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ABS™RACT

This research review focuses on the need for active
cooneration hetween thr university-based researcher and the €unior
college administrator, to provide the research on teaching and
learning necessary for the sound preparatiorn of junior colleae
teachers. Historically, the Jurior college's main concern has heen
student learning, and time availahble for activities 1like research was
at a minimum. 2n the other hand, such researcht is of primarv interest
tc those engaqed in dunior college studies at the uni.2rsitv. One
indication of the current level of cooperation is the tendency of
administrators--especially those engaged in selecting new
teachers--to ignore existing reseazch on which aqualities are
characteristic of the properly prepared teacher. Tor example, the
applicant's teaching ability, theories of learning, rourse
objectives, or kncwledue of the junior college commonly are not na-jor
selection criteria. Alsoc notable is the negative attitude that many
junior college administrators shovw towards accepting teachina
interns. The uniaueness of the 4uninl colleae role and environment
sugqgests that those who teach there should receive training oriented
toward particular needs. Thus, not only must the researcher be
knowledgeable about current institutional practices, but also the
practitioner must be aware of and contribhute toward research.
Accenting this, it should be obvious that the quality of both current
teaching prantice and exis*ing research depends on mutual
coopetation., (JN)
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TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS AND THE JUNIOR COLLEGE

Recentiy, Arthur M. Cohen ard Edgar A. Quimby of the
ERIC Clearinghou<e for Junior Colleges suggested a series
of research cfforis that might be undertakan in the junior
college (Junior College Rescarch Review, Scptember 1970).
These recommendations weie made on the premise that
rescarch is useful only when a user puts the resultz into
practice, However, because the universty-based researcher
and the practitioner in the junior college do not communi-
cate as well or as often as they should, the ERIC Clearing-
house for Junior Colleges attempts to bridge the gap
between them,

One of the Clearinghouse’s speelal concerns is junior
college teacher preparation. This review sketches the
relationships—or their lack—Dbetween junior college admin-
istrators and the universily programs that address them-
selves to junier college instruction.

Reviews of Programs Are Available

Many aspects of teacher preparation have been dis-
cussed in previous issues of the Junfor Colleqe Rescarch
Recicw. The titles of these issues reveal their cpecial view-
points: “The Preparation and Characteristics of the Junior
College Teacher” (February 1968), “Research on Junior
College Teachers” (March 1968), "Selected Teacher Prep-
aration Programs” (May 1988), “Faculty Recruitment”
{September 1968), and “Teacher Evaluation: Toward Im-
proving Instraction” (Januvary 1970). As with ali JCRAs.
pertinent research is cited and commented on for the infor-
mation of the practitioner,

A number of teacher preparation programs have been
given detailed treatment in these reviews; others are cited
fn various documents in the ERIC collection-c.g., the
internship program fo- William Rainey Harper College
(ED 035 407), the Facvlly Devclopment Project, co-
sponsored by ths American Association of Juninr Colleges
and the Camegie Institute (ED 034 518), the proposcl
Doctor of Arts in College Teaching, supported by the
Nationa! Faculty Association of Community and Junior
Colleges (ED 031 265), the Appalachian State Teachers
College Program (ED 015 759), and the Eastern Washing
ton State College Interinstitutional Program (ED 018
488). Each of these programs is built on some research
that relates to teaching.

In addition to these documents, many other materials
related to teacher preparation are available through ERIC.
An extensive account of the Junior (‘nlkﬁ Teacher Pro-

ram at UCLA is given by Arthur M, Cohen in Focus on
rning: Preparing Teachers for the Two-Year College
(ED 019 939). Florence Brawer's Pcrsonality Characterls-
tics of College and University Faculty: Implications for the
Community Colleps (ED 026 048) is an in-depth inves-
tigation of the personnel now teaching at the junior college
with emphasis on tdentification of personality traits. More
a descriptive study, it suggests the kinds of research

Q
E MC night be andertaken on teachers and teaching.
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Administrators Seem to lgnore Research

Meanwhile, what is or is not happening at the junior
college? The practitioner looks with disdain on “esoteric
r:search” conducied at the university. Generally, rescarch
is considered remote from the daily problems of a teaching
institution. It is questionable whether those who recruit
and hire in the junior colleges (division chairmen, deans,
presidents, and personnel directors) are even vaguely
aware of the special aspects of the teacher preparation
programs described in the reports mentioned above.

