo O

OMNM OO

.00
.00
08.33
11.42

.00
.00
k.11
.00

.00
L0.00
07.35

OD‘:'U)O

N OO

.00
.00
17.70
k.28

.00
6C.00
12.94
1k. 5k

.00
.00
16.17

Ui ONO O O\ O

OVOoOnN

.00

06.66 °

06.25
11.42

.00
.00
07.05
09.09

33.33
.00
06.66

|
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- TABLE O

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Development of
Salary and Working Conditions Through Negotiations (Statement 15)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No - Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree C(Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under ' 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 L 26.66 3  20.00 0 .00 2 13.33 6 40.00
L5 - 54 56 12 21.b2 28 50,00 3 05.35 11 19.64 2 03.57
55 - 6h 50 11 22.00 29 58.00 0 .00 8 16,00 2  0ok.oo
65 or over 25 6 24,00 10 40.00 1 oLk.00 8 32.00 0 .00

Sex:

"Male 137 31 22.62 68 149,63 Y 02.91 26 18.97 8 05.83
Female 10 2 20.00 2  20.00. 0 .00 4 40.00 2 20.00

Race: :

“White 143 31 21.67 68 L7.55 - L 02.09 30 15.38 10 06.99
Black , Y 2 50.00 2  50.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00

Place of Residence:

Rural 59 14 23.72 29 L49.15 0 .00 12 20.°33 L 06.77
Urban iTo) 5 12.50 24 60.00 0 .00 8 20.00 3 07.50
Suburban .. L1 1L 34,14 13 31.70 4 09.75 10 24.39 0 .00
Large City 7 0 .00 L 57.14 0 .00 0 .00 3 42,85
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TABIE O (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisies Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree C(ent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 3 100,00 0 00 O .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 8 Yyo,30 7 36.84 0 .00 L 21,05 o) .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 5 15.62 15 L6.87 1 03.12 10 31.25 1 03.12
Bachelor's degree 57 15 26.31 31 54,38 0 .00 10 17.54 1 01.75
Master's degree 19 L 21.05 7 36.84 3 15.78 2 10.52 3 15.78
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 4 40.00 0 .00 2 20.00 3 30.00
Other \ 7 0 00 3 L2.85 0 00 2 28.57 2 28.57
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 23 27.71 32 38.55 3 03.61 20 24,09 5 06.02
5,001 to 25,000 : 46 6 13.04 29 63.0k4 1 02.16 10 21.73 0 .00
25,001 to 100,000 9 I bh bk 2 22,22 0 .00 O .00 3 33.33
Over 100,000 9 0 00 7 77.77 0 .00 O .00 2 22,22
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 00 O .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0] .00 5 62.50 0 00 O .00 3 37.50
11 - 15 2 0] 00 O .00 2 100.00 O .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 1 33.33 1 33.33 0 .00 O .00 1 33.33
21 - 25 1L 5 35.7L 9 6k.28 0 .00 O .00 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 00 9 47.36 0 .00 T 36.84% 3 15.78
More than 30 100 27 27.00 L5 45,00 2 02,00 23 23.00 3 03.00
Approximate Family Tncome:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 1 ok.sh 12 54.54 0 .00 9 40.00 0 .00
$18,001 to $25,000 30 10 33.33 18 60.00 O .00 0 .00 1 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 2 09.52 8 38,09 2 09.52 L4 19.05 5 23.80
More than $32,001 66 19 29.69 25  37.87 2 03.03 17 25.75 3 Oh,5h
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TABIE O (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married - 1l 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 5 33.33 7 U46.66 0 .00 2 13.33 1 06.66
1 - 3 children 96 23 23.95 41 L2.70 3 03.12 23 17.70 6 06.25
4 or more children . 35 L 11.hb2 22 62.85 1. o4.00 5 20.00 3 12.00
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 2 L40.00 0 .00 2  L40.00 1 20.00
2 - 3 years 85 23 27.05 32 37.64 3 03.52 18 21.17 9 10.58
More than 3 years 55 10 18.18 34 61.81 1 01.81 10 18.18 0 .00
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards: '

1 year or less 6 0 .00 L 66.66 0 .00 0 .00 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 2 40.00 1 20.00 0 .00 2 L0.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 31 22.79 65 U47.79 Y ce.94 28 20.58 8 05.88
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TABIE P

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Programs to
) Develop Vocational or Semi-Technical Skills (Statement 16)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No - Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics : Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

_3-5 or under ' 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100,00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 b 26,66 11 73.33
45 - sh "~ 56 2 03.57 1 01.78 0 00 32 57.14 21 37.50
55 - 64 50 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 32 64,00 18 36.00
65 or over 25 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 10 40,00 15 ° 60.00

Sex:

"Male 137 2 0145 1 o©00.72 0 .00 73  53.78 61 LL.52
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 60.00 Y 40.00

Race:

White 143 2 01.39 1 00.69 ° o - .00 76 53.14 64 U, 75
Black , L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25.00
Other

Place of Residence: ,
Rural 59 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 32 54,23 o7 45,67
Urban Lo 2 07.50 0 .00 0 .00 17 42,50 21 52.50
Suburban . 41 0 .00 1 02.43 0 .00 28 68.29 12 29.26
Large City 7 0 00 O .00 0 .00 2 28.57 5 71.h2
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TABIE P (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Tess than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 12 63.15 7 36.84
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 00 1 03.13 O .00 17 53.12 1k k43,75
Bachelor's degree 57 1 01L.75 O .00 0 .00 25 43.85 31 54.38
Master's degree 19 1 05.26 0 .00 0 .00 12 63.15 6 31.57
Doctoral degree 10 0 00 O .00 0 .00 3 30.00 7 70.00
Other 7 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .00

Childhood Residence:

Under 5,000 83 1 0L.20 O .00 0 .00 k2 50.60 4o 48.19
5,001 to 25,000 : L6 1 02.17 O .00 0 .00 .27 32.53 18 21.68
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 00 1 11.11 0 .00 L Ll Ll L Ll Ll
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 66.66 3 33.33
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 ~ 5 years 1 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
6 - 10 8 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 8 100.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 o) .00
16 - 20 3 0 00 O .00 0 .00 2 66.66 1 33.33
21 - 25 14 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 4 28.57 10 71.42
26 - 30 19 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 8 42,10 11 57.89
More than 30 100 2 02.00 1 01.00 0 .00 55 55.C0 L2 42,00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 17 77.27 5 22.72
$18,001 to $25,000 30 1 03.33 © .00 0 .00 17 56.66 12 40.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 1 ok.76 © .00 0 .00 13 61.90 7 33.33
More than $32,001 66 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 35 53.03 30 k5,45
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TABIE P (Continued)

Total Strongly Per

Dis~

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 33.33 10 66.66
1 - 3 children 96 1 01.0k4 1 01.04 0 .00 L9 51,04 43 44,79
L ot more children 35 o) .00 0 .00 0 .00 24 68.57 11 31.52
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 o) .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2  L40.00 3 60.00
2 - 3 years - 85 2 02.35 0 .00 0 .00 37 43.52 46 54.11
More than 3 years 55 0] .00 1 01.81. 0] .00 38 69.09 16 29.09
Experience on Com. Col.
1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 66.66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 0] .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 Lo.00 3 60.00
More than 3 years 136 2 01.47 1l 00.73 0 .00 T3 53.67 60 Wi 11
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TABLE G

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Involvement
of Instructors in Providing Guidance Services for
Students (Statement 17)

- — ——
——

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
35 - 4 15 0 .00 0 .00 1 06.66 10 66.66 L 26.66
45 - sh 56 1 01.78 1 01.78 2 03.57 L4 78.57 8 14.28
55 - 64 50 0 .00 1 02.00 1 02.00 33 66.00 15 30.00
65 or over 25 0 .CO 0 .00 1 0)4 .00 8 32.00 16 6ll- .00

Sex:

"Male 137 0 .00 1 00.72 5 03.64 90 65.69 W1 29.99
Female 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 0 .00 5 50.00 3 30.00

Race:

White 143 1 00.69 2 01.39 5 ° 03.49 92 64,33 L3 30.06
Black L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25.00
Other 0 0 .00 8] .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 1 01.69 1 01.69 3 05.08 37 62.71 17 28.81
Urban Lo 0 .00 0 .00 2 05.00 23 57.50 15 37.50
Suburban 41 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 35 85.36 6 14,63
Large City 7 0 .00 1 14.28 0 .00 0 .00 6 85.71
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TABLE Q (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 00 O .00 0] .00 9 L7.36 10 52.63
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 1 03.122 © .00 2 06.25 21  65.62 8 25.00
Bachelor's degree 57 0] 00 2 03.50 1 01.75 Lo 70.17 1h 2L, 56
Master's degree 19 0 00 O .00 0] .00 15 78.94 L 21.05
Doctoral degree 10 0 00 O .00 1 10.00 1 10.00 8 80.00
Other 7 0 .00 O .00 1 14.28 6 85.71 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 1 01.20 O .00 3 03.61 53 63.85 26 31.32
5,00L to 25,000 ~ L6 0 00 1 02,17 2 oh.34 32 69.56 11 23.91
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 4 Lk Ll 5 55.55
Over 100,000 9 0 00 1 11.11 0 .00 6 66.66 o 22.22
Residence in Com., Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 00 © .00 0 .00 6 75.00 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 2  100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 00 0 .00 1 33.33 1 33.33 1 33.33
21 - 25 14 0 00 O .00 0 .00 7 50.00 7 50.00
26 - 30 19 0 00 O .00 0 .00 12 63.25 5 36.84
More than 30 100 1 10.00 2 02.00 4 ok.cO0 66 66.00 27 27.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 3 60.00 2 40.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 17 77.27 5 22.72
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 20 66.66 10 33.33
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 00 O .00 0 .00 16 76.20 5 23.80
More than $32,001 66 1 01.51 2 03.03 5 07.57 36 54,54 22 33.33
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TABIE Q (Continued)

Toggi Strongl§=iPer

Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0] .00 0 .00 o) .00 1l 100.00 o) .00
Married, no children 15 0] .00 0 .00 1 06.66 11 73.33 3 26.66
1 - 3 children 96 1 01.04 1 01.04 2 02.08 58 60.41 33 34.37
4 or more children 35 0 .00 1 02.85 2 05.71L 25 71.h2 7 20.00
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1l year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 1 20.00 3 60.00 1 20.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 2 02.35 3 03.52 56 65.88 ol 28.23
More than 3 years 55 1 01.81 0 .00 1 o018 34+ 61.81 19  3k4.54
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year of less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 L 66.66 2 33.33
2 ~ 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 1 20.00 2 40.00 2 40.00
More than 3 years 136 1 00.77 2 01.h47 b 02.94 89 65 .44 40 29.41
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_Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Social Organizations
and Fraternities in North Carolina Community Colleges (Statement 18)

TABLE R

Total Strongljﬁ:Per

Dis- Per

No

Per

Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

T3 or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1  100.00 0 .00
35 -~ L4k 15 1 06.66 0O .00 2 13.33 12  80.00 0 .00
45 - sh 56 1 01.78 15 26.78 23 41.07 16 28.57 1 01.78
55 - 64 50 3 06.00 16 32.00 7 1k.00 24  LB.00 0 .00
65 or over 25 2 08.00 2 08.00 Y 16.00 17 68.00 0 .00

Sex: .

"Male 137 5 03.64 31 22.62 33 24,08 68  L47.63 0 .00
Female 10 2 20.00 2  20.00 3 30.00 2 20.00 1 10.00

Race:

White 143 7 ok.89 33 23.07 34 23.77 68 47.55 1 00.69
Black h 0 .00 o) .00 2 50.00 2 50.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence: '
Rural 59 3 05.08 12 20.33 10 16.95 33 55.93 1 01.69
Urban 40 2 05.00 11 27.50 7 12.50 20 50.00 0 .00
Suburban 41 2 o4.87 10 24.39 15 36.58 14 34.1h4 0 .00
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 4 57.14 3 42.85 o] .00
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TABIE R (Continued)

Total ©Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Tess than H. S. diploma 3 1 33.33 0 .00 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00
High school diploma 9 0 .00 3 15.78 1 05.26 15 78.94 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 1 03.12 8 25.00 7 21.87 15 L46.87 1 03.12
Bachelor's degree 57 i 07.01 13 22.8 16 28.07 25 42,10 0 .00
Master's degree 19 0 .00 7 36.84 9 47,36 3 15.78 0 .00
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 3 30.00 5 50.00 0 .00
Other 7 0 .00 1 14.28 0 .00 6 85.71 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 6 07.22 20 24.09 20 2k.09 36 43.37 1 01.20
5,001 to 25,000 46 1 02.17 10 21.73 6 13.08 29 63.04 0 .00
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 L Ly Ll 5 55.55 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 3  33.33 6 66.66 0 .00 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 o] .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 2 25.00 6 75.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 2  100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 3  100.00 0 .00 0 .00
21 - 25 14 o .00 4  28.57 5 35.71 5 35.71 0 .00
26 - 30 19 2 10.52 3 15.78 2 10.52 12 63.15 0 .00
More than 30 100 5 05.00 26 26.00 21 21.00 L7 L47.00 1 01.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 1 20.00 0 .00 0 .00 L 80.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 1 ok.sh 1 ok.54 1 ohk.54 19 86.36 0 .00
$18,001 to $25,000 30 1 03.33 7 23.33 3 10.00 19 63.33 0 .00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 5 23,80 9 L2.85 7 33.33 0 .00
More than $32,001 66 L 06.06 20 30,30 23 34.8% 18 27.27 1 01.51
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TABLE R (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisitces Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 o) .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 3 20.00 L 26.66 3 20.00 5 33.33 0 .00
1 - 3 children 96 2 02.08 21 21.87 17 17.70 55 57.29 1 01.04
4 or more children 35 2 05.71 8 22.85 15 42,85 10 28.57 0 .00
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 50.00 1 50.00
1 year or less 5 1 20.00 1 20.00 0 .00 3 60.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 4 ok.07 19 22.35 2l 28.23 38 k.70 0 .00
More than 3 years 55 2 03.63 13 23.63 12 21.81 28 50.90 0 .00
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 1  16.16 0 .0 5 83.33 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 1 20.00 2 40.00 0 .0 2  40.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 6 ohk.4ya 30 22.05 35 25.73 64 L7.05 1 00.73
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TABLE S

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude- Toward Equal Embhasis
on Transfer, Terminal and Community Services (Statement 19)

Dis- Per

Total Strongly Per. ~ No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - Ll 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 10  66.66 5 33.33

5 - Sk 56 0 .00 3  05.35 12 21.b2 30 53.57 11 19.64
55 - 64 50 0 .00 3  06.00 8 16.00 28 56.00 11 22.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 19 76.00 6 2,00

Sex: .