Several links are missing between the teacher trained to
teach in a junior college and the means whereby the
junior college recruits and selects teachers, as pointed out
by Wattenbarger (ED 014 440) and Heinberg (ED 019
938), to mention but two sources. Little concern is given
to whether an individual has the ability to teach. The
major criterion seems (3 be whether or not he has a as.
ter’s degree in the subject matter taught. It is costly and
time-consuming for individual junior colleges to conduct
extensive searches for “qualified junior college teachers”—
90 per cent of Afty-cight junior colleges in Califormia that
responded to a survey indicated they had advisory com-
miltees for localing and selecting teachers in vocational
ficlds (ED 019 958). At least one junior college district
spends thousands of dollars on “recruitment trips” through.
out the state and even, until recently, throughout the
nation,

There are several well-established pattems followed by
the junfor college bureaucracy in its teacher rccruitment
ritual, Gerald Kennedy outlines some procedures used for
the recruitment of part-time instructors (ED 027 8§94),
and Northem Virginia Technical College repoits the use
of 1225 man-hours in a four-month period merely to
determine faculty needs (ED 010 020). There is much
to be desired in this bureaucratic method of recruiting
junior college teachers. One might ask when, if ever, the
administrator discovers if the candidate can teach; what,
if any, lcaming theory he favors; what, if any, leaming
objectives he will attempt to achieve; and what, if any.
thing. he knows about the junior cullege.

Many Teachers Come from Secondary Education
Wattenbarger reports that 33 per cent of the nation's
junior college teachers are recruited from secondary cduca-
tion (ED 014 283). The fact that a tcaching candidate
has taught in a high school merely means that the same
collcge graduate has added several years of sccondary
teaching experience to whatever subject-matter knowledge
he had. It is debatable whether this expetience gives the
prospective teacher any patticular knowledge either about
the junior college or about how to cause learning. In fact, .
a tecent survey (Park, In press) showed that the majority
of jurior college teachers at three institutions considered
themselves to be belote acerage or everage in understand.-
ing and accepting the junior collcge philosophy. Indecd, -
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most ranked themselves as average or below in causing
student learning. Nearly 50 per cent of these teachers were
recruited from the secondary schonls.

One might seriously question why the junior college

recruils so heavily from high school. Is it because the
administrators themsclves are primarily from the high
school-bringing with them their secondary school methods
and criteria—or is it because they are unaware of the
special programs at the universities and colleses developed
specifically to train junior college teachers? Do they really
think former sccondary school instructors are perforce
better teachers?

How Junior College Teachers ''Qualify"

Every junior college administrator knows that employing
teachers affects instruction, the finances of a district, and
the very core of institutional operations. Staffing within
budgzet, a practical and relevant concern, is no longer a
problem of supply and demand, but of obtaining qualified
teachers. The term “qualified” is a matter of judgment,
tor, other than personal characteristies and a few ycars
of teaching cxperience, the common denominator for junior
college teaching candidates is the training reccived at an
accredited university or college. The uncontrollable factor
in the bureaucratie pattern is the personal preferences of
the hiring administrator.

Barring the personal idiosyncrasics of the administrator,
cducational rescarch involves training junior college teach-
ers. \Whatever criticism might be leveled at the nation’s
schools of education, they are still the only agencies en-

- gaged in preparing teachers. Universities and colleges

produce history majors, English majors, science majors,
and the like in scemingly unlimited numbers, but these
subject-matter specialists are not nceessarily prepared to
teach in a junior college. If the junior college is to survive
as something other than another educational bureaucracy,
it must cooperate with the agencies involved in research
on teaching, Teaching is a skill that must be leamed; a
master’s degree does not necessarily qualify an individual
as a teacher. Unfortunately, subject-matter departments
at the universities and colleges, as well as junior college
administrators, secem to feel that this combination is ade-
quate for junior colleg2 teaching.