“Male 137 0 .00 6 ok.37 18 13.13 85 62,04 28 20.43
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 2 20.00 3 30.00 5 50.00

Race:

“White 143 0 .00 6 Ookd9 - 20 13.98 85  59.44 32 22,37
Black by 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25.00
Other 0 o} .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00

Place of Residence:

Rural 59 0 .00 1 01.69 9 15.25 33 55.93 16 27.11
Urban- 40 0 .00 1 05.00 3 07.50 27 67.4h0o 8 20.00
Suburban 41 0 .00 3 07.31 8 19.51 24 58.53 6 14.63
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 b 57.14 3 42.85
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TABIE S (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Tess than H. S, diploma 3 0 00 C .00 0 .00 3  100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 3 15.78 12 63.17 it 21.05
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 2  06.25 5 15.62 15 46.87 10 31.25
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 2 03.50 6 10.52 37 ok.oL 12 21.05
Master's degree 19 0 .00 0 .00 3 15.78 12 63.15 L 21.05
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 0 .00 3 30.00 4 40.00 3 30.00
Other 7 0 .00 2 28.57 O .00 5 71.42 0 .00

Childhood Residence:

Under 5,000 83 0 .00 1 01.28 16 12.25 L3 51.80 23 27.71
5,001 to 25,000 46 0 .00 2 04.3% 0 .00 37 80.43 7  15.21
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 3 33.33 0 .00 3 33.33 3 33.33
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 4 Ll bl 5 55.55 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 . O .00 0 .00 8 100.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 2  100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 o) .00 © .00 2 66.66 1 33.33 0 .00
21 ~ 25 o} 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 11 78.57 3 21.42
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 17 89.47 2 10.52
More than 30 100 0 .00 L ohk,00 16 16.00 50 50.00 28 28.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 o) .00 2 09.09 5 22,72 12  54.54 3 13.63
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 O .00 1 03.33 23 76.66 6  20.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 O .00 3 1h.28 10  L47.61 8  38.09
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 4 06,06 11 16.66 35 53.03 16  24.24
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TABIE S (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Perental Status:

Not married . 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 9 60.00 6 40.00
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 4L oh4.16 9 09.37 65 67.70 18 18.75
4 or more children 35 0 .00 2 05.71 11 31l.kb2 13 37.41 9 25.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 L4 80.00 1 20.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 5 05.88 20 23.52 35 41.17 25 29.h41
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 1 01.81 0 .00 L7 85.45 3 12.72
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 o] .00 0 .00 3 50.00 3 50.00
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 2 40.00 2 40.00 1 . 20.00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 6 Oh.h1 18 13.23 83 61.02 29 21.32
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TABLE T

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Towaid Academic Ability
as the Primary Measure for College Admission (Statement 20)

Total Strongf& Per Dis- Per No - Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

34 or under ‘ 1 1 100.00 O .00 0 00 0 .00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 8 53.33 5 33.33 0 .00 2 13.33 0 .00
45 - 54 - 56 18 32.14 33 58.92 0 .00 2 03.57 3 05.35
55 - 6k 50 11 22.00 25 L8.00 3 06,00 8 16.00 3 06.00
65 or over 25 5 20.00 12 48,00 0 .00 8 32.00 0 .00

Sex:

“Male 137 37 27.00 T2 52.55 3 02.18 19 13.86 2 ok.57
Female 10 6 60.00 3  30.00 0 .00 1 10.00 0 .00

Race:

White 143 43 30.06 T2 50.34 3 ° 02.09 20 13.98 6 ok.19
Black ) L 1 25.00 3  75.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 23 39.98 27 L45.76 3 05.08 4 06.77 2 03.38
Urban , Lo 9 22.55 20 50.00 0 .00 9 22.50 2 05.00
Suburban . b1 8 19.51 26 63.41 0 .00 5 12.19 2  04.87
Large City 7 3 42.85 2 28.57 0 .00 2 28.57 0 .00
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TABLE T (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Tess than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 3 100.00 O 00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 3 15.78 8 k10 o 00 7 36.84 1 05.26
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 16 50.00 L 12.50 1 09.37 7 21.87 2 05.25
Bachelor's degree 57 16 28,07 36 63.15 O .00 4 o7.01 1 O0L.75
Master's degree 19 5 26.31 14 73.68 0 . .00 0 .00 0 .00
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 6 60.00 O .00 1 10.00 2  20.00
Other 7 2 28,57 4 5714 o0 .00 1 14.28 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 28 33.73 39 46.98 3 03.61 10 12.0h4 3 03.61
5,001 to 25,000 46 10 21.73 27 58.69 0 .00 7 15.81 2 Ok.3k4
25,001 to 100,000 9 2 22.22 3 33.33 0 .00 3 33.33 1 11.11
Over 100,000 9 3 33.33 6 66.66 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 1l 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 3 37.50 2 25.00 0. .00 2 25.00 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 -~ 20 3 2 66.66 1 33.33 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
21 - 25 1L 5 35.71 3 21.43 0 .00 L4 28,57 1 14.28
26 - 30 19 7 36.84 6 31.57 O .00 L 21.05 2 10.52
More than 30 100 25 25.00 61 61.00 3 03.00 10 10.00 1 01.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 ) 00 3 60.00 O .00 2 10,00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 7 31.81 12 5454 0O .00 3 13.63 0 .00
$18,001 to $25,000 30 7 13.33 1+ L4666 3 10.00 3 10.00 3 10.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 6 28,57 9 L2.85 0 .00 5 23.80 1 oh.sh
More than $32,001 66 23  34.8% 3% 53.03 0 .00 7 10.60 2  03.03
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TABLE T (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married - 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 3 20.00 11 73.33 0 .00 0 .00 1 06.66
1 - 3 children 96 30 31.25 U5 46.87 2 03.12 16 16.66 3 03.12
4 or more children 35 6 10.00 18 51.42 1 02.85 L 11.42 2 05.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 1 20.00 2 40.00 0 .00 2 L40.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 31 36.47 38 Ll .70 2 02.35 11 12.94 3 03.52
More than 3 years 55 11 20.00 33 60.00 1 01.81 7 12.72 2 05.45
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 2 33.33 & 66.66 0 .00 o] .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 L1 30.14 66 45,52 3 02.20 20 14.70 6 ok.41
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TABLE U

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Formal
Education Beyond High School (Statement 21)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No - Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 O .00 1 100.00
35 -~ 44 15 o] .00 2 13.33 o] .00 5 33.33 8 53.33
45 <~ 54 56 0 .00 b o7.14 0 .00 35 62.50 17 30.35
55 « 64 50 2 04.00 2 04,00 0 .00 29 58.00 16 32.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 12 48,00 13 52.00

Sex:

Male 137 2 01.45 9 06.56 0 .00 76 55.47 50 36.49
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 50.00 5 50.00

Race:

White 143 2 01.39 9 06.29 0 .00 79 55.24 53 37.06
Black L 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 2 50.00 2 50.00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 © .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural ' 59 0 .00 2 03.38 0 .00 33 55.93 2L 40.67
Urban. Lo 2 05.00 4 10.00 0 00 1h 35.00 20 50.00
Suburban 41 0 .00 3  07.31 0 .00 29 70.73 9 21.95
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 5 57.14 2 28.57
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TABLE U (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~ Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 1 33.33 2 66.66
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 13 68.42 6 31.57
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 17 53.12 15 46.87
Bachelor's degree 57 2 03.50 2 03.50 0 .00 28 49.12 20 35.08
Master's degree 19 0 .00 O .00 0 00 11 57.89 8 42.30
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 2 20.00 0 .00 5 50.00 3 30.00
Other , 7 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 6 85.71 1 14,28
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 2 03.% 6 07.22 o} 00 1 48.39 34 41.96
5,001 to 25,000 46 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 29 63.04 17 36.95
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 5  55.55 Lo hh bk
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 3 33.33 0 .00 6 66.66 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 00 O .00 0 .00 6 75.00 2 25,00
11 - 15 2 0 00 O .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 00 O .00 0 .00 2 66.66 1 33.33
21 - 25 1L 2 14.28 0 .00 0 .00 8 57.14 L 28.57
26 - 30 19 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 10 52.63 9 47.36
More than 30 100 0 00 9 09.00 0 .00 52 52.00 55 55.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 00 O .00 0 .00 1 20.00 Y 80.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 15 68.18 7 31.71
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 19 63.33 8 26.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 1 ok.76 0 .00 10 47,61 10 h7.61
More than $32,001 66 2 03.03 8 12.12 0 .00 34 51.51 22 33.34
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TABLE U (Continued)
!

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per trongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 8 53.33 7 46,66

1 - 3 children 96 2 02.08 5 05.20 0 .00 L9 51.04 40 41.66

4 or more children 35 0 .00 L 11.h2 0 .00 23 65.71 8 25.00
Experience on School Boards:

None 2 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00

1 year or less 5 3 60.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 40.00

2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 9 10.58 0 .00 L5 52.94 33 38.82
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 36 50.90 19 34.54
Experience on Com. Col.

Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 50.00 3 50.00

2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 4 80.00 0 .00 1 20,00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 2 o1.L47 5 03.67 0] 00 77 56.61 52 38.92
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TABLE V

Board. Member Responses Indicating Attitunde Toward
Student Representation on the Board of
Trustees (Statement 22)

— ——

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per  No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Are:

_31I or under ‘ 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 - Li 15 3 20.00 5 33.33 2 13.33 2 13.33 3 20.00
45 - 5L 56 ik 25,00 31 55.35 1 01.78 9 16.07 1 01.78
55 - 6k 50 11 18.00 29 58.00 L 08.00 5 10.00 1 02.00
65 or over 25 5 20,00 10 L0.00 2 08.00 6 24,00 2 08.00

Sex:

"Male 137 27 19.07 73 53.28 11 08.02 21 15.32 5 03.6k4
Female 10 2 20,00 2  20.00 0 .00 4 40.00 2 20.00

Race:

White 143 29 20.27 73 51.04° 11 07.69 23 16.08 7 0o4.89
Black 4 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 7 11.86 36 61.01 5 08.47 9 15.25 2 03.38
Urban. 40 10 40.00 19 L47.50 5 12.50 L 10.00 2 05.00
Suburban . 41 12 29.26 18 43.90 1 02.43 7 17.07 0 .00
Large City 7 0 .00 2 28,57 0 .00 2 28.57 3 42.85
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TABIE V (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 3  100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 3 15.78 10 52.63 1 05.26 4 21,05 1 05.26
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 6 18.75 16 50.00 3 09.37 7 21.87 o) .00
Bachelor's degree 57 10 17.54 29 50.87 4 07.01 11 19.19 3 05.26
Master's degree 19 3 15.78 9 L47.36 2 10.52 3 15.78 2 10.52
Doctoral degree 10 2 20.00 6 60.00 1 10.00 c .00 1 10.00
Other : 7 5 71.h42 2 28.57 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 13 15.66 43 50.60 10 l2.04 13 15.66 5 06.02
5,001 to 25,000 ~ 46 15 32.60 20 W34y 1 o2.17 . 8 17.39 0 .00
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 5 55.55 0 .00 2 22,02 2 22.22
Over 100,000 9 1 11.11 6 66.66 0 .00 2 22.22 0 .00
Residence ig Com. Col. aresa:
0 - 5 years 1 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
5 - 10 8 0 .00 L 50.00 1 12.50 3 37.50 0 .00
1 -~15 2 0 .00 2  100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00 1 33.33 1 33.33
21 ~ 25 14 0 .00 14 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
26 ~ 30 19 0 .00 10 52.63 4 21.05 3 15.78 2 10.52
More than 30 100 28 28.00 44 Ll Ll 6 06,66 18 18.00 4 ok.00
Approximate Family Income: ;
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 1 ok.5h 13 59.09 1 ok, 54 7 31.81 0 .00
$18,001 to $25,000 = 30 6 20.00 20 66.66 0 .00 L 13.00 0 .00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 5 23.80 9 4o .85 2 09.52 2  09.52 3 14,28
More than $32,001 66 16 o, 2L 26 39.39 8 12.12 9 13.13 4 06.06
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TABIE V (Continued)

Total Strongly. Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 7 46.66 L 26.66 0 .00 L 26.66 o) .

1 - 3 children 96 17 17.70 51 53.12 10 10.41 12  12.50 6 06.25
4 or more children 35 L 1.1 20 s57.11 1 03.85 9 24.71 1 02.85
Experience on School Boards:

None '" 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 00 O .00 O . .00
1 year or less 5 2 40.00 3 60.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 19 22.35 38 L4.70 9 10.58 17 20.00 2  02.35
More than 3 years 55 8 14.54 32 58,18 2 03.63 8 14,54 5 09.89
Experience on Com. Col.
Board:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 50.00 3 50.00
2 ~ 3 years 5 2 40.00 3 60.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 27 19.70 72 53.94 11 08.08 21 ~ 15.32 L 02.94

OO .
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TABLE W

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward the Community
College Attempting to Solve Social Problems (Statement 23)

———

Total Otrongly Per Dis- Per No - Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristiecs Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Are:

3% or under 1 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 O .00 1 100.00
35 - i 15 7 46.66 1 06.66 2 13.33 5 33.33 0 .00
45 - 5h 56 2 03.57 22 39,28 11 19.64 18 32,14 3 05.35
55 - 6k 50 3 06.00 19 38.00 11 22.00 24 48.00 3 06.00
65 or over 25 3 12.00 7 28.00 12 48.00 3 12,00 0 .00

Sex: A

"Male 137 15 10.9% L8 35.03 20 14,59 47  34.30 7 05.10
Female 10 0 .00 1 10.00 6 60.00 3  30.00 0 .00

Race:

White 143 15 10.48 L9 32.16 26 - 18.18 L9 32,26 i 02.79
Black L 0 .00 © .00 0 .00 1 25,00 3 75.00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 2 03.38 23 38.98 L 06.77 25 L2.37 5 08.47
Urban. 4o 7 17.50 12 30.00 7 17.50 12  30.00 2 05.00
Suburban L1 5 12.19 14  3h.1kL 9 21.95 13 31.70 0 .00
Large City 7 1 14.28 0 .00 6 85.71 o} .00 0 .00
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TABIE W (Continued) -