A document published by the National Council of
Teachers of English on Research and the Development of
English Programs in the Junisr College reports that junior
college teachers retain an aloofness and disdain for profes-
stonal studics (ED 002 976). This atitude, according to
tic repert, makes the junior college teacher a “fumbling
amate - " The report notes th- need and calls for ways
to bridge the gap between subject-matter respectability
and professiona? training. It fs significant in that it deals
specifically with English irstruction in the two-ycar college
and was prepared under the auspices of a major subject-
area association, not a school Lf education.

Problems of Teaching and Learning

There are many tchools of education attempting to im-
prove teachiniand learning methods through research, but
the junior college has neither accepted nor contnbuted to
that cndeavor. Rather than employ a teacher trained for
the junior college, administrators urge older professionals
to "innovate,” scmelimes st a higher cost than hiring a
new teacker. As a group, fove junior college teachers have
the time or inclination to conduct professional rescarch.
Morcover, junior college teachers feel that research refers
only to subject matter. In Park’s study (in press), which
called for self-ratings by teachers in three institutions,
most felt that the lack of time for scholarly research was
a major problem-2 finding that corroborated Garrison's
larger study (ED 012 177). At the same time, the juniot
collaen enhlic relstions arm states that it is a comfec-

rning fastitution, senving the needs of the com-
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mE MCK‘ contradictory view of rescarch vs, teaching

contributes to the confused image of the junior college.

The research undertaken by various institutions and
foundations obvicusly points to the idea that the junior
college is a unique educational entily, Its purpose is sup-
posedly leaming, not research, as compared with the
university. If we accept the idea that the junior college is
a teaching institution, shonld it not be interested in re-
search on teaching and leamning? If the junior college is
unable to carey on the necessary research, is it not logical
for it to participate in developing tcaches-training pro-
grams with institutions already engaged in such research?
It is as necessary for the rescar~her to be knowledgeable
about current irstitutional practices as it is for the prac-
titioner to know about rescarch being conducted in junior
college cducation. As one cannot exist without the other,
the preblem is to involve the junior college in this research.
As Gleazcr points out, it is a task that must be “shared alike
hy the universities and the junior college . . . research of
the universities must be pooled “vith the . . . resources of
the jumior college” {(ED 016 489).

Causing the System to Change

The avowed purpose of the junior college teacher pro-
gram at UCLA is not only to train teachers to work in the
junior college, but also to cause change within the junlor
college system. The program actively recruits and Irains
those candidates capable of operating within a special
teaching-leaming situation (ED 017 269). The missing
connection between research and application might be
found in a practical and feasible suggestion by Arthur M.
Cohen, the program dircetor, Each junior college would
establish a “teaching chair” to be filled by an intem uctively
enrolled in a teacher-training program. The intern would
occupy the chair for a year, with full pay and responsibili-
ties, under the supervision of both the instilution’s admins-
tration and the umiversity or college. It would be under-
stood that this chair must be vacated and filled with a new
intem cach year. Varlations to the basic idea are obvious,
e.g., the chair could be designated for the first semester
only or could e a half-time { osition, depending on enroll-
mne*i and need.

With the increasing number of programs being created
to train juntor college teachers, the junior college, if it
wants a voice in how teachers are trained, must decide
whether it will support a profession that requires a special-
ized foundation in teaching and learning. If the junior
college is nnique in the scheme of higher leaming. it should
paiticipate actively in teacher-training rescarch.