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 1 0 00 2 66,66 O .00 1  33.33 0 .00
High school diploma 19 3 15.78 3 15.78 8 42.10 5 26.31 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 2 06.25 9 28.12 1 03.12 18 56.25 2 06.25
Bachelor's degree 57 9 15.78 18 31.57 10 17.54 16 28.07 2 03.50
Master's degree 19 0 .00 8 42,10 3. 23.31 6 31.57 2 10.52
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 2 20.00 2 20,00 L 40.00 1 10.00
Other A 7 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .00 o) .00 0 .00
Childhood Residence: ‘ :
Under 5,000 83 5 06.02 20 2k, 09 15 18.07 38 45.78 5 06.02
5,001 to 25,000 - 46 7 15.12 24 52.17 1 02.17 .12 26.08 1 oL.3k
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 00 1 11.11 3 88.88 0 .00 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 3 33.33 &4 Lh hh 2 22,22 0 .00 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 O .00 1 12.50 6 75.00 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 ’ 3 0 00 2 66.66 0 .00 1 33.33 0 .00
21 - 25 14 1 o7.1k 5 37.71 4 28.56 3 21.42 1 07.14
26 - 30 19 0 .00 7 36.84 0 .00 12 63.15 0 .00
More than 30 100 13 13.00 35 35.00 19 19.00 28 28.00 5 05.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 4 80.00 1 20.00 0 .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 5 22.72 2 09.09 11 50.00 4 18.18
$18,001 to $25,000 30 2 06.66 11  36.66 7  23.33 9  30.00 1  03.33
$25,001 to $32,000 21 6 28.57 3 14.28 8 38.09 L 19.04 0 .00
More than $32,001 66 7 10.60 24 36.36 8 12.12 25 37.87 2 03.03
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TABLE W (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~ Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Per Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 1l 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 2 13.22 0 .00 1 06.66 10 66.66 2 13.33
1 - 3 children 96 12 12.50 35 36.45 20 20.83 25 26.04 Y 04,16
4 or more children 35 1 02.85 13 37.1k4 5 14,28 15 L2.85 1 02.85
Experience on School Boards: .
None 2 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 3 60.00 0 .00 0 .00 2 L4o.o0 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 11 12.94 26 30.58 10 11.76 25 29.41 5 05.88
More than 3 years 55 1l 01.81. 25 L5.45 16 29.09 11 20.00 2 03.63
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 3 50.00 0 .00 0 .00 2 33.33 1 16.66
2 - 3 years 5 3 60.C0o o) .00 0 .00 2 L40.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 9 06.61 49 36.02 21 15.44 46 33.82 6 ol4. 41
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TABIE X

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Curriculs
Planned for Students with Different Ablllty Levels
(Statement 24)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per ~ Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Ape: .

3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 O .00 1 100.00
35 - L4k 15 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 9 60.00 6 L0.00
45 - 54 56 0 .00 L o7.14 2 03.57- 41 73.21 9 16.07
55 - 64 50 0 .00 2 04,00 1 02.00 35 70.00 12 2L .00
65 or over 25 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 16 64.00 9 36.00

Sex:

"Male 137 0 .00 6 04,37 1 00.72 98  71.53 32 23.35
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 2. 20.00 3 30.00 5 50.00

Race:

White 143 0 .00 6 04.13 3 02.09 99 69.23 35 2Lk L7
Black Y 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2  50.00 2 50.00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 -, 0 .00

Place of Residence:

“Rural 59 0 .00 2 37.28 2 37.28 L2 71.18 13 22.03
Urban. 40 0 .00 3 07.50 1 02.50 25 62.50 1 27.50
Suburban 41 0 .00 1 02.43 0 .00 31 75.60 9 31.95
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 42.85 L 57.15
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TABLE X (Continued)

Total Strongly Per

Per

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 16 84.21 3  15.78
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 2 06.25 1 03.12 23 71.87 6  18.75
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 1 07.54 1 07.54% 39 68.42 6  28.07
Master's degree 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 11 57.89 8 -L2.10
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 2 20.00 0 .00 8 80.00 0 .00
Other . 7. 0 .00 0 .00 1 14,28 2 28.75 Y 57.1%
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 82 0 .00 5 06.02 1 01.20 57  68.67° 2Lk,09
5,001 to 25,000 b 0 .00 1 02.17 2 0o4.34 30  65.21 28.26
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 77.77 22,22
Over 100,000 0 0 .00 O .00 0 00 T T7.77 22,22
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1  100.00 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 87.50 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2  100.00 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 100.00
21 - 25 14 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 13 92.85 07.14
26 - 30 19 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 11 57.89 42,10
More than 30 100 0 .00 6 06.00 3 03.00 67 67.00 2l.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4  80.00 1 20.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 15  68.18 7  36.81
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 2 06.00 0 .00 25  83.33 3 10.00
$25,001 to $32,000 o1 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 9 k42,85 12 57,14
More than $32,001 66 0 .00 L 06.66 3  ohk.5h L5  81.81 14 21.21
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TABLE- X (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

" Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 O .00 0 .00 9 60.00 6 40.00
1 - 3 children 96 0 .00 4 okh.16 3 06.25 68 70.83 21 21.87
L4 or mcre children 35 0 .00 2 05.71 0 .00 24 68.57 9 25.71
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 L40.00 3 60.00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 4 okh.70 2 02.35 59 69.h 20 23.52
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 2 03.63 1 01.81 38 69.09 1k 25.45
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 33.33 L 66.66
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 6 Oh.h1 3 02.20 94 69.11 33 24,26
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TABLE Y

Board Member Response Indicating Attitude Toward the Similarity Between
Administering a Community College and a Business (Statement 25)

Total Sgibngf;: Per

Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly  Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Age: ‘
3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
35 - Lk 15 0 - .00 2 13.33 2 13.33 9 60.00 2 13.33
45 -~ 5k 56 0 .00 3  05.35 L 07.14 = Lo 71.h2 9 16.07
55 - 6h 50 1 02.00 8 16.00 2 04.00 36  72.00 3 06.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 2 08.00 2 08.00 21 8l4.00 0 .00
Sex:
"Male 137 1 00.72 15 10.94 8 05.83 101 73.72 12 08.75
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 2  20.00 5 50.00 3 30.00
Race:
White 143 Y1 00.69 14 09.79 10 06.99 10k 72,72 14 09.79
Black L 0 , 00 1  25.00 0 .00 2 50.00 1 25,00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 1 01.69 9 15.25 1 01.69 Lo  67.79 8 13.55
Urban. 40 0 .00 5 12.50 1 01.69 32 67.79 2 05.00
Suburban L1 0 .00 1 02.43 5 12.19 31 75 .60 L 09.75
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 3 42,85 3 42.85 1 14.28
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TABIE Y (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis~- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 3  100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 2 10,52 17 89.47 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 6 18.75 2 06.25 1k 43,75 10  31.25
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 1 01.75 3 03.50 50 87.71 4 07.01
Master's degree 19 0 .00 4 21.05 L 21.05 10 52.63 1 05.26
Doctoral degree 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 0 .00 7 70.00 1 10.00
Other 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 100.00 0 .CO
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 1 0l.20 12 1h.h5 6 07.22 53 63.85 15 13.25
5,001 to 25,000 - 46 0 .00 2 ok.34 1 02.17 .40 86.95 3 06.52
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 2 22,22 6 66.66 1 11.11
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 1 11.11 1 11.11 T T7.77 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 87.50 1 12.50
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 66.66 1 33.33
21 - 25 ik 0 .00 3 21.42 2 14.28 9 64,28 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 2 05.26 2 05.26 15 78.94 0 .00
More than 30 100 1 01.00 9 09.00 L ok.00 73 73.60 13 13.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 2 40,00 0 .00 3  60.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 3 13.63 0 .00 18 81.81 1 ok.5h4
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 3 10.00 0 .00 22 73.33 3 06.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 2 09.52 5 23.80 11 52.38 3 14.28
More than $32,001 66 1 0l.51 5 07.57 2 03.30 49 7h.2L 9 13.63
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‘TABLE Y (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 o) .00 o) .00 1 100.00 0 .00 |
Married, no children 15 0 .00 2 13.33 0 .00 11 73.33 2 13.33
1l - 3 children 96 0 00 12 12.50 7 07.29 67 69.79 10 10.41
4 or more children 35 1 02.85 1 02.85 3 08.57 . 27 77.41 3 08.57
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 1 20.00 1 20.00 3 60.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 4 ok.70 9 10.58 60 70.58 11 12.94
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 10 18.18 0 .00 26 Th.54 4 07.27
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0] .00 0 .00 4 66.66 0 .00 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 2  40.00 0 .00 3 60.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 0 .00 13 09.55 6 oh.41 103 75.73 13 09.55
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Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Vacation
Schedule for Community College Instructors (Statement 26)

TABLE Z

emrn

Total §%fongly Per

Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Are: -
3% or under 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 00 0 .00 0 .00
35 - L4k 15 2 13.33 5 33.33 5 33.33 3 20.00 0 .00
45 - 54 56 1 01.78 13 23.21 12 21.42 - 29 51.78 1 01.78
55 - 64 50 2 ok.00 22 4k, 00 5 10.00 20 40.00 1 02.00
65 or over 25 2 08.00 k4 16.00 5 20.00 9  36.00 5 20.00
Sex:
“Male 137 7 05.10 44 32,11 25 18.24% 55  L4o.1h 6  oh.37
Female 10 0 .00 1 10.00 2 20.00 6 60.00 1 10.00
Race: :
White 143 7 ok.89 43 30.00 o7 18.88 - 59 41.29 7 ok.89
Black L 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 1 C1.69 25 h2,37 3 05.08 27 45.76 3 05.08
Urban. 40 3 07.50 13 32.50 3 07.50 19 47.50 2 05.00
Suburban 41 3 07.31 7 17.07 17 hi.h6  1h 3.1k 0 .00
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 L 57.14 1 14.28 2 28.57
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Educational Background:

Less than H. 5. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 5 26.31 6 31.57 31.57 2 10.52
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 3 09.37 10 31l.25 1 03.12 17 53.12 1  03.12
Bachelor's degree 57 4 0o7.01 11 19.21 12 21.05 28 49,12 2 03.50
Mester's degree 19 0 .00 12 63.15 2 10.52 4 21.05 1 05.26
‘Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 3  30.00 4 40.00 2 20.00 1 10.00
Other ) 7 0 .00 5 Ti.h2 2 28.57 0 .00 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 1 01.20 35 L42.16 10 12.04 32 38.55 5 06,02
5,001 to 25,000 46 4 08.69 10 21.73 4 08.69 . 28 60.86 0 .Q0
25,001 to 100,000 9 1 11.11 0 .00 6 66.66 0 .00 2 22,22
Over 100,000 9 1 11.11 0 .00 7 77.77 1 11.11 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 5 62.50 1 12.50 2 25.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
21 - 25 . 4 0 .00 5 35.71 4 28.57 5 35.71 0 .00
26 - 30 19 3 15.78 7 36.84 L 21.04 5 28.31 0 .00
More than 30 100 3 03.00 26 26.00 15 15.00 49 49.00 7 07.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5  100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 2 09.09 7 31.81 1 ok.sh 11 50.00 1 Oh.sh
$18,001 to $25,000 30 3 10.00 9 30.00 7 23.33 8 26.66 3 10.00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 7 33.33 5 23.80 9 42.85 0 .00
More than $32,001 66 2 03.03 21 31.81 1k 21.21 26 39.39 3  Oh.s5h
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TABLE Z. (Continued)

Total Strongly Per

Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion . Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 6 40.00 0 .00 8 53.33 1 06.66
1l - 3 children 96 6 06.25 30 31.25 16 16.66 38 39.58 6 06.25
4 or more children . 35 1 02.85 8 22.85 11 21.42 . 15 42,85 0 .00
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 1l 50,00 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 1 20.00 3  60.00 0 .00 1 20.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 2 02.35 25 29.h1 16 18.82 39 145.88 3 03.82°
More than 3 years 55 4 07.57 16 29.09 11 20.00 20 36.36 L 07.27
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:
1 year or less 6 0 .00 2 33.33 4 66.66 0 .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 3 60.00 2 140,00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 4 02.94 L1 30.1h4 23 16.91 61 L44.85 7 05.1k4
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"TABLE AA

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Sick
Leave for Community College Staff (Statement 27)

Total Strongly Per  Dis-

Per

No

Per

Per

Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Age: - )
3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
35 -~ Lk 15 0 . .00 2 20.00 0 .00 8 53.33 L 26.66
Ly - sh 56 1 01.78 8 14.28 12 21.k2. 30  53.57 5 08.92
55 - 6l 50 1 02.00 4  08.00 8 16.00 31 62.00 6 12,00
65 or over 25 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 15 60.00 10 40.00

Sex:

“Male 137 2 01.45 15 10.9% 18 13.13 83 60.58 19 13.96
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 2.  20.00 2 20.00 6 60.00

Race: }

“White 143 2 01.39 15 10.48 20 13.98 81 56.64 25 17.48
Black L 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 L 100.00 0 .00

ther 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00

Place of Residence:

“Rural 59 0 .00 7 11.86 5 10.16 36 61.10 10 16.94
Urban Lo 1 02.50 8 10.61 5 12,50 21 52.50 5 12.50
Suburban 43 1 02.43 0 .00 8 19.51 27 65.85 5 12.19
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 1 14,28 1 14.28 5  T71.42
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TABLE AA (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 .00 0 .00 1 10.62 15 78.94 1 10.52
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 4 12.50 5 15.62 17 53.12 6 18.75
Bachelor's degree 57 0 .00 5 08.77 12 21.05 31 54.38 9 15.78
Master's degree 19 o] .00 0 .00 0 .00 13 68.42 7 31.57
Doctoral degree 10 2 20.00 2 20.00 1 10.00 3 30.00 2 20.00
Other . 7 0 .00 4 s57.1h 0 .00 3 42,85 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 2 02.40 8 09.63 7 09.43 55 66.26 11 13.25
5,001 to 25,000 - 46 0 .00 6 13.04 6 13.04h . 25  54.34 9 19.56
25,001 to 100,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 3 33.33 1 11.11 5 55.55
Over 100,000 9 0 00 1 1111 L4l b by Ly 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 8 100.00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
21 - 25 14 0 .00 3 21.h2 0 00 11 78.57 0 .00
26 - 30 19 0 .00 O .00 N 21.05 5 26.31 10 52.63
More than 30 100 2 02.00 11 11.00 16 16.00 56 56 .00 15 15.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 5 100.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 1  0OL.sh 0 .0 15 68.18 6 27.27
$18,001 to $25,000 30 0 .00 5 16.66 2 06.66 19 63.33 4 13.33
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 0 .00 3 k.28 13 61.09 5 23.80
More than $32,001 66 2 03.03 9 13.63 15 22.72 31 46.96 9 13.63
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TABLE AA (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis-  Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:
Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00
Married, no children 15 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 7 U46.66 8 53.33 °
1 - 3 children 96 1 01.04 12 12.50 11 11.45 59  61.45 13 13.54
4 or more children 35 1 02.85 3 08.57 9 25.71 19 5h4.28 3 08.57
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4 80.00 1 20.00
2 - 3 years 85 1 01.17 12 14,11 9 09.41 50 58.82 13 16.47
More than 3 years 55 1 01.81 3  05.45 12 21.81 29 s52.72 10 18.18
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 4  66.66 2 33.33
2 - 3 years 5 0] .00 3 60.00 0 .00 2 40.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 2 01.47 13 09.55 19 13.97 79 58.08 23 16.91
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TABLE BB

Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Recruitment of
Future Faculty and Staff Specially Trained for the Community

College Level (Statement 28)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Age:

“3% or under 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 00 O .00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 2 13.33 9 60.00 2 13.33 2 13.33 0 .00
45 - 54 56 4 07.14+ 30 53.57 6 10.71 - 11 19.64 5 08.92
55 - 64 50 Y 08.00 20 40,00 8 16.00 17 34.00 2 ok.00
65 or over 25 0 .00 6 2L .00 6 24,00 12 48,00 1 ok.00

Sex:

"Male 137 7 05.10 64 46,71 21 15.32 38 27.73 7 05.10
Female 10 3 30.00 1 10.00 1 10.00 4 40,00 1 10.00

Race:

White - 1h3 10 06.99 63 44,05 22 15.38 Lo 27.97 8 05.59
Black Lt 0 .00 2 50.00 0 .00 2  50.00 0 .00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place 92 Residence:
Rural 59 2 03.38 31 52.54 9 15.25 13 22.03 4 06.77
Urban kQ 2 05.00 9 22.50 5 12.50 22 55,00 2 05.00
Suburban - 2 04,87 24 58.53 6 14h.63 7 17.07 2 07.31
Large City ' L 57.1k4 1 1k.28 2 28.57 0 .00 0 .00
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TABLE BB (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:

" Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 00 10 52.63 5 26.31 2 10.52 0 .00
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 0 .00 7 21.87 9 28.12 13 Lo.62 3 09.37
Bachelor's degree 57 L 07.01 31 54,38 5 08.72 15 26.31 2  03.50
Master's degree 19 2 10.52 10 52.63 0. .00 7 36.84 3 15.°77
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 7 70,00 0 .00 3 30.00 0 .00
Other . 7 2 28.57 3 k2.8 0 .00 2 28.57 0 .00

Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 : 83 4 o4.81 36 43.37 14 16.86 23 27.71 6 07.22
5,001 to 25,000 46 3 07.31 20 L8.78 3  07.31 .18 L43.90 2 07.31
25,001 to 100,000 9 3 33.33 3 33.33 3 33.33 0 .00 0 .00
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 oo 4 by 2 22.22 1 1.1 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0] .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 8 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 1 33.33 0 .00 2 66.66 0 .00 0 .00
21 - 25 14 3 21.h2 6 L42.85 0 .00 6 L2.85 0 .00
26 - 30 19 3 15.78 6 31.57 6 31.57 4 21.05 0 .00
More than 30 100 3 03.00 43 43,00 1 1L.00 32 32.00 8 08.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 .00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 9 Lo.%0 3 13.63 8 36.36 2 09.09
$18,001 to $25,000 30 2 06.66 12 20.00 8 26.66 8 26.66 0 .00
$25,001 to $32,000 21 2 09.52 9 L4o.85 3 13.28 7 33.33 o .00
More than $32,001 66 6 09.09 30 L45.45 6 09.09 18 27.27 6 09.09
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TABLE BB (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent

Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 2 13.33 3 20.00 1 13.33 9 60,00 0 .00
1 - 3 children 96 6 06.25 L4k 45.83 1L 14.58 28 29,16 L ok.16
4 or more children 35 2 05.71 17 48.57 7 20.00 5 14.28 Ly 11.42
Experience on School Boards:
None 2 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 2 40.00 0 .00 1 20.00 2 40.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 7 08.25 39 45,88 12 1,11 24 28,23 3 03.52
More than 3 years 55 1 01.81 26 h7.27 9 16.36 14 25.45 5 09.09
Experience on Com. Col.
Boards:

1 year or less 6 2 33.33 L 66.66 0 .00 0 .00 0] .00
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 2 40.00 1 20.00 2 40,00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 8 05.88 59 43.38 21 15.44 4o 29.41 8 05.88
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Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward Community
Colleges Recieving an Increased Percentage of the Total
Education Budget (Statement 29)

TABLE CC

D e

et

Total Strongly Per " Dis-  Per No " Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Age: .
3% or under 1 1 100.00 O .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
35 - Lk 15 2 13.33 9 60.00 3 20.00 O .00 1 06.66
45 - 5h 56 3 05.35 25  Lk,6h4 7 12,50 13  23.21 8 14.28
55 - 6h 50 4 08.00 23  L46.00 8 16,00 13  26.00 2 ok, 00
65 or over 25 0 .00 9 35.00 3 12.00 L 2k,.00 7 28.00
Sex:
"Male 137 9 06.56 62 45,25 16 11.67 32 23.35 18 13.13
Female 10 1 10.00 L4 40.00 5 50.00 0 .00 0 .00
Race: .
White 143 10 06.99 65 45,45 21 14,68 31 21.67 18 12.58
Black L 2 50.00 1 25,00 0 .00 1 25.00 0 .00
Other 0 - 0 00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 6 10.16 31 53.54 8 13.55 12 20.33 2 03.38
Urban 40 4 10.00 15 37.50 6 15.00 8 19.54 7 12.50
Suburban 41 0 .00 20 48.78 L 09.75 12 29.26 5 12.19
Large City 7 0 .00 O .00 3 42,85 0 .00 4 57.14
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TABLE CC (Continued)

: Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background: '

Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
High school diploma 19 0 00 12 63.15 1 05.26 1 05.26 5 26.31
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 i 12.50 11 34.37 8 25.00 5 15.62 4 12.50
Bachelor's degree - 57 0 .00 26 45,61 6 10.52 20 35.08 5 08.77
Master's degree 19 6 31.57 7 36.84 3 15.76 O .00 3 15.76
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 6 60.00 0 00 3 3C.00 1 10.00
Other ‘ 7 0 .00 L 57.1h4 3 42,8 0 .00 0 .00
Childhood Residence: :
Under 5,000 83 7 0843 k1 149,39 13 15.66 13  15.66 9  10.8k4
5,001 to 25,000 L6 3 06.52 23 50.00 6 13.04 10 21.73 L 08.69
25,001 to 100,000°* 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 0C 4 by Ll 5 55.55
Over 100,000 9 0 .00 2 22.22 2 22.22 5 55.55 0 .00
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 1 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 O .00 0] .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 6 75.00 0 00 O .00 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .00 2 100.00 o) .00 O .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 0 .00 2 66.66 0 00 1 33.33 0 .00
21 - 25 14 1 07.1k4 9 64,28 0 00 4 28.57 0 .00
26 - 30 19 2 10.52 8 Lk2.10 6 31.57 3 15.78 0 .00
More than 30 100 6 06.00 39 39.00 15 15.00 24 24.00 16 16.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 o} .00 3 60.00 0 00 2 40.00 0 .00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 L 18.18 6 27.27 4 18.18 5 22.72 3 13.63
$18,001 to $25,000 30 2 06.66 23 T6.66 0 00 0 .00 5 16.66
$25,001 to $32,000 21 0 .00 7 33.33 4 19.04 7 33.33 3 1k.28
More than $32,001 66 4 06.06 21 37.87 13 19.69 17 25.75 7 10.60
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TABLE - CC (Continued)

Dis-

Total Strongly Per Per No Per Per Strongly Per

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0] .00 1 100.00 0] .00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 L 26.66 L 26.66 2 13.33 3 20.00 2 13.33°
1 - 3 children 96 6 06.25 L7 148.95 13 13.54 14 1k,58 16 16.66
L or more children 35 0 00 15 L2.85 5 1L.28 15 L42.85 0 .00
Experience on Schogl Boards:

None 2 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00 1 50.00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 2 40.00 3 60.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 0 .00 43 50.58 11 12.95 19 22.35 12 14,11
More than 3 years 55 8 ik.54 19  34.54 10 18.18 12 21.81 6 10.90
Experience on Com. Col.