A number of intern programs throughout the country
are reviewed in the May 1968 issuc of the Junior College
Research Reciew. Other programs, especially in the state
colleges in California, follow the high school training pat.
ten with student teachers. Both the intems and the student
teachers are part of the established methodology used by
the secondary and elementary levels for years. The teach-
ing chair might be compired wich the student-tcacher
pro%:ams currently in practice, Supeivisors of student
teachers tell of many instances where the prospective
teacher gained litde or no actual teaching experience.
Indeed, frustration to the point of depression and resigna-
tion it more often the case, The student teacher seldom
has the apportunity to teach; he generally sits out his
assignmen® in the last row of the classroom. When he
actually does teach, it fs usually only because the regular
“master teacher™ is 1] or attending a confercnce. Whatever
benefit might result from student teaching fs negated by
such remarks ol the master teacher as “You aut-matically
flunk 60 per cent of the students on the first exam — other-
wise you get the reputation of being an casy grader,”

Contrary to the nedative attitude of junior college
administrators toward teaching intems (noting that the
junfor college 1 supposedly a teaching innstitution) is
their attitude towerd administrative intems in the state of
Califomnia. The raticaale often given is that the administra-



tive intem is federally funded or that the position is half-
time. In the experience of many, however, the administra-
tive intem receives as little practical experience as the
student teacher does. Yet administrators siill see great
advantages to hiring administrative interns, being trained
themselves, of course, o ke aceeptable members of the
junior college bureaucracy. This is not the case with teach-
ers. As one administrator was heard to remark, “Fll be
damned if Tl subsidize the teaching program of some
eollege.” It might be added that these same administralors
spend literally millions of dollars for “innovative” gadgetry,
toward which, a recent survey showed, many teachers
themselves have a negative attitude (Park, in press).

The Danger of Bureaucracy

Junior cctlege teachers and administrators have reached
the point of development that generally leads to the estab-
lishment of a rigid bureaucracy. Roscoe Martin describes
it as follows:

It may be argued, indeed, that burecucracy

(in the invidious sense) is a natural concomi-

tant of professionalism. Thus the most advanced

professions are those most effected by sclerosis;

by certitude of the 1ightness of any professional

course or stand adopted; impatience with any

contrary view; and suspicion of all criticism.?
Critical and harsh as this appraisal may be, the features of
a closed system have become obvious i the junior college,
One indication of it is found in Pratt’s study of the rela-
tionship between the degree of authoritarianism in the
personalitics of public community college presidents in
New York and the numbe: of authoritarfan personalitics
in the respective faculties they hired (ED 023 382).

The facl scems to be that the junior college bureaucracy
does not wish its steadily solidifying structure to be re-
organized. This applies to teachers as well as to admiuistra.

IRoscce Martin, Gocernment and the Suburban  School
(Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1962).

2Clyde Blocker et al,, The Two-Ycar College: A Soctal Syn-
thests { Engl.woud Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963).

tors. One can only contrast the great expenditures on
innovations, facilities expansion, higher wages, fringe bene-
fits (and their accompanying higher taxes) and other
operational details of a teaching institution with the total
lack of investment in teacher-training programs that re-
quire little but the desire to participate.

In its growing sltages, the junior college faced many
obstacles. one being the diffieulty of finding qualificd
teachers for an ill-defined role. Today it has reached that
stage of development at which other educational units
feveled off and entrenched themselves in a tightly organ- «
ized burcaucraey, complete with dozma and sacred rituals.
Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson put the matter sue-
cinctly when they pointed out that the time has come for
a serious evaluation of the entire concept of the junior
college and of its purposes and functions within the frame-
work of higher education?

The jmior college might escape the stagnation in which
the high schools found themselves before James Conant’s
report. by investing in teacher-training research — not
on a theoretical basis, or by supeificial instruction in ihe
guise of teaching innovation, but iy a realistic contribution
to the process of training junior college teachers thiough &
cooperative research. It may well be the investment needed
to save the junior college from oblivion.

The university-based educational researcher is not with-
out his share of blame. He seems inclined to survey retired
military personnel in the junior college (ED 010 593) and
the job-secking strategies of junior college faculties (ED
022 440) and to describe, rather than to analyze, faculty
recruitment and evaluation. Yct there is an inescapable””
connection between the junior college and research in the
university er the senior college, because these inscitutions
arc the major sourecs of junjor college teachers. Since the
cducational profession is composed primarily of gradu-
ates from the university, the junior college must depend on
it for providing competent instructors as well as the neces-
sary number of bodies. Both must contriliute to the study
of what cach is doing te enhance junior college instruction.

Young Park
UCLA/Educational Spectalist
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