Boards:

1 year or less 6 2 33.33 4y 66,66 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 1 20.00 4 80.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 7 05.14 L2 42,64 21 15.44 32 23.52 18 13.23
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Board Member Responses Indicating Attitude Toward an Extensive
Orientation Program for Board Members (Statement 30)

TABLE DD

B Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Ape: ‘
“3% or under 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 100.00 0 .00
35 - Lh 15 2 13.33 3 20.00 0 .00 9 60,00 1 13.33
45 - 54 56 0 .00 10 17.85 4 07.14 33 58,92 9 16.07
55 - 64 50 3 06.00 7 14.00 6 12.00 22 44 .00 12 24,00
65 or over 25 0 .00 1 ok.o0o it 16.00 16 64,00 4 16.00
Sex:
Male 137 5 03.64 21 15.32 11 08.02 T8 56.93 22 16.05
Female 10 0 .00 0 .00 3 30.00 3 30.00 L 40,00
Race:
White 143 *5 03.49 21 14.68 1L 09.79 78 54,54 25 17.48
Black i 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 75.00 1 25,00
Other 0 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 - o} .00
Place of Residence:
Rural 59 2 03.38 9 15.25 9 15.25 22 37.28 17 28.81
Urban. Lo 3 07.50 3 07.50 2 05.00 30 75.00 2 05.00
Suburban hl 0 .00 9 21.95 3 07.31 22 53.65 7 17.07
Large City 7 0 .00 0 .00 0 . .00 7 100,00 0 .00
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TABIE DD (Continued) -

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly Per
Characterisics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Educational Background:
Less than H. S. diploma 3 0 .00 0 .00 0 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
High school diploma = 19 0 .00 2 10.52 0 00 10 52.63 7 36.84
Coll. attend., no deg. 32 2 06.25 L 12,50 L 12.50 13 Lo.é2 9 28.12
Bachelor's degree 57 3 05.26 L o7.01 L 07.01 39 68.h2 7 12.28
Master's degree 19 0 .00 5 26,31 3 15.78 9 47.36 2 10.53
Doctoral degree 10 0 .00 2 20.00 0 .00 7 70.00 1 10.00
Other , 7 0 .00 Y  57.14 0 .00 3 42.85 0 .00
Childhood Residence:
Under 5,000 83 3 03.61 14 16.96 6 07.22 L6 55,42 i 16.86
5,001 to 25,000 : 46 2 ot.34 7 15.21 8 17.39 .22 L47.82 7 .21
25,001 to 1C0,000 9 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 66.66 3 33.33
Over 100,000 9 0 00 O .00 0 .00 T 77.77 2 22,22
Residence in Com. Col. area:
0 - 5 years 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 ..00 1 100.00 0 .00
6 - 10 8 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 75.00 2 25.00
11 - 15 2 0 .20 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
16 - 20 3 ¢ .00 0 .00 0 .00 3 100.00 0 .00
21 -~ 25 o 1h 3 21.k2 3 21.b2 0 .00 L 28.57 4 28.57
26 ~ 30 19 0 .00 2 10.52 6 31.57 11 57.89 0 Ko
More than 30 100 2 02.00 14 1%.00 8 08.00 56 56.00 20 20.00
Approximate Family Income:
Less than $10,000 5 0 .00 O .00 1 20.00 2 40,00 2  Lo.00
$10,001 to $18,000 22 0 .00 O .00 2 09.09 15 68.18 5 22,72
$18,001 to $25,000 30 2 06.06 L 13.33 0 .00 14 63.33 5 16.66
$25,001 to $32,000 2L 0 .00 L 19.04 0 00 12 57.14 5 23.80
More than $32,001 66 3 ok.sh 13 19.69 11 16.66 30 L45.45 9 13.63
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TABLE DD (Continued)

Total Strongly Per Dis- Per No Per Per Strongly DPer

Characteristics Cases Disagree Cent agree Cent Opinion Cent Agree Cent Agree Cent
Marital - Parental Status:

Not married 1 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 1 100.00 0 .00
Married, no children 15 2 13.33 0 .00 2 13.33 5 33.33 6 4o.00
1 - 3 children 96 3 03.12 14 14,58 8 08.33 55 57.59 16 16.66
4 or more children 35 0 .00 7 20.00 L 1.2 20 57.1k4 n 11.4k2
Experience on School Boards:

None 2 0 .00 0 .00 2 100.00 0 .00 0 .00
1 year or less 5 5 100.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 85 0 00 1h  16.h47 7 08.23 L2 49.41 22 25.88
More than 3 years 55 0 .00 7 12.72 5 09.09 39 70.90 L 07.27
Experience on Com. Col.

Boards:

1 year or less 6 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 6 100.00 0 .00
2 - 3 years 5 0 .00 0 .00 0 00 5 100.00 0 .00
More than 3 years 136 5 03.64 21 15.32 14 10.29 70 51.47 26 19.11
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TABLE EE

Significance of Relationships Between Personal Characteristics of Board Members
and Tneir Attitudes Toward Selected Community College Functions

State- State- State- State- State- State- State- State- tate~
ment ment ment ment ment ment ment ment ment
Characteristic No. 1 No. 2 No.’3 No. L No. 5 No, 6 No. 7 No. 3 No. 9
Age 11 Al 1.00 .92 1.67 2.44 &1 81 T5
Race 1.26 .25 1.87 2.83 1.82 .C8 2.27 .13 .22
Sex .01 2.81 .65 .81 .94 .19 .51 .30 27
. - *%x *¥ Q *
Residence .00 1.07 2.67 7.75 22.91 2.07 .23 .00 h,21
Experience, Comm.Col. .76 .01 .09 2.10 .89 2.65 1.39 1.81 .52
Roards
Education 10.28% 1,39 - 1.20 1.60 1.08 .05 16.39°% .25 3.39
X%
Income 6.43% .02 6.19 .71 6.07" .97 7.9 .97 .69

*Significant at the .05 level; **Significant at the .0l level.
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TABIE EE (Continued)

State- State- State- State-~ State~ State- State- State-~ State-

ment ment ment ment ment ment ment ment ment
Characteristics No. 10 No. 11 No. 12 No. 13 No. 1k No. 15 No. 16 No. 17 No. 18
Age 1.29 1.03 7L 1.32 1.56 8..0"" . .35 5.89%
Race 1.16 1.36 .24 3.10 2.34 2.15 .08 .84 .78
Sex .0l 5.73% .49 .71 .17 5.49" .22 16.7WF 1.uh
Residence .03 .96 5.89% .07 1.71 .02 2.05 .95 1.11
Experience, Comm.Col.  18.85™" 72 .55 .20 .00 2.90 .2k .23 .45

Boards

Education 2,12 12.92"" s5.11% 2.88 .02 .25 .12 .01 .04
Tncome 9.22"* .69 2.23 9.28™ . 37 .01 1.05  11.00%*

*Significant at the .05 level;

**significant at the .0l level.
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TABLE EE (Continued)

State~ State~ State- State-~ State~ State~ State- State-

ment nent ment ment ment ment ment ment
Characteristics No. 19 No. 20 No. 21 ©No. 22 No. 23 No. 24 ©No. 25 No. 26
Age .79 .52 1.23  4.08" .28 77 .03 h.66%
Race .18 .89 .31 1l.p2 4.65% .16 7 .07
Sex i 46 .86  s.94% 1,27 .36 1.12 3,31
Residence 1.36 3.33 2.38 .10 1.23 .07 2.36 .ok
Experience, Comm.Col. .55 LoLL* 14,38 6.43% .01 .51 2.140 9.16*

Boards i
Education .30 13.80"F s5.69% .01 3.73 .02 7.70%% .62
Income 2.75 1.07 2.73 1.48 .30 1.09 2.90 .22
*Significant at the .05 level; **Significant at the .01 level.
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TABLE EE (Continued)

State- State-~ State- State-

. ment nment ment ment

Characteristics No. 27 No. 28 No. 29 No. 30

Age U5 L.66% 6.17°% 1.81

Race .63 AT .34 1.00

Sex 1.32 .96 3.43 1.78

Residence .00 1.43 5.03" .07

Experience, Comm. Col. R 1.81 7.93%% 2.91

Boards '

Education .09 2.48 .00 .29

Income 2.90 .22 .15 11.81%%

*Significant at the .05 level; **Significant at the .0l level.
